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PREFACE 

We count on schools to prepare young people for the responsibilities of 
adult life. At best, this is a difficult task. It is far more difficult 

when students cannot learn and teachers cannot teach because there is 

disorder in the classroom and they are afraid to be in school. 

In the 1970s, the problem of school crime was brought to national attention, 
largely through the efforts of the Bayh Committee hearings (U.S. Congress, 

1975, 1976, 1977) and the Safe School Study sponsored by the National 
Institute of Education (1978). The Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention (OJJDP) was asked to explore ways in which the federal government 
might help reduce problems of violence and vandalism in the schools. In 1975, 
OJJDP supported a planning study aimed at designing an appropriate role for 

the Justice Department in the area of school crime (Research for Better 

School s, 1976). 

As one outcome of this study, OJJDP made funds available to the Alcohol and 

Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP) in the then Office of Education to 
develop a program for the reduction of school crime. ADAEP had been worklng 
for several years to reduce problems of alcohol and drug abuse in schools. 
Its program, the School' Team Approach, was seen by OJJDP as a promising 

method of dealing with the broader school crime problem. 

Under an inter-agency agreement, OJJDP transferred funds to ADAEP to allow 
a test of the School Team Approach as a means of reducing crime in public 
schools. The program olan was worked out jointly by the two agencies. 
Evaluation of its impact was carried out by OJJDP through its research and 
evaluation arm, the Nationa.l Institute for Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention, under a grant to the Social Action Research Center. 

The initial agreement called for training teams in 81 schools serving grades 
5 through 12, the training to be carried out by three of ADAEP's regional 
Training Centers. The evaluation was to follow the teams for a year, from 

training in the spring of 1977 to the spring of 1978. 

In the spring of 1977, OJJDP expanded the inter-agency agreement to allow 
training of an additional 2io teams, the training to be carried out by all 
five Training Centers. The evaluators worked closely with OJjDP and ADAEP 
staff over the next few months to design this second (Phase 2) program which 
was to overlap with the one already underway. The Phase 2 teams were to be 
trained in two groups, 135 in 1977-78 and 75 in 1978-79. Both groups were 
to be followed through the 1979-80 school year. 

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

Evaluation of the Phase 2 program is the subject of the present report. 
(Findings from the Phase 1 evaluation have been described earlier: Social 
Action Research Center, 1979, 1980). The following Phase 2 reports are 
also available: 

Supplemental description of initial school violence levels and of 
technical methodology. February 1983 .. 

This report provides background data for Chaoter 2. 

Supplemental description of data collection and measure development: 
team projects. January 1983. 

This report provides background data for Chapter 3. 

Reducing school crime: a guide to program interventions. April 1983. 
This report presents the findings from Chapter 3 in a format 
designed to made it useful for both team trainers and school 
staff. Findings are presented over six problem areas (vandalism. 
theft, drug and alcohol availability. attacks on students, attacks 
on teachers, and school climate) for high, middle, and elementary 
schools. 

Supplemental description of data collection and measure development: 
team continuation in the schools. December 1982. 

This report provides background data for Chapter 4. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

What is the School Team Approach? 

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

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

For the past ten years, the Alcohol and Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP) 
in the Department of Education has been training school teams to work on 
dr~g and alcohol problems among students. ADAEP teams are small groups 
whose members are drawn from both the school and community. A team typically 
includes six to eight people--school administrators, teachers, counselors, 
students, parents, and members of community youth agencies. 

The team spends two weeks in intensive training at one of ADAEP's five 
Regional Training Centers. Team members have two goals in training: to 
learn to work together as a problem-solving group and to develop a plan 
of action to meet the specific problems of their school. The Training 
Center provides a limited amount of technical assistance to help the team 
carry out the activities outlined in its action plan. 

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

The study 

As a result of the interagency agreement between the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and the Department of Education, the 
School Team Approach was adapted to the problems of school crime, fear of 
crime, and disruptive behavior. Schools with documented crime problems 
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applied to the ADAEP 
The schools selected 
located in 47 cities 

Training Centers for participation in the program. 
included over 200 high, middle, and elementary schools 
throughout the country. 

Each group of schools showed a wide range of problem behavior--vandalism, 
theft, extortion, beatings, threats of hann, classroom disruption, drug use, 
and sexual assa'.llts. Not all school crime is seriously "criminal ," but 
this is also true of juvenile crime on the streets. 

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

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

• Does the School Team Approach reduce crime in schools? 

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

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

Does the School Team Approach reduce crime in schools? 

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

1. Effective teams can reduce the extent of crime in their schools. 

The longer the time teams work effectively, the greater the reduction 
in crime. 
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2. Not all kinds of crime change at the same rate. It is harder to reduce 
theft and drug use in schools than to reduce personal victimization, 

classroom disruption, and fear of crime. 

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

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

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

What kinds of team activ1ties are most likely to lead to crime reduction? 

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

environment and reduce crime. 

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

examples: 

• a time-out room for disruptive students in lieu of suspension 
• using students as monitors to keep order in the halls 
• recreational activities that involve both students and teachers 
• teacher visits to the homes of problem students 
• rewards for students that behave well 
• a student/teacher/parent task force to work on the problem of 

vandalism 
• small group meetings in which students and teachers talk about 

their feelings about each other 
5 a student advisory council to work with school administrators 
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What kinds of projects work best? This depends on the grade level of the 
school. The high school teams that are most effective in reducing crime 
try to increase communication within the school and between the school and 
the community. They focus on active, responsible participation and the 
involvement of both students and adults in solving school problems. They 

~.t 

promote the development of knowledge and competencies that will aid students 

in dealing with the world beyond the school. 

The middle and elementary school teams that are most effective in reducing 
crime try to improve the school's handling of disipline and security and 
the overall safety of the school. Effective middle school teams also work 
on improving teacher/parent relationships. Effective elementary school 
teams work on improving relationships between students and teachers. 

What works best in reducing crime depends on the age of the students, how 
they seem themselves in 'relation to adults, and how their behavior is viewed 

by the adults around them. 

There are three broad themes that hold across schools generally. 

1. It is necessary to have a minimum of order before student behavior will 
change. Students and teachers need to feel that the school is safe and 
that someone is in control. Once reasonable order is established, further 

efforts to control behavior are counterproductive. In middle and 
elementary schools, attention to security and improving the school's 
disciplinary system helps to reduce classroom disruption and attacks 
on students and teachers. In elementary schools, theft is reduced as 
well. In high schools, where disruption is less of a problem, such 

efforts are not effective in reducing crime. 

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

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

personal change. 
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3. It helps to involve parents. The optimal form of this involvement 
varies from one school level to another, but the presence of parents 
in some kind of active problem-solving role is related to the reduction 
of school crime. 

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

1. Teams can survive well beyond the termination of federal funding. 
Over a third of the teams (37 percent) were active in their schools 
in the year following the end of federal support (they were then in 
their third or fourth year of operation). A fifth of the teams 
(20 percent) were active in the following year. 

2. There are many forms of team continuance and these figures underestimate 
the extent of team influence. Team activities may be taken over by 
other groups within the school. A team's projects may become part of 
the school's regular activities, thus making a permanent difference 
in how the school operates. Individual team members may initiate new 
projects on their own. They may change their behavior in the classroom 
and the way they relate to their colleagues and thus have an impact on 
both their students and fellow teachers. 

3. The support provided to the team is a crucial factor in team func~ioning 
and continuance. The greatest enemie5 to the continuance of teams are 
the withdrawl of support from the principal and the loss of team members 
through staff turnover, layoffs, or school reorganization. What keeps 
teams going is the energy and dedication of team members, the support 
of the principal, and outside support for team activities. 

Teams obtain outside support from their school district and from the 
Training Centers. Schools in our study were selected in clusters of 
four from the same district and funds were provided for part of the 
salary of a district-level cluster coordinator for a few months after 
training. Teams fared better when the district continued to support 
the coordinator after the withdrawl of federal funds, and they fared 
better when there were other teams still active in the same district. 
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The continuing support of the Training Centers is important to the 
continuance of many teams. Training Centers provide assistance with 
the de.ve 1 opment of team proj ects and with i nterna 1 team prob 1 ems. 
They also work as mediators with and trainers of both administrators 
and teaching staff and thus help create more hospitable settings for 

team activity. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

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

disruption, and fear of crime. 

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

school and community needs. 

2. There is a role for both local problem-solving and for a specific, 

though limited, federal role at the local level. 

The School Team Approach lies midway between two opposing positions on 
the use of federal funds: designing a program at the federal level for 
local implementation vs. turning money over to local agencies to use 
as they see fit. The School Team Approach recognizes both the value 
of building on local knowledge and experience and the importance of 
providing the expertise necessary to put local experience to effective 
use. It allows recognition of the great differences among schools that 
require programs tailored to fit individual needs, resources, obstacles, 

levels of sophistication, and political realities. 

Its aim is to institutionalize the federally-funded program after the 
withdrawl of federal support. What it proposes to institutionalize is 
not a specific program or set of programs but rather the presence in 
the school of a trained change entity that can be continually responsive 

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

Teams do not always choose those strategies for change that are most 
likely to reduce problems in their schools. Team effectiveness could 
be improved by giving teams, during training, available knowledge on 
what works best in each type of school and by building into the training 
system provision for the ongoing collection and feedback of information 
on team project outcomes. 

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

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

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

The training of teams in clusters of schools from the same district and 
the provision of a cluster coordinator contributes to team continuance, 
Time and resources should be devoted to the deve16pment and maintenance 
of district-level support for team activity. 

Team longevity is increased when contact with the Training Center is 
maintained over a longer period of time. This contact--phone calls, 
occasional site visits, and the inclusion of team members in regional 
training workshops--is considerably less expensive than the training 
of new teams. 
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5. It is important to measure both the quality of a new program and its 

impact over time. 

The strength of a program intervention may wax and wane over time. 
We found substantial numbers of teams that improved their performance 
after a shaky beginning and others that fell apart after initial good 
performance. This process may continue over time, with team performance 
varyi ng as t,he team's membershi p and its base of support change. In 

general, assessing intervention effects after longer time intervals than 
are usually allowed for in program evaluations should give a better 
indication of an intervention's power to bring about change. 

6. The School Team Approach offers a way to create promising sites for 
research and development on delinquency and its prevention. 

It takes time to build a new program and to create the conditions under 
which it can be carried out effectively. Many new programs make minimal 
contributions to knowledge--and are of limited value to their federal 
sponsors--because they are weak and poorly implemented and because they 
receive little or no support from the setting in which they are carried 
out. 

It would be less costly to tryout new ideas in settings that have proved 
hospitable to change efforts and in which skill in developing new 
programs has already been demonstrated. The School Team Approach has 
created a number of settings of this kind: schools in which teams have 
functioned effectively over a period of several ~ears. This program is 
a way to develop research and development capability within schools. It 
is also a way to develop promising leads for new approaches to delinquency 
reduction. 

This study has also pointed to some valuable areas for future research. 
The most important of these concerns differences in the way crime problems 
are reported within the same school. How much crime there is and how much 
of a threat to safety it represents is not seen in the same way by all of a 
school's students, nor by al~ of its teachers. Younger students, for example, 
tend to be more concerned about crime than older students. Girls tend to 

xi 

view crime problems more seriously than do boys. The relative m-jnority/ 
majority status of the student or teacher is also impotl'tant ('e.g., being 
a black student in a school that is predominantly white vs. a school that 
is predominantly black). 

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

If we could learn what combinations of background, experiences, and attitudes 
contribute to different perceptions of the same school environment, we would 
be in a better position to develop crime reduction programs targeted to 
those groups within a school that are most threatened, most fearful, and 
most at risk. 
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Chapter 1 

BACKGROUND OF THE EVALUATION 

The School Team Approach 

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

purpose is to improve the organization's operation and ability to meet its 

goals. Over the last decade, the use of teams in pr'ivate industry has 

grown rapidly. There have been fewer efforts to use teams to improve the 

effectiveness of public service organizations, though teams have been used 

within school systems. 

Research on team development (Woodman and Sherwood, 1980) suggests that teams 

lead to improved work climate and to positive changes in worker attitudes and 

job satisfaction. Evidence is less clear on the association between the use 

of teams and improved organizational performance, largely because of the 

difficulty of obtaining adequate performance measures in field settings. 

For the past ten years, ADAEP has been training school/community teams to 

fight drug and alcohol problems among students. To our knowledge, their 

School Team Approach represents the most extensive effort to date at 

widespread team development in either public or private sector organizations 

(they have trained some 3,000 teams in schools throughout the country). 

The present evaluation represents the largest and best documented study 

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

(the reduction of crime and fear of crime). 

The School Team Approach is an effort to mobiliz~ the resources of the 
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local school and its surrounding community to deal with school problems. 

The vehicle for change is a team composed of both school and community 

members who ar'e given training and technical assistance support to develop 

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

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

of local needs and resources. The federal agency (ADAEP) provides support 

for a few months after training, but the team is expected to continue as an 

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

The School Team Approach is based on these assumptions: 

• school problems are embedded in a community context; 

• effective problem-solving can be done best by the people who 
have faced the prob1ems; 

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

• change is an ongoing, not a static process. 

The team intervention, which relies on local initiative, thus offers wide 

latitude for variation in its implementation. 

Teams are recruited, trained, and given follow-up technical assistance 

through a group of five Regional Training Centers, each of which employs 

a small group of trainers and consultants. Over the course of their 

development, the Centers have developed ongoing relationships with school 

districts and state educational agencies in their regions. The basic 

outline of the training system is established by ADAEP central office staff, 

but the Centers have a good deal of autonomy in carrying out the training 

mandate. Continuity and comparability across Centers are maintained 

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

How teams are developed 

The School Team Approach involves three steps: 

• recruiting schools 

• training teams 

• providing post-training technical assistance to teams 

Recruiting schools. The Centers publicize the availability of federal 

training funds, contacting schools, school districts, and state educational 

agencies. One or more pre-training site visits are made to interested 

schools by Training Center staff. The purpose of the site visit is to 

acquaint school person~el with the nature of the team intervention and their 

expected commitment to it. Schools selected for participation then choose 

a group of school and community members who will form the team. The group-

typically seven in number--includes teachers, counselors, the principal or 

another administrator, a student or other young person, and a parent or 

other community representative. 

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

with teams from other schools. Training is intensive, generally covering 

both day and evening hours. It is devoted to building a team identity (the 

team selects one of its members to serve as team leader), helping the team 

develop an action plan, and offering a variety of content inputs about the 

causes of school problems and possible interventions to deal with them. 

Training emphasizes the prevention of problems before they become serious, 

the creation of a more humane school environment for both students and 
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teachers, and the development of problem-solving skills that will enable 

the team to deal with both the presenti~g problems of drug and alcohol 

abuse and with other school problems as they ariseo 

Providing post-training technical assistance to teamso The team is offered 

continued contact with the Training Center after its members return to the 

school 0 The amount of time available for each team is limited by ADAEP 

funds (these cover training costs and an average of two to four days of 

technical assistance per team during the school year following training). 

The Centers are generally very creative in finding ways to spread these 

funds as far as possible--for example, by bringing several teams together 

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

contact with team leaders. Technical assistance may be requested by the 

team or initiated by the Training Center. The amount received by anyone 

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

Training and technical assistance support have not remained static over the 

years, changes in their delivery reflecting both learning from experience 

and shifts in the nature of the schools and their students o In recent years, 

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

change in the schools o 

Clustering 

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

single teams to recruiting teams from clusters of schools within the same 

district. Typically, a cluster consists of a high school and three feeder 

elementary or junior high schools. The activities of the schools are fi 
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coordinated by a district-level staff person who serves as cluster coordinator. 

Clustering is intend~d to facilitate the work of teams in individual schools 

by promoting the exchange of ideas and support and by directly involving 

staff at the district level who are in a position to facilitate and support 

change efforts in the schools. It is also intended to consolidate changes 

occurring among students in the feeder schools through the development of 

similar programming in the high schools. 

The Evaluation Plan 

Background 

The interagency agreement called for training teams in 81 schools serving 

grades 5 through 12, the training to be carried out by three of ADAEP's 

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

two weeks of off-site training, four days of post-training technical assistance 

per team, and part of the salary of the team leader for a period of up to 

12 months. 

The evaluation was to follow the teams for a year, from training in the spring 

of 1977 to the spring of 1978. The major evaluation question was the impact 

of team activity on the level of crime and fear of crime in the participating 

schools. Attention was also to be given to the process by which change is 

brought about. 

Current evaluation 

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

the training of 210 additional teams. We worked closely with OJJDP and ADAEP 
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staff over the next few months to design this second program which was to 

overlap with the one already underway. Evaluation of the IIPhase 211 program 

is the subject of the present report. Findings from the Phase 1 evaluation 

(the initial 81 teams) are described elsewhere (Social Action Research Center, 

1979) • 

The Phase 2 agreement called for training 55 clusters, 35 in the first year 

and 20 in the second year of the program. A cluster was defined as four 

lIorganizationally related" schools (a few three-school clusters were allowed) 

and recruitment was done at a district level. For purposes of the evaluation, 

the following eligibility requirements were imposed: 

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

• schools must serve students in grades 6 through 12; 

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

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

• schools must make a commitment to cooperation with the evaluation. 

OJJDP monies were made available to pay district staff persons to work up to 

50 percent time as coordinators of the clusters, to support the training of 

team members and cluster coordinators, and to provide an average of four days 

of post-training technical assistance per team. The cost of the total 

program averaged approximately $13,500 per team, of which two-thirds went 

directly to the schools and their district offices. 
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Our concern about lack of a baseline against which to measure change in the 

Phase 1 teams led to recommending an experimental/control design for Phase 2. 

This fit with ADAEP's need to spread training of the 210 new teams over a 

two-year period. The evaluation plan called for selection of all teams in 

the fa11 of 1977, with random assignment into two training periods: the 

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

.All of the participating schools would collect data on the level of crime and 

fear of crime at three points: prior to first-year training, a year later 

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

/A teams XT 

Selection 

~B teams X 

Y 

YT 

1977 -78 1978-79 

XYZ = collection of crime data 
T = team training 

Z 

Z 

1979-80 

By measuY'ing change in crime between points X and Y, we can comfjare schools 

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

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

points X and Z for the A teams and points Y and Z for the B teams, we can 

address the concern of ADAEP staff that change in the school may not be 

apparent before two years of team activity. 

Evaluators and funders shared a common concern with the process by which 
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change in schools is brought about and the conditions under which it is most 

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

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

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

Implementation of the Evaluation Plan 

Selection of A and B teams 

Assignment to the two training cycles was done by evaluation staff. It was 

necessCl.ry to assign within regions, since each Training Center was required 

to train seven clusters in the first year and five in the secondo Random 

assignment was modified by prior matching on city size before selection. 

When two applicant clusters came from the same city, one was assigned to 

each training cycle. 

Training 

Training of the first year teams was expected to be completed by the end of 

January 1978. Because of the short lead time for the program, recruitment 

of schools and schedulfng their training was difficult. Only half of the 

first year clusters (51 percent) were trained by this date (see Table 1-1). 

In contrast, most of the second year clusters (80 percent) were trained before 

the Christmas break in the following school year. 

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

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

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

There was similar variation around the times of crime data collection 

1-8 

l 
1, 

i 
! 
I 

Table 1-1 

Number of Clusters Trained by Training Month 

October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 

Total 

1977-78 

2 
4 

4 

8 
16 

35 

1978-79 

6 
8 
2 

4 

20 

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

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

Technical assistance 

Po~t-training technical assistance was to be completed by the end of 

September 1978 for the A (first year) teams and a year later for the 

B teams. An extension allowed the Training Centers to spread technical 

assistance visits over an additional year. The program was thus not 

officially terminated until the end of September 1980. 

Final sample: school level distribution 

The schools selected for the program included high, middle or junior high, 

and elementary schools in a ratio of 2:2:1. The ratio held for both training 

cycles. The elementary schools were about equally divided between K-6 and 
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K-8 schools. Since the study was limited to grades 6 and above, we sampled 

only a portion of the school population in collecting elementary school 

crime data, though team interventions in these schools were generally directed 

to the school as a whole. Our findings for elementary schools thus represent 

an averaging of effects across two subgroups of schools differing both in 

the age range of their students and in social setting characteristics 

associated with age. 

Final sample: variatinn in sample size 

The final sample consisted of 54 rather than the expected 55 clusters of 

teams. One of the original clusters failed to get school and district 

approval and was dropped prior to training. The remaining clusters contained 

223 teams, not all of which were considered part of this study. We excluded 

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

clusters. This left 214 teams in the final sample. 

The number of teams represented in the findings reported in the next three 

chapters varies from one set of analyses to another. Not all schools provided 

longitudinal information on crime levels and not all teams pn6vided 

information on team operation and project interventions. Data on crime 

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

project interventions from a somewhat smaller number. 
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Evaluation Questions 

The eva1uation addressed three major questions: 

1. Does the School Team Appr~ach reduce crime in schools? 

This was the primary question presented for evaluation. The evaluation 

plan called for comparing change in the amount of crime, disruptive 

behavior, and fear of crime in two groups of schools: those trained in 

1977-78 (the A teams) and those trained in 1978-79 (the B teams). The 

prediction was that the A teams, which were trained a year earlier and 

therefore had a longer time to intervene in the schools, would show more 

crime reduction than the B teams. 

Problems in the implementation of the evaluation plan red~ced the 

differences in available intervention time between the A and B teams 

and led to a search for alternative ways of answering the evaluqtion 

question. We finally did two parallel analyses, one using the A/B 

comparison originallypOanned, the other combining A and B groups and 

looking at the effect of available intervention time. In both sets of 

analyses we took account~f the quality of the team intervention. We 

also looked at the effect of external events in the school that might 

be expected to interfere with team efforts at school change. These 

analyses are reported in Chapter 2. ...., 

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

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

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

interventions and reductions in several areas of school crime. 

Teams typically try several interventions or projects as part of their 

action plan for reducing crime. We defined, for each team, the gene·ral 

strategy they adopted in working for change, the specific kinds of change 

they hoped to bring about, and the kinds of crime problems they were 

concerned with changing. We looked at the relationship of each of these 

three ways of describing team interventions to the reduction of crime in 

the school and drew some conclusions about promising approaches to crime 

reduction. These analyses were done separately for high, middle, and 

elementary schoolso They are reported in Chapter 30 

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

At its best, the School Team Approach is expected to result in the 

institutionalization of the team as a part of the school's regular 

operationo Does this occur, and how often? What kinds of team 

performance can be expected, and over what period of time? What can 

be done to improve on these expecteds? 

To answer these questions, we gave questionnaires and interviews to 

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

and conducted follow-up telephone interviews in the spring of 1981 and 

1982. These provided information on team functioning and on the factors 

team leaders believe contribute to team longevity or lead to the demise 

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

Chapter 4. 
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Chapter 2 

SCHOOL TEAM IMPACT ON CRIME AND DISRUPTION 

The first--and all to often only--question asked at the completion of an 

innovative social program is: "Did it work?" In keeping with this tradition, 

we give our answers to the questions of this kind that can be asked of the 

School Team Approach before examining, in later chapters, the additional and 

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

change. 

As the description of the School Team A~proach in the previous chapter 

indicates, the "it" in any did-it-work question is, by design, actually a 

diverse collection of distinctive projects stimulated by a shared tra1ning 

initiative and, at a very general level, shared objectives for change. 

Beyond these inchoate and abstract similarities lies much uniqueness in 

individual team strategies and objectives, deriving from teal~ concern for 

the specific problem situation in their school~ To do justice to this 

diffuseness, here and in later chapters, we will need to ask many did-it-work 

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

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

yield positive answers to our evaluation questions? 

Measuring Crime in Schools 

Our experience in the earlier phase of the evaluation, along with other 

research on the problem (National Institute of Education, 1978), provided 

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

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

face, just as there is in their surrounding communities. 

• To obtain dependable information on school crime, extensive effort 

must be expended in the technical aspects of research data collection: 

questionnaire design, sampling procedures, instrument,administration, 

data cbding and analysis. 

• It makes a difference when in the school year one assesses crime and 

violence levels. Conclusions based on comparisons between schools 

observed at different points may be spurious. 

Our research strategy called for three periods of data .collection on school 

crime, each one year apart (see diagram, p. 1-7). The instruments used were 

questionnaires, one designed for students and one for teachers. The student 

questionnaire was to be administered to a large random sample of students 

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

in the participating schools. 

We defined crime broadly, including questions on personal and property 

victimization, drug'availability and other illegal behaviors, disruption, 

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

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

perspectives. 

Our unit of analysis was schools, ~ot individual students or teachers. As 

we built school-level measures of crime, we found t~at it makes a tremendous 

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

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

thei r experi ences and percept; ons are organi zed. For exampl e, female teachers 

reports higher levels of fear than male teachers. A slightly more complicated 

aspect of this concern is reflected in the finding that, within a school, 

the relationship (correlation) between victimization and fear is o'~ greater 

magnitude in younger than in older students. These crucial results fly in 

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

develop measures descriptive of the school as a whole. 

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

is that schools might appear to improve--or become more violent and disruptive--

simply because the mix of different types of respondents changed from one 

measurement occasion to the next. Without some form of statistical control, 

it would not be possible to distinguish real change from the vagaries of 

sampling. We directed considerable resources toward the problem of adjustments 

and weightings of samples (similar to those done in epidemiological studies) 

to obtain measures o·f crime that could be interpreted from one year to the 

next without ambiguity. 

The Initial Problems School Teams Faced 

Is school crime IIrealli crime? Should it be taken seriously by an agency 

devoted to the more general problem of juvenile crime? Here are some examples 

of incidents occurring in schools in our study: 

Elementary schools 

Stugent uncooperative, refused to follow directions; threw her desk 
around; misused her books; challenged teacher to a fight. 
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Four boys jumped one boy with forks, a butcher knife, and razor blades. 
Student hit teacher while being constrained from hitting two other 
children. 

Middle schools 

A group of 8th grade boys were shaking out other students for money and 
food over a period of a couple of months. 
Two boys were playing the dozens in the stairs. Fight broke out. Hip 
injury to attacker. 
8th grade student was brought into the office for smokina. Became very 
abusive and verbally assaulted the assistant principal. ~ 

High schools 

Two students were yelling at each other, one saying other was spreading 
rumors, other yelling back. Girl was crying. Two staff members split 
them up. 
Stude~t had switchblade knife on person during school hours--disruptive 
behavlor when told to go home--shouted obscenities. 
Offenders were asked to leave school grounds because they were not 
participating in activity which was going on. One offender struck a 
victim and a fight started between all involved. Teachers were stabbed 
with a knife. 

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

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

Zimring (1979), discussing trends in youth violence, states: "public and' 

legislative concern about violent crime committed by young people tends to 

crystallize around well-publicized and unrepresentative episodes of violent 

crime committed by young offenders II (p. 73). He goes on to note that most 

arrests for adolescent crimes of violence are in categories in which the 

police label says little about the degree of seriqusness of the offense: 

robbery (ranging from "unarmed schoolyard extortions through armed, life

threatening, predatory confrontations") and aggravated assault (ranging 

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

a wide range of seriousness of offenses, just as does youth violence in 
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schools. In both areas, the bulk of offenses fall at the less serious end 

of the scale. There is no compelling reason to believe that school crime 

is significantly different from crime in the streets. 

With this digression, we turn now to a description of the crime problems in 

the schools at the outset of the team intervention. We look first at the 

incidence of specific kinds of crime behavior, as reported in the student 

and teacher questionnaires, and then at the summary problem indices that 

form the basis of the outcome change analyses presented later in the chapter. 

Taken together, these two will provide the reader with a good indication of 

the seriousness and diversity of the crime problems school teams faced as 

they began their work. 

Kinds of crime behavior 

Three groups of questionnaire items indicate the seriousness of the crime 

problem: personal victimization, property victimization, and the availability 

of drugs and alcohol. Within each category, responses are' available from 

both students and teachers (although not always on strictly parallel sets of 

questions) and are reported as average school-level percentages of respondents 

endorsing the item (the actual school-level index is slightly more complicated 

than this). Since crime levels vary with grade level of the school, data are 

presented separately for high, middle, and elementary schools. 

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

of personal victimization for student and teacher samples. We considered three 

types of personal victimization: actual injury, the threat of harm, and the 

taking of possessions by force or threat of injury. Percentages in the table 
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Fighting in self-defense 

Threatened with beating 

Threatened w/knife, gun 

Threatened w/sexual 
attack 

Robbery w/force/threat: 
food 

Robbery w/force/threat: 
money 

Robbery w/force/threat: 
clothes/possessions 

Hurt in personal attack: 
no M.D. 

Hurt in personal attack: 
saw M.D. 

Sexually attacked 

Table 2-1 

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

Students 
Total· High Middle Elem. Total 

20.2 *** 11.0 22.9 33.0 na 

9.1 *** 7.1 10.9 9.7 8.9 

3.2 3.0 3.5 3.0 1.2 

5.4 * 4.6 5.9 6.3 0.7 

5.5 *** 3.2 7.1 6.9 na 

8.5 *** 5.6 11. 1 9.4 1.1 

5.8 *** 3.8 7. 1 7.0 2.4 

8.7 *** 4.5 11.3 11. 7 2.0 

2.2 *** 1.5 2.6 3.1 0.5 

2.4 .*** 1.7 2.8 2.8 0.2 

189 schools 

Probability of observed differences across school levels: * p < .05 
*** P < .001 

na :: question not asked 

<7 

-1 

Teachers 
High Middle Elem. 

na na na 

8.5 10.4 6.8 

1.3 1.4 0.5 

0.7 0.9 0.3 

na na na 

1.3 1.0 1.1 

1.4 2.0 5.1 

1.4 2.6 2.1 

0.5 0.7 0.1 

0.0 0.2 0.2 

190 schools 
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reflect the average proportion of respondents in a school who reported each 

type of incidento For example, across all schools, the average fraction of 

students who reported fighting in self-defense was one-fifth (20 percent), 

with 11 percent of high school students reporting such an incident, twice 

that fraction (23 percent) of middle school students, and three times that 

fraction (33 percent) of elementary school studentso (The asterisk~ indicate 

that in a one-way analysis of variance the differences in fighting in se1f

defense among school levels were significant at the .001 levelo) 

For student-as-victim, high schools are, in almost every category, safer 

places to be, with middle and elementary schools usually showing somewhat 

higher incidence of personal victimization. The most frequent types of 

personal offenses against students are "threatened with a beating," 

"robbery with force or threat: money," and "hurt in personal attack: no M.D. ," 

with better than one in twelve students reporting such incidents. In terms 

of incidents that in the adu"t or outside-school world would be more clearly 

criminal C'threatened with knife or gun," "hurt in personal attack: saw M.D. ," 

and "sexually attacked"), incidence ranges from 105 percent for personal 

attacks with injury in high schools to 3.5 percent for threats at knife- or 

gun-point in middle schools. In a school of 800 students, this represents 

from 12 to 28 such incidents from the beginning of the 1977-78 school year 

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

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

Turning to personal victimization among teachers, two things can be seen 

immediately. First, teachers are less frequently victims than are their 

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

category of teacher victimization, as for students, is "threatened with 

beating," with the overall average of 8.9 percent nearly equalling the rate 

for students. One in 200 teachers requires medical attention following a 

student attack, while one in 500 is sexually assaulted (three times as many 

are sexually threatened). As with the student statistics, these figures seem 

small. When we compute the number of actual incidents represented, it cannot 

be denied that teachers, as well as students, work in these schools at 

considerable risk of personal harmo 

Property victimization. Property victimization incidents reported by students 

and teachers at the beginning of the study are summarized in Table 2-20 Of 

the four items in the student questionnaire, having property damaged or 

destroyed at school is the most frequent experience repoy-ted, occurring to 

nearly a quarter of all students. Theft of money, clothes, and other 

possessions occurs nearly as often, while having food stolen is reported 

much less frequently (whether or not it actually happens less often)o The 

patterns of school-level differences in student property victimization 

experience is substanti~lly the same as for personal victimization, with high 

schools showing considerably lower incidence than either middle or elementary 

schools. 

Teacher property is a more likely target of victimization than their personsy

As with personal victimization, school level makes practically no difference 

in the incidence of property victimization, except for theft of money which 

is statistically less frequent in elementary schoolso 

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

Theft of money 

Theft of clothes/other 
possessions 

Damage/destruction of 
possessions 

Car damage 
N 
I Car break-in \.0 

Car theft 

Probability of observed 

na = question not asked 

\ 

Table 2-2 

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

Students 
Total High Middle Elem. Total 

6.6 *** 4.2 8.0 8.5 na 

18.3 *.** 15. 1 21.2 19.0 8.2 

23.6 ** 21.3 25.9 23.9 14.9 

24.5 *** 17.8 29.0 31. 3 14.7 

na na na na 14.1 

na na na na 2.5 

na na na na 0.6 

189 schools 

differences across school levels: ** p <.01 
*** p < .001 

Teuchers 
Hi eFt Middle Elem. 

na na na 

** 9.0 9.0 5. 1 

14.6 14.4 16.4 

13.1 15.6 16.4 

13.7 14.2 14.9 

2.6 2. 1 2.9 

0.5 0.5 0.7 

190 schools 
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Tab1e 2-3 

First Year Reported Ease of Obtaining Illegal Substances at School 
(Average Percent of Respondents across Schools) 

Students Teachers 
Total High Middle Elem. Total High Middle Elem. 

Alcohol 

Marijuana 

Heroin/other hard drugs 

54.8 *** 69. 1 

67.5 *** 84.3 

33.4 *** 40.0 

50.2 

65.0 

32.7 

189 schools 

35.7 

39.0 

21.4 

Probability of observed differences across school levels: *** p <.001 

d 

62.0 *** 82.2 

76.3 *** 93.6 

34.3 *** 48.1 

53.8 

73.0 

27.9 

190 schools 
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36.8 

46.7 

17.6 
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questionnaire items relevant to substance abuse. Because of anticipated 

school and parental opposition, we chose not to ask students about their 

own use of alcohol and drugs .. Following the Safe School Study (National 

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

illegal substances. 

Clearly, students and teachers agree that it is easy to get high in school. 

Better than 9 out of 10 high school teachers report it is very or fairly easy 

to obtain marijuana at school, and better than 8 out of 10 high school students 

report the same. In general, high school teachers estimate availability 

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

13 percent) concerning the availability of alcohol. Teachers in high schools 

may be more aware of the problem or may define availability differently than 

their students. 

Marijuana is roughly twice as easy to get as are hard drugs such as heroin, 

with alcohol falling inbetween. For both groups of respondents there is a 

strong progression of increasing availability as we move from elementary to 

middle to high schools. Age trends for victimization and substance abuse are 

in reverse directions: as students become less disruptive, they seem at the 

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

Global problem indices 

The items described above constitute only a fraction of the questionnaires 

administered to students and teachers in each year of the study. Two other 

main categories of questions were included, those dealing with respondent 

perceptions of conditions in the school (dimensions of school safety) and 
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those dealing with respondent attitudes and emotions (for example, fear of 

crime). Taking all of these items together makes fol'" a very large set of 

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

change for each item. 

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

more manageable, we constructed a somewhat smaller number of global problem 

indices, each summarizing the information contained in several of the original 

questionnaire items. This data reduction process, which involve intercorrelating 

and factor analyzing the questionnaire items, yielded the scales described in 

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

carried out on this set of scales. 

It can be seen in Table 2-4 that the items discussed in the previous section 

are represented in the final scales. In addition, because of our multiple 

measures approach to assessing outcomes in schools, we have for student and 

teacher personal victimization and for stUdent property victimization "doub1e 

coverage lt in the set of final problem indices (that is, both ·;.students and 

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

Parallel student and teacher judgments of student safety from personal attack 

a re also ava.i1 ab 1 e. The rema i ning scales descri be the school through the 

eyes of the particular respondent group and include school safety from 

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

Figures 2-1A through 2-1L display initial school conditions in terms of the 

final set of problem indices. Each frame in the figure shows school means 

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

2-12 



Table 2-4 

Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures 

Global Problem Measuresl Student Teacher 

Persona 1 victimization: students x 
teachers x 

Property victimization: students x 
teachers 

Alcohol/drug availability x 
III ega 1 behaviors in school x 
Disruption x 
Student safety from personal attack x 

. School safety from vandalism and theft 

Tension in the school x 
Fear of being attacked x 

1 Personal victimization includes both actual harm and threats of harm. 
For teachers it also includes verbal abuse--a violation of the social 
contract implied in the st~dent/teacher relationship. 

x 
x 
x 
xx 

x 
x 
x 

x 

x 
x 

Property victimization includes loss through theft of or damage to one's 
possessions. For teachers there is an additional measure of theft or 
damage to the teacher's car. 

Il~egal behaviors includes stealing, selling stolen goods, bringing weapons 
to school, breaking school rules, and reports that teachers are afraid of 
students (the latter is not an illegal behavior, but the item scaled with 
the other items). 

Disruption includes classroom behavior that keeps students from learning 
and teachers from teachina. 

Tension includes frequent fighting and perception of the school as tense, 
unfriendly, and a place where others take advantage of you. 

Fear includes, for students, reports of being afraid in school, worry about 
being hurt, and avoidance of certain areas within the school. For teachers, 
it includes reluctance to confront misbehaving students and consideration 
of the need for self-protective devices. 
Measures were derived from student and teacher questionnaires. Both students 
and teachers were asked about the victimization of themselves and of the 
other group. Data were available for a teacher measure of alcohol/drug 
availability, but the measure was not computed for this study. 
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deviation and the range) for each group of schools. 

Some of the issues that surface \~hen we attempt to ask both students and 

teachers about the same aspects of the school environment can be illustrated 

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

identical in content for students and teachers, measures the extent to which 

there is agreement in the school that: 

• students steal from one another 
• it is easy to get stolen things for sale at school 
• many students bring weapons to school 
• students break school rules any time they think they can 

get away wi th it 
• teachers are afraid of students 

While the label Itillegal behaviors" does not apply equally well to all items 

in this group, they cluster tightly enough together empirically to form a 

useful dimension along which schools differ from one another. Student and 

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

The lefthand panel of the figure indicates that there is little difference 

among the three levels of schools in the percent of students endorsing these 

statements--on the average, just over 40 percento (In other words, despite 

differences in self-reports of victimization, students see little difference 

in this kind of problem behavior among the three school levels.) Turning to 

the righthand panel, however, it can be seen that there are large school-level 

differences in the reports of teachers concerning these same behaviors: the 

older the students, the larger the number of teachers that report such 

behavior's occurring in their schools. Elementary school teachers are less 

likely to mention these behaviors than are their students; high school teachers 

are more likely to report them. 
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Whose perception is correct? It is in the nature of perception that the 

probable answer is both. This being the case, we suspect it is more fruitful 

to concentrate attention on the possible effects these different perceptions 

have on students and teachers. From these differences in the perception of 

illegal behaviors, we would expect a greater proportion of elementary students 

than teachers to be fearful and the reverse to be true in high schools. This 

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

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

school problem indices by considering information from concurrent questionnaires 

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

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

or that they are viewed as less serious acts when carried out by younger 

children. Disciplinary actions that involve removal of the child from the 

school occur less frequently in elementary than in middle or high schools. 

Elementary principals have fewer meetings with parents around disciplinary 

problems. They use fewer security personnel, and those they do use less 

often wear uniforms or carry guns. The severity with \'Ihich various kinds of 

misbehavior are punished increases .from e·lementary to middle to high schools. 

High school principals are most likely of the three to endorse the need to 

keep order as a primary function of teachers (though disruption is more often 

seen as a problem by teachers in elementary and middle schools) and to see 

isolation of troublemakers and stronger discipline as the solution to problems 

of disruptive behavior. 

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

behaviors, students are ~t less risk of either personal or property victimization 
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once they have made the transition from middle to high school (Figures 2-1A 

and 2-1B) and are judged by their fellow students as at less risk of attack 

by others (Figure 2-1I). Older students are also less likely than younger 

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

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

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

of more instances of student personal victimization in elementary and middle 

than in high schools (Figure 2-1A), elementary school teachers judge students 

to be safer from attack than do their middle and high school counterparts 

(Figure 2-11). Their judgments of student safety are at wide variance with 

those of their students who, compared with teachers in the same schools, 

more often report danger of personal attack, tension in the schoo13 and fear 

of being hurt. 

Thus there are not only diverse kinds of crime but diverse views of the crime 

that occurs. There are two points to be made from this review. First, school 

crime should not be considered solely in terms of how many illegal acts occur 

on school grounds. There is a sizeable core of both students and teachers 

who admit to being afraid in school. This number is larger than those who 

actually experience personal victimization, but smaller than the number who 

believe their schools are unsafe for students and the number who report the 

occurrence of illegal acts. To the extent that it interferes with learning 

and with the quality of school life, the perception of the school as dangerous 

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

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

in the developmental and socialization needs of students and to take account 
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of the meaning that specific kinds of behavior have at different developmental 

sta'geso Elementary schools are more troubling to their students than to their 

teachers. The reverse may be true in high schoolso The crime problem is 

different for younger and older students. We will find in Chapter 3 that 

what works with youngers may not be what works with olders, and that what 

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

Outcome of the Evaluation 

Problems in implementation 

The design of the'school team program and its evaluation were intended to 

maximize the clarity with which program impacts, if any, would be demonstrated. 

This meant controlling which schools participated in the program, how they 

were assigned to immediate and delayed start-up conditions, and when the 

extensive outcome asses~ents were conducted. Had all gone as planned, the 

data would fit neatly into a predetermined statistical analysis model, and 

statements of conclusions would have been as scientifically sound as any ever 

made in the field of social program evaluation. 'This commitment to the value 

of unambiguous evaluation findings is rare in the planning stages of an 

undertaking. The concern for clarity was coupled with equal emphasis on 

comprehensiveness: the survey in~truments used were thorough; the samples to 

which they'were administered were the largest ever in a study of this kind; 

local processes of program implementation were extensively documented. 

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

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

importantly, how much is unavoidable? There are no firm answers to these 
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questions but, by many standardS, the study was extremely successful and 

carefully executed. A massive store of information has been accumulated, 

the first efforts to make sense of which are reported hereo More are 

needed. 

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

found ourselves struggling with the effects of a myriad of small discrepancies 

between the study's planned and actual form, which we have gone to great 

lengths to monitor. This weakening of a grand plan may have blunted our 

vision. Our cautiousness is the product of lengthy immersion in the details 

of survey research problems. 

The study was a poor fit to the mold envisioned in the planning stage. The 

simplicity and straightforwardness of the original analysis plan would conceal 

more than it revealed if we implemented it as planned. But by the same token, 

the investment in the experimental model was huge and could not be ignored o 

The question we struggled with was: insofar as the essence of the study, as 

implemented, was arguably a poor approximation to controlled experimentation, 

was there another model or fra~ework within which critical weaknesses could 

be turned into strengths? In other words, we sought a complementary analysis 

approach that would capitalize on the very features of the data that 

undermined the statistical validity of the original planned experimental 

contrasts. At the same time we explored ways to modify the original analysis 

plan to accomodate the realities of the data being analyzed. 

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

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

required that the delayed start-up group (the B teams) not begin program 

implementation until after a second wave of baseline problem level data 

were gathered (see diagram on p. 1-7)0 This rarely happened. It was 

more typical for B school teams to have been trained and begun work in 

the schools several weeks (in some cases, over 100 school days) before 

the second testing. Thus the crucial "no treatment" condition between 

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

Departures from the testing schedule. Schools were asked to administer 

the student and teacher questionnaires at the same time each school 

year (ideally in late November or early December). This was intended to 

provide equal intervals (approximately one year) betweeen testing periods 

and to avoid the problem of variation in reported crime with time of yearo 

As these schedules slipped, the targeted one-year intervals got longer in 

some schools and shorter in others, completely blurring the distinctions 

among groups of schools ostensibly in different treatment conditions. 

The joint impact of these two features of the study's implementation are seen 

clearly in Figures 2-2 and 2-3 which show the distribution of duration of team 

activity (time elapsed since training) at the time of the second (Figure 2-2) 

and third (Figure 2-3) testing occasionso What we have is a single continuum 

of differing lengths of intervention time in which A and B teams, though they 

do not overlap, are contiguouso 

Alternative models for measuring change 

The two sets of analyses described in this chapter are the product of these 
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methodological considerations. We reasoned that a dual-pronged analysis 

approach wa·s required to fully address the situation depicted in the foregoing 

figures. 

ANOVA model. Since the distributions of "amounts of treatment" did not 

overlap for A and B teams, there was good reason to expect the original 

analysis model to show some sensitivity to team program effects, if they 

we~e present. We used a repeated measures analysis of variance, or ANOVA 

model. The prototypical pattern of results to be expected with this approach 

is shown in Figure 2-4A. The B teams schools were expected to show no change 

in crime levels during the first (control) year, the A team schools to show 

a decrease in crime levels. During the second year, the B team schools were 

expected to show a decrease in crime (comparable to that shown by the A team· 

schools in the first year), while crime levels in the A team schools continued 

to decrease. 

We made no specific predictions about the rate of change over the two years. 

Some program staff had stated that it takes two years for a team to make a 

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

the A team schools in the second year compared to the first. It could equally. 

well be argued that rapid change would occur during the first year (because 

of expectations of improvement generated when a school begins to take active 

steps to deal with its problems), ~ith continued improvement, at a slower rate, 

in the second year. 

Regression model. The alternative approach to analysis of program outcomes 

exploits the unwanted differences in intervention time among teams, Each· 

assessment of the level of crime in a school can be linked with a specific 
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amount of team intervention: no intervention at the pre-test and varying 

amounts of intervention (0 to 24 school months) at the two post-tests. We 

would expect problem levels in the schools to decrease as intervention times 

become longer. This prediction is graphed in Figure 2-4B. Again, we made 

no specific predictions as to rates of change. 

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

B teams. Each of the three testing periods for a team is treated as a 

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

model, since each team does not contribute data at each time point. All 

teams are sampled at 0 intervention time. Different sets of teams are 

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

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

different intervention points are equivalent except in their amount of 

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

contradictionso 

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

relatively long time to do it. Others work swiftly and efficiently. It 

seems obvious that in near 200 separate team interventions, some will be 

done more effectively than others. Quality of intervention is not generally 

considered as a factor in the analyses underlying social program evaluations, 

though it is beginning to receive some attention in the literature (Cook 

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

effectiveness into each of our analysis models. 
, 

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

effectiveness. For the regression model, we conceived of the notion of 
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"effective intervention time." The intervention time paired with each 

outcome score was adjusted on the basis of how effective the team was 

judged to be during the associated period of its activity. Though both 

were somewhat crude procedures, they seem to come close to the real question 

of interest concerning the effects of school team activities. 

Neither the analysis of variance nor regression models are ideal. They are 

alternative ways of describing the evaluation data. Between them, we will 

make a case for asseSSing the impact of the team intervention. 

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

The analyses of variance test for patterns of change in school problem 

levels from the first to the second to the third years of the evaluation. 

Referring back to Figure 2-4A, the clearest and simplest positive result 

would be for schools in the A group to show steady decreases in levels of 

crime and for B schools to begin to show decreases only after beginning 

program implementation (after the second measurement of problem levels). 

This is the situation depicted in the figure. 

A slightly less precise, but essentially equivalent analysis result would 

be for the overall amount of improvement (crime reduction) to be greater 

in A than in B schools: i.e., the longer a team works in the school (one 

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

Either of these patterns can be superimposed on school conditions that 

amount to progressive deterioration: stemming a negative trend is every 

bit as positive an outcome as improving a negative status quoo We shall 
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group these two patterns under the heading of cycle effects, indicating 

that schools going through the earlier training cycle (A teams) did better 

than those going through the 'later cyc'le (B teams)., 

No amount of time may be long enough for an ineffective team to produce 

positive results. We built in a test for this possibility by forming four 

groups of schools within each training cycle on the basis of how effective 

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

We used judgments of team functioning made by cluster coordinators, trainers, 

and evaluation staffo These were used to form two team effectiveness scales, 

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

dichotomizing each of these scales, schools could be divided into four 

groups: 

• teams judged high (above averRge) in effectiveness in 
both years (56 teams) 

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

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

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

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

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

Before reporting our findings, we should note one other' pattern of results 

which we may be justified in interpreting positively. If the ana~ysis 

indicates that all schools, without regard to cycle or team effectiveness 

group membership, have improved, it is possible that participation in the 

school team program may have helped o It is also possible, of course, that 

such a pattern reflects effects having nothing to do with the program, and 
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so we make no inferences as to their source. Positive (or negative) trends 

in levels of school crime in a national sample of schools are worth describing, 

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

to them. 

In all, changes in 20 distinct measures of school conditions (see Table 2-4) 

were analyzed via the ANOVA procedure. Table 2-5 summarizes the results of 

these ana1yses o Looking first at the columns headed "overall trends," it 

appears that, very generally, conditions improved in the schools participating 

ion the program, especi a lly in the eyes of teachers. The changes seem to be 

concentrated in the subset of school problem indicators best described as 

"soft" outcomes: safety, tension, fear', etc o While less disruption is 

reported by the respondents in our study, experiences of personal victimization 

show no improvement. In fact, the only consistent change in our "hard data" 

indicators of crime (increases in student and teacher property victimization) 

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

How do we interpret these at best inconsistent and at worst disconcerting 

results? First, we must emphasize that these are historical trends and may 

have nothing to do with the work of school teams o Hence, any interpretation 

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

Assuming team activity has influenced these crime trends, it is possible that 

either (a) the teams are able to affect.gnly attitudes, not actual behaviors 

(a frequent criticism of team-building approaches), or (b) hard data indicators 

change more slowly, so that more time is needed to observe team effects. 

We will address these further belowo 

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

Summary of Changes in School Problem Levels: 

Student ReEorts 
Overall Cycle Team effec. 

Global problem measure trends differences x cycle 

Personal victimization 
Student-as-victim *1 ns ns 
Teacher-as-victim ns ns ns 
Student safety ns ns ns 

Property victimizatiort 
****3 Student-as-victim * ns 

Teacher-as-victim ns ns ns 
Vandalism ns ns ns 

Alcohol/drug avail'ty ns ns ns 

Illegal behaviors ns ns ns 

Disruption **2 ns ns 

Tension ns ns ns 

Fear ***2 ** * 

lMixed trend over three-year period in all schools. 

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

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

* p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01; **** p < .001. 

ns not significant 

na = measure not available 

ANOVA Estimates 

Teacher ReEorts 
Overall Cycle Team effec. 
trends differences x cycle 

ns * * 
ns ns * 

****2 ns ns 

ns * ns 
****3 ns * 
****2 ns * 

na na na 

ns ns ns 

**2 ns ** 

***2 ns ns 

*2 ns ** 

Repeated measures ANOVA includes covariate adjustments for unequal time intervals between testings and for 
effects of disruptive events in the school (e.g., teacher strikes, desegregation). 
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picture. of lithe crime-ridden school ll has emerged in which a syndrome of 

problems reinforce one another. Victimization is rampant, leading to student 

and teacher fear and a climate of tension in the school. These "soft" 

problems interfere with teaching and learning every bit as much as does 

victimization. An important outcome of the school team intervention would be 

the severing of linkages in this syndrome of mutually reinforcing problems. 

For example, if the social processes of communication and miscommunication 

that breed fear from victimization were redirected toward a shared belief in 

the power of change, the business of education could be conducted more 

effectively even before the incidence of violence comes under control. More 

sensitive and complex analyses than we have been able to undertake would be 

needed to test for this kind of change in the structure of the crime syndrome 

in schools. 

We turn now to a discussion of results that can be clearly described as team 

program effects. Cycle differences are reported for student personal and 

property victimizat10n (the latter as seen by both students and teachers) 

and for student fear of crime while at school. These differences mean that 

students in schools whose teams were trained early in the program (A teams) 

experience greater reductions in victimization and fear than their counterparts 

in schools whose teams were trained later in the program (B teams) and in 

which team activity necessarily ran a shorter course. 

These effects are graphed in Figure 2-5. In each frame of the figure, the 

solid line (representing the A teams) depicts a more favorable pattern of 

change over the three-year period of the study than the broken line (representing 

the B teams). Student theft, the only self-report victimization measure of the 
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four, does not begin to respond to team efforts in Cycle A schools until 

sometime during the second year of team intervention. This may support the 

suggestion made above that "hard data" indicators require either a more 

sustained effort or simply a longer lag-time before responding to treatment 

intervention. The patterns of change shown by the Cycle B teams on these 

measures, especially the changes from the first to the second observation, 

provide evider.ce that the methodological assumptions underlying the evaluation 

design (e.g., that sheool conditions would remain stable in the absence of 

team activity) may have been violated. 

To follow up on the hypothesis that the "hard data" victimization measures 

may be slower to change than other indices of crime, we examined plots of 

findings l.i·ke those shown in Figure 2-5 (and below in Figure 2-6) for 

additional supporting evidence, even on measures in which change was not 

statistically Significant. In several cases we found patterns consistent 

with this interpretation. This argues against the criticism that change 

strategies like team-building are able to change only attitudes and not 

objective conditions. It suggests instead that change may be of a sequential 

nature, manifesting itself first in attitudes toward and perception of the 

problem and only somewhat later in reports of reduction in specific incidents 

of crime. Whether this sequence is causal, with attitudinal changes 

necessarily preceding changes in objective conditions, or simply temporal 

is a question for further, more refined analyses. 

Returning to Table 2-5, we now consider the remaining type of program outcome, 

that associated with differences in how effectively teams carried out their 

program activitieso The heading, "effectiveness x cycle," indicates that 
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team effectiveness is linked to program outcomes but that the linkages are 

different for the two training cycles. Except for student r,=ports of fear 

in scho~l, these linkages appear only in the reports of teacherso The 

relationships among team effectiveness, training cycle, and outcome show 

a number of distinct patterns, but each reflects some combination of positive 

results consistent with predictions made on the basis of differences in the 

effectiveness of teamso 

A graphic illustration will help communicate how team effectiveness differences 

operate in the datao Figure 2-6 displays the pattern for the measure of 

vandalism derived from teacher questionnaire responses. It presents 

dramatically the problem posed by the data when we look at A/B differences 

over effectiveness groups. 

If we select only teams rated high in effectiveness both years (those 

designated by squares in the graphs), the findings are gratifyingly like our 

predictions: in the A group, a downward trend in the percent of teachers who 

see their schools having problems of vandalism and theft, somewhat sharper 

in the first year; and in the B group, no change during the first year 

followed by a sharp decline in the second (the slope of change for the B 

teams in the second year is almost identical with that of the A teams in 

the first year)o 

Findings for the three remaining groups of A teams appear to be explicable 

in terms of their relative effectiveness, provided that we argue that a 

first-year momentum for the High/Low effectiveness group (designated by 

circles in the graph) spilled over into the second year, even though the 

teams were functioning more poorly at this timeo It is 1ess easy to 
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explain what happens in the schools of those B teams initially rated 

low in effecti veness duri"ng the year before whi ch they were to be tra i ned. 

Their schools (designated by triangles and diamonds in the graph) show 

sharp declines in the percent of teachers reporting problems during this 

year. This phenomenon occurs with a number of other teacher (and student) 

measures. 

What was happening with the ineffective B teams? It will be remembered that 

most B teams had had some post-training time in the schools prior to the 

second administration of the outcome questionnaires. One possibility is that 

these teams had had more intervention time prior to the first post-test than 

their more effective counterparts. We found the reverse to be true, suggesting 

that less is more as far as change is concerned--an implication of the data we 

were not yet prepared to accept. Another possibility is that the ineffective 

teams had had greater visibility in their schools during the first year and 

were thus more likely to create an expectation that things were about to 

improve. We found that the low effective teams did come from smaller schools 

than the high effective teams and were more often led by either school 

administrators or counselors. This provides some support for the latter 

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

These findings raise a number of questions about the appropriateness of a 

group comparison model as a way of describing change in our data. The model 

does not take account of the variation within each group in the amount of 

time between training and the collection of post-test data. It is also 

unable to deal with the question of whether or not the teams had actually 

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

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

entire followup period. 

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

These considerations led to our second analysis model. We developed, for 

each team, a measure of intervention time that took account of the number 

of days a team was actually operative in the school: from the time it returned 

from training to the time at which it ceased to function, if it failed to 

continue throughout the followup period. Intervention time, computed for 

the periods preceding each of the three administrations of the questionnaires, 

was weighted by the judged effectiveness of the team during the followup 

period. For example, if two teams had been working in their respective 

schools for one year when the second testing took place, but were not rated 

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

effective intervention time. 

Our measure of intervention time thus equates a given period of effective 

time with a longer period of less effective time. The measure is crude, 

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

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

control (no treatment) comparison. 

We combined the data from A and B teams and used their scores on effective 

intervention time at each of the three survey administrations as predictors 

of crime problem level in the school. It should be remembered that we are 

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

groupings of teams appear at different intervention times, the groupings 

depending on time of training, time of administering the surverys, and time 

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

entire two-year followup period. 

. 1 relating outcome crime levels to amount Results from the regressl0n ana yses 

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

of effective intervention time is associated with: 

• lower levels of fear, tension, and illegal behaviors as reported 

by students; there are also lower levels of disruPtia~ and ~an:e~ 
of attack by others, though not at a level of statistlcal s1gnlflcance; 

• higher levels of student theft victimization, though there is a 

decline in these levels with long intervention times; 

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

Intervention time/problem level relationships in the teacher data are strongest 

in the middle schools, at least for measures of disruption, tension, personal 

victimization, and student reports to teachers that they have been personally 

victimized. This suggests that team interventions in middle schools may be 

initially most successful in dealing with acting out rather than strictly 

delinquent behavior. 

For all measures except student theft victimization, the regression line 

shows a sharp decrease with short intervention times, followed by a more 
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gradual decrease as intervention time gets longer. This suggests that there 

may be an initial "honeymoon effect" during the first weeks after teams 

have returned from training--team enthusiasm is at its height and the reality 

of implementing change programs has not yet taken its toll--with the rate 

of change decreasing as time progresses. 

As in the ANOVA analyses, we considered the possibility of non-team factors 

that could obscure intervention/outcome relationships. It was clear from our 

interviews and phone conversations with team leaders that many schools were 

in a terrible plight: budget crunches, teacher layoffs, declining enrollments, 

desegregation leading to mass transfers of students, staff reorganization, 

and i nmi nent sc hoo 1 c los i ngs a 11 too k thei r to 11 in lowered teac he-r and 

probably student morale. Team interventions--indeed, any change efforts-

could be expected to encounter more difficulties in such schools. We 

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

the followup years. Building a correction for disruptive events into the 

regression analyses did not materially affect the findings reported aboveo 

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

The findings from the effective intervention time analyses are congruent 

with those from the A/B comparisons, but they show stronger relationships 

between team activity and decreased problem level in the schools. This is 

reasonable, given the more complete use of data on interventions in the 

former model. (Results of the ANOVA analyses are given in Appendix A; 

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

We developed two alternative ways of looking at change in the level of 

school crime. Neither represents an ideal fit to the data: they are 

approximations -necessary because the original evaluation design was not 

implemented as planned. Both approaches take account of the quality and 

duration of the team intervention, and both make some correction for 

disruptive events occurring in the school, independent of the intervention, 

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

The data support these conclusions: 

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

decrease in levels of crime problems in schools. 

2. Not all aspects of crime change at the same rate. We used a number of 

different measures of change, including attitudes, perceptions of crime 

conditions, and self-reports of victimization experiences. It appears 

easier to change emotional response to crime conditions (fear of being 

hurt), perceptions of schob1 safety, disruptive behavior, and attacks 

on teachers than to change theft and attacks on students. Theft is 

particularly resistant to team change efforts, though there is evidence 

that it may be affected by long team interventionso 

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

team intervention, with improvement slowing down as intervention times 

get longer. This suggests the operation of a honeymooon effect after 

teams return from training, when the expectation of change occurring in 

the school may be high. The visibility of the team and its activities 
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may be a factor in initial change and may also account for the more 

favorable responses of teachers than students as reporters of positive 

change. 

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

measures of disruptive behavior, attacks on students and teachers, and 

tension in the school. This suggests that a team's initial effect in 

the more turbulent schools is to cool out disorderly behavior. 

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

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

with issues of fear and perceived danger as with specific criminal acts. 

Second, the pattern of crime measures varies with the age of students, as 

does adult response to stud~nt crime behavior. This suggests that school 

crime represents distinct syndromes, requiring different treatments, at 

different school levels. Third, though much of what is includ~d as school 

crime may not seem seriously "criminal," school crime shows as great 

variability in its seriousness as does crime on the streets, and it exacts 

hidden costs in the disruption of education of those who are its victims 

and the much larger numbers whose participation in education is limited by 

fear and the disorderly behavior of others. 
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Chapter 3 

TEAM PROJECTS AND THE REDUCTION OF CRIME 

During training, teams plan the specific projects they will undertake in the 

schools in order to reduce crime. Not all projects are actually carried out. 

Teams may pl an beyond thei r avail abl e time and enel"gy. They may underestimate 

difficulties in getting projects underway. The losS of team members through 

transfers or layoffs may make it impossible to carry out plans in full. Of 

those projects planned at training, 60 percent were put into operation in 

the schools. 

The projects carried out by the teams varied widely, both in number and 

kind. Thus, one team might concentrate its energies on a single activity--

e.g., reviving a flagging parent-teacher association. Another might develop 

a school discipline handbook, an orientation program for incoming students, 

after-school sports activities, weekly breakfasts for teachers, and a school 

beautification campaign. A third team might set up a workshop for students 

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

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

teams carried out one or two projects, another third carried out three or 

four, and th~ remaining third carried out five or more (see Figure 3-1). 

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

We had information on team projects from action plans, progress reports, and 

project forms completed by the team leaders in the spring of 1979 and 1980. 

Our problem was to find ways to describe a team's program of often very 

disparate activities. 
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We began by classifying each project by the kind of activity it involved. 

We called these activities project strategies. We then used the team's 

individual strategy classifications (a team could have 1 to 17, depending 

on the number of projects it carried out) to classify the team in terms of 

the general strategy it adopted to reduce crime. 

We followed a similar procedure to describe the objectives of the team's 

projects and the kinds of crime problems they were expected to reduce. In 

both cases we moved from a classification of individual projects to a 

classification of teams. 

Our findings are presented in three sections: strategies, objectives, and 

crime problem focus. In each section we describe first the classification 

of individual projects, then the classification of teams, and finally the 

relationship between the team classification and reduction of crime in the 

school. 

. Strategies 

Strategies of individual projects 

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

activities. The information we obtained indicated that the following kinds 

of activities were undertaken by the teams: 

• changes in school policy or procedure 
• training and education 
• counseling 
• communication 
• extracurricular activities 
• school beautification 
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We describe each activity group below, giving some examples of each. 

CHANGES IN SCHOOL POLICY OR PROCEDURE 

Seaurity 

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

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

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

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

Discipline 

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

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

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

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

Attendance 

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

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

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

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

Problem-solving grOUp 

These proj1ects form groups (commi ttees, task forces) to do 
problem-solving or to create positive change in the school. 
Problems may be specific (a student/teacher group to handle 
student grievances, a student group to set up a music program 
in the cafeteria, a student/teacher/parent task force to work 
on the problem of vandalism--or attendance, or achievement, 
or inter-racial problems); or problems may be broad-based 
(a student advisory council to work with administration, a 
parent task force to work on school operation as a whole). 

TRAINING AND EDUCATION 

Personal arowth skills 
" 

These projects try to make the person trained (student, teacher, 
or parent) aware of her or his feelings, behavior, and/or 
impact on other people. They offer opportunities for self
exploration. The personal growth skills involved are variously 
named: communication, human relations, goal-setting, personal 
problem-solving, values clarification, positive decision-making, 
exploring one's impressions on other people, leadership, 
assertiveness training, stress reduction, positive attitudes 
toward 1 earni ng) 

Inter-group relations skills 

These projects consider the person trained as a member of an 
identifiable group (students, handicapped 3 non-minority, teachers, 
parents, etc.) and focus training on understanding or getting 
along with members of other identifiable groups. Examples are: 
students/teachers, staff/administrators, parents/children, 
minority/non-minority, teachers/special education students. 
The methods are similar to those used in personal growth training, 
but there tends to be more use of role-playing and psychodrama 
and of the presentation of information. The projects may bring 
members of the two target groups together, or they may work with 
only one (e.g., by having teachers role-play student/teacher 
interactions). 

Behavior management ~kills 

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

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

COUNSELING 

Adult/student 

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

Student/student 

These projects, called peer counseling or peer advising, 
have students talk with other students on their difficulties 
with school, peers, or family. The projects include specific 
training and/or supervision of the student counselors/adviserso 

COMMUNICATION 

School/community 

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

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

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

Within school 

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

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

School transitions 

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

E'XTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

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

SCHOOL BEAUTIFICATION 

These projects try to improve the school grounds (cleanup, 
adding new equipment) or buildings (painting, decorating) or 
try to forestall the defacement of buildings by offering students 
an alternative outlet for self-expression (graffiti board). 

The most popular project strategies among our teams are changes in discipline 

policy or procedures, training in personal growth skills, and within-school 

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

School/community communication projects are also popular with the elementary 

school teams. 

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

Compared to high school teams, elementary and middle school teams put greater 

emphasis on academic programs (curriculum change and/or academic skill training: 

6 percent of high school teams, 23 percent of middle school teams, and 26 percent 

of elementary school teams). They also put greater emphasis on extracurricular 

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

Percent of Teams with One or More Projects 
of a Given Strategy 

Procedure/policy change: 
Security 
Discipline 
Attendance 
Curriculum 

Problem-solving group 

Training/education: 

Personal growth skills 
Inter-group relations skills 
Behavior management skills 
Academic skills 

Counseling: 

'Adul t/student 
Student/student 

Communication: 

School/community 
Within school 
School transitions 

Extracurricular activities 

School beautification 

All teams 
(n=189)1 

9 

40 

11 

10 

17 

42 

22. 

20 

10 

11 

15 

15 

29 

5 

12 

7 

H'i gh 
(n=72 ) 

10 

40 

17 

3 

19 

47 
21 

1'7 

4 

14 

14 

10 

29 

6 

8 

7 

Middle 
(n=78 ) 

6 

45 

9 

15 

17 

41 

26 

26 

10 

12 

17 

13 
29 

6 

14 

8 

Elem. 
(n=39) 

13 
31 

5 

13 

15 

33 
15 
15 

21 

3 

15 

28 

28 

3 

15 

8 

lIncludes all teams with implemented projects. Subsequent tables include 
only teams with data on change in levels of crime. 
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Elementary school teams try more school/community communication but fewer 

discipline projects than either middle or high school teams. They also try 

fewer projects in the area of interpersonal or intrapersonal development 

(personal growth and/or inter-group relations and/or behavior management: 

64 percent of high school teams, 62 percent of middle school teams, and 

49 percent of elementary school teams). 

Team strategy thrust 

We can look at the effect of a team's project package, but we cannot trace 

the impact of anyone of its projects in isolation from the others. Since 

most teams carried out more than one project and used more than one strategys 

we had to devise a way to describe a tearn·s collection of project strategies 

in a single measure of strategy direction or thrust. We assumed that teams 

did not choose strategies at random and that a team's strategy choices would 

follow a discernable pattern. 

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

of the 16 strategies described above, each containing three to six strategies. 

The classifications were based on our intuitive judgments of what strategies 

belonged together. For each classification, we counted the number of teams 

that could be defined in one, but only one, classification group. We used 

three alternative definitions: any of tne teams projects fell within the 

group, half or more of the team's projects fell within the group, and all 

of the team's projects fell within the groupo We also counted the number of 

residual teams, those that belonged to more than one group and those that 

belonged to none. 
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Our IIbest fit ll classification produced the following categories: 

Discipline thrust (26 of 173 teams) 

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

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

--_.-----

deal directly with problem behavior. They vary in the kinds of 
problems addressed (security projects are frequently geared to problems 
of vandalism, theft, or keeping out intruders, while discipline projects 
more often address disruption and personal attack or problem behavior 
in general)o They also vary in the extent to which solutions are 
handed down from on top vs. the extent to which students, teachers, 
or parents are involved in the problem solution. 

Communications thrust (46 of 173 teams) 

formation of problem-solving group 
school/community communication 
within-school co'nmun~cation 
communication around school transitions 

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

Human relations thrust (48 of 173 teams) 
training in personal growth skills 
training in inter-group relations skills 
training in behavior management skills 

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

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

projects,1I 60 percent of the teams could be classified in one of these 
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three groups. By stretching the scoring to include the most frequently 

used strategy thrust (when the criterion of "half or more" could not be 

met), we increased this figure to 70 percent (see Figure 3-2). The 

residual group (53 teams) used strategy thrusts that occurred too 

infrequently to allow us to draw conclusions about their effectiveness 

in reducing crime. 

Team strategy thrust and the reduction of crime 

Does the team's choice of projects affect the amount of crime reduction 

in the school? To answer this question, we needed single measures of 

change in the amount of crime. We based these measures on differences 

between the first and third administrations of the student and teacher 

questionnaires. (The change scores are t-statistics: the difference 

between the first and third year scores divided by the standard error of 

the difference.) There are 20 measures of change, one for each of the 

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

Befor~ describing the relationships between team strategy thrust and 

change in crime (and the project/outcome findings described in later 

sections), one general comment is in order. We are reserving the actual 

data on which our report of these relationships is based for the Appendix 

rather than including them in the text--the number of both project and 

outcome change variables makes narrative presentation unwieldy. 

In general, our findings reach what is corrrnonly accepted as "statistical 

sign.ificance" (p <.05). He do not comment, however, on every significant 

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

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

same direction and they are supported by other data. We have been rather 

generous in this way for the smaller sample of elementary schools where 

significant relationships are matehmatically less probable than in middle 

and high schools. The serious reader will want to spend some time with 

the data to judge how far they support the conclusions we have drawn and 

whether or not they suggest alternative conclusions. 

Let us look now at the relationships between change in crime and the 

general strategy thrust adopted by the team. We considered only those 

teams that fell in one of the three strategy thrust classifications: 

discipline, communications, or human relations. Each group was compared 

with the others on each of the 20 global outcome change measures (see 

Table C in the Appendix; also Table 0). To simplify the presentation, 

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

• vandalism 
• theft 
• drug/alcohol availability 
• attacks on students 
• attacks on teachers 
• fear of crime 

Our general findings are as follows: 

• a team's general strategy thrust makes a difference in the amount 
of reduction in crime 

• the choice of strategy thrust makes the most difference in 
reducing vandalism, attacks on teacheY's, and fear of crime; 
in high and elementary schools, it also makes a difference in 
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reducing theft; it makes no measurable difference in reducing 
attacks on students or the availability of drugs and alcohol 

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

• teams do not necessarily favor the strategy thrust most effective 
in +heir school level 

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

Specific findings for the three school levels are summarized below. 

HIGH SCHOOLS 

• a communications thrust is the most effective 1n reducing vandalism, 
theft from teachers, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime 

• a human relations thrust is the least effective in reducing vandalism 

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

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

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

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

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

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

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

• a discipline thrust is the most effective in reducing vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, teacher fear of crime, and (possibly) theft 
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• a communications thrust is also effective in reducing attacks on 
teachers, and may also be effective in reducing the availability 

of drugs and alcohol 

• a human relations thrust is the least effective in reducing vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, teacher fear of crime, and (possibly) theft 
and the availability of drugs and alcohol 

Objectives 

Objectives of individual projects 

Project objectives are the changes teams expect their projects to bring 

about--for example, improved academic pet"formance or increased teacher 

morale. A team's project objectives tell us something about what the 

team believes is needed to reduce delinquent behavior, 

Consider a team that chooses to concentrate on changing teachers--

increasing their morale, their interpersonal skills, their involvement 

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

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

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

responsibility for continued delinquent behavior--whatever its original 

causes--rests with the adults in the school. 

Consider now two other teams. One chooses to concentrate on the management 

of behavior--making school rules explicit, increasing the school's security 

and the effectiveness of its disciplinary system. The other chooses to 

increase the involvement of students in school activities, their interpersonal 

skills, and their self-esteem. Both teams focus their change efforts on 
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students, but one chooses to direct and control in order to modify student 

behavior while the other tries to change the way students feel about 

themselves and to provide nondelinquent ways of dealing with peers and 

adults. The first team places responsibility for changing delinquent 

behavior in the school environment. The second places responsibility in 

the student. 

This evaluation was not intended to test alternative theories of delinquency 

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

what it takes to reduce delinquent behavior. In a later section, we will 

look at the relationships between team project objectives and the reduction 

of crime. 

Our source of information on project objectives is a checklist completed 

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

basis of prior experience in Phase 1, included the following: 

• increased school safety and security 
• increased effectiveness of discipline 
• increased clarity of school rules 
• improved academic performance 

• increased knowledge for coping w.ith life problems 
• increased student self-esteem 
• increased teacher morale 

• improved student/teacher relationships 
• improved teacher/parent relationships 

• increased human relations skills 
• increased involvement in school activities 

• increased participation in decisions about school operation 

The last three may be directed to students, to teachers, or to parents. 
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In theory, anyone project strategy could be used to reach any of the 

objectives listed above. For example, a within-school communication 

project (depending on its specific content and how it is carried out) 

might be expected to lead to improvement in school safety, or academic 

performance, or coping skills, or involvement in school activities, and 

so on. In practice, certain kinds of strategies tend to be associated 

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

BRINGING ORDER TO THE SCHOOL 

• increased school safety and security 
• increased effectiveness of discipline 
• increased clarity of school rules 

As a group, these objectives are most commonly associated with 
security and discipline projects. They are also associated with 
projects in whi ch prob"' em-so 1 vi ng groups work on specifi c 
behavior problems and with within-school communication, 
extracurricular, and school beautification projects. 

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

Increased effectiveness of discipline is most co~~nly an " 
objective of discipline projects. It also appears frequently 
as an objective of training/education projects devoted to 
personal growth, inter-group relatiQns, and behavior management. 

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

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

INC'REASING KNOWLEDGE 

• improved academic performance 
• increased knm/ledge for coping with life problems 

These objectives are not associated with anyone project strategy 
more frequently than another. 
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Improved academic performance is associated of course with 
academic ~raining and with curriculum and attendance p;ojects, 
but a ~arlety of other strategies are also expected to improve 
a:ad~mlc performance (discipline, inter-group relations, 
wlth1n-school communciation). 

Increased knm'lledge for coping with life problems appears 
usually as one among a number of project objectives with 
stra~egies ranging from discipline (a detention center), 
curr1culum ch~nge (a co~rs~ on drugs), inter-group relations, 
school/communlty and wlthln-school communication, and behavior 
management. 

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

INCREASING MORALE 

• increased student self-esteem 
• increased teacher morale 

Increased student self-esteem appears as an objective of projects 
offering training in personal growth skills in which students are 
allo~ed.to.expres~ their feelings to adults and as an objective 
of dlsclpllne proJects that provide rewards for positive behavior

o 

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

Increased teacher morale is most often an objective of within
school communication projects, particularly those aimed at making 
teach~rs ~eel .bette~ ~bout the school. It also often appears as 
an obJectlve ln tralnlng projects for personal growth and behavior 
management skills 

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

Il1PROVING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN GROUPS 

• improved student/teacher relationships 
• improved teacher/parent relationships 

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

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

Teams choosing one of these objectives sometimes choose the 
other, most often in projects involving problem-solving groups, 
personal growth skills training, or school/community communication 
(correlation between the two is .22). 

IMPROVING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS 

• increased human relations skills of students 
• increased human relations skills of teachers 
• increased human relations skills of parents 

This group of objectives is distinguished from the preceding one 
by its emphasis on change within one target group rather than 
change in the relationship between two groups. 

For students, this objective appears in a wide variety of projects 
and is usually secondary to other objectives. 

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

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

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

INCREASING INVOLVEMENT 

• increased involvement in school activities of students 
• increased involvement in school activities of teachers 
• increased involvement in school activities of parents 

This objective is most commonly associated with communication 
projects: within-school communication in the case of students 
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and teachers, and school/community communication in the case of 
~arents. Inc~eas~d involvement for any of these target groups 
1S also an ob~ect1ve for problem-solving group projects that 
~ave membersh1p from the target group. However, increased 
1nvolveme~t also appe~rs as an objective with a variety of 
other proJect s~r~teg~es, ranging from security and discipline 
to school beaut1f1cat1on. All offer the potential for getting 
o~e ~r more target groups to become more active in activities 
w1th1n the school. 

Teams that try to involve parents in school activities also try 
to involv~ teachers (correlation = .40) but seldom students 
(correlat1on = .14). Teams that try to involve students also 
tend to try to involve teachers (correlation = .26). 

INCREASING PARTICIPKrION IN SCHOOL DECISION-MAKING 

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

Thi~ group of.objectives is distinguished from the preceding one 
by 1ts e~p~as1s on shared responsibility for decis'ions affecting 
~he part1c1pant. It represents a specific kind of involvement 
1n the school. 

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

For.students, this objective also appears in a variety of other 
proJects that offer opportuniti~s.for student activity: discipline, 
attendance, personal growth tra1n1ng, school-community communication 
and school beautification. ' 

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

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

Teams' that promote the participation of teachers in school 
decisions.also tend to promote the participation of parents 
(correlat1on = .39)~ Teams that promote the participation of 
students are less llkely to be concerned with teacher or 
parent participation (correlations = .23, .20). 
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Teams commonly expect a project to reach more than one objective. The 

average percent of a team's projects with each of the objectives described 

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

projects are improving the relationships between groups (especially 

student/teacher relationships), increasing morale, and bringing order to 

the school. The promotion of involvement and participation occur with 

relatively low frequency. 

Team objectives thrust 

Just as we looked for patterns within a team's several project strategies, 

so we looked for patterns within the team's project objectiveso We hoped 

that even teams with seemingly disparate project strategies would nonetheless 

be found to focus most of their project efforts on, say, increasing teacher 

morale or improving teacher/parent relationships. 

We began with a procedure similar to that used for project strategies, 

trying to classify teams according to several alternative a priori 

classifications of objectives. We were unable to group the teams 

satisfactorily in this way. 

We next tried a factor analysts of objectives at the team level. With 

four factors extracted, we found that a team's objectives grouped around 

the targets of change--students, teachers, parents, or the school as a 

whole--rather than around change content. In other words, teams are more 

likely to focus their efforts on changing a particular target group, over 

a variety of change areas, than to focus on a particular area of change. 
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Table 3-2 

Average Percent of a Team's Projects 
with a Given Objective 

Increased school safety and security 

Increased effectiveness of discipline 
Increased clarity of school rules 
Improved academic performance 
Increased knowledge for coping with life problems 
Increased student self-esteem 

Increased teacher morale 
Improved student/teacher relationships 
Improved teacher/parent relationships 
Increased human relations skills: 

Students 
Teachers 
Parents 

Increased involvement in school activities; 

Students 
Teachers 

Parents 
Increased participation in school decisions: 

Students 
Teachers 
Parents 
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All teams 
(n=170) 

19 

34 
30 
15 
30 

32 
29 

42 
21 

32 
27 
13 

18 
14 

13 

17 
13 
10 
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We could not, however, uniqu~ly define most teams in terms of a single 

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

objective~ scores, each score representing the per,cent of the team's projects 

in which a given objective or objective target group was p~esento 

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

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

teams, compared with middle and elementary school teams, are less often 

concerned with changing parents but more often concerned with changing 

teachers. They are also more often concerned with school-wide change 

which, in our classification, consists of those objectives we have called 

bringing order to the school. 

Team objectives thrust and the reduction of crime 

The correlations between team objectives scores and measures of change in 

crime are given in Tables E and F in the Appendix. We discuss here both 

findings on the targets of change and on individual objectives. 

Our general findings are as follows: 

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

• the choice of objectives makes a difference over most crime measures; 
it has relatively little impact on the reported availability of drugs 
and alcohol 

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

• teams do not necessarily favor the objectives most effective in 
their school level 
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Figure 3-3 

Average Scores for Change Target Groups 
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Change Target Groups 

lScores are logit transformations or-proportions (percent of team projects). 
The extremes of this scale are identified by proportions. 

2Includes objectives of increased safe/security, discipline effectiveness, 
and clarity of school rules. 

H = high schools (n=59) 
M = middle schools (n=62) 
E = elementary schools (n=3l) 
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More specific findings are difficult to summarize. They vary by kinds 

of crime measures (vandalism, theft, etc.), kinds of objectives, and 

school level and thus lend themselves to alternative presentations. What 

we have chosen to do here is to describe relationships between changes in 

crime over the different kinds of objectives toward which teams direct 

their projects. Readers concerned with the amount of detail may want to 

proceed to the summary of findings in the final section of t,his chapter. 

Findings for change target groups are summarized below. Positive change 

means that the greater the percent of the team I s proj ects di t'ected toward 

the target group, the greater the reduction in crime. Negative change 
.... : . 

me~ns that the greater the percent of the team's projects directed toward 

the target group, the less the reduction in crime. 

TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING STUDENTS 

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

A focus on changing students is most likely to be helpful in 
elementary schools, where it is associated with decreased 
attacks on teachers and teacher fear of crimeo In middle 
schoo 1 s.' it is assoc i ated with worsened teacher percept ions 
of personal and property safety. 

TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING TEACHERS 

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

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

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

A.focus,on changing parents is most likely to be helpful in 
h1gh schools, where it is associated with decreased student 
fear of crime and reports of disruptive behavior and to a 
lesser extent, with teacher perceptions of improved ~ersonal 
and property safety. In middle schools, it is associated with 
some improvement in theft and teacher views of school tension. 
In elementary schools, it is associated with decreased student 
fearo 

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

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

school as a whole • 

BRINGING ORDER TO THE SCHOOL 

As a group, the objectives of improving security, discipline, and 
the understanding of rules are associated with positive change in 

elementary and (to a lesser extent) middle schools. In high schools, 
they are associated with both positive and negative change. 

In elementary schools, these objectives are associated with 
decre~sed.theft and at~acks on teachers. Improving school 
secur1ty 15 also assoc1ated with decreased vandalism and attacks 
on students, but efforts to improve the disciplinary system have 
the opposite effect. 

In middle schools, efforts to improve security are associated 
with decreased vandalism, attacks on teachers and fear of crime 
Efforts to improve the disciplinary system ha~e no impact one • 
way or another, but efforts to clarify rules are associated with 
increased attacks on students. 

In, high schools, efforts to improve security are associated with 
decreased attacks on students but increased attacks on teachers. 
The same is true of efforts to improve the disciplinary system; 
these are also associated with increased theft. Efforts to 
clarify rules, however, are associated with decreased attacks 
on student and decreased teacher (but not student) fear of crime. 
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INCREASING KNOWLEDGE 

Efforts to provide academic knowledge have little impact on crime. 
Efforts to provide knowledge needed for coping with life problems 
are associated with both positive and negative change, depending on 
school level. 

In high schools, efforts to provide students with knowledge 
needed for coping with life problems are associated with decreased 
vandalism, attacks on students, disruptive behavior, and fear of 
crime. In middle schools, they are associated with worsened 
conditions over all crime measures. In elementary schools, they 
are associated with decreased attacks on teachers; efforts to 
improve academic performance are associated with increases in 
vandalism and theft. 

INCREASING MORALE 

Efforts to increase teacher morale or student self-esteem have negative 
effects on change in crime. 

Efforts to improve teacher morale are associated with increased 
theft in middle and high schools and with increased vandalism, 
attacks on students, and fear of crime in elementary schools. 
Efforts to increase student self-esteem are associated with 
increa~d vandalism, attacks on students and teachers, and fear 
of crime in high schools, and with increased vandalism, theft, 
and teacher fear of crime in middle schools. 

IMPROVING RELATIONSHTPS BETWEEN GROUPS 

Efforts to improve inter-group relationships are associated with 
positive change over all school levels. The effectiveness of the 
groups targeted (student/teacher or teacher/parent) varies with school 
level. 

In high schools, improving student/teacher relationships is 
associated with decreased vandal ism, attacks on students and 
teachers, and fear of crime. Improving teacher/parent relation
ships is associated with decreased vandalism, attacks on students, 
disruptive behavior, and student (but not teacher) fear of crime. 
In middle schools, efforts to improve student/teacher relation
ships has no impact on crime one way or another. Efforts to 
improve teacher/parent relationships are associated with decreased 
theft, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime. 
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In elementary school~, th~ reverse h~lds. Worki~g to improve 
teacher/parent relatlonshlps has no lmpa~t on.crl~e level~. 
Working to improve student/teacher relatlonshlps 1S assoclated 
with decreased theft. attacks on students and teachers, and fear 
of crime. 

IMPROVING INTERPERSONAL SKILLS 

Efforts to incrtOase skills in rielatiog to other people have both 
positive and negative effects, depending on both the target group 

and school level. 

Efforts to increase student human relations skills are associated 
with qenerally worse conditicns in middle schools. In elementary 
schools, they are associated with increased attacks on students 
and student fear, but with reduction in teacher fear and in 
teacher reports of car damaqe or theft. 
Efforts to increase teacher human relations skills are associated -
with reports of de~reased availability of drugs and alcohol in 
both ~igh and elementary schools. In high s~hools, t~ey are also 
assoclated with decreased teacher fear of crlme, but ln elementary 
schools with increased student fear and also with increased theft. 
In middle schools, tl1ey are associated with increased vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, and fear of crime. 
Efforts to increase parent human relations skills are associated 
with reduction of disruptive Dehavior in high schools and with 
decreased student fear in elementary schools. In middle schools, 
they are associated with increased attacks on stUdents and teachers 
and with increased availability of drugs and alcohol. 

INCREASING INVOLVEMENT 

Efforts to increase involvement in school activities have both positive 
and negative effects, depending on school level. 

L _______ ~-----

In high schools, the involvement of teachers is a~soc~a~ed with 
improvement in all crime measures except drug avallablllty, . 
The involvement of parents is associated with decreased vandallsm. 
In middle schools, the involvement of parents is associated with 
increased vandalism, theft, attacks on students, and teacher fear 
of crime. The involvement of students or teachers is unrelated 
to change. 
In elementary schools, efforts to involve students and teachers 
are-a5sociated with decreased theft. Efforts to involve parents 
are associated with reductions in student fear. All three are 
associafed with decreased attacks on teachers, but with increases 
in student reports of illegal behaviors. 
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INCREASING PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOL DECISION-MAKING 

Efforts to increase participation in school decision-making have 
both positive and negative effects, depending on both the target 
group and school level. 

In high schools, efforts to promote student participation are 
associated with decreased attacks on students and teachers. 
Efforts to promote teacher participation are associated with 
reduction in teacher fear of crime. 

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

Crime Problem Focus 

Crime problem focus of individual projects 

Team projects are expected to lead to.the reduction of crime, but the 

nature of crime reduction is not the same from one project to another. 

Some are aimed at problem behavior in general. Others are focused on 

particular kinds of crime activity, such as vandalism or drug use. 

We asked team leaders to indicate, for each of their team1s projects, 

which of the following problems was expected to decrease as a result 

of the project1s activity: 

o vandalism 

• theft 
• personal attack and disruptive behavior 
• drug and alcohol use 
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Teams commonly expect a project to reduce more than one kind of crime. 

Three-quarters of the projects were addressed to the problem of personal 

attack and disruptive behavior, while approximately 40 percent were 

addressed to each of the problems of vandalism, theft, and drug and 

alcohol use. 

Team crime problem thrust 

As was true for objectives, we were unable to group teams in terms of a 

single crime problem thrust. We gave teams multiple crime focus scores, 

each score representing the percent of the team1s projects directed to 

each of the four crime reduction goals. The distribution of scores is 

shown in Figure 3-4. 

Decreasing the incidence of personal attack and disruptive behavior is 

the most common crime reduction goal at all school levels, though it 

appears somewhat less frequently among high than among elementary and 

middle school teams. Reducing the use of drugs and alcohol is of most 

concern to high school teams (focus on this problem increases from 

elementary to middle to high schools), and the same is true of a focus 

on problems of vandalism. 

Team crime problem thrust and the reduction of crime 

The correlations between team scores on crime problem thrust and measures 

of change in crime are given in Table G of the Appendix. Our general 

findings are as follows: 

• team focus on a particular crime problem does not lead to greater 
improvement in that problem than in other areas of crime 

3-30 

, 



100 

90 

80 

~ 70 co 
C]) 
~ 

~ 60 
o 
~ 

~ 5 
u 

"'" C]) 

p.. 4 

3 

2 

1 

a 

a 

a 

a 

a 

Figure 3-4 

Average Percent of a Team's. Projects 
with a Given Crime Reduct10n Goal 
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H = high schools (n=71) 
M = middle schools (n=71) 
E = elementary schools (n=35) 
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• the effectiveness of a specific crime problem thrust is not the 
same for high, middle, and elementary schools 

• teams do not necessarily favor the crime problem thrust most 
effective ;n their school level 

Specific findings for the three school levels are summarized below. 

HIGH SCHOOLS 

• fear of crime is more likely to decrease when teams do nat focus 
on reducing a single area of crime; the same is true for theft 
from teachers 

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

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

• team focus on the problem of vandalism is associated with a 
decrease in vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime 

• team focus on the problem of drug and alcohol use is associated 
with a decrease in attacks on students and teachers and with 
decreased fear of crime 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

• fear of crime ;s more likely to decrease when teams do not focus 
on reducing a single area of crime 

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

• team focus on the problem of personal attack and disruption is 
associated with increased reports of student and teacher theft 
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Summary of Findings by School Level 

We have looked at three facets of team interventions in the school--the 

lOts ,'ntermediate proJ'ect objectives, and the kinds team's strategy thrust, 

of crime problems with which it is concerned. We have reported a number 

f team activity and reduction of separate relationships between measures 0 

in six dimensions of school crime. We have probably reported too many 

separate relationships for the reader to have a clear sense of what they 

d t ' fforts In this section, we may imply for practical crime re uc ,on e 0 

bring these findings together and try to present a coherent picture of 

Because wha t works varies by school level, we what works in schoolso 

1 the f,'nd,'ngs for high, middle, and Alementary schools. consider separate y 

~schools 

High school teams that promote communication within the school or between 

the school and the community are more effective in reducing both person 

and property crime as well as fear of crime than teams that focus on 

discipline and security projects or human relations training. 

,'s to work on getting people in the school community The key, it appears, 

to talk to and work with one another. This is different than helping 

parents) learn about themselves and how they students (or teachers, or 

d 'd 1 1 1 This does not mean that relate to other people on an in iv, ua eve. 

these are unimportant goals. We suspect they are better reached, at 

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

work on common tasks. 
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The involvement of both parents and teachers is helpful. It provides 

visible evidence to students that someone cares and to teachers that 

there are others who share their concerns. In each case it reduces 

isolation. Working on teacher/parent relationships has a greater impact 

on students than on teachers, espeCially on their reports of fear of crime. 

Working on student/teacher relationships has a greater impact on teachers 

than students, probably because team projects with this objectives most 

often involved teachers. 

Students respond well to projec~that allow them to develop knowledge and 

competencies that will aid them in dealing with the world beyond the school. 

This includes projects that let them participate in decisions about the 

operation of the school. These bring them into working partnership with 

adults. It is not helpful to work only on making students feel better 

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

Thus what seems to work in liigh schools is a thrust tOWard active, 

responsible"participation and involvement in solving real problems o This 

is more effective than making students or teachers feel better or better 

understand themselves (though these may be byproducts of participation and 

involvement experiences. 

It is also more effective than trying to control student behavior. For 

teachers, however, there may be some advantage in projects aimed at making 

school rules clear and well understood (for example, by developing and 

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

do not share these views. 

Team projects are less effective in reducing theft and drug use in high 

schools than in reducing fear of crime and attacks on students and teachers. 

We have very little to say about effective approaches to high school theft 

and drug problems save that efforts to involve teachers in school activities 

may be ~f some help. 

In sum, high school students do not respond well to efforts to control 

behavior. They do respond to projects that help them cope with the world 

outside the school and to those that give them a chance to take part in 

decisions about the school. They also benefit from the increased involvement 

of teachers and from opening up communication? between students and teachers 

and between teachers and parents. 

High school students are approaching independence fr"om adults. What they 

need is opportunity to learn how to exercise independence effectively and 

evidence that they matter to the adults around them. 

Middle schools 

Middle school teams that change the way the school handles discipline and 

security are the most effective in reducing attacks on teachers and the 

school and in reducing fear of crime. Attention to the security of the 

school and to the problems of vandalism and drug use appear to be the key 

ingredients in this approach. 

Middle schools are more disruptive places to be, for both students and 
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teachers, than either high or elementary schools. Projects that deal with 

the visible signs of disorder seem to help. Changing the way students are 

disciplined does not work as well as making the school more secure, while 

publicizing school rules is associated with decreased student safety. 

Like high schools, middle schools benefit from a parental presence in the 

life of the school. Not all kinds of parent participation are helpful. 

Projects aimed at improving teacher/parent relationships are effective in 

reducing theft and attacks on teachers as well as reducing fear of crime. 

Improving parent interpersonal skills is not. Involving. parents In-school 

decision-making is effective. Involving parents in other kinds of school 

activities is not. What appears to be needed in middle schools is the 

active involvement of parents around problems of obvious concern to the 

school community. 

Students and teachers do not respond to parent involvement in the same way. 

Middle school teachers report disorganization in the school and respond well 

to attempts to bring order and to work jointly with parents. When parents 

become part of decision-making groups, however, though students feel safer, 

teachers feel the reverse. For teachers, this kind of parent involvement 

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

Middle school students also report disorganization in the school, and they 

too respond well to attemp~ to increase order. They also respond well to 

projects that bring parents into problem-solving roles. Those projects 

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

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

In sum, what helps in middle schools is an emphasis on school security, the 

reduction of vandalism and drug use, and an active parental presence in the 

school--all signs that disorder is being brought under control. Bringing 

parents into school decision-making and working on better teacher/parent 

relationships are also effectiveo Projects that place students in unfamiliar 

roles are not. 

Middle school students are in transition from childhood to adult status. 

The change is stressful, to both the students and their teachers. A 

simplification of the school environment may be needed, rather than increased 

stimulation and complexity. 

Elementary schools 

Elementary school teams that change the way the school handles discipline 

and security are the most effective in reducing vandalism, theft, and 

attacks on teachers and in reducing teacher fear of crime. As was true 

for middle schools, attention to the security of the school is important 

to the effectiveness of this strategy thrust. Changing the way the school 

handles discipline helps to reduce theft and attacks on teachers, but has 

an opposite effect on vandalism and student safety. 

Student relationships with adults are important -in elementary schools. 

Teams that try to improve relationships between students and teachers are 

effective in reducing most crime problems. Involving parents in school 

decisions and in other school activities is also helpful. It reduces 
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both classroom disruption and student fear. Working on relationships 

between teachers and parents is less important than it is in either high 

or middle schools, probably because parents are already more involved with 

teachers at the elementary level. 

Teams that try to change teachers tend not to do well, particularly those 

concerned with developing teacher human relations skills and those involving 

teachers in school decisions. Both of these objectives are associated with 

a human relations strategy thrust which is generally ineffective in 

elementary schools. 

Teams that try to change students have mixed results. Efforts to involve 

students in school decisions and other school activities, to increase student 

interpersonal skills, and to increase both academic and nonacademic knowledge 

are associated with reduced theft and attacks on teachers but with increased 

attacks on students and fear of crime. The price for widening options for 

students in elementary schools may be increased perception of vulnerability 

to attack. 

In sum, elementary schools respond well to efforts to improve student/teacher 

relationships and to bring parents into school decision-making and other 

school activities. Both theft and attacks on teachers--particularly class

room disruption--yield to concern for security, discipline, and rules and 

to the involvement of teachers in school activities. The involvement of 

students is also helpful, as well as a variety of other projects focusing 

on student change. 

Elementary school students are still dependent on adults. A strengthening 
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of relationships with adults is important. Opening opportunities for 

new learning and new roles may be of benefit, but may also lead to 

increased anxiety and problem behavior. 

Summary of Findings across School Levels 

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

final section, we offer some general findings across level. 

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

personal attacks and fear of crime. 

It may simply take longer to make a dent in the theft (or drug) problem 

(our ourcome data suggest that theft may begin to decrease with long 

team interventions). Or it may require some intermediate attitudinal 

change (such as that reflected in reports of decreased fear and improved 

school safety) b2fore theft or drug behavior begins to alter. 

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

age/grade level of students in the school. 

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

differently in relation to adults. There are differences in how adults 

see them. Crime-related behavior may imply different sets of problems 

at different ages. In addition, the nature of the school changes from 

one level to another, both in the complexity of its environment and ln 

the opportunities it offers for interaction with a broad range of students 

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

effective at their school level. 

This argues that local wisdom is not sufficient to ensure the most 

appropriate interventions in an individual school. It suggests that 

feedback of knowledge on project effectiveness during training might 

be beneficial to teams in their preparation of action plans. Further, 

it suggests the value of building into the training system provision 

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

4. Training in personal growth or interpersonal skills (human relations 

strategy thrust) is a relatively ineffective method of reducing 

school-level crime. 

The ineffectiveness--or inefficiency--of this type of intervention 

suggests several alternative explanations. The approach may not work. 

It may require more skill than was available to our teams, It may 

take a long time before its effects are felt. Finally, it may be too 

small in scope to work at a schoolwide level. 

The typical vehicle for human relations training is a workshop involving 

a limited number of participants over a finite period of time. By 

contrast, changes in school policy or procedures affect the school as 

a whole, and on an ongoing basis. Communications projects are also 

likely to involve large segments of the school population. The work 

of teams with a discipline or a communications thrust may be more visible 

in the school and thus more visibly indicate that the school is taking 

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

In high problem schools, this need must be met before other changes 

can be addressed. Except for drug use, crime and disruption are higher 

in elementary and middle than in high schools. Elementary and middle 

school teams that work to increase the Grderliness of the school--

particularly its security--are effective in reducing classroom disruption 

and attacks on teachers and the school. Elementary school teams reduce 

theft as well. This approach does not work in high schools where the 

basic need for order is already better met. 

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

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

personal change. 

It does not help to assist people to understand themselves, feel better 

about themselves, or acquire the skills needed to get along better with 

others. What does seem to help is to open up communications between 

adversary groups: students and teachers, teachers and parents. What 

makes these projects different from human relations and morale-building 

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

7. It helps to involve parents. 

The optimal form of this involvement varies from one school level to 

another, but the presence of parents in some kind of active problem

solving role is related to the reduct jon of crime. 
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What we have tried to do in this chapter ,'s to throw l,'ght on the question: 

what interventions are most effective in reducing crime in schools? 

Answering this question was not the primary purpose of the evaluation. 

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

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

find the answer here. 

At best, the evaluation allowed us to take advantage of our contacts with 

teams in a large number of schools to make observations about what teams 

do to bring about school change and to relate these to other observations 

about school-level changes in crime, disruption, and fear of crime. The 

individual team projects were not the well developed and debugged interventions 

that are required for definitive testing of effectiveness. Moreover, since 

team interventions were multiple--in keeping with the idea that complex 

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

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

the number of schools from which we were collecting project data and the 

extent of our resources limited us to descriptive data on projects and did 

not allow us to assess the adequacy of project implementation. 

Does this mean that we have nothing useful to say about what works in 

reducing crime in schools? No. We believe what we have observed and 

reported here will be helpful as a guide both to future school teams in 

developing action plans and to school administrators, staff, and other 

persons concerned with the school crime problem as leads to the general 

kinds of activities that are most--and least--likely to work in reducing 

school crime. 
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Our results are not written in granite. We have not established rig~rous 

causal connections between intervention processes and school outcomes. 

Nor, in the ever-changing context of American education, should our findings 

and implied recommendations be seen as in any way permanent or universally 

applicable. We are not, however, counseling pessimism. Our data are the 

most extensive available, and the process of deriving valuable insights 

from them should continue for years to come. 
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Chapter 4 

TEAM CONTINUATION IN THE SCHOOLS 

A major problem for most evaluations of human service programs is the weakness 

of the intervention being studied--a failure to carry it out well or to carry 

it out as planned. This is not uncommon, nor should it be unexpected when 

program interventions are being tried for the first time, or for the first 

time in a new setting. People programs, like computer programs, need time 

for debugging. This is not the optimal time to test a program's effectiveness. 

(This point has been well argued for education programs by Scheirer, 1981, 

and earlier by Tharp and Gallimore, 1979.) 

The School Team Approach can be considered a relatively strong intervention. 

It is based on a well-articulated set of ~ssumptions about school problems 

and how they may be solved; it has been developed (and modified on the basis 

of observed successes and failures) over a period of several years; and it 

has been tried in a very large number of schools. 

This is not true at the individual school level. There is wide variation 

from school to school in both the performance and longevity of teams. There 

are some startling successes: districts that have embraced the team concept, 

expanded the use of teams from one to many schools, and developed their 

own internal training capa~ility. There are manifest failures: schools in 

which teams have been unable to carry out any of their planned activities, 

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

The total intervention package we are evaluating is thus one in which quality 
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variation can be expected from subject (school) to subject. The situation 

is analagous to that of a doctor who is able to persuade only "X" percent 

of hls patients to follow a strict regimen for control of blood pressure. 

The regimen may be of value even though it is poorly followed by some and 

not at all by others. A human service intervention may be of value even 

if it fails to take equally well in all settings. 

The issue addressed in this chapter is the success of the School Team 

Approach in creating viable teams. For a given number of teams that are 

trained, how many will be able to work together as cohesive groups? to 

carry out projects to bring about school change? to operate as ongoing 

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

We consider three sets of questions: 

• team continuance: what proportion of the teams that are trained 
are able to work as teams in the schools? for how long a period 

of time? 

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

how does this change over time? 

• conditi ons reol ated to team performance: what have we 1 earned about 
what makes for a strong team intervention that could contribute to 

to improving team longevity? 

Team Continuance 

Teams may fail to continue in the schools because of weaknesses within the 

team or because of weaknesses within the team's support system. For a few 

teams, failure is a result of conditions beyond the control of either the 

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

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

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

• one district sunmarily pulled all four of fts teams out of the program 
immediately after training; 

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

In addition, nine other schools were eliminated because, though part of 

Phase 2 clusters, they had previously participated in Phase 1. Thus out of 

223 schools that belonged at one time to the Phase 2 clusters, we deal with 

the question of team continuance for 198. 

The two-cycle design of the evaluation allows us to look at team continuance 

for two reasonably comparable groups of teams differing chiefly in the time 

at which they were trained: Group A teams, trained in 1977-78, and Group B 

teams, trained in 1978-79. We are keeping these groups separate for the 

data reported in this chapter because their longevity patterns differ, and 

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

teams continue in the schools and others do not. 

Figure 4-1 shows the percent of teams operating in the schools over five 

successive years of possible team activity. The p~ttern of continuance for 

the first two years is almost identical for Groups A and B, suggesting that 

this is what we would be likely to find on other trials of the School Team 

Approach: all but a handful of the teams (five percent of the total) functioned 

as teams during at least a part of the year in which they were trained, and 
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A teams 
(n=124) 

D 
B teams 
(n= 74) 

Figure 4-1 

Active Teams by Training Cycle and Year of Team Operation
l 

(Percent of Teams Trained) 

94% 97% 

Is t year 

77-78 78-79 

81% 85% 

2nd year 

78-79 79-80 

64% 42% 

3rd year 

79-80 80-81 

34% 20% 

4th year 

80-81 81-82 

19% na 

5th year 

81-82 82-83 

I' 
An active team is defined as one engaged in some team activity during part of 
all of the school year. The year is considered to include the summer months 
following the end of the school year. I , 
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most of the first year teams (83 percent of the teams trained, 87 percent 

of those active in the first year) continued working in the second year. 

After this point the two groups diverge. Group A attrition continues at 

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

a sharp drop from the third to the fourth. For Group B, acceleration of 

attrition occurs between the second and third years. 

The AlB difference is shown in different for~ in Table 4-1. Here we have 

taken the number of teams active in anyone year and computed the percent 

that continue active in the following year. For Group A, 79 percent of the 

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

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

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

second year teams are active in the third. 

This difference should alert us to the possibility that something other than 

selection or training experience is at work: both drops occur following the 

end of the 1979-80 school year (see Figure 4-1). The something other, we 

believe, is likely to be related to the role of technical assistance and 

Training Center support. 

Technical assistance (TA) was intended to be delivered between training and 

the end of the teams' second year (September 1979 for Group A. teams and 

September 1980 for teams in Group B). Training Centers, however, deliver 

TA with a view to maximizing scarce resources. Training workshops, for 

example, may include members of all teams in a city (including teams funded 

under other federal monies), not only to conserve resources but to promote 
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Table 4-1 

Active Teams by Training Cycle and Year of Team Operation 
(Percent of Teams Active in Preceding Year) 

A teams B teams 

Original teams active in 1st year 94 97 

1st year teams active in 2nd year 86 88 

2nd year teams active in 3rd year 79 49 

3rd year teams active in 4th year 54 48 

4th year teams active in 5th year 56 na 
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local support and networking among teams. Training Center support was 

continued for both groups through the 1979-80 school year. The total amount 

given was similar (an average of 9.9 visits for Group A teams, 9.4 for Group 

B), but was spread for a three-year period for Group A and a two-year period 

for Group B. 

Funding for the OJJDP-sponsored program was over by the end of fiscal 1980. 

At this time both A and B teams showed a sharp increase in their attrition 

rate. This suggests that the fairly modest resources made available to the 

teams were nonetheless important to their continuance in the schools. We 

will return to this point later. 

Before leaving the issue of team continuance, it should be noted that the 

figures we have reported may underestimate the level of team activity, at 

least in the later years. Teams that are no longer active ~ teams may 

continue to leave their mark on the school. The examples that follow are 

taken from 1982 telephone interviews with teams that had become inactive 

in their fourth or fifth year of operation. 

• teams may become absorbed into other school or district programs 

The district was reoraanized so the school is no longer in the 
cluster region. Team~leader said lack of.cont~c~ with the 
cluster coordinator is a reason for team lnactlvlty. The two 
team programs are still in operation and, in fact, fi~ quite 
nicely with the mandated action plan of.the new su~erl~tendent. 
The school as a whole set three new actlon plan obJectlves: two 
curriculum and one attendance. The school team objectives which 
were being worked on were absorbed quite naturally into this 
new district-mandated action plan. Thus the team was absorbed . 

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

No team activity. There is a new cluster coordinator but team 
has h~d no contact with him. Seven team programs continue. 

I:' 
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There are only two team members left in the school. Team loss 
has disrupted team activity but not team programs which ~ontinue. 
The team leader, who is also the principal, stressed that as a 
result of the training they received he has formed a student 
advisory committee to involve students in solving school problems. 
He believes that this school year has been his best yet as 
principal. He uses much he has learned from training and the 
team approach. 

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

Although team is no longer active, the team leader has seen 
several teachers use techniques they learned at training in 
working wit~ disruptive students. He feels they are using 
their skfl~s and that this is contributing to improved school 
climate. 

Team does not meet forma 11 y and runs no programs, but team fee 1 s 
strong connection with Training Center and there is a strong bond 
among- team members. Team leader is positive about school district 
and says, IIThings are constantly happening here ... more and more 
programs for kids. 1I She feels that many of them are begun by 
people who participated in training and are using the skills/ 
expertise they developed there. She said that when they go to 
a meeting (or call one), they know that things will happen. 
She was referring to group skills, planning, etc. 

• teams may revive after periods of inactivity 

Because of major shifts and transfers in the district, team 
members got shifted to other schools. There has been no team 
this school year. However, the Training Center and the cluster 
teams have been in close contact to revise the teams. There 
have been three cluster meetings with the team leaders (all 
principals) of the cluster around three problems: (1) revitalization 
of cluster teams, (2) the growing gang problem, and (3) the increase 
in the use of drugs. There will be a three-day training session 
with 22 people from this school plus staff from other cluster 
schools by the entire Training Center staff. The principal said 
he plans that these 22 people will constitute a new team which 
will work on-the problems of gangs, drugs, and school disruption. 
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~ II • Team Performance 

Information on how teams perform in the schools comes from interviews and 

questionnaires with team leaders, members, and cluster coordinators obtained 

during a site visit to each 'school in the spring of 1979 and by mail and 

telephone in the spring of 1980 (the second and third years for Group A 

d f G up B) Brief phone interviews in teams, the first and secon years or ro . 

the subsequent two years provided further information on team performance. 

We had no baseline against which to measure performance, nothing that wou1d 

enable us to say: this is what an "average" team can be expected to do. We 

could, however, observe differences in the way teams performed. Here are 

some examples of long-lived Group A teams, all active through at least their 

fourth year. The information comes from telephone interviews in the spring 

of 1982, the fifth year of possible team activity. 

There are two levels of teams, a parent team of five peop~e, and a 
total school team of ten which includes the parents and !lve school 
staff The team has continued to operate because there 1S a great 
need in the school and the team programs seem to help. Parents ~re 
involved in prevention programs which both staff and parents bel1eve 
in. Vandalism has increased this year (two classrooms were burned~. 
The team is continuing its nine programs and has ~egun two.more th1S 
year: an academic improvement program for l~w ach1evers, w1th students 
from the univer.sity volunteering their serV1ces; and a.school clean-up 
program planned in conjunction with a local men's serV1ce group. 

The team of two team members still considers itself a te~m a~d continues 
to run its three programs. The two team members are act1ve 1n the 
cluster and attend cluster meetings once a month. "We get a.lot of 't 
support from our cluster. It's like a shot in the arm., We Just wo~, 
quit. If it weren't for the cluster, we ~ou:d have qUlt long ag~. 
They plan to continue their team because we ve gotten used to be1ng 
the only ones." 

There is no activity this year. The team leader !elt that th~ ~oss of 
the cluster coordinator was detrimental to team llfe. In ad~lt10n,. 
team members were not given release time to attend team meet1ng dur1ng 
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the school day. Meetings had to be held after school or on Saturdays. 
Because of this, meetings were not scheduled. In addition, parents 
and school staff showed little interest . 

The team leader joined the team when she came in as principal three 
years ago. Now there are three levels of teams: a small group of nine 
team members, a larger staff team, and a parent team. The team members 
meet once a week, the large staff team meets twice a month, and the 
parent team meets once a month. Seven team programs are still in 
operation. The team will most likely not continue next year as the 
team leader is being transferred as principal to a new school. However, 
she is taking the entire team structure to her new school as she thinks 
it's a good one. She is a strong partisan of involving people in solving 
their common problems. She has also promoted professional development: 
e.g., the evening custodian and the day-time security officer were 
"rewarded" for their involvement in solving disruption problems by being 
sent to a training program in another city. This has had a positive 
effect on all the staff. The district took note too and is looking to 
use this school's team model in other schools. 

The team continues with seven team members. The team member I spoke 
with (there is no identifiable team leader) said the team is in a 
sustaining position, not one of growth. When the original team leader 
and the principal (also a team member) transferred to another school, 
the team lost important allies. The new principal is somewhat 
distrustful of the team. The district likes the team and adopted its 
Advisor-Advisee program district-wide. Team members trained other school 
staff in how to implement the program. Thus the new principal feels in 
the middle between a strong group of people in the school who want to 
contribute and participate in school programs and a district administration 
that wants teacher input. Communication between the team and principal 
is somewhat strained. Twb team members are also representatives of the 
city teachers' association, so their role ,n contacting the superintendent 
over the principal's head is mixed with their role as team members. It 
is a difficult situation, but the team is hanging in here. They remember 
how good it was and want to get back to that place. They had initiated 
a "think tank" program in which teachers came up with ideas for new 
programs. The principal stopped this. He prefers to contact people 
individually about their ideas and then run the programs through his 
office. In addition, the district is reorganizing its junior highs and 
high schools to middle schools and 9-12 high schools, so there will be 
massive transfers. Team continuance will depend on which team members 
are left. 

The team is inactive although four of the original team members are left 
in the school. The reason is that the new principal is not supportive 
of the team. The team is completely demoalized. The staff is also, as 
are the students whose behavior has worsened. 

4-10 

d 



t 
I!' 
i~.t 
I~ 
• This is the only school remaining in the cluster. There is a new team 

leader, one of the original team members. The team has been in very 
frequent contact with the Training Center which is now conducting a 
leadership and drug training class. There have been lIabout 30 11 TA 
visits to the schooi this year, under other funding. In addition, the 
new superintendent brought in a program whereby a local company sponsors 
a local public school. The school has two such sponsors. Through the 
expertise of one of them, the school is thinking about using quality 
circles. Two teachers have been trained by the company in how to use 
them. The principal does not mind admitting the school has problems 
and he is willing to accept help. The staff is also committed to 
working on problems (drug and gang problems are increasing in this 
city's school s). 

The team has not been active this year. However, the team leader feels 
that if something came up from the cluster (a new direction/new goals) 
the team considers itself an identifiable unit that could be mobilized 
(it is a team in search of a goal). The team felt it accomplished the 
goals it set out to work on. It was their intent that the school take 
aver the team programs, and in their estimation this occurred. In 
addition, the state has mandated a program (for planning, evaluating, 
and recording) which meshed with the team's programs. 

The team is active. There are five original team members plus two 
counselors on the team. The team leader has a full-time position as 
coordinator of the in-school suspension program which is the sole team 
program. It has become a model program with many visitors from other 
schools coming to study it. The team works very closely with the 
Training Center--the kids know the trainers as well as they know school 
staff. The suspension program is better known outside of ~h~ district 
than within it because of the exposure given it by the Tra1n1ng Center. 
Just this year the district became aware of their II showcase ll and 
started actively supporting it. Now the team, in conjunction with the 
Training Center, is planning to expand the program to more than 
chroni~ally disruptive youth. They are planning (and hope for district 
support) to intlude values clarification, self-esteem, and other human 
relations programs to include "fringe" youth. There have been about 10 
TA visits to the school, one in January which \'/as attended by 28 parents, 
26 youth, and 7 team members and which was excellent in the way it 
involved parents. The team leader attended a national meeting along 
with Training Center staff and plans to attend a workshop at the Center 
in May. He credits not only the strong support from the Tl"a-ining Center 
with the team's continuance, but also the strong connection the five 
team members have with one another. Among the five, he said there is 
more than 100 years experience/service to school and community (the 
youngest team member has been with education for 14 years). They.are 
a highly committed group. The principal supports them also. He 1S a 
team member and the five of them (plus the two counselors) meet every day. 
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Our data allow us to look not only at variation in team performance in a 

given year, but at change in performance from one year to the next. Our 

report will be limited to the more extensive 1979 and 1980 data, the end 

of the first and second years of team activity for Group B and the end of 

the second and third years for Group A. We look here at team size, level 

of team activity, and overall team functioning. 

Team size 

Teams are not static entities. They lose members through job transfer and 

school reorganization, and they lose them through loss of interest or through 

discouragement and demoralization. They gain members through active 

recruitment and through interest generated in team activity. Teams that 

grow in size are likely to be functioning well. Teams that lose members 

may be pruning deadwood but may also be decreasing their ability to function 

effectively. 

Over time, some teams get smaller and some get larger. At training, most 

teams had six to eight members (see Table 4-2). By 1980, the number of 

average-size teams was sharply reduced. We find more small teams, but we also 

also find more large ones. This pattern holds for both Groups A and B. 

During their training year, few of the Group B teams lost members; half 

increased the size of their teams. During the second year, 7 out of 10 

Group B teams reported a decrease ln team size (col. 1 and 2,Table 4-3). 

Group A teams reported the same proportion of gains and losses in the first 

two years of team activity and between years two and three (col. 3 and 4, 

Table 4-3). 
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5 or 1 es.s 

6-8 

9 or more 

Table 4-2 

Number of Team Members 
(Percent of Teams) 

Table 4-3 

1979 

23 

69 

8 

1980 

46 

29 

26 

Change in Number of Team Members by Training Cycle 
(Percent of Teams) 

B teams· A teams 
Training lst-2nd- Training-

year 1 year 2nd year 

Loss of team members 10 71 38 

No change in number 41 16 25 

Ga'in of team members 49 13 38 

2nd-3rd 
year 

42 

15 

43 

'Training was done early to mid-school year. Data reported is from 
end of school year. 
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There is also turnover among team leaders, the major point of team contact 

with principal, cluster coordinator, and Training Center. Roughly one out 

of four teams reported a change in the team leader position between training 

and the spring of 19~9; the same number reported a change between 1979 and 

1980. This holds for both A and B teams. There is less team leader turnover 

in subsequent years, possibly because only teams with more stable membership 

survive this long. 

Level of team activity 

Teams are most active immediately after training. In the spring of 1979, 

64 percent of the leaders of the B teams (then in their training year) 

described themselves as livery active ll in team work compared to 46 percent 

of the leaders of the A teams (then in their second year). By the spring 

of 1980 there was a drastic decrease in reported team leader activity for 

both A and B teams: 20 percent of the A team leaders now describe themselves 

as livery active,1I 17 percent of the B team leaders. Table 4-4 shows team 

leader ratings of activity for themselves, their team members, their 

cluster coordinator, and other teams in their cluster. 

Group B teams in their second year (1980) report substantially less activity 

than Group A teams in 1979, the same point in team life (p .01), suggesting 

that length of time since training may have played less of a role in 

diminished team activity than other factors--perhaps the pending termination 

of federal support for technical assistance. Team leader ratings of cluster 

activity are similar, except that the shift from 1979 to 1980 is less. 
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Team 

Team leader 

Other team members 

Cluster coordinator 

Other cluster teams 

Table 4-4 

Leader Ratings of Activityl 
(Percent of Teams) 

8 
1979 

1st yr 

95 

83 

93 

80 

teams 
1980 

2nd yr 

32 

40 

66 

65 

A 
1979 

2nd yr 

87 

75 

84 

80 

teams 
1980 

3rd yr 

36 

43 

74 

64 

lCombined figures for ratings of "very active" + "somewhat active. 1I 
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In 1979, both A and 8 team leaders describe four out of five of other cluster 

teams as active. This is similar to their ratings of their own and their 

teammates' activity. In 1980; the situation has changed: two out of three 

team leaders report other teams as active, but well under half report the 

same level of activity in their own teams. This form of misperception 

(we are comparing judgments of the total group with the actual self-ratings 

of the teams that make up the group) is an example of what has been called 

plural ignorance, a phenomenon we discuss in Chapter 5. 

Team functioning 

Our concept of team functioning includes several measures of how teams work 

and work together: their planning and program development skills, their 

ability to work together as a team, their commitment to maintaining the team 

in the school. On 1979 measures of team functioning, the 8 teams did 

con~istently qetter than the A teams. When we first reported this finding 

(Neto and Daniels, 1980), we explained it by the younger age of the 8 

(first year) teams compared to the A (second year) teams. We anticipated 

that the teams as a group would show a decrease in functioning over time 

and expected the 1980 measures to show lower scores for both groups, with 

the 8 teams (then in their second year) having scores similar to those of 

the second year A teams in 1979. 

There were no differences in 1980 functioning scores. 80th groups showed 

decreased functioning from the prior year, as expected, but the 8 teams-

which had scored higher in 1979--showed a larger drop in team functioning 

scores. A similar pattern appeared in team measures of cluster functioning 

(team ratings of cluster effectiveness and team commitment to maintenance 
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~ of the cluster). Second year (1980) scores for B teams were somewhat lower 

than those for second year (A) teams, though the differences (except for 

reported cluster effectiveness, p .01) were not statistically significant. 

Conditions Related to Team Performance 

We have described the pattern of team continuance for the teams in our study 

and changes in team performance over time. Considering both the size of the 

sample and the length of the follow-up period, it is reasonable to take 

these findings as a rough guide to what can be expected of other groups of 

teams with similar training and levels of technical assistance. Can we 

improve on this record? Possible points of intervention are the recruitment 

and preparation of schools, team training, and the nature and amount of 

post-training support. 

Our data suggest that the teams most likely to continue operation in the 

schools have the following characteristics: 

• They function well as teams, 
They devote time to team activity; they are committed to keeping 
the team going; they plan well; they are concerned about making 
a difference in the school and they see themselves as having 
made a difference; they are seen as effective by outside raters. 

• They are oriented toward cl uster as well as team acti vity. 
They see the cluster as helpful in supporting team efforts; they 

are committed to keepi ng the c1 ustey· goi ng. 

• They have a supportive principal. 

• The school is open to inputs from staff and community. 

• School problems are seen as under control. 
The principal has confidence in the school IS efforts to maintain 
a safe environment; neither students nor teachers are concerned 
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with increasing security in the school. 

• The sch'oo 1 is not faced with budget cuts wtiil e the teams is tryi ng 
to put its programs into operation. 

The data supporting these conclusions are outlined in Table 4-5. There are 

two sets of comparisons: 

• teams that dropped out during their second year vs. those that 
continued to operate as teams in the third year (for this comparison 
we use data collected in the teams I second year: 1979 for Group A 
and 1980 for Group B) 

• teams that dropped out during their third year vs. those that 
continued to operate as teams in the fourth year (for this comparison 
we use data collected in the teams I third year: 1980 for Group A; 
third year data was not available for Group B) 

The data are presented over three areas: characteristics of the team, its 

support system, and the kind of school in which it is located. The reader 

will have noted some of these issues in the descriptions of team activity 

presented earlier. 

Team characteristics 

For both sets of comparisons, the survivors have cqnsistently higher scores 

on measures of team functioning than do the non-suvivors, but the differences 

are not always large enough to be reliable .. In general, relationships 

between te~~ functioning and survival are clearer for the longer-term 

survivors, suggesting that non-team factors may be more important in the 

early loss of teams. 
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Table 4-5 

Conditions Related to Team Performance 

Teams active in their 3rd year were 
higher on the following measures than 
teams that dropped out during their 
2nd year. 

TEAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Team leader assessment of: 

** team impact on school crime 
and disruption 

Cluster coordinator/trainer/ 
evaluator composite rating of 
team effectivenessl 

TEAM SUPPORT SYSTEM 

Team leader assessment of: 

*** team focus on cluster activity 

* team commitment to maintaining 
cluster 

** summary measure of cluster 
effectiveness 

** principal support for team efforts 

Team leader agreement that
2
training 

curriculum was appropriate 

Team leader agreement
3
that technical 

assistance was useful 
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Teams active in their 4th year were 
higher on the following measures than 
teams that dropped out during their 
3rd year. 

TEAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Team leader assessment of: 

* team activity level 

*** team commitment to maintaining 
team 

* team planning skills 

** team functioning 

** summary measure of team 
effectiveness 

Cluster coordinator assessment of: 

**** team activity level 

**** team program development skills 

**** team impact on school crime 
and disruption 

Cluster coordinator/trainer/ 
evaluator compositr rating of 
team effectiveness 

TEAM SUPPORT SYSTEM 

Team leader assessment of: 

*** team focus on cluster activity 

** team commitment to maintaining 
cluster 

* cluster effectiveness in 
assisting team 

*** summary measure of cluster 
effectiveness 

** principal 5upport for team efforts 

Cluster coordiBator assessment of: 

*** principal support for team efforts 

KIND OF SCHOOL 

*** parent involvement in school 
activities 4 

* inter-group communication 
(a composite measure including 
both staff inputs into and support 
for school and principal jud~ents 
of adequacy of school safety) 

* low security orientation 
(a composite measure based on 
principal, teacher, and student 
desires for tighter security)4 

* declining enrollment, staff, and 
budget in year preceding team activity4 

* no decline in enrollment, staff, and 
budget in the course of team activity4 

Team leader assessment of: 

* teacher alienation (judged low) 

* summary measure of student/teacher 
alienation (judged low) 

Comparisons for 3rd vs. 4th year 
teams were not made on these 
measures. 

,t p < .10; ** p < .05; *** p < .01; **** p < .10. 

1 
The composite rating of team effectiveness was developed from site visitor 
(evaluator) and cluster coordinator ratings of teams in 1979 and trainer and 
cluster coordinator ratings in 1980. Composite scores were cut at the mean 
and teams classified as high or low in effectiveness in each of the two years. 
Significance tests were not done. 

59% of the 3rd year survivors were rated high in effectiveness compared to 29% of the 2nd year dropouts. 

77% of the 4th year survivors were rated high in effectiveness compared to 43% of the 3rd year dropouts. 

2S' . f' l.gnl. J.cance tests were not done (see footnote 3). Questions asked 4th 

3 

not 

57% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to 
38% of the 2nd year dropouts. 

60% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to 
44% of the 2nd year dropouts. 

year. 

4Th .-
ese J.tems are based on questionnaires completed by school principals, students, 

and teachers. Except for the 5th item, all measures come from pre-tests and 
represent the schools as they were prior to team training. 
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Team support system 

Support for a team can come from the cluster, the Training Center, and the 

school's administration and staff. 

Cluster. Survivors are more cluster-oriented than non-survivors. They 

spend more time on cluster activity, they are committed to the concept of 

the cluster, and they more often see the cluster as effective in helping 

their own efforts. This holds for both comparison periods. 

Training Center. Most team leaders have a favorable view of Training Center 

activity. Differences between survivors and non-survivors are small. The 

responses of the survivors are more often favo~able on four of five questions 

concerning relationships with the Training Center (the exception is: IIWe 

got TA when we requested it. II). 

School administration and staff. A principal's support is crucial for the 

existence of a team. A principal as a team member helps to ensure that 

support. Having a principal on a second year team distinguished second from 

third from fourth year survivors for Group A teams (p (.05). Having a 

principal on the original team showed a similar trend, though a less reliable 

one (p < .12). This did not hold for the Group B teams, a finding we can 

only explain by assuming that factors other than school support were more 

important in determining B team survival. 

Principal turnover during the course of a team's life is unrelated to team 

survival. The crucial question is whether or not the new principal supports 

the team and its activities. Individual team leaders reported both positive 

and negative effects from a change: a new principal whose interest has 
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maintained a team or revived a flagging one; and a new principal whose 

opposition or lack of interest contributed to a team's demise. 

Leaders of surviving teams are less likely than non-survivors to report 

teacher and student alienation (low morale, apathy) unwillingness to change). 

We found no such differences on measures of alienation derived from student 

and teacher questionnaires. This suggests that the team leader reports may 

be r~lated to the perceived level of support for team activity rather than 

to generally low morale in the school. Unlike principal support, which 

continues to be important for team continuance in both follow-up periods, 

student/staff morale is less of an issue for the .longer-term survivors, 

p'erhaps because the worst schools in this respect have already dropped out 

of the program. 

Kind of school 

Team continuance is unrelated to school level, but may be related to the 

size of a school relative to others of its kind. Teams in middle and 

elementary schools with enrollments of 500 or more are more likely to survive 

into a third year than those in smaller schools (p < .05). The same is true 

for teams in high schools witt, enrollments of 1500 or more, though this 

difference is not large enough to be reliable. It is unlikely that school 

size itself is a determinant of team survival. We may be dealing instead 

with some correlate of school size--perhaps organizational complexity?--

for which we have no measure. 

Teams survive equally well in good and bad schools. Survival is unrelated 

to the amount of crime and poverty in the school's immediate neighborhood 
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and to the amount of crime occurring in the school. It is also unrelated to 

the school IS physical condition, how crowded it is, the failure rate of its 

students, and the level of both student and teacher alienation. What is 

important is that school problems are seen as under reasonable control. 

Teams are less likely to do well in schools in which students, teachers, and 

principal are agreed on the need for tighter security--a sign that problems 

have gotten ou~ of hand. 

Also important to team survival is the school IS openness to inputs from its 

own staff and from parents and the community. This is probably only possible 

when the school has control of its own problems. 

Finally, we found that the third year survivors, compared to those that 

dropped out in the second year, more often reported declining enrollment, 

staff, and budget in the year preceding initiation of the team program, but 

less often reported such change over the course of the team intervention. 

This seemingly contradictory finding suggests that external problems may be 

motivators for engaging in change efforts but can prove disruptive once 

these efforts are underway. 

Team leader views of team survival 

In the spring of 1981, we asked the leaders of still surviving teams (this 

was the end of the fourth year for Group A, the third year for Group B) why 

they believed their teams had continued to function. The dedication of team 

members (74 percent) and the support of the principal (58 percent) are the 

factors most often mentioned. The support of school staff for the team and 

its efforts runs a close third (42 percent). Principal (and also staff) 
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support is crucial, not only early but on an ongoing basis. In interviews 

conducted in the spring of 1982, 38 percent of the leaders of the still active 

teams stated that having a supportive principal was a main reason for their 

teamls continued existence. 

Cluster and cluster coordinator support are infrequently mentioned, though 

other data suggest that these playa role in team survival. Of the 152 team 

leaders interviewed in 1981, 74 percent of those in a distr1'ct wl'th a surviving 

cluster coordinator had active teams compared to 38 percent of those in 

districts without a cluster coordl'n·ator. S' '1 lml arly, 62 percent of the teams 

that had had some contact with other cluster teams during the current school 

year expected to continue the team in the following year, compared to 27 percent 

of those that had had no such contact. 

Support from the Training Center was also infrequently mentioned. Again, 

other data suggest a relationship between T ' . ralnlng Center activity and team 

longevity. Half of the teams interviewed had had some contact with the 

Training Center during the 1980-81 school year. Of these, 67 percent were 

still functioning as teams and 62 percent expected to continue into the 

following year. Of those 'thO t h Wl ou suc contact, 22 percent were still active 

as teams and expected to continue into the next year. In our 1982 interviews, 

a quarter of the leaders of still active teams attributed their survival to 

the strong Training Center contacts they had had in that school year. 

In exit interviews conducted in 1979, 1980, and 1981 with leaders of teams 

that had dropped from the program, we asked why their teams had failed. The 

most serious problem, across all years, l'S lack f' h o In-sc 001 support for 

lS 1S 0 owed by team member loss (48 percent team efforts (58 percent), Th' , f 11 
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of the failed teams). This occurs largely through transfer, resignation, 

retirement, or budget cuts--problems external to team functioning. The 

pressures of team member loss and also of ti~e and money constraints 

(28 percent of the failed teams) become more important in the second year 

of team operation. 

The team leader views of reasons for success and failure support and give 

some color to the findings from the questionnaire/interview measures reported 

earlier. Teams must function well to survive. Functioning is impeded not 

only by problems internal to the team (for example, failure to work together 

harmoniously) but by school reorganizations and reductions in staff that make 

it difficult to keep team membership stable. Budget reductions and threatened 

school closings lead to teacher demoralization and make it difficult to retain 

enthusiasm for volunteer team activity. Cluster and Training Center activity 

are less often seen by team leaders as central to team survival, but there 

is evidence that they play an important role in many cases and continue to 

do so throughout team life. 

Summary of Findings 

1. Teams can survive well beyond the duration of federal funding. 

Over a third of the teams (37 percent) were active in the year following 

termination of federal support (1980-81). A fifth (20 percent) were 

active in the following year (1981-82). 

2. There are many forms of team continuance and these figures underestimate 

the longevity of team influence. 

Team members may become absorbed into other school change efforts where 
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they put their team skills and experience to use. Team programs may 

become integrated into the operation of the school and continue long 

after team members cease to meet as a team. Teams may revive after 

periods of inactivity. Individual team members may initiate new programs 

on their own. They may make use of skills acquired in team training and 

affect both their classrooms and their relationships with their peers. 

When team members are also principals, they may change their ways of 

relating to staff, parents, and students and their approach to school 

problems. 

3. The support provided to the team within the school is a crucial factor 

in team functioning and continuance. 

The support provided by the principal is critical. Staff support is 

also important, as is a school climate that is hospitable to change, 

i.e., open to inputs from staff and community. 

4. Effectiveness alone does not guarantee team survival. 

Teams that survive see themselves functioning well qS teams and are judged 

effect i ve by others. Such teams ·may survi ve settings 1 ack i ng in external 

support~ but they do better when it is present. Supportive settings may 

bolster weaker teams and enable them to survive periods of difficulty and 

to. i-inproYe.: their ability to function effectively. 

5. External problems may destroy even the most dedicated teams. 

Teacher layoffs, school reorganizations, and budget reductions lead to 

loss of team members and also take a toll in lowered morale. The resulting 

increased workloads may make volunteer team activity too burdensome to 

continue. 
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, 6. The support of other schools in the district--as expressed through the 

activity of teams in other schools and through the district cluster 

coordinator--is an aid to team continuance. 

.. t of the Tral'ning Centers is important to the 7. The contlnulng suppor _ _ 

survival of many teams. 

Training Centers provide assistance with team program development and 

with internal team problems. They also work as mediators with and 

trainers of both administrative and teaching staff and thus help create 

more hospitable settings for team activity. 
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Chapter 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Implications of Evaluation Findings 

We summarize here what our findings suggest about the use of the School 

Team Approach and about efforts to change and improve schools. 

1. The School Team Approach, when implemented well, is an effective and 

relatively low cost way to deal with the problem of school crime and 

fear of crime. 

The School Team Approach is an open and growing system. It is not a 

fixed intervention that may be exactly replicated, either within or 

outside of the present ADAEP training system. 

When we raise the question of the transferability of this intervention--

either by further funding of ADAEP to train more school teams or by 

recommending a similar intervention to be undertaken by other agencies-

we must think not of specific activities but of a general training 

approach. 

This approach has been consistent over the history of ADAEP. It is 

shared by the Training Centers and informs their specific activities, 

even if their interpretations of it vary across time and across Centers. 

The fundamentals of the approach are: 
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• developing a supportive school/district setting for the team 

• creating local school problem-solving capability through team 
building and the development of skills in program planning and 
implementation 

• a training emphasis on: 

prevention, particularly through the creation of a more 
humane school environment which will minimize current problems 
and forestall the development of future ones, 

structural change in the school, i.e., change in the way the 
school operates rather than change in isolated segments of the 
school, and 

team choice about specific interventions for the team's school 

• providfng post-training support to the team 

• institutionalizing the change process in the school by developing 
the team as an ongoing entity that can provide local expertise in 
dealing with future school problems as they arise 

Within these broad gu~delines, there is room for much variation. We see 

the fact of this variation as lending added support to the strength of 

the general approach. 

2. There is a role for both local problem-solving and for a specific, 

though limited, federal role at the local level. 

In recent years, and due in part to a Rand Corporation study of federal 

education change efforts, federal involvement in education has moved from 

an emphasis on directed development (in which a federal agency lays out 

a specific program for local education agencies to follow) to an emphasis 

on local problem-solving (in which monies are given to a local agency to 

implement change, with or without some local technical assistance). 
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In her review of this change, Datta (1981) questions the interpretations 

of the Rand report and suggests that the case for local probiem-solving 

has not yet been made. 

The ADAEP program, with its emphasis on empowering schools to solve their 

own proble~s, may appear to be another example of "local problem-solving." 

Actually, it lies midway between the two approaches and thus represents 

a third choice. 

What the School Team Approach offers is federal aid through "experts" 

(trainers) in developing local competence, with ongoing technical 

assistance used to aid the team as it runs into road blocks. The kind 

of technical assistance offered is clearly linked to training experiences 

and to a set of training principles. In this way it differs from the 

technical assistance used in the local problem-solving efforts described 

by Datta (usually given by academic experts who have had no prior contact 

with the local school). 

The School Team Approach represents a far more clearly defined program 

than do most efforts to allot monies over general categories to "support 

local change"--either directly or through block grants. Though the 

Approach is centrally directed, and was developed by people at the federal 

(and regional) level, it does not layout a specific program for local 

agencies to follow. It thus allows recognition of the great differences 

among schools that require programs tailored to fit individual needs, 

resources, obstacles, levels of sophistication, and political realities. 

Its aim--as is true of all such federal efforts--is to institutionalize 
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the federally-funded program after the withdrawl of federal support. 

What it proposes to institutionalize, however, is not a specific program 

or set of programs but rather the presence in the school of a trained 

change entity which can be continually responsive to the course of local 

history. 

3. Local wisdom is not necessarily sufficient to guarantee wise and effective 

choices in change efforts. 

Our analysis of project choices and crime reduction indicated that teams 

do not necessarily select those projects most likely to reduce problems 

in their school. We found, for example, that security and discipline 

projects were used more widely by high school than by middle br elementary 

school teams though they were the least successful strategy thrust in the 

former and the most successful in the latter. Within anyone school level, 

we found a wide range of intervention approaches, both those associated 

with good and with poor outcomes. This suggests that team effectiveness 

could be improved by the feedback of information on project effectiveness, 

both from local school-directed evaluation and from larger-scale 

evaluations such as the present one. 

4. The longevity of teams can be improved by strengthen~ng in-school support, 

by building a suppqrtive network through other schools and the school 

district, and by maintaining a link with federally-sponsored technical 

assistance over a longer period of time. 

The School Team Approach is successful in mounting change efforts in a 

high percentage of schools and, despite attrition over the years, in 
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maintaining those efforts in a substantial proportion of schools after 

federal support is w,'thdrawn. Th k' d ree ln s of action can improve the 
longevity of teams. 

a. the selection and maintenance of supportive school settings 

A team cannot survive in a school without the principal's approval. 

A team has difficulty in functioning without the principal's active 

support. Initial selection of school sites in which the principal 

is really sold on the potential of a team for her or his school will 

help assure that support. This means that it may be necessary to 

allGw more lead time for developing settings and perhaps to commit 

some team training resources to this pre-training activity. 

Beyond this, since initial commitments and enthusiasm may erode 

with time--and since committed principals may leave the schools and 

be replaced by 1ess committed ones--it may be necessary to provide 

for continued setting development after teams have been trained. 

b. the building of supportive local networks 

The training of teams in clusters of s~hools f ~ rom the same district' 

and the provision of a cluster coordinator contributes to team 

continuance. Though s t d 11 orne earns 0 we on their own, teams as a 

whole are more likely to continue when there is active district 

Support, as expressed through the district's maintenance of the 

coordinator position. Similarly, there is evidence that contact 

with other teams--which may be facilitated either through the district 

or through Training Center activities--is related to increased team 

longevity. Time and resources devoted to the development and 
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maintenance of district-level support may be as important as time 

given to the development of the local school setting. 

c. the maintenance of technical assistance support 

Team continuance is more likely when contact with the Training Center 

is maintained over a longer period of time. In our study technical 

assistance was to be given over the first two years of team activity. 

Those teams in which it was spread over the first three years (the 

total amount being the same) had higher survival rates than those 

teams in which it was confined to two years. 

Many of our long-term survivors--~eams active in their fourth and 

fifth years--report some contact with the Training Center. This may 

be in the form of inclusion of team members in regional training 

workshops, or participation in training activities arranged through 

other funding. We do not know the optimal time for contact to 

continue (it obviously varies by school), but there would appear to 

be value in making resources available for longer-term contact for 

teams able to benefit by it. Such contact is considerably less 

expensive than the training of new teams. 

We cannot talk specifically about the separate vs. combined impact of 

the three factors we have discussed above. We know that there are 

individuals who rise above enormouS handicaps to become successful in 

their lives. There are also teams that show unusual tenacity in the 

face of adverse settings. But as a group~ both individuals and teams 

do better the greater the diversity and extent of their support systems. 
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5. It is important to measure both the guality of an intervention and its 

impact over time. 

Although our measures of intervention quality were relatively crude, they 

enabled us to find differences in performance (crime reduction) that were 

not apparent with simple comparisons of A (longer) vs. B (shorter 

intervention time) teams. Cook and Poole (1982) have recently pointed to 

the weakness of the treatment/no treatment comparisons common in 

evaluation research and emphasized the need to include data on 

implementation quality when assessing program effects. 

The strength of an intervention may wax and wane over time. We found 

substantial numbers of teams that strengthened their performance after 

a shaky begi~ning, and others that fell apart after initial go?d 

performance. Our later followup interviews suggest that this process 

may continue over time~ with team performance varying as the team's 

membership and its base of support change. This argues for repeated 

measures of outcome, since how well a program appears to work depends 

on the point in time when it is observed. It also argues for longer 

followup periods, since the staying power of a given instance of an 

intervention may not be clear within the first year or two of its 

operation. In general, assessing intervention effects after longer 

time interva1s should give a better indication of an intervention's power. 

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

field-based research and development efforts directed to the increase 

of knowledge about delinguency and its prevention. 
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One of the problems in testing new approaches to delinquency reduction 

is finding settings in which interventions of integrity and power can 

be developed. It takes time to build a new program and to create the 

conditions under which developing a strong int.ervention is possible. 

Many new programs make minimal contributions to knowledge because they 

are weak and poorly implemented. 

This study looked at a large number of schools, selected only on the 

basis of their demonstration of a crime problem and their willingness 

to have a school team. Not all schools were equally hospitable to the 

Team Approach. Not all teams functioned equally well. Not all teams 

survived. A sizeable number of teams, however, continue to operate in 

their schools five years after the initiation of the OJJDP program, have 

developed innovative programs and a climate for self-study within the 

school. 

The School Team Appraoch is a way to develop promising research and 

development sites at relatively low cost. The teams already developed 

and still functioning represent a significant resource for the 

development of further knowledge at both a local and federal level. 

Leads for Future Research 

The original evaluation questions framed and guided our analysis of the 

evaluation data. ~~hat we found, and what it suggested, has been summarized 

in the preceding section. Other questions--those emerging in the course 

of our efforts to understand the data--were beyond our mandate and our 

resources, though they were equal in interest and importance to the questions 
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we addressed. We put them aside reluctantly. In this section, we review 

some of these "other questions," each of which opens a field for productive 

research in the areas of delinquency prevention and school change. 

Self-reports of victimization vs. incident counts 

The reader concerned with "real crime" (as opposed to measures of danger, 

fear, and so on) may have questioned the adequacy of our victimization 

data as measures of the amount of crimeoctually occurring in schools. We 

shared this concern at the outset of the study and invested a great deal 

of time and effort in collecting reports from the schools on actual 

incidents (those reported to school administration) of violence, disruption, 

theft, vandalism, and alcohol and drug offenses. The incident reports, 

collected over three years, were to represent our "hard datal! measures of 

crime levels and to supplement those derived from student and teacher 

surveys. We expected substantial agreement across schools between the 

incident reports and the corresponding student/teacher measures, i.e., 

schools high in one set of measures were expected to be high in the other. 

We found at best low to moderate agreement between the two data sources. 

One problem was the difficulty of obtaining quality incident data from the 

schools. (We reported earlier, Capell et al., 1982, on efforts to improve 

quality through adjustments for school failure to follow directions for 

collecting incident reports.) A second problem concerns the nature of the 

incidents themselves which do not occur with any regularity over time. A 

possible explanation for the poor showing of our incident vs. victimization 

data is uncertainty as to the proper way to model data of the incident type 
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(Sparks et al., 1977, devoted considerable effort to this issue without 

reaching a definitive resolution). 

Further exploration of this discrepancy was within our evaluation mandate 

but proved to be well beyond our resources. The issue is of practical 

importance in victimization studies given the cost and difficulty of 

gathering institutional incident data and the concern about validity 

sometimes raised in connection with self-report measures. 

Sub-group differences in perception of the same school environment 

The crime problem in a school--how much there is, and how much of a threat 

to safety--is not seen in the same way by all of the school IS students. 

Younger students, for example, tend to be more concerned about crime than 

older students. Girls tend to view crime problems more seriously than do 

boys. 

In our study, we found that groups defined in terms of their age, sex, and 

ethnicity perceived the school quite differently. Younger white girls, for 

example, did not report the schoOl environment in the same way as younger 

black girls. These differences were not necessarily the same from one school 

to another, that is, the sub-group reporting most danger in one school was 

not always the same as the sub-group reporting most danger in another. We 

also found sub-group differences for teachers. 

The problem of sub-group differences is not unique to our study and is, in 

fact, a common theme in organizational and social climate research (Finney 

& Moos, 1982; Howe, 1977; Powell & Butterfield, 1978; Schneider & Bartlett. 
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1970). It creates a basic measurement problem in survey research on crime 

and victimization (Gottfredson, 1981; HindeJang ct al.~ 1981). Victim 

surveys have noted sub-group differences in socinl perceptions, victimization 

experiences, and strategies for coping with victimization (Sparks, 1976). 

Sub-group differences may arise from differences in the amount and kind of 

victimization experience; from perception of onels vulnerability to attack 

(e.g., being younger, being female); from the relative minority/majority 

status of a given sub-group within the school (e.g., being a black student 

In a school that is predominantly white vs. a school that is predominantly 

black); or from interactions among these and/or other factors. 

Our analysi's of team impact on crime did not tell us whether change in a 

school IS crime level occurs across all sub-groups or is a result of change 

in only one or two. Our analysis of team interventions and change in crime 

did not tell us what kinds of interventions reach which sub-groups within 

the school. 

Study of sub-group differences and their correlates is important for 

understanding the nature of the crime problem and what it means to those 

within the school environment. It is also important for targeting 

interventions to reach those groups most at risk. 

Differences in fear of crime 

Within any school, there is a group of students--generally a minority--that 

are not only preoccupied with crime and potential danger but whose fear 

leads them to restrict their movement within the school. This number is 
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considerably larger than the number who report being victimized during that 

school year. It is smaller than the number who see the school as unsafe for 

students. 

What makes some students more a ral a f 'd th n others, even in the face of common 

perceptions of danger? Research evidence on the relations among victimization, 

fear of crime, and exposure to crime is inconclusive (Balkin, 1979; Bush, 1982; 

) One l,'ne of research from our data would look at differences Garofalo, 1977 . 

in school experiences and individual attitudes and perceptions associated 

with excessive fear in non-v,c lms an v . . t' d ,'ct,'ms Another would compare 

fearful and non-fearul students of similar background. 

The study of fear of crime represents another approach to sub-~roup research, 

defl'ned by their attitudes rather than their background with the groups here 

characteristlcs. . The very fearful students are one such group. Other groups 

lit I II and the cynical, alienated students. of interest include the ougns 

h d student response to school crime Interactions between teac er an _ 

f d t vl'olence depends not only on their own Teacher perception 0 an response 0 

.. v,'ctl'mization experiences, and attitudes but may background characterlstlcs, 

also be related to the same set of variables in their students. (We have 

already noted, for example, that teacher views of the seriousness of student 

age of the Students in the school.) The same may be behavior vary with the 

h ,'s, student response to school crime may be related true of students, t at 

to characteristics of their teachers (e.g., their amount of teaching 

experience, whether or not they feel prepared to cope with ~hool violence, 

what they see as educational priorities). 
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This suggests two potentially valuable lines of research. One would deal 

with the interactions among student/teacher characteristics and student/ 

teacher perceptions of and response to school crime. A second would look 

at changes in these over time, specifically at the kinds of students and 

teachers whose response is affected by different types of team interventions. 

Misperceptions of the attitudes of others 

We found in our study that students consistently overestimate the alienation 

from school of their fellow students. This kind of misperception is one 

example of a phenomenon that was called, in 1931 (Katz and Allport), 

pluralistic ignorance. 

Though there has been relatively little investigation ~f the pluralistic 

ignorance phenomenon since it was first described, recent research interest 

indicates that it is a widespread occurrence in both institutional and 

non-institutional settings (Breed & Ktsanes, 1961; Klofas & Toch, 1982; 

Taylor, 1982). It has been found in schools (Packard & Willower, 1972) and 

among delinquent youth (Breznitz, 1975). 

Most typically, pluralistic ignorance is represented by an overestimation 

of a tough, cynical, or anti-social stance on the part of the group that 

is not supported by the actual opinions of group members. This misperception 

leads to a reluctance to confront or raise questions about the presumed 

majority opinion that may help perpetuate the original misperception. 

Moreover, it gives disproportionate visibility to the opinions of a small 

minority who do in fact hold tough/cynical/anti-social views--views often 

held more intensely than those of the pro-social though less committed 
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majority. These lIillusory subcultures II (klofas & Toch, 1982) justify the 

tough, retaliatory stance of some controllers (in schools, administrators 

and teachers) which serves to reinforce the perception of a IItough" group 

identity even though as individuals the majority of the group may hold more 

pro-social attitudes. The dynamics of these mutual (and mutually reinforcing) 

misperceptions may help explain resistance to change efforts, particularly 

those aimed at single sub-groups within an institutional setting or those 

that fail to recognize the pluralism within the setting at large. 

The pluralistic ignorance phenomenon offers a promising and intriguing line 

of research. In particular. the notion of expressing a IItoughll stance to 

align oneself with the (misperceived) views of peers, whether in students 

or teachers, may prove useful in understanding the dynamics of violence in 

school settings. Further, interventions designed to change attitudes and 

behaviors, e.g., by strengthening pro-social bonds, may need to take account 

of both group and individual level misperceptions as extra impediments to 

reform efforts. 

If these research leads seem out of place in an evaluation report, we would 

argue that at least one function of an evaluation is to suggest where to go 

next. We offer this comment for both evaluators and their funders: 

Those who become investigators quickly learn that the formal, preplanned 
design is no more than a framework wi·thin which imaginative, catch-as
catch-can improvisation does the productive work .... Questions posed to 
get the inquiry under way prove to be far less interesting than the 
questions that emerge as observations are made and puzzled over. Not 
infrequently, questions arising out of the observations prove to be 
more important in the long run than the facts that the study was 
designed to pin down (Cronbach, 1982, p. x) 
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~ Variables entering into ANOVAs 

o CYCLEID 

Training cycle: A teams (1st year. training) 
B teams (2nd year training) 

Also referred to as "c" in interaction terms (e.g., CE means 
cycle x effectiveness). 

o EFFTM 

Team effectiveness. A four-way classification based on ratings 
made in 1979 and 1980: high effective in both years (high-high); 
low effective in both years (low-low); and change in effectiveness 
from one year to the next (high-low and low-high). 

Also referred to as "E" in interaction terms. 

o l-ST COVAR 

Control for differences in length of time occurring between 
successive administrations of the. questionnaire. 

o 2-ND COVAR 

Control for disruptive setting events occurring between years I and 3. 

o R 

Replication: effects due to time. 

R(l) = linear effects 

R(2) = quadratic (non-linear) effects 

A linear effect (in the proper direction) would indicate that problem 
levels in schools steadily decline from the first to the second to 
the third year. 

A quadratic or curvilinear effect would indicate. that the average 
value for year 2 is significantly out of line from years I and 3. 
E.g., if problem levels dropped sharply from the first to th~ second 
years, but then increased in the third year, this would appear as a 
quadratic trend. 

The linear and quadratic time components are independent--either may 
be present, or not, as the data indicate. One plausible combinaeion 
of the t~o kinds of effects would be an initial decline in problem 
levels followed by a leveling off in the third year: scores generally 
drop over time (i.e., means for the second and third years are lower 
than that for the first), but the difference between the initial and 
final values is concentrated in the first time interval. ~his kind 
of pattern might be found where teams accomplish a great deal in their 
first year of operation but thereafter do little more than maintain 
their initial success. Time trends take on more meaning when they 
interact with other classification factors included in the analysis. 

A-I 

-1 

I 

I , , 



r 

PAGE 'I OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVANS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE FOR I-ST Student measure: Self-reeorts of eersonal 
DEPENDENT VARIA8lE Y(PERSI V(PERS2 Y(PERS3 victimization 

S(jU"CE SUM (!f OFGN<=ES Of HfAN f TAil 
SQUARES FREEDOM SQ'UARE PROII. 

CYClEIO 0.000b9 1 0.000b9 0.13 0.1211 
HF1H 0.009H 3 0.00325 0.61 0.6126 
CE O.OI7U 1 0.00~82 1.011 0.1'519 
I-ST COYAA O.OOOH 1 0.00013 0.1' 0.112'5 
2-NO COVAA 0.02921 1 0.02927 5.'16 0.0209 
All COVARuTES 0.02938 2 o .OB69 2.7'1 0.0682 

1 rRROR 0.1'1578 139 0.011537 

RUI 0.00003 1 0.00003 0.06 0.l'I96 
RIlIC O.OOOll 1 0.00011 0.27 0.6069 
RUlE 0.00039 3 0.00013 0.31 0.Bl68 
RI11CE 0.000'10 3 0.00013 0.32 0.8137 
1-51 COHA 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9889 
2-NIl COVAA 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9941 
All COVARUTES 0.00000 2 0.00000 0.00 0.9999 

;l> 
ERr<OR 0.058,2 139 0.000'12 

I 
RI21 0.00200 1 0.00200 5.'18 0.0207 N 
RlllC 0.0000'1 1 0.0000' 0.12 0.7213 
RIllE 0.00195 3 0.00065 1.78 O.15H 
RI1ICE 0.00121 3 0.000'12 1.16 0.3261 
1-51 COVAN 0.00198 1 0.0019. 5.U 0.0211 
2-NO COYAR 0.00009 1 0.00009 0.2'1 0.6251 
All COVARUTES 0.00207 2 0.0010" 2.8' 0.0615 
ERROR 0.05069 139 0.00036 

R 0.00198 2 0.00099 2.52 0.0825 
RC O.OOOH 2 0.00012 0.31 0.1311 
liE 0.002l! 6 0.00040 1.01 0.'1212 
NCE 0.00155 b 0.00026 0.66 0.6859 
I-ST COVAH 0.0011'1 1 0.0011'1 2.89 0.0901 
2-NO COVAA 0.00001 1 0.00001 0.03 0.8620 
AU COVARuTES 0.00118 2 0.00059 1.'19 0.2261 

5 
2 ERROR 0.11011 280 0.000)" 

\ 

1 
j 
• , 
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PAGE 8 OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH COV~RS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR I-51 Student measure: Self-reports of property 
OEPENCfNT VARIA8lf - VAVtTSI VAVCTS2 VAVCTS3 

victimization 
SOURCE SUH' OF OEGI'EES OF t'EAN F TAil 

SQUARES FRfEOOH SQUARE PR08. 

CYClEIO 0.00b3,) 1 o .00b3~ 0.80 O.Hl" 
EFF1" 0.0090~ 3 0.00301 0.311 0.7670 
CE 0.02l2b 3 0.00109 0.90 O.H~O 

l-S1 COVAR 0.0191b 1 0.0197b 2.~0 O.l1b3 
2-ND COVAR 0.00"'63 1 O'.00'b3 0.')11 0.""~1 
All COYARIUES Oo0299b 2 0.OH98 1.89 O.I'!iH I 

ERROR 1.09928 139 0.00191 

Rill 0.OU2t> 1 0.OB2b 18.9~ 0.0 
RUIC O.OOHl 1 O.OOHl 2.11 0.H89 
RD IE 0.00086 1 0.00029 0."1 0.1"63 
RUICE 0.00016 3 0.0002~ 0.36 0.180" 
I-ST COVAR 0.00896 1 0.00896 12.81 0.000'5 
2-NO COllAR 0.0002') 1 0.00025 0.36 0.')"91 
All COVARUTES 0.00992 2 0.00"96 1.09 0.0012 
ERROR' 0.09127 139 0.00010 

;J> 
I RI21 (1.00029 1 0.00029 0.61 O.H"" w RI21C 0.00167 1 0.00161 3.92 0.0"96 

Re21E 0.00390 3 0.00130 3.0S 0.0301 
R.2ICE 0.00089 3 0.00010 0.10 O.'5'5H 
1-5T COYAR 0.01306 1 0.01306 30.1&1 0.0 
2-NO COVAR O.OOOU 1 0.000""' 1.03 0.3130 

() All COYARUTES 0.013"8 2 0.0061" 1'5.83 0.0 
:ERROR 0.0')920 139 O.OOOU 

R 0.01300 2 O.OOt'!iO 1l.!>8 0.0000 
RC 0.00322 2 O.OOlbl 2.81 0.0'5112 
RE O.OOHI 6 0.00078 1."0 0.21')" 
Rtf 0.00151 6 0.00026 0."'5 0.8U6 
I-ST COllAR 0.022')9 1 0.022'59 '0.2'5 0.0 
2-NO COVAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.96111 
All COYARIATES 0.02211 2 0.01136 20.23 0.0 

2 ERROR 0.1')71') 2110 O.OOO'5b 

\ 

, 
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PAGE " OUTCOME 

ANALY SI 5 Of VAR lANCE 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE -

SOlJRCE 

EFflM 
CYClEID 
EC 
I-ST COVAR 
l-NO COVAR 
All COVAR UTES 
ERIIOR 

Rill 
RII IE 
Rl11C 
RIlIEC 
I-51 COVAN 
2-NO COVAl! 
All COVARUTES 
ERNOR 

~ 
I RI21 po. 

RIllE 
RI21C 
RIllEC 
I-51 COVAN 
2-NO COVAR 
All COVARUTES 
ERROR 

R 
RE 
RC 
REC 
1-51 COVAR 
l-ND COVAR 
All COVARIATES 

2 EIIROR 

ANOVAS WITH COVAIIS 

FOR I-ST 
SVC SUMSI SVCSUMS2 SVCSUHS3 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

0.0048J 
0.00264 
0.01099 
0.00160 
0.00875 
0.01256 
0.67300 

0.00171 
0.0000. 
0.00092 
0.00018 
0.00189 
0.00021 
0.0023!:i 
0.OB18 

0.00036 
0.00179 
0.00081 
0.00037 
0.00325 
0.00015 
O.OOHO 
0.0235. 

0.00201 
0.00181 
0.00181 
0.00052 
0.00531 
0.00001 
0.00540 

0.06767 

Student measure: Victimization summary 
DEGREES OF ,..EAN F , All 

Composite measure includes: FREEDOM SQUAIIE PROB. 

3 0.00161 0.33 0.8020 Self-reports of personal 
1 O.OOlM 0.54 0.~bI7 victimization 3 0.00366 0.76 0.5201 
1 0.00160 0.33 0.5bb7 Self-reports of property 1 0.00B75 1.61 0.1 Bl1 

Victimization 1 0.006lS 1. 30 O. 1 765 
139 O.OO~B" 

1 0.00111 5.B 0.0213 
3 0.00001 0.05 0.9872 
1 0.00092 2.93 0.0692 
3 0.00006 0.19 0.9033 
1 0.00189 6.00 0.0156 
1 O.OOOll 0.61 0.H29 
2 0.00118 3.H 0.021:3 

139 0.00031 

1 0.00036 2.15 O. 1 ~51 
3 0.00060 ).52 0.01b9 
1 0.00081 4.7B 0.0305 
3 O.OOOll 0.72 0.5)H 
1 0.00325 19.22 0.0 
1 0.00015 0.1:16 0.3546 
2 0.00170 10.03 0.0001 

139 0.00017 

2 0.00101 4.16 0.0166 
6 0.00030 1.24 0.2634 
2 0.00090 3.H 0.0249 
6 0.00009 0.36 0.9032 
1 0.00531 21.'J!I 0.0 
1 0.00001 0.05 o. a 2 75 
2 0.00270 11.11 0.0000 

2£10 0.0002" I. 

~-------------"-----------~ ~~-~ 
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PAGE 20 OUTCO"'E 

ANALYSiS Of VARIANCE 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE _ 

SOURCE 

CYCLE 10 
EFFTH 
CE 
1- S' COVAH 
2-NO COVAII 
All COVARIATES 
ERROR 

Rill 
kl lIC 
R I 1 IE 
RII1CE 
l-ST COVAH 
.. -NO COVAII 
llL COVAI/IATES 

;J> 
ERRDII 

I 
R (2) lJ1 
R(2)C 
R(2)'-
R(2)CE 
I-ST COVAH 
2-NO COVAR 
All COVARUTES 
ERROR 

R 
RC 
HE 
Rft 
I-ST CGVAR 
2-NO COVAR 
All. (QVARIATES 

2 1~lInH 

ANO"AS W'TH COVARS 

FOR I-51 
SORUGSI SDRUGSZ SDRUGS3 

SUH Of DEGREES Of 
SQUAllrs FREEDOH 

0.03081 1 
0.07919 3 
0.11819 3 
Ool'iH8 1 
0.09968 1 
0.210')4 2 
7.7H85 139 

0.00562 1 
0.00100 1 
0.00973 1 
0.01527 3 
0.00178 1 
0.00192 1 
0.00U9 2 
0.57193 139 

0.00611 1 
0.00000 1 
0.00225 3 
0.00196 3 
0.01020 1 
0.00125 1 
O.O! H8 2 
D.2'!>815 139 

0.0126' .. 
0.00081 2 
0.01193 6 
0.01798 6 
O.DICH 1 
0.00287 1 
0.OH78 2 

0.83116 280 

--------~- .. 

Student Alcohol! drug measure: 
availability ~EAN f J.A IL S( UARE 

PR08. 

0.03081 0.55 0.'1583 0.026'10 0.41 0.7011 
0.039"0 0.71 0.5'193 0.15'198 2.18 0.0976 0.09968 1.79 0.1832 0.10527 1.89 0.1550 0.05572 

0.00562 1.37 0.2'\45 0.00100 0.2' 0.6232 0.0032'1 0.79 0.50N 0.00509 1.2' 0.2987 0.00178 0.'\3 0.5115 0.00192 0.41 0.'1952 0.00219 0.53 0.5881 0.00'111 

0.00671 3.61 0.059'1 0.00000 0.00 0.9661 0.00075 0.'10 0.1511 0.00065 D.35 0.1811 0.01020 5. '19 0.0205 0.00125 0.67 0.'1'0 0.005H 3.09 0.0'186 0.00186 

0.00632 2.13 001209 0.000,,", 0015 0.8t>31 0.00199 0.67 0.61'0 0.00300 1.01 0.'1191 0.01093 ).68 0.0561 0.00281 0.97 0.326'1 0.00739 2."9 0.0841 

0.00297 

I 
<, 

I 
, 
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PAGE 16 OUICOME ANOVAS wITH CrVA~S 

ANALYSIS CF VARIANCE FOR I-ST 
OEPfN[lENl VARIABLE - SVCrESI SYCTES2 SVClES3 

SrUkCf SUM OF 
SQUARES 

CYCLEIO 0.00000 
fff TM 0.022911 
CE 0.096'>6 
1-51 COYAII 0.0830'5 
2-NO COYAR 0.1756" 
All COYARlATES 0.32670 
1 RROR 2.23826 

Rill 0.002~7 

RlllC 0.00817 
Rill E 0.02127 
1I111CE 0.02096 
1-51 COVAR 0.00779 
2-NO COVAM O.02ZH 
ALL COYARIATES 0.03515 

;p- ERROR 0.72560 

I 
0\ RI21 0.00000 

wlnc 0.00B51 
RI21E 0.00367 
RI21CE 0.00159 
1-51 COYAII 0.002H 
2-NO COVAR 0.00071 
All COVARIATES 0.00310 
ERROR O.5U67 

R 0.00633 
RC 0.OH62 
fir 0.025_7 
RCE 0.02093 
1-51 COYAW 0.01029 
Z-NO COVAR 0.01050 
ALL COVARIAT~S 0.02259 

d 
2 ERROR 1.2B992 

O[GR"ES Cf 
FRHOOM 

1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 

139 

1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

1 
1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
Z 

139 

2 
Z 
6 
6 
1 
1 
Z 

280 

t'r AN 
SQUARE 

0.00000 
0.00766 
0.03219 
0.08305 
0.17564 
0.16335 
0.Olb10 

0.00247 
0.00877 
0.00709 
0.00699 
0.00779 
0.022U 
0.01757 
0.00522 

0.00000 
0.00851 
0.00122 
0.00053 
0.00234 
0.00077 
0.00155 
0.00395 

0.00317 
0.00131 
0.00425 
0.00149 
0.01029 
0.01050 
0~01130 

0.00_61 

I 1 

Student measure: Teacher personal victimization 

F TAll 
PR08. 

0.00 0.9923 
0.411 0.6997 
2.00 0.1170 
5.1b 0.02H 

10.91 0.0012 
10.14 0.0001 

0.41 0.4931 
1.68 0.1970 
1.3b 0.2582 
1.34 0.2M5 
1.49 0.22311 
4.29 0.0401 
3.31 0.03H 

0.00 0.980b 
2.16 0.14H 
0.31 0.8180 
0.13 0.9393 
0.59 0.4425 
0.19 0.bb02 I 

0.39 0.6762 

0.69 0.5037 
1.59 0.2065 
0.92 0.4198 
0.76 0.6042 
2.23 0.1362 
2.28 0.1322 
2.45 0.0880 



r 
i 

--1 

-.----.---~- ----

PAGE 16 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS 

. ----- ----I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST 

Student measure: Illegal behaviors in school DEPENDENT VAR !ABLE - INCIOSl INCIOS2 INCIOS3 

SOURCE SUH OF DEGREES OF HEAN F JAil SQUARES FRfEOOM SQUARE PROB. 
EHTH 0.06762 3 0.0225~ 1.31 0.2557 CYCLE 10 0.0IB~8 1 0.018'18 1.12 0.2918 EC 0.15978 3 0.05326 3.23 0.02~5 1-ST COVAR 0.10025 1 0.10025 6.0a 0.01~9 2-"0 COVAR 0.19868 1 0.19868 12.0'1 0.0007 All (OVARUTES 0.37B25 l 0.18912 11."6 0.0000 ERROR 2.Z93H 139 0.01650 

Rill 0.00071 1 0.00071 O.H 0.5201 RillE 0.0106~ 3 0.00355 2.09 0.10~B R I I I( 0.003~1 1 0.003't1 2.01 0.1590 RIIIEC 0.00999 3 0.00333 1.96 0.1231 1-ST (OVAR 0.00038 1 0.00038 0.22 0.6311 Z-ND (aVAR 0.00H7 1 0.OOH7 0.87 0.3535 All (OVARUTES 0.00166 2 0.00083 0.~9 0.6l'15 ERROR 0.23636 139 0.00170 ;J> 
I 

RI21 O.OOOH 1 0.000103 0.39 0.53~8 
-,...j 

RI21E 0.00H9 3 O.OOHO 1.26 0.2913 RI21C 0.00080 1 0.00080 0.7Z 0.39H RI21EC 0.00107 3 0.00036 0.32 0.B093 i-ST (OVAR 0.00069 1 0.00069 0.62 O.BH 2-NO COVAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.991" All COVARJATES 0.00069 Z O.OOOH 0.31 0,.7350 ERROR O.ISH) 139 0.00111 

R 0.00109 2 0.0005" 0.39 0.678~ RE O.OHBZ 6 0.002H 1.76 0.1065 RC 0.00372 2 0.00186 1.33 O. 2b6~ REC 0.01090 6 0.00182 1.30 0.25B) 1-5T COVAR o.ooooa 1 0.00008 0.06 0.8131 2-ND COVAR 0.00072 1 0.00072 0.51 o.It7B Stll (OVARUTES O.0008~ 2 O.OOOU 0.30 O. Hll I 
2 ERROR 0.39219 280 O.OOHO 

'\ 

, 

I 
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PAGE 12 OUlCOHE ANUVAS WITH COVARS 

ANAlYSIS OF VAR lANCE FOR I-ST iStudent Disruetion DEPENDENT VARIABLE - DISRUPS1 DISRUPSZ DISRUPS3 measure: 

SOURCE SUH Of DEGREES OF HEAN F TAil 
SQUARES FREEDOH SQUARE PRoa. 

EFF1H O.OO~~B 3 0.00l't9 0.1'0 0.9372 
CHLEID 0.OH'l3 1 0.07.~93 2.30 0.1315 
E( 0.1Z051 3 0.0~019 3.11 0.0132 
1-51 COVAR 0.01935 1 0.01935 1.79 0.1835 
2-ND COVAR 0.05129 1 0.05129 '.H 0.0312 
All COVAR UTES 0.08854 Z 0.0"," 21 ~.09 0.0188 
ERROR 1.50531 139 0.01083 

RDI 0.00635 1 0.00635 3.93 0.0~95 

RillE 0.00536 3 0.00179 1.10 0.3495 
RIlIC 0.00002 1 0.00002 0.01 0.9112 
RillE( 0.00013 3 0.0002. 0.15 0.9293 
1-5' COllAR 0.00051 1 0.00051 0.31 O. ')76. 
2-NO COIIAI! 0.00006 1 0.00006 0.0. 0.6~90 

All COIIARUTES 0.00063 Z 0.00032 0.20 O.BlZl 
ERROR 0.2H17 139 0.00162 

;J:> 
I RI21 0.00119 1 0.00119 1.60 0.2082 (Xl 

RIZIE 0.00253 3 0.0006. 1.1. 0.3365 
RIZIC 0.00015 1 0.00015 O.ZO 0.6531 
RI21EC 0.00113 3 0.00038 0.51 0.619' 
1-ST COVAR O.OOOH 1 O.OOOH 0.59 0.H26 
2-NO COVAR 0.00008 1 0.00008 0.10 O. H8. 
All COVARUTES 0.00052 2 0.00026 0.35 0.7059 
ERROR 0.10330 139 O.OOOH 

R 0.00759 Z 0.00380 3.Z' 0.0'01 
RE 0.00792 6 O.oo13Z 1.13 0.3461 
Re 0.00017 z 0.00009 0.01 0.9286 
REC 0.00186 6 0.00031 0.Z6 0.9530 
1-ST COVAR 0.00093 1 0.00093 0.80 0.3733 
2-ND COVAR O.OOOH 1 0.0001'0 O.lZ 0.7Z93 
All COVARUTE S O.OOlH Z 0.00057 0.49 0.t160 

~ 

2 ERIolOR 0.12609 2eo 0.00117 

I 
, 
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PAGE 12 r'IITCllH£ ANOVAS WITH [~YARS 

• ANALYSIS Gf VAH.IANCE fOR I-ST 

Student DEPENDENT VARIABLE - PERATSI PERATS2 PERATS3 measure: Student safety from personal .. 
attack SnI'R[E SUH Of DEGREE S OF t!EAN f TA II. SQUARES FRfEOOH SQUARE PROBe • CYCLE 10 0.09168 1 0.09168 3.38 0.0683 [FfTt! 0.06109 3 0.02236 0.82 0.~811 • CE 0.33908 ] 0.11303 '.16 0.0074 l-ST COVAR 0.OH28 1 0.OH28 1.63 0.2038 2-NO COVAR 0.11250 1 0011250 6.35 0.0129 • All COYARIATES 0.26H6 2 0.13313 ~.92 0.0086 FRROR 3.1H94 139 0.02716 

• RIll 0.00115 1 Cl.00H5 2.1_ 0.1002 RIll C 0.00288 1 0.00288 1.02 0.3H9 RIllE 0.00665 ;) 0.00222 0.18 0.50.9 • RIIICE 0.005H 3 0.00181 0.6' 0.5912 1-5T COVAR 0.00081 1 0.00087 0.31 0.~a09 2-NO COVAR 0.00019 1 0.00019 0.01 0.1911 • All COVARUTES 0.00095 2 O.OOOU 0.11 0.8_'3 ERROR 0.39328 139 0.00283 ::t> 
iii I RIZI 0.00061 1 0.00061 0.'" 0.5173 \0 

Rlnc 0.003_1 1 0.003.1 2.20 0.a03 RI21E 0.00866 ] 0.00289 1.8) O.IHl ,.; RIZICE 0.00356 3 0.00119 0.15 0.5225 1-5T caVAR 0.00]86 1 0.00386 2." 0.1201 2-NO CaYAR 0.00003 1 0.00003 0.02 0.8815 • All COVAl/UTES 0.00389 Z C.0019' 1.23 0.29'9 ERRUR 0.219H 139 0.00158 

" R 0.001119 2 0.00_09 1.86 0.1518 RC 0.00660 2 0.00330 L50 0.2252 Rr 0.01510 6 0.00262 1.19 0.3125 " RCE 0.00911 6 0.00152 0.«>9 0.65116 1- S T CaVAN 0.00085 1 0.00085 0.38 0.5358 2-NO caVAN 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 O. 915~ ,.; All COYARUTES 0.00086 2 0.000_3 0.20 0.8226/ JI 
2 ERROR 0.61668 280 0.00220 • 

~ 
\ 

, 
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PAGE " OUTCOME ANOYAS WITH COYARS • ANALYSIS OF YARIANCE FOR l-ST 
DEPENDENT YARIABlE - DANGERS1 DANGERS2 DANGER 53 

t 
SOURCE SUM OF 

SQUARES 
t 

EHTH 0.19856 
CYClEiD 0.03035 

) EC 0.27B81 
l-ST COYAR 0.050"9 
2-ND COYAH 0.16769 
All COVARUTES 0.9"'675 

1 ERROR 7.39665 

RIl) 0.00300 
1<IUE 0.00781 
R (11 C 0.00102 
R (lIEC 0.02305 
I-ST COVAR 0.00008 
2-ND COYAR 0.00126 

J All COVARUTES 0.001"8 
;I> ERROR 0.53575 
I 

) I-" R(21 0.003H 
0 RI21E 0.011"5 

R(2)C 0.00235 
) RI21Ee 0.002H 

I-ST COVAR 0.00108 
2-ND COYAR 0.00003 

) ALL COVARUTES 0.00111 
ERROR 0.28297 

R O.00M8 
RE 0.019"9 
Re 0.0030" 

> REC 0.0256" 
1-ST COVAR 0.00030 
2-ND COVAR 0.00071 

J ALL COVARUTES 0.00095 
Q 

2 ERROR 0.82036 
II. 

DEGREE 5 OF Ht:AN F 
FRfEDOH SQUARE 

3 0.06619 1. Zit 
1 0.03035 0.57 
3 0.0929", 1.75 
1 0.050"'9 0.95 
1 0.76768 H.B 
2 0.nn7 8.91 

139 0.05321 

1 0.00300 0.76 
3 0.00260 0.68 
1 0.00102 0 • .26 
3 0.00768 1.99 
1 0.00008 0.02 
1 0.00126 0.33 
2 0.0007" 0.}9 

139 0.00385 

1 0.003B 1.68 
3 0.00382 1.88 
1 0.00235 1.16 
3 0.00075 0.37 
1 0.00108 0.53 
1 0.00003 0.02 
2 0.00056 0.27 

139 0.0020", 

2 0.0032", 1.11 
6 0.00325 1.11 
2 0.00152 0.52 
6 0.00"27 l.lt6 
1 0.00030 0.10 
1 0.00071 0.2" 
2 O.OOOH 0.16 

280 0.00293 

Student measure: Tension in the school 

TAil 
PROB. 

0.2963 
0."51" 
0.1603 
0.3317 
0.0002 
0.0002 

0.379ft 
0.5687 
O.!>086 
0.1178 
0.8825 
0.5686 
0.8256 

0.1967 
0.136'; 
0.28"0 
O.77H 
0."678 
0.9016 
0.76H 

0.332" 
0.3572 
0.5963 
0.1925 
0.H75 
0.6225 
0.8508 

I 

L 

o 

j. 
I· 

I 
! 
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PAGE 6 OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH COVlRS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR l-ST 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - FEARSI FEARS2 

1 

2 

SOURCE 

EFFTH 
CYCLEID 
EC 
1-S1 COVAR 
2-I-ID COVAl< 
ALL COVARIATES 
ERROR 

Rill 
R 11 IE 
Rl11C 
RlllEt 
1-S1 COVAR 
2-ND COVAR 
ALL COVARIATES 
ERROR 

RI21 
RIZIE 
RI21C 
RI21EC 
l-ST COVAR 
2-ND COVAR 
ALL COVARIATES 
ERROR 

R 
RE 
RC 
Ret 
1-ST COVAR 
2-ND COVAR 
ALL COVARIATES 

ERROR 

FEARS) 

SUH OF 
SQUARES 

0.07329 
0.002H 
0.03212 
0.00236 
0.02592 
0.03331 
1.70516 

0.00622 
0.00~51 

0.00128 
0.01215 
0.00163 
0.00012 
0.00206 
0.15396 

0.00397 
0.00935 
O.OOOH 
0.0018~ 

0.00036 
0.00H2 
0.00178 
0.131H 

0.01178 
0.01~06 

0.00606 
0.01300 
0.00016 
0.00167 
O.OOpo; 

0.26H9 

OEGREES OF 
FREEDOH 

3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

2 
6 
Z 
6 
1 
1 
2 

!'fAN 
SQUARE 

0.02~~3 

0.0027~ 

0.01091 
0.00236-
0.02592 
0.01665 
0.01227 

0.00622 
0.00150 
0.00726 
0.00405 
0.00163 
0.00072 
0.00103 
0.00111 

0.00397 
0.00312 
0.00043 
0.00061 
0.00036 
0.COH2 
0.00069 
0.00095 

0.00!'69 
0.0023~ 

O.OO~O't 

0.00217 
0.00016 
0.00167 
0.00088 

0.00103 

F 

1.99 
0.22 
0.69 
0.19 
2.ll 
1. 36 

7.~ 2 
1.36 
6.56 
3.66 
1.H 
0.65 
0.93 

~ .19 
3.30 
0.46 
0.65 
0.36 
1. 50 
0.9't 

5.H 
2.26 
3.93 
2.11 
0.15 
1. 62 
0.65 

1 A I L 
P~Gfl. 

O. 11 t:! 1 
0.6374 
0.4486 
O.bbOO 
().I~B3 

0.2607 

0.0073 
0.2585 
O.Ollit 
0.0141 
0.2273 
0.42H 
0.396~ 

0.0~24 
0.022~ 

0.~9i19 

0.560 
il.5396 
0.2230 
0.3926 

0.0036 
0.0363 
0.0207 
0.0522 ' 
0.6961 
0.2035 
0.4266 

Student measure: Fear of being attacked 

, 
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PAGE 1" UUTCOHl ANOVAS WI1H (OVA~S 

ANALYSIS O~ VARIANCE fOR I-ST I 
DEPENOENl VARIABLE - SClHSl SClMSl SClHS3 

I 
Student measure: School climate 

SI·\J!<U SUH Of DEGIIEES Of MEAN F TAil I 

SQUl.RES FRfEDOH SQUARE PR08. 

I 
Composite measure includes: 

CYClEIO 0.00950 1 0.00950 0.83 0.3652 Teacher personal victimization 
[fF lH 0.0113' 3 0.00911 0.79 0.5005 

Illegal behaviors in school CE 0.09278 1 0.03093 2.69 0.0"'89 
I-51 COVAR 0.02876 1 0.02876 2.50 0.1163 Disruption 
Z-NO COVAR O.Hlll 1 0.1'111 12.26 0.0006 
All COVARU1ES 0.20HO 2 0.10.310 9.01 0.0002 Student safety from personfJl 
I RROR 1.600H 139 0.01151 attack 
Rill 0.00266 1 0.00266 2."" 0.1208 Tension in the school 
RllIC 0.00001 I 0.00001 0.01 0.9210 Fear of being attacked RillE 0.00"95 3 0.00165 1.51 0.2H1 
RIIICE 0.00377 3 0.00126 1.15 O.:U12 
1-5T COVAR 0.00009 1 0.00009 0.09 0.1700 
2-NO COVAl! 0.00131 1 0.00131 1.20 0.2160 

;p- All COVARUTE5 0.00155 2 0.00017 0.71 0."9"6 
I ERROR 0.15181 139 0.00109 I-' 

N 
R12' 0.00038 1 0.00038 0.8" 0.3598 
RI ?lC O.OOOH 1 0.00042 0.9", 0.33"2 
RillE 0.00325 3 0.00108 2. "" 0.0673 
lilllCE 0.000,8 3 O.OOOH. 0.36 0.7829 
I-51 COVAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.01 0.9210 
2-NO COUR 0.00002 1 0.00002 0.05 0.8188 
All COVARUlES 0.00003 Z 0.00001 0.03 0.9100 
ERROR 0.06118 139 0.000,,", 

Ii 0.00336 2 0.00168 2.20 0.1129 
RC 0.00036 2 0.00018 0.2, 0.71118 
liE 0.00822 6 0.00131 1.19 0.1006 
RCE 0.00,27 6 0.00071 0.93 0."131 
I-51 COVAR 0.0000" 1 0.0000" 0.05 0.828" 
2-NO COVAR 0.00103 1 0.00103 1.3" 0.2H8 
All COVARUTES 0.00110 2 0.00055 0.72 0."882 

,~ 

2 FRRnR 0.2H06 280 0.00076 

\ 

, 
c 
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PAGE 8 OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH CGVAPS 

ANALYSIS Of ~ARIANCE fOR I-ST 
DEPENDENT V~RIABlE - SSUHSI SSUHS2 SSUHS3 

SOUPCE SUH Of 
SQUARES 

EFFTH 0.01507 
CYCLEIO 0.00261 
EC 0.05311 
I-ST caVAR 0.01613 
2-ND COVAR 0.01908 
All COVARIATES 0.1l6H 

1 ERROR 1.}~539 

Rill O.OOOH 
R I liE 0.00233 
RIlIC 0.00012 
RillE( O.OOIH 
I-Sf COVAR O.OOOH 
2-140 COVAII 0.00051 
AU COVARIATES 0.00120 

:> ERROR 0.09265 
I 

I-' RIZI 0.00003 W 
RIZIE 0.00262 
RI21C O.OOOH 
RIZIE( 0.000<\1 
I-ST COVAII 0.00039 
2-ND COVAR 0.00000 
AU COVARIATES 0.000.0 
f.llROR 0.03801 

R 0.00055 
RE 0.00~95 
RC O.oOOH 
REC 0.00192 
I-ST COVAR 0.00088 
2-ND COVAR O.OOOH 
ALL COVARUTES 0.00139 

0 

2 ERROR 0.13086 

-1 

-1 

Student measure: Overall summary 

includes: DEGREES Cf MEAN F TAil Composite measure 
FR[EDCH SQUARE PROB. 

3 0.00~02 0.61 O.t099 School climate 
1 0.002t>! 0.32 0.5H2 Victimization summary 
3 0.01770 2.15 0.0969 
1 0.01613 1.96 o .IMI 
I 0.07908 9.60 0.00l4 
2 0.05812 7.05 0.0012 I 

139 0.0082~ 

1 0.000'02 0.b3 O. ~ 29~ 
3 0.00078 1.1b 0.3260 
1 0.00012 0.17 0.6 7b 7 
3 0.000"8 0.72 0.5~Z2 ; 
1 O.OOOH 0.66 0.4Ie. 
1 0.00051 0.86 0.35.6 
2 0.00060 0.90 0.4093 

139 0.00067 

1 0.00003 0.11 O. H55 
3 0.00087 3.19 0.0257 
1 0.00033 1.22 0.2701 
3 0.00016 0.51 0.63H 
1 0.00039 1.'04 0.2319 
1 0.00000 0.02 0.8975 
2 0.00020 0.73 0.4838 

139 0.00021 

2 0.00028 0.59 0.5539 
6 0.00082 1.76 0.1065 
2 0.00022 0.'06 0.6289 
6 0.00032 0.b9 0.b61E 
1 0.00068 I.n 0.1121 
1 O.OOOH 0.e8 0.3't7E' 
2 0.00070 1.49 0.n6& 

21'Q 0.000'07 

'\ 

, 
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PAGE H OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH COVARS 

• ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR I-ST 
DEPENDENT VARIA8LE - TVCPERSI TVCPERS2 TVCPERS3 Teacher measure: Self-reports of eersonal 

• victimization 
SOURCE SUH OF DE GREE S OF MfAN F TAIL 

SQUARES FREEDOH SQUARE PR08. 

• EFFTH 0.03326 3 0.01109 1.92 0.1290 
CYCLEID 0.008n 1 0.00877 1.52 0.2199 

• EC 0.09778 3 0.03259 5.65 0.0011 
I-ST COVAR O.022H 1 0.02H7 3.89 0.0505 
2-ND COVAR 0.06169 1 0.06169 10.69 0.001' 

• ALL COVARUTES 0.10227 2 0.051H 8.86 0.0002 

1 ERROR 0.802H 139 0.00577 

• Rill 0.00060 1 0.00060 0.83 0.3M8 
RU IE 0.00218 3 0.00093 1.27 0.2870 
RUIC O.OOOO~ 1 O.OOOO~ 0.05 0.8258 

• RIlIEe 0.00537 3 0.00179 2."6 0.0655 
I-ST COYAR 0.00093 1 0.00093 1.21 0.2608 
2-ND COVAR 0.0029~ 1 0.0029~ ~.O~ 0.0~6' 

• ALL COYARUTE5 0.00415 2 0.00217 2.98 0.0538 

::x> ERROR 0.10128 139 0.00073 
I 

• f-' RIZI 0.00001 1 0.00001 0.02 0.8914 
.j> 

R(Z,E 0.00128 3 o.ooon 0.99 0.'009 
RUIC 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.954.8 

• RI21EC 0.00169 3 0.00056 1.30 0.2713 
I-51 COVAH 0.00136 1 0.00136 3.H 0.078b 

2-NO COVAR 0.00066 1 0.00066 1.52 0.Z190 

• ALL COVARUTE5 0.00191 Z 0.00095 2.20 0.IH2 
ERROl! 0.06021 139 o.OOOU 

• R 0.00135 Z 0.00068 1.15 0.3183 
RE 0.00'05 6 0.00068 1.15 0.3338 
RC 0.00012 Z 0.00006 0.10 0.9050 

• REe 0.00710 6 0.00118 2.02 0.063b 
I-51 COVAR 0.00238 1 0.00238 It.05 0.0~52 

2-NO COVAR 0.00067 1 O.OOOb' 1.1'1 0.287' 

• All COVARUTES 0.00331 2 0.00166 2.82 0.0614 

Z ERROR 0.lbH3 281) 0.00059 -

\ 

·1 

, 
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PAGE H OUTCOME ANOVAS WIIH COVARS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE fOR I-ST 
DEPENIlfNT VARIABLE - STPERS1 STPEMSl STPERS3 

SOURCE SUH Uf 
SQUARES 

EFflH 0.lH29 
cyeLEIO 0.065~3 
EC 0.5"H1 
1-S1 COllAR 0.03952 

.2-ND COllAR 0.39612 
All COVARlATES 0.50231 

1 ERROR ~.1000a 

RUI 0.001~6 
R (1)E 0.00960 
It( 1)e 0.030.5 
M (lIEC 0.03891 
I-51 COUR 0.00606 
2-ND COVAII 0.Oll85 

:P- ALL COVARlA IES 0.02Z5' 
1 ERROR 0.98912 

I-' 
Ln 

R(Z) 0.00306 
R(2)E 0.01Z56 
RlZIC 0.00079 
RUIEC 0.03130 
1-51 COVAR 0.00'15 
l-ND COVAR 0.00'9"' 
ALL COlIJIRUlES 0.0081", 
ERROR 0.625lt 

R 0.00'\85 
RE 0.0220", 
RC 0.03511 
REe 0.068H 
1-S1 COUR 0.010ll 
2-ND COVAR 0.00i!28 
All COVARUlfS 0.OH06 

:1 "gl/rIlI 1.b 3201 

\ 

DEGREES Cf HEAN 
fRHDOH SQUAME 

3 0.OH1~ 
1 0.06563 
3 0.ld3H 
1 0.03952 
1 0.J9b12 
2 0.l5119 

lJ9 0.OH89 

1 0.00166 
3 0.00320 
1 O. 030.5 
3 0.01291 
1 0.00606 
1 0.01385 
2 0.01121 

119 0.00112 

1 0.00306 
J 0.00U9 
1 0.00019 
3 0.010t3 
1 0.00U5 
1 0.00i.l9t 
2 0.00'111 

139 0.00'50 

2 0.OO2U 
6 0.003111 
2 0.01155 
6 0.01139 
1 0.01013 
1 0.00228 
2 i) .00 10) 

2110 0.0058) 

f 

1.02 
1.50 
1;.11 
0.90 
9.03 
5.12 

0.23 
0.'5 
•• l8 
1.82 
0.85 
1.9' 
1.58 

0.68 
0.93 
0.18 
2.32 
0.91 
1.10 
0.91 

0.'2 
0.63 
3. OJ 
1.95 
1.8", 
0.39 
1.21 

TAil 
I'IW8. 

0.3115e; ; 
O.12H 
0.0013 
O.;HB 
0.0032 
o.OOH 

0.6302 
o .118C 
0.0'05 
0.H60 
0.3511 
0.165, 
0.2091 

0.<0106 
0.'211 
0.~U.1 
0.0180 
0.3270 
0.2961 I 
0.3808/ 

0.
6598

1 0.1060 
0.00;08 I o.om! 0.1159 
0.HZ6 
0.300d 

Teacher measure: Student personal 

--1 

victimization 

j 

i 
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PAGE ~O W1CO"f AHOVAS WIJH COVARS • AHALYSIS Of URUNCE FOR I-51 Teacher measure: Illegal behaviors in school 
DEPEHDfHT YAR UBLE - 11 NCDSI IlNCDS2 lINCDS3 • SOURCE SU" OF DEGREES Cf MEAH F JUL 

SQUARE 5 fREEDOM SQUARE PR08. 

• Effl" O.DHH 3 O.OUltl 0.35 0.7913 
Cn;lElO O.l8MO 1 0.180'0 ~.1)3 0.0350 

t EC 0.35682 3 0.1189' 2.99 0.0332 
1-51 COYAR 0.29015 1 0.29015 1.31 0.0011 
2-HD CoVAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 a.9989 • AlL caVAlli AlES 0.30198 2 0.15099 3.80 0.02.8 

1 ERROR 5.52968 139 0.03978 

• RUt 0.01122 1 0.01122 2.62 0.1019 
RUlE 0.00853 3 0.00211' 0.6i» a.5151 
RIUC 0.0023' 1 J.OO2H 0.55 0 •• 611 • R (1 tEC 0.01082 3 O.OOlU 0.9' 0.U3!ij 
I-51 COVAlt O.OOOU 1 O.OOOU 0.10 0.1521. 
2-HO COVAII 0.01619 1 0.01619 3.92 0.M96' 

• ALL caVARIUES 0.01681 2 0.008'11 1.96 o.HUI ::x> ERROR 0.59516 139 0.00"29 
I 

t i-' 
Re 21 0.000'11 1 O.OOOU 0.15 0\ 0."96 ", 
RI21E 0.00U2 3 0.00151 0.59 0."221' 
RI2tC 0.00.20 1 O.OOUO 1.51 0.2111 

• R(2'EC 0.00506 3 0.00169 0.63 0.5950 
I-Sf COYAR 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9b80 
2-HO COVAII O.OOOH 1 0.000'2 0.16 0."923 1 • All caVAAfATES O.OOOU 2 0.00022 0.08 0.9225' 
ERROR 0.31050 139 a. aal6 7 

• II 0.01511 2 0.00189 2.26 0.1059 
HE 0.01259 6 0.001l0 0.60 0.1285 
IIC 0.00698 2 a.OOH9 1.00 0.3688' 

• REt 0.01800 6 O.OOJOO 0.66 0.52'2 
1-51 COVAH 0.00019 1 0.00019 0.05 0.615<; 
2-ND COVAR 0.00160 1 O.OOlbO l.l8 0.H09: • All COVARUIES 0.001"3 2 a.OQJ81 1. 09 

0.
336l 

2 ERROR 0.91588 2110 0.00H9 , 

'j 

\ 

1 
j 

o 
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PAGE • OUTCCKE AHOVAS WIJH COVAHS 

AHAlYSIS OF VARIANCE FOil l-ST 
CEPEHDENJ VARIABLE - TDISRSI JDJSRSZ 10lSRU Teacher measure; Disruption 

SOURCE SU" OF DEGREES OF HEAN f Ull 
SQUARES fREfDOH SQUARE PROBe 

EFFIH 0.05915 3 0.01992 0.85 0."683 
CYClEJO 0.00005 1 0.00005 0.00 0.9622 
EC 0.06953 3 0.02318 0.99 0.39H 
I-ST tOYU 0.01838 1 0.01838 0.19 0.3110 
2-N0 COVAa 0.19046 1 0.190'" II.U 0.0050 
All COVARIATES 0.H051 2 0.12026 5.1. 0.0010 

1 ERROR 3.25308 139 0.023'0 

RIU 0.006H 1 0.006'2 2.60 0.1089 
ReUE 0.00929 3 0.00310 1.26 0.2919 
Ru.e 0.00)30 1 0.00330 1.34 0.2489 

• RlUEC 0.01111 3 0.00312 1.51 0.2H" 
1-51 COVAa 0.00055 1 0.00055 0.22 0.6362 
2-NO COVAl 0.025U 1 0.025U 10.33 0.0016 ' 

• ;t- All COVARJATES 0.025,,8 2 D.0121' 5.11 0.0068 
I ERROR 0.3HU 139' 0.002'" 

t--' • '-l ae2' 0.019,,5 1 0.019'5 8.22 0.00"8 
ReZ,E 0.00n9 3 0.00246 1.0" 0.3166 
Re21C O.OOHl 1 0.00111 3.03 0.08'0 • RlllEC 0.02113 3 0.0012' 3.010 0.0303 . 
1-51 COVU 0.00012 1 0.00012 0.05 0.8200 
2-HO caVAa 0.00'53 1 0.00'53 1.91 0.1689 

• All COVAF:UTES 0.00'16 2 0.00238 1.01 0.368" . 
ERROR 0.32896 139 0.00231 

it R 0.022411 2 o .011l' '.53 0.0116 
RE 0.01915 6 0.00319 1.29 0.l631 
RC 0.010e8 2 0.00544 2.19 0.1136 

It REC 0.03241 b 0.005'0 2.18 0.0"53 
1-51 COVU O.OOO'U 1 0.000"6 0.111 0.668 1 
l-NO COVAII 0.00658 1 0.00658 2.65 0.10"5 

It All COYARIATES 0.00611 2 0.00339 1.16 0.2513 
'< 

2 ERROR 0.69506 lBGI 0.002"8 I 

1 

\ 

j 

1 
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PAGE 12 OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH COVARS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE fOR I-S1 
OEPENDENT VAlUA8lE .- TPIUlSl IPRATS2 fPRATs) Teacher measure: Student safety from eersonal 

SOURCE SUH Of DEGREES Lf HfAN f Ull attack 
SQUARES fRtEOOH SQUARE PRU8. 

EffTH 0.36711 3 0.H211 l.15 0.0963 
CYClEID 0.38872 1 0.38872 6.8' 0.0099 
EC 1.06241 3 0.J5U" b.23 0.0005 
I-S1 COVAR 0.25"56 1 0.25U6 ".U 0.03bl 
2-NO COVAR 0.06661 1 0.06661 1.17 0.2808 
All COVARUIES 0.38633 2 0.19316 3."0 0.0 16~ 

1 ERROR 1.8UU 138 0.05682 

RUI 0.0785" 1 0.0185" 12.67 0.0005 
RUlE 0.0086" 3 0.00288 0."6 0.1013 
RUIC 0.00018 1 0.00018 0.03 0.8M" 
R (lIEC 0.03716 3 0.01259 2.03 O.llH 
I-ST COVAII 0.00000 1 0.00000 0.00 0.9982 
2-H0 COVAR 0.05797 1· 0.05797 9.35 0.0021 

;t>- All COVAR I nES 0.05866 2 0.02933 ".73 0.0103 
I ERROR 0.85531 138 0.00620 

I-' 
co RI21 0.OH5~ 1 0.OU55 2.8" 0.09"1 

RI21E 0.01286 3 0.00"29 0.8' 0.U51 
R (21e 0.00341 1 o.ooni 0.67 0.4158 
R(2IEC 0.01322 3 0.00"41 0.86 0."635 
I-S1 COYAR 0.013" 1 o.ou" 2. Ctl 0.lli15 
2-HD COVAR 0.00907 1 0.00907 1.77 0.1855 
All COYARI AlES 0.02391 2 0.01196 2.B 0.1001 
ERROR 0.70671 138 0.00512 

R 0.11)25 2 0.05663 9.70 0.0001 
RE 0.02298 6 0.00383 0.6b 0.6852 
RC 0.00639 2 0.00320 0.55 0.5190 
REC 0.on09 6 0.00885 1.52 0.1129 
I-51 COV All 0.00685 1 0.00085 1.11 0.2191 
2-NO COVAR 0.01658 1 0.01b58 2.S" 0.0931 
All. COVARI AlES 0.02119 2 0.01090 1.87 0.1566 

2 ERROR 1.62280 276 0.0058" L 

\ 

, 
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PAGE 16 OUTC~E ANOVAS WITH CaVARS 

A NAL HI 5 OF V AM lANCE FOR I-ST Teacher measure: Tension in the school DEPENDENT VARIA8LE - TDAHGSI lDlHliSZ TDAHGS3 

SOURCE SU" OF DEGREES Of I1EAN F UIL 
SQUARES fREEDOtl SQUARE PRU8. 

EFF1" 0.33298 3 0.11099 1.10 0.169, 
CYCLEID 0.13182 1 0.13182 2.02 0.1512 
EC 0.663H 3 ,).221" 3.39 0.0198 
l-ST COVU 0.3H~9 1 O.)2~'9 ~.98 0,,0213 
2-MD COV.1R 0.56H2 1 0.5bU2 8.b6 0.0038 
ALL COVAR I AlES 1.09395 2 O.5~698 b.39 0.000. 

1 ERROR 9.0580' 139 0.06511 

R (11 0.08109 1 0.08109 6.18 0.0036 
RlllE 0.02068 3 0.00689 U.b9 0.5561 
RUIC 0.010" 1 0.010'6 1.05 0.306. 
R(UEC o.oun 3 0.OU26 1.'~ O.21U 
I-51 COVAIl 0.00002 1 0.00002 0.00 0.9611 
2-HD COVAl 0.01011 1 0.01011 1.02 0.3132 
ALL COVARUTES 0.01023 2 0.00512 0.52 0.598' 

:r ERROR 1.319H 139 0.00992 

t-' 
R(21 0.OHb9 1 0.OU69 2.29 O.13H \.0 
RlllE 0.00122 3 0.002H 0.38 0.1110 
R(21C 0.0033' 1 0.003), 0.52 0.' 121 
R(2IEC 0.0.661 3 0.01556 2.U 0.0(8) 
I-51 COVAR 0.00021 1 0.00028 0.0' 0.83.8 
2-ND COVAR 0.00952 1 0.00952 1.'8 0.2251 
ALL COVARUTE5 0.009" 2 0.00U2 0.1:; 0.~131 

ERRDR 0.89161 139 0.006H 

R 0.11192 2 0.05596 b.8' 0.001) 
RE 0.02908 6 0.00'85 0.59 0.1362 
Re 0.01106 2 0.00553 0.b8 0.50'H 
REt 0.08316 6 0.Oll96 1.11 0.119. 
I-51 COVAR 0.00013 1 0.00013 0.02 0.8982 
2-HO COVAR 0.00026 1 0.000Z6 0.03 0.8585 1 
ALL COVARUTES O.OOOH 2 0.00022 0.03 0.9138 

8 
2 ERROR 2.29052 280 0.001H8 

\ 

, 
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PAI>E 8 OUICC"E ANOVAS WITH COVAHS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-51 
DEPENDENT WAR UBlE - TFEARS1 IFEARS2 lfEARSl Teacher measure: Fear of being attacked 

SOURCE SU" OF OEGREES CF "EAN F TAll i 
SQUARE S FRHOO" SQUARE PRUB. i 

EFF1" 0.09173 3 0.03258 1.0B 0.35811 
CYClEIO 0.069H 1 0.06'1.1 2.31 0.13111 
EC 0.2.99B 3 0.08111 2.11 0.0 •• 0 ' 
I-ST COVAR 0.1282", 1 0.128H •• 26 0.0.08 
2-NO CaVAN 0.01118 1 O.Ollla 0." 0.5059 
All COVARIATES 0.11>362 2 0.08181 2.12 0.01>95 

1 ERROR •• 18295 139 0.03009 

H(l) 0.01721 1 O.OHll 3.13 0.0189 
RillE 0.0?182 3 0.00121 1.32 0.21>91 
R (11 C 0.00H2 1 0.00112 0.20 0.65111 
R (lIEC 0.02.:3", ] 0.00811 1 •• 8 0.2216 
1-5' COVAR 0.00126 1 0.00126 0.21 O.bH] 
2-NO CaVAN 0.00880 1 0.00880 1.60 0.2011 
All COVARIATES 0.01106 2 0.00551 1.01 0.1681 

;l>- ERROR 0.11>311 H9 O.OOSU 
I 

N 
0 R(21 o.OOOSI 1 0.00051 0.11 0.1209 

Re21E 0.01195 1 0.00598 1.51 0.213S 
R (21C 0.00001 1 0.00001 0.01 0.9H5 
H(2IEC O.OUU ] O.OHU 3.58 0.01S6 1 
I-S' COVAR 0.00368 1 0.00168 0.91 0.1360 
2-NO eovu 0.0030", 1 0.0010. 0.11 0.1820 
All COVARIATES 0.00633 2 0.00116 0.80 0 •• 509 ! 
ERROR 0.S"'906 119 0.00195 

R 0.02310 2 0.01155 2 ••• 0.0881 
RE 0.0.020 6 0.00610 1 •• 2 0.2016 
RC O.OOOM 2 0.00012 0.01 0.91U 
REe 0.06216 6 0.01036 l.19 0.OU9 
1-51 COVAii 0.00"'91 1 0.00.91 1.0S 0.10S9 
2-HO COVAR O.OOHO 1 o .OOHO 0.10 0.S86O 
All COVARIAIES 0.0069. 2 0.003.1 o.n 0 •• 810 

I 
2 ERRlJR 1.12121 21:10 O.OOUl 

\ 

, 
C' 
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PAGE 8 OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVAHS 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 1-5T 
DEPENDENT VARIA8lE - TPERSI TPER52 TPER51 

SOURCE SUM OF 
SQUARES 

EFFTM 
0.08283 CYClEID 0.05611 EC 
0.26370 l-Sf COVAR 0.05H5 2-ND COVAR 
0.103~2 

All COVARlATES 0.19039 ERROR 
2.23877 

Rill 
0.0071~ RUlE 0.00 .. 20 R U IC 0.00187 RUlfe 0.01555 I-ST COVAR 0.00067 2-NO COVAR 0.01727 All COVARIATES 0.01889 

~ ERROR 
0.25583 I 

t" R(21 
0.00]88 I-' R(2IE 
0.00378 R(2IC 
0.00000 R(2IEC 
0.01287 I-Sf COVAII 0.00001t 2-NO COVU 
0.0036~ All COVARUTES 0.00364 ERROR 
0.15760 

R 
O.OHO] RE 
0.00856 RC 
0.00285 REC 
0.02691 1-51 COVU 0.000'.)6 2-NO COVAR 0.001t09 

All COVARUTES 
0.00~95 

2 ERROR 
0.43102 

\ 

DECREE S GF 
FREEDGM 

3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

138 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

138 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

138 

2 
6 
2 
6 
1 
1 
2 

278 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

0.02761 
0.05671 
0.08790 
0.05h5 
0.10H2 
0.09520 
0.01622 

0.0077. 
O.OOHO 
0.00187 
0.00518 
0.00067 
0.01727 
0.009~5 
0.00185 

0.00388 
0.00126 
0.001l00 
0.00"29 
0.0000. 
0.0036~ 
0.00182 
O.OOIH 

0.00701 
O.OOlU 
0.00142 
0.00H9 
0,00056 
0.00 .. 09 
0.00247 

0.00155 

F 

1.70 
3.50 
5'''2 
3.11 
6.37 
5.81 

1o.17 
0.15 
1.01 
2.80 
0.36 
9.32 
5.10 

3.1t0 
1.10 
0.00 
3.76 
0.0. 
3.18 
1.59 

... 52 
0.92 
0.92 
2.89 
0.36 
2. b4J 
1.60 

TAil 
PROB. 

0.1695 
0.0637 
0.001'.) 
0.0771 
0.0127 
0.0036 

0.0"30 
0.0;21" 
0.3170 
0.0'126 
0.'.)"11 
0.0021 
0.0073 

0.0613 
0.3't95 
0.9188 
0.0125 
0.8518 
0.0166 
0.2066 

O.OtH 
0,"805 
0."006 
0.009" 
0.5'169 
0.1053 
0.201t6 

Teacher measure: Person summary 

Composite measure includes: 

Self-reports of personal 
victimization 

Student personal victimization 
Illegal behaviors in school 
Disruption 
Student safety from personal 

attack 
Tension in the school 
Fear of being attacked 

-1 
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PAGE 16 OUTCOME ANOVAS WIT~ COVARS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE fOR I-ST Teacher measure: Self-reports of property 
DEPENCENT VARIABLE - TVAVCS! TlfAVCS2 TVlYCS3 victimization 

SOURCE SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN F TAIL 
SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE PR08. 

EFfTM 0.01092 3 0.0036' 0.50 0.6860 
CYCLEIO 0.000'5 1 0.000'5 0.06 0.80'9 
EC 0.07116 ) 0.02392 3.26 0.0236 
I-ST COVAR 0.01128 1 0.OUl8 1.5' 0.21 H 
2-NO COVAR 0.01336 1 0.01336 1.82 0.1796 
All COVARUTES 0.03050 2 0.01525 2.08 0.129' 
ERkOR 1.02131 139 0.00735 

Rill 0.06088 1 0.06088 16.07 0.0001 
RillE 0.01171 3 0.00390 1.03 0.3813 
RIlIC 0.00~l4 1 0.004l4 lolZ 0.2921 
R(IIEC O.OlHO 3 0.00490 1.29 0.2790 
I-ST COVAR 0.0136' 1 0.013M 3.60. 0.0599 
2-NO COVAR 0.01303 1 0.01303 3.oH 0.0658 
All COVARllTES 0.030H 2 0.01523 4.02 0.0201 

;p- ERROR 0.526119 139 0.00379 
I 

N RI21 0.00702 1 0.0070l 2.89 0.0912 
N RI21E 0.00830 3 0.00211 1.1~ 0.3H9 

R(2 )C 0.00052 1 0.00052 0.22 0.6H6 
RI21EC 0.02341 3 0.00780 3.22 0.OZ49 
I-ST COVAR 0.0148' 1 0.OH8' 6.12 0.OH6 
2-NO COVAl! 0.00004 1 0.0000. 0.01 0.9028 
AlL COVARUTE5 0.01484 2 0.007U 3.06 0.0501 
ERROR 0.33124 139 0.002U 

R 0.06206 2 C.03103 9.99 0.0001 
RE 0.01978 6 0.00330 1.06 0.3861 
RC O.OOHl 2 0.00221 0.71 0.4919 
REe 0.OH94 6 0.00582 1.87 0.0852 
I-Sf COVAN 0.02894 1 0.02894 9.32 0.0025 
2-NO COllAR o.oon~ 1 0.00724 2.33 0.1280 

9 ALL COVARUTES 0.03925 2 0.01963 b.32 0.0021 

2 ERkOR 0.66977 2eo 0.00311 

\ 

o 
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PAGE 20 OUTCOIIE 

ANUYSIS Of VAIIUH,CE 
DEPENDENl VARIA8LE -

SOURCE 

EffTH 
CYClEJO 
EC 
I-51 COVAII 
2-NO CDVAII 
All COVIlRUTES 

1 ERROR 

1I1l) 
R U)E 
RU )C 
R U) EC 
I-Sf ICOVAII 
2-NO COVAII 
All C;OVARUTES 

;J> ERRO~ 
I 

N R (z/. w 
rUZ)f 
II '21C 
IHUEC 
l-ST COYAR 
Z-NO COVAII 
All COVAIIUTES 
ERROR 

II 
RE 
lie 
REe 
I-51 COVAII 
2-NO COVAII 
All caUIIUTES 

2 ERROII 

ANOVAS WITH COVAIIS 

fOil I-ST 
lCCAR5l TCCARS2 TCCARS3 

SUH Of 
SQUARES 

0.00969 
0.00000 
0.02357 
0.04556 
0.00000 
O.OHH 
0.57109 

o.ooon 
0.00215 
0.00215 
0.00364 
0.00041 
0.0020lt 
0.00226 
0.17963 

0.00030 
0.00049 
0.00015 
0.00109 
0.00166 
0.00003 
0.00166 
0.17661 

0.00103 
0.00H8 
0.00271 
0.00"85 
0.00181 
0.00153 
0.00311 

0.35705 

DEGI'EE 5 Of MEAN f 
fRfEDOH SQUARE 

3 0.00323 0.78 
1 0.00000 0.00 
3 0.00786 1.119 
1 0.0"556 )0.97 
1 0.00000 0.00 
2 0.02357 5.68 

139 0.00H5 

1 0.00073 0.57 
3 0.00072 0.55 
1 0.00215 1.67 
3 0.00121 0.9~ 
1 O.OOOitl 0.32 
1 0.0020lt 1.58 
2 0.00113 0.87 

139 0.00129 

1 0.00030 0.23 
3 0.00016 0013 
1 0.00015 0.59 
3 0.00036 0.28 
1 0.a0166 1.30 
1 0.00003 0.02 
2 0.00083 0.66 

139 0.00127 

2 0.00052 0."0 
6 0.00041 0.32 
2 0.00135 1.06 
6 0.00081 0.b3 
1 0.00181 1.1t1 
1 0.00153 1.20 
2 0.00156 1. Z2 

280 0.00128 

Teacher measure: 

TAIL 
PROBe 

0.50B3 
0.99B8 
0.1336 
0.0012 
0.97H 
o.oon 

0.10533 
0.6"68 
0.1987 
0.10239 
0.5137 
0.2113 
0.10200 

0.b286 
0.91035 
0.41024 
O. t:l362 
0.2556 
0.8759 
0.5209 

0.b676 
0.92.0 
0.3473 
0.7028 
0.22b9 
0.2736 
0.2966 

Self-reports of car victimization 

I 
I 

1 
1 
1 
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PAGE OUTCOME ANOVAS WITH COVARS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE FOR I-Sf 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - STPROSI STPROS2 STPROS3 

s 
2 

SOURCE 

EFFTH 
OClE I D 
EC 
I-SJ COVAR 
2-ND COVAR 
All COVARIATES 
ERROR 

R(1) 
R( l)E 
R I IIC 
R (UEC 
I-Sf COVAR 
2-ND COVAR 
All COVARIATES 
ERROR 

RI2 ) 
RIllE 
RIZ'C 
RI21EC 
I-ST COVAR 
Z-NO COVAR 
All COVARUTES 
ERROR 

R 
RE 
RC 
REe 
1-51 COVAR 
2-NO COVAR 
All COVARUfES 

ERROR 

SLIM OF 
SQUARES 

0.12119 
0.00886 
0.62Hb 
0.236H 
0.25936 
0.61316 
~.5H19 

0.00028 
0.00123 
O.OHOI 
0.03883 
0.00215 
0.02563 
0.03095 
1.36008 

O.OOOU 
0.02581 
0.00610 
0.01056 
O.OOIH 
0.00105 
0.00H5 
1.0""H 

0.00001 
0.02611 
0.05029 
0.05292 
0.00.195 
0.02118 
0.02709 

2.U072 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

3 
1 
3 
1 
I 
2 

139 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 

139 

2 
6 
2 
b 
1 
1 
2 

280 

-~ ---- ---------

Teacher measure: Student property victimization 
MEAN F Ull 

SQUARE PROBe 

O.O'tO~O 1.2' 0.2992 
0.00886 0.21 0.6035 
0.20915 6.'0 O.OOO~ 
0.23Ml 1.23 0.0080 
0.25936 7.93 0.0056 
0.30688 9.39 0.0002 
0.03210 

0.00028 0.03 0.B661 
O.OOOU 0.0' 0.9886 
0.0~201 ~.29 0.0~01 

0.0129' 1.32 0.269~ 
0.00215 0.28 0.5969 
0.02563 2.62 001078 
0.015~7 1.58 0.209~ 
0.00918 

O.OOOU 0.05 0.8163 
0.00860 1.15 0.3332 
0.00610 0.69 0.H66 
0.00352 O.H O. 10~8 
0.0012~ 0.11 0.6848 
0.00105 0.14 0.7090 
0.00122 0.16 0.8500 
0.00151 

0.00001 0.00 0.9994 
0.00435 0.51 0.80~0 
0.02514 2.92 0.0555 
0.00882 1.02 0.'t09b 
0.00395 0.~6 0.10990 
0.02118 2.'6 0.1179 
0.01355 1.51 0.2092 

0.00861 I. 
~ 

1 
\ 
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PAGE 12 OUTCOME 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
DEPENOeNT VARIABLE -

SOURCE 

EFFTH 
CYCLEIO 
Et 
l-ST COYAR 
2-NO COVAR 
ALL COYAR IA lE S 

1 ERROR 

R(1) 
R 11 IE 
RIl IC 
RII I EC 
1-ST COYA'II 
2-NO COYAR 
ALL COVAR IA TE 5 

:J> ERROR 
I 

l'-.l 
lJl R 12 I 

RIZIE 
RI21C 
IH21Et 
1-5T COYAR 
2-NO COYAH 
ALL COYARlATE5 
ERROR 

R 
RE 
RC 
REt 
l-ST COVAR 
2-"'0 COYAR 
ALL COYARJAIES 

Z ERROR 

ANOVAS WITH COVARS 

FOR I-ST 
TVATHSI TVATHS2 TYATHS3 

SUH OF 
SQUARES 

0.32124 
0.23936 
0.BSIS4 
0.2266S 
0.00172 
0.22666 
9.67773 

0.10B20 
0.00140 
0.00S19 
0.0"'826 
0.00032 
0.OH9'\ 
0.0263B 
1.02776 

0.00754 
0.0186'\ 
0.00",B2 
0.02706 
o.OOOH 
0.00216 
0.00270 
0.77856 

0.13176 
0.01832 
0.00997 
0.OH29 
0.00000 
0.00895 
0.00903 

1.8263B 

Teacher measure: School safety from vandalism 

OEGHES OF t'!EAN F HIL 
and theft 

FREEOGH SQUARE PROS. 

3 0.10708 1.5" 0.20H 
1 0.23936 3.H 0.0658 
3 0.2B385 ~ .08 0.0082 
1 0.2266S 3.26 0.07H 
1 0.00772 0.11 0.7396 
l 0.11333 1.63 0.2001 

139 0.06962 

1 0.10820 H.63 0.0002 
3 O.OOOH 0.06 0.9791 
1 0.00S19 0.70 O.'OH 
3 0.01609 2.18 0.0936 
1 0.00032 0.0"' 0.83'08 
1 0.OH9", 3.37 0.06B", 
2 0.01319 1.7B 0.1718 

139 0.00739 

1 0.0075"' 1.35 0.2"'81 
3 0.00621 l.ll 0.H75 
1 0.00lt82 0.86 0.35')1 
3 0.00902 1.61 0.1897 
1 O.OOOH 0.0" 0.7863 
1 0.00216 0.39 0.5353 
2 0.00135 O. ZIt 0.7859 

139 0 •. 00560 

2 0.06S88 10.10 0.0001 
6 0.00305 0."7 0.8318 
2 0.00'098 0.76 0."'668 
6 0.01238 1.90 0.0812 
1 0.00000 0.00 0.9963 
1 0.0089S 1.37 O.HZ", 
2 0.00",51 0.69 0.5015 

Zf.O 0.006S2 

j 
• 

, 
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PACE IZ OUTCOHE ANOVAS WITH COVANS 

ANALYSIS Of VARIANCE FOR I-ST 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE - TPROSI TPROS2 TPROS3 Teacher measure: Proeerty summary 

SOURCE SUH Of OEGkEES Of t'EAN f TAIL 
SQUARES FREEDOH SQUARE PROfl. Composite measure includes: 

EffTH O.OZl~Z 3 0.00111 0.6 .. 0.~132 Self-reports of property CYCLEID 0.0158. 1 0.01~84 1.B6 0.1 H9 
EC 0.H290 3 0.011163 5.59 0.0012 victimization 
1-5T COVAR 0.011663 1 0.0"b63 5.41 0.0201 Self-reports of car 2-NO COVAR 0.00"91 1 0.00~91 0.58 0.~~B9 

ALL COVARUTES 0.05951 .2 0.02918 3.50 0.0330 victimization 
1 ERROR 1.18n6 139 0.008~Z 

Student property victimization 
RU·) O.OOO~O 1 0.00050 0.38 0'~"O8 School safety from vandalism 
RellE 0.000~1 3 0.00019 0.1~ 0.9336 

and theft RUIC 0.00210 I 0.00210 2.0" 0.15~6 
RUIEC 0.00980 3 0.00321 2.~b 0.Ob50 
I-ST COVAR 0.00123 1 0.00123 0.92 0.HB2 
2-NO COVAR 0.00.95 1 0.00~95 3.13 0.05510 
ALL COVARIAlES 0.00690 Z 0.00H5 2.bO 0.0119 

:t> ERROR 0.IB1t36 139 0.00133 
I 

N ReZI O.OOlH 1 0.00114 1.Z1 0.2623 (]'I 
ReZIE O.OOHl 3 0.00138 1.53 0.2089 
ReZIC 0.00019 1 0.00019 0.21 0.b450 
Re21EC 0,00316 3 0.00125 1.40 0.2Itb1 
I-ST COVAR 0.0009. 1 0.0009~ 1.0'1 0.30B6 
2-NO COVAR 0.00008 1 0.00008 0.09 0.1596 
ALL COVARUTES 0.00099 2 0,.00050 0.~5 0.5711 
ERROR 0.IH88 139 0.00090 

R O.00U9 2 o.ooon 0.b7 0.5135 
RE O.00H6 6 o.OOOH 0.61 0.61b6 
Re 0.00320 2 0.00160 1.4" 0.2393 
REe 0.01358 6 0.0022& 2.03 0.Ob17 
1-5T COVAR 0.00223 I 0.00223 2.00 0.15Ci1 
2-NO COVU O.OOH 1 1 O.002H 2.17 O.HZ3 
ALL COVARUTES 0.00512 2 0.00256 .2.30 0.1024 

2 ERROR O. H202 280 0.0.0111 

\ 

, 
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PAGE 16 OUTCOHE 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
DEPENOENT VARIABLE -

SOURCE 

EFfTH 
('(Clf 10 
EC 
I-ST COVAR 
2-NO (OVAR 
All CoVAI/UrES 

1 ERI<OR 

RUI 
RillE 
R IIIC 
R/IIEC 
1-S T CO VA II 
2-1';0 CoVAR 
ALL COVARUTES 

;l:- ERROR 
I 

1'0 R(21 
-....J 

RI21E 
RI21C 
RI21EC 
I-Sf COVAl/ 
2-NO COVAII 
All COVARUTES 
ERROR 

,II 
liE 
RC 
REe 
1-5T COVAN 
2-NO COVAII 
All COVARUTES 

2 ER"OR 

ANOVAS WITH COVA~S 

FOR 1-SY 
T SUHS 1 TSUHS2 TSUMS) 

SUM OF OEGI'EES OF 
SQUARES FREEDGM 

0.0"5')2 3 
0.03281 1 
0.18978 3 
0.0~8S7 1 
0.03582 1 
0.10499 41 
1.211055 138 

0.00227 1 
0.00153 3 
0.00225 1 
0.01 Hb 3 
0.00100 1 
0.01052 1 
0.0!237 2 
0.18688 138 

0.00220 1 
0.00H8 1 
0.00003 1 
0.005')7 1 
0.00033 I 
0.00118 1 
O.OOlH 2 
0.10849 D8 

0.00'\91 2 
0.00501 6 
0.00292 2 
0.01637 10 
0.00129 1 
0.00336 I 
0.0050. Z 

0.30413 ?7a 

------~-.--

Teacher measure: Overall summary 
~EAN F TAil Composite measure includes: S~UARE PROB. 

0.01517 1.63 0.18U Person summary 0.03281 3.~. 0.0622 Property summary 0.06326 10.82 0.0003 
0.0~887 5.27 0.0233 
0.03582 3.86 0.051'5 
0.052"5 5.105 O.OOH 
0.00928 

0.00217 1.68 0.I9H 
0.00051 0.38 0.769'\ 
0.00225 1.66 0.1998 
0.00382 2.82 0.0412 
o.OOJOO 0.7't 0.3906 
0.01052 7.77 0.0061 
0.00618 '\.51 0.0120 
0.00135 

0.00220 l.1l0 0.09103 
0.00116 1.48 0.2235 
0.0000) 0.03 0.8550 
0.00186 2.36 O.OHI 
0.00033 0.42 0.5171 
0.00118 1.50 0.2225 
0.00072 0.92 0."'019 
0.00079 

0.002"9 2.27 0.10'19 
0.00083 0.76 0.5991 
0.00H6 1.33 0.26'H" 
0".00273 2.49 0.0229 
0.00129 LIt! 0.2782 -. -0.003310 3.07 0.01l07 
0.00252 1.30 0.1019 

0.00109 
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Appendix B 

Outcome Analyses: Regressions 

-~ , ----------

Predictors entering into "x-on-t" regressions 

Up to 11 predictors can enter into the regression equations. Some are forced 
in,'while others enter only if they make a certain size contribution to the 
prediction of outcome. 

The following variables are forced into the equation: 

o WxAOIR ex = S for students, T for teachers) 

Weighted amount of intervention: the number of 20 school day intervals 
since team training up to the time data were gathered, adjusted for 
team effectiveness. Ranges from a to 21. 

o WxAOI2 

WxAOIR squared. Allows for curvilinear relations between effective 
intervention time and outcomes. 

o CDISRPTN 

Control for disruptive setting events, used to adjust for interference 
during periods of team operation. Since little or no team activity 
had taken place when year 1 scores were gather, CDISRPTN = a for 
outcome scores for the first year. For year 2 scores, CDISRPTN = 
number of disruptive setting events occurring during the second year. 
For year 3 scores, CDISRPTN ~ number of disruptive setting events 
occurring during second plus third year, i.e., disruptive events are 
treated as cumulative. 

o DE 

Dununy variable equally "1" if the score is from an elementary school, 
"all otherwise. 

a DM 

Dununy variable equally "1" if the score is from a middle school, 
"0" otherwise. Since there are three school levels. two dummies 
fully control for level differences. To obtain the grand mean for 
high schools, the intercept in the regression equation is used. 
The middle school grand mean is the sum of the intercept and the 
regression coefficient for DM. The elementary school grand mean is 
the sum of the intercept and the DE coefficient. 

The folloWing variables enter the regression equation only if their regression 
coefficient reaches approximately the .10 level of significance. 

o WxAOIDE 

Product of linear intervention time and elementary school dummy. 
Allows that the linear relation between time and outcome may be 
different in elementary schools. 



o WxAOI2DE 

Product of squared intervention time'and eleme~tary school dummy. 
Allows that the curvilinear relation between t~me and outcome may 
be different in elementary schools. 

o WxAOIDM 

Same as WxAOIDE, but for middle schools. 

o WxAOI2DM 

Same as WxAOI2DE, but for middle schools. 

o CDISRPTE 

Product of disruption index and elementary school dummy. Allows 
that effects of disruptive events may be different in elementary 

schools. 

o CDISRPTM 

Same as CDISRPTE, but for middle schools. 

Guide for interpreting regression coefficients 

a WxAOIR 
Linear time. Negative coefficients mean a reduction in problem levels 
with increasing amounts of intervention time. 

o WxAOI2 
Quadratic time. Positive coefficients mean a U-shaped relationship 
between time and outcome, i.e., rapid outcome reduction for short 
intervention times, tapering off for moderate amounts of time, with 
time-outcome relationship turning positive for large amounts of 
intervention time. Negative coefficients mean an inverted U-shaped 
relationship between intervention time and outcome. 

ODE, DM 
, Pos';tl've coefficients mean these schools have School level dummles. ~ 

higher problem levels overall than other types of schools. E.g., 
+DM means things are worse in middle schools .. 

a CDISRPTN 

l'ndex. POS1' tive coefficients mean disruptive events are Disruption 
related to higher problem levels. 

B-2 

a WxAOIDE/M. WxAOI2DE/M 

Time x level dummy product variables. Time effect in the given 
school type is different from that in the total sample of schools. 
E.g., +WxAOIDE would mean that the linear relation between time and 
outcome in elementary schools is less positive than in other schoolsj 
if WxAOIR is negative, this would mean that things are improving 
overall, but not as fast (or at all) in elementary schools. 
Another example: +WxAOI2DM with WxAOI2 non-significant would mean 
that the U-shaped time effect occurs only in middle schools. 

o CDISRPTE/M 

Disruption x level dummy product variables. Positive coefficients 
mean that things are worse in the given type of school when disruptive 
events are high. 

In interpreting time effects, the greatest emphasis should be given to the 
linear ones. Quadratic effects typically are of a smaller order of magnitude 
and do not necessarily have to be strictly interpreted. That is, for positive 
quadratic time effects (which most of them are), the reveral to a positive 
time-outcome relationship for longer intervention times (i.e., the right half 
of the "U") may be an artifact of approximating, via polynomial regression, 
a curve that in fact does not turn up at the end. In either event, data are 
sparse in the area of the interve~tion time distribution, so the tail of the 
curve should be viewed as poorly estimated. 

B-3 
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--------------------- VlAlleLES IN THE EOU"TION ----------------------

"AA IIElf B STC ERAOR B F BET" 
Student ------------ ----------

SiGNIFicaNCE EL ISTf C IT' 

DE .733S6577E-OI .~6U,~76'!E-O! 404.7'!044 .619';>';>50 
0 .Clt~Q. 

CDISAP'" .94770270E-O] .7' 79.61>1> (-OJ 1.6<)54613 .0411'18748 
.206 .tH15l4 

01' .7'31'007JE-OI .~DI'I66t;f-D2 ~44.261!68 .74J21!i55 
0 .\2,69 

"5"012 -.45120.2910-0. .'5J«i..,Z!J_f-04 • 1n0693.8 -.07007.5 
•• nl -."'lAOS 

IisaOIP .4'1' 1701!0F-0' .e?~67~12f-03 .3541512, .11516.'34 
.552 .'01191) 

ICON~TaNT I .18'9'18';8 • '~"'Z' e" £-0'2. 5,65.'1" • 
0 

F-LEVEL C~ TOLEP~NCE-LEVEL INSlJffICIF~l FCQ fu~THEA COMPUT'TIO~. 

() 

ME"" SOuaRE 
., 24~' 
.'10090 

measure: 
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ersonal vi timization 
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.54012 
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ADJUSTED R SQUARE 
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~5"'O'· 
.49'l04 
.03940 

4N'LVSIS OF ~4RI4NCE 
REGRESSION . 
RE! ID\JAL 
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496. 
Sit'!' OF 5~~:~~: IIE'~ S~UAR!,: 

.15649 

.DOI!!5 
I' 5IGNIFIC'NCE 
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eOfFF OF VAAIASILITY 8.7 PCT 

--------------------- VAAl AHLES IN THE EQUATION ----_________________ _ 

i(AR I ABLE 8 

DE .1i,,627geSE-01 

COISRPTN .9514!5I83E-03 

ON .765414 teE-OJ 

.5A012 -.l270tU!OE-OJ 

IIS"OIP • 21 737\ <';6E-02 

ICC~ST 'h11 ."001)2"86 

SlO ERROR 8 

.41",,0272f-t)2 

.98335eO!!E-03 

.l762~l7!!E-02 

• 7(ll!a 7675 £-0" 

.10655512£-001 

.~J2QI5J?E-O~ 

.' f'. 

51GNIFIC4NCE 

311.62121 
."00 

.1I-eOo801 
.331 

313.06'29 
.000 

J.2t ~7891 
.01'A 

'.0096'~6 
.046 

144dl.:!2l 
.)<10 

eETA 

ELA5T1CITY 

.6120 .. 01 
.O'HII5 

.OlAZ7C>8 
.00289 

.671530t' 
.06601 

-.163768$ 
-.01130 

./99'5251 
.01965 

F-LEvEL CR 'OLERANeE-LEYEL IN5UFFICIEhl FeR FURTHER COMPUl'JiOh. 

.76991 

Studen~ measure: Self-reports of property victimization 

•.. ~ 
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i 
.~ . -- .- --. -----

~I.LTI FLE j; 
F: SOU4Rt: 
oOJUSTEC j; S'UlRE 
5TO OEVI""ON 

.84020 
• 70593-
• 70291 
.022<;)(j 

IN'LYSIS OF V"AI"NCE 
REGRESSII:H . ------
j;E~IOU"L 

OF 
5. 

4<;;11. 
5~~ g~ S~~::~} ______ ._ .. 10 .... _ ~~~::~. 

.26006 .00052 
F 5IGNIFICA"CE 

Z:"-.I3I!!JT - -. - . ---0 
COfFF OF V'AI"UILITY 6.4 PCT 

--------------------- VlRI'BLE5 IN THE EaUlTION _____________________ _ 

- 0- -

De: .7592eq73E-O~ • 27'360'483£-02- 742.63511 • .727595Y--
0 .043]] COISRPlt< .7.JB4SZ.E-O] .S7ISIB26f-D.! I .~9398Q7 .OJ~2e05 

.194 .00286 0 .. .68818449f-OI .2~1l31678£-O2 e .. 2.809117 - .7 .... • .. 42·-·-· 
0 .07560 "'SOCIZ -.61334903E-0. •• 1187~'i7f-O. 2.21751!54 -.10.7519 

.137 -.0)694 111541:11< .91 ~S' .,S, E-DJ .f~09I::!22E-O:J 2., 102722 .10S .. 283" 

.1 ~ 7 .0 U54 tCON51"N1' • .:!1I2oSe'! ., LHe75Bf-02 25869.538 
0 

F-LEvEL c~ TOlEP .. t<CE-L~VEl IN5UFFIClf"1 FOR FURTHER CO .. PUT"TION. 

j ._- i 

I 

I J 
I 

~ Student measure: Victimization summary 

Composite measure includes: 

Self-reports of personal 
victimization 

Self-reports of property 
victimization 

t 
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sTO OEVIAlIO,," 

.1??fOO 

.t:6228 
• f; 7777 
.0808S 

4 •• _SAOlzoe 

AN.LysIS OF ~A"IANCE 
QE(REsSION 
RI!!lOuaL 
COlFF OF VORI'BILITY 

OF 
7. 

491 • 
10.3 PCT 

SUII4 OF SOU ARES 
6.9261" 
3022539 

V.~IABLes IN THE EeU&TIC,," ----------------------

Z3.14.Z6. 52 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ ! • • • • • • ! • 

Me.N SQuaAE 
.98946 
.oatls. -

• 
F SIGNIFICaNCE. 

151.23816 a 

• 
I 

~'RIABLE !l SIC E""OR E F eET" Student measure: Alcohol/drug av~ilability 

DE -.3111 •• 52& 

COlsRPTN .~qe5f!6t:6E-02 

0 .. -.t3f<;7·fl9 

COlsRPTE .2U22891!<;E-oll 

liS ~O 12 • 16161~46(-JJ 

IIs0CII' -.IIlc;eUS7If-02 

.SAO.ZOE -.fl2<;7r!!t:?E-Q, 

ICONST",NT' .89#;')1)220 

.IZ!5991!6!5E-Ol 

.HOO"'25E-02 

• I!ISO\"QIlE-OZ 

.522114017(-0)2 

.14630413[-03 

.22440153E-02 

.' '?1I2t;~·. £-Ol 

.1>"6~91I)Je-Ol\ 

SIGNIFicaNCE 

63!.1S99' 
a 

.,.4040S4' 
• "66 

'><;0.77770 
o 

14.909010 
.000 

1.::Hlll .. 
."270 

.2~<;71!'i83 
.625 

1<;.51'16'3] 
.00:) 

1641 •• \32 
a 

-. e991'1'56 
- ."eZ28· 

.0557.30 
.006<; • 

".076120 • 
-.06912 

.139983C 
.0077' 

.081.156 
.00829 

-.".,7448] 
-.')'\572 

-.1 •• 4098 
-.GIIS .... 

1'-1 EIIEL C~ TCLf:fll~(E-LFVfL H.SUFFICIEI<l FOR FURTHER CO'4PUT.TlON. 
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V.~IABLE;SI E~TFRED CN SIEP ~~~eER 
4 .. 

ReG RES 5 I ~ N ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~l:l T I FI.E " 
P St)U"RE 
ADJUSTED " SCUA~E 
STD DEVIA"O" 

,4J424 
.111651; 
.1770t 
.,1926) 

~N'LYSIS OF VAQIANCE 
RECPESS'CN 
RF~IOl;'L 
(OEFF CF VARIAOILITY 

OF 
1'. 

494. 
22 • .1 peT 

SUI'4 OF SOU_RES 
.911.~e 

•• 231151; 

--------------------- VARIABLES IN TttE EOI.'TlON ____________________ _ 
VAR UELE 

B STU ERROR 0 F 

I'4E_" S~UARE 
.1 '071 
.0011511 

F SIGHIFIC_NCE 
,e.~9.~3 .000 

OE 
.75117<;<;461:_'" 

.1431 f!199f-1I1 
CDISFOpr" .1 ,It..l}t '1 "!4F-')2 

------------SIC"IFICA"CE 

21'.4961()2 
.tlQO 

.1!0"'1514~E-'lI 
.177 

2,.41 71 60 

----------EL '1ST! (nv 

.2<)";1))311 
.1) 3670 

.0~I'JI\1 
.00 !62 

.Z'6JI!21 .0.8., 
• I 182254 

.1116.12 
.' 1:J~69" 

.00828 
.1) '''2J8.1 

.00555 
-01857",. 

Student measure: Teacher personal victimization 

0" .StSlS257E_O& 
CDISRPT'4 

.11 C., )?E~E-OI 

CDISRPTE 
• II Of'1 JeI;E-OI 

.SAcn~ • 51 25<;:1116"7 __ 1' 

a5'CII' -·J<;;)51'l Hf-IIZ 

'(Ct..sr'~T' .)61\J71j~e 

.let!:? lJ6JE-fJ2 

.111 J I 521E-o, 

., lOl~2a~f-Ol 

,"il:.,rQ?5f,_,'.'! 

.1 ... ., 1'1234 i-OJ 

.?5f4"1364f_Q? 

.e.<;06I1JE-02 

• I)/) ') 
5.6102'1666 

.IU7 
~.t 'II ~"16 

• 0 15 
• II T5Ao9CJ 

• '3 ~ 
2.~18C;f'l 

.t 2~ 
202J,<;5' • 

• /)!}/) 

-.0:'11147 

f-LEIIEL CR r(jLER'''CC-LCII~l I"SLr~JC'€t.1 Fcr; FI.r;H-eR (C,"pur'TIO". 
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--------------------- ""AIA8lES IN THE EOUATION ----------------------

V''''''''LI! .,. 
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S IGHIF IC'HCE 
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.556 

7.46l.61!l 
.007 

!I.O!!:!t 9!1"
.1)25 

.84565111) 
• lSI 

Z .1500!lla
.1)911 

"042.2J57 
o 

8ET'-

EL'S_TlCnv 

-.n2a4~11 
-.10HI0 

.ll4l1147 
.1) 1154 

.la?I' •• 
.01094 

.1172956 
.001ll4 

- .lI921 • ., 
-.02"!'4 

I-lEvel C~ TOLERaNCE-LEVEl I"SUFFICIENt FCR FUI'IHER COMPur'TIOh. 

Student measure: Illegal behaviors in school 
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--------------------- YARIA8LES IN THE EQU'TIO~ ----------------------

.. "R 1 ABtE 8 sTO EARe," e F GE" ------------ ---------- Student 
SIGPoIFIC'NC[ ELASTICITY 

DE .50745223E-OI ."J6'i!t.9S0f-02 2 ... 375724 .iZ089JII] 
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n .0]926 
CDISRPTE .12323932E-<,. .42'3914If-OiZ 8.4326751\0 .1118545 

.004 .00416 
COISF\f.T~ .56Z()b';IDZE-02 .Z"<;30887f-OZ J.!!264711<; .12889]9 

.nll' .OO,.,!!! 
wSOCI2 .!:>6?013:!I!E-04 .I0642342E-03 • ;!1l!ee098 .05703]3 

.598 .,)0292 
,"540 III -.941:>"0'ef-Ol .,t"S\o.,9f-O:> .:!J26QOH" -.011.,908 

• ~(,4 -.nO'<;1I 
.. S40120E -.2'~9~7t;JE-I)J .1)J61223f-OJ ,.114,2 5? 9 -.09H90! 

.o:!! -.01'208 
Icat-5lANT' .135015!!" .541 C;52J"'f-02 18393.1'1" 

0 

F-lEVEL (~ TCLER'~CE-lf~EL INSUFFICIENl FOR FU~'~EP CO~PUT'TION. 
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F SIGNIFIC4NC~ • NEAH SQUARE 
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ZII.7.9116 .n'JO 
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measure: Disruption 
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-~- - ~!Q EAAl;!! !L 
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f ___ 
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.OU 1("2 .1.00 
.00715 

O!, 
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.272111' 3 .0:J710 
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.17'111281 f-OJ 6.995116J2 
-01 391!t:1I4 .0011 

-'''''545 

'CC"'S1INT I .62 '''(,d'3 
''''Il •• 768f-02 41711.7245 
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0 

F-LEVEl eR TOLERIo"'CE-LEVEL INSUFFICIEh1 FCR F~~lHEA CO .. PUTIoT'O .... 
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Student measure: Tension in the school 
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."61 
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f-LF."EL OR lOLCRlN(E-LF."EL INSLFFICIEhl FCR FU~lHER CO~PU'"lION. 

I 

I 
i 



\ 
-..--
I 
\ 

r 

\ 

01/07/e2 9 
FILE DI~O'T5 (CRE'TION D4TE. Ol/O;/e~ I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~ U L TIP L E REG RES 5 leN ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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OF 
5. 

4~6. 
11.6 PCT 

SUN OF SOUORES 
1.20217 
1.5293. 

--------------------- V4RI4BLES IN THE EOlJ4TION ---------------______ _ 

NE'''' SCUaRE 
.2.055 
.00308 

F SIGNIFICANCE 
1S.017Zi .000 

VAR I 'ELE e 5TD ERRCR e F 

SfGhlFICANCE 

210.6B51::1 
.01)0 

J.!:t!C;51B6 
.051 

305.54810 

Student measure: Fear of being attacked 

DE • <;B:1726 761"-01 

CDISRPr ... .2625Ullil [=-.)2 

DOC .<;762B517E-nl 

.5A012 ,~U'b5~7tlE-~l 

11540lR -.29n215=5F-n2 

Ico~sr4N" .42"3B3~3 

."7566453E-n2 

.1 ~ts5<";3 .. )" E-Q2 

.55E517~4E-(12 

.~S~9nO<:5E-04 

.1 S2qC)f))~ £-0'2 

.""q2"h~2f-a2 

" 1.0979766 
.2<;5 

".599'1?56 
.058 

6 \f\.l • 1 V' • 
• 000 

ELaSTICITY 

.~J4'186' 
.0.163 

.01')/!570 
.00751 

.645630. 
.n 1977 

.10\6941 
.(loeal 

-.' 90'15611 
-.02483 

F-', EVEL Cf; rCI.E'H~CE-L EVEL IN5UFFICIt:h' FOR FURTHI:Q COf.4PUTo"ON. 

c 
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, 
23 •• 4 .26. !l1 

, 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~ U L TIP L E REG R E ~ SIC ~ ......!................ 

"ULTIPLE " 
P SQUARE 
ACJUSTEQ ~ SQUARE 
STC OEVI HIO ... 

.58090 

.33745 
,~"016 
.06~94 

2.. .SAO 12 
W!ACIII 

A"'LYSIS OF VARIANCE 
RECRESSION 
REHOUAL 
COfFF OF VARIABILITY 

OF 
5. 

A95. 
10.0 PCT 

SUM OF SQU ARES 
.9361' 

•• 113110l 

_____________________ VARIABLES IN THE eQUATION ----------------------

iOIEl" SQUARE 
.Isn:s 
.O.3n 

F SI5NIFICANCE 
50~4ZZ56 0 

VARIAOlE B STD ERRCJ; 8 F 8ET.· Student measure: School climate ----------- -------
SIGNIFICANCE ELASTICITY 

DE .1!5Z&55!:5E-OI .7A221165£-OZ 131.C;;1~11 .4607560 
t) .02029 

COISUPT" .52&';'402E-02 .15220326E-02 II.e69t:S4 .1&03211 
.O.ll .D I I 13 

OM • l!2!061 1SE-O' .t:\ 3S?t:!!! E-02 1'" .01.0' '- .S4ft9,]" 
I) .O!l27J 

wS",CI2 .9H<;1l702E-'1& .111911739£-03 .Hlj7.,ZIJ .OQS".4S 
• 367 .• 00652 

1051(111" - .3Z00 .. 16SE-·'Z .lf806!12E-32 3.1181,"7 -.21IZ11311 
.US. -.0,!~66 

Icrr-ST'''TI .5tl .. 41511 .'i1541 .. &6(-02 11 .... 1 • ~6 7 
1'1 

F-lEVFl C~ TOLfQaNCE-LEvEL I"S~FFiCIE"'l FeR FL~lHER COMPurATION. 

Composite measure includes: 

Teacher personal victimization 
Illegal behaviors in school 
Disruption 
Student safety from personal attack 
Tension in the school 
Fear of being attacked 
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01/07.182 

FILE 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• NUL TIP L E q E G RES 5 I C N ••••••••••••••• 0 • • • • • • • 

DEPENDENT V.RI.SLE •• 

"ULTIFLE F 
R SOU,,"!! 
.OJUSTEO R SCU.RE 
STD DEVIHIO .. 

SSUNS 

.66010 
"3573 
•• !OO! 
.04577 

2 •• 

'N.LY51~ OF V'RI'NCE 
REC'IESSIDN 
RE! ID".L 
COfFF OF V'RI'BILITY 

OF 
5. 

"95. 
II.' PCT 

SUN OF SQU'RES 
.!l0061 

1.03678 

--------------------- V.Rf.SLES IN THE EOU'TICN ----------------------

F SIGMIFIC'Nce 
76 ••• e.. 15 

- V.RIU'LE B STD ERRDR B F Student measure: Overall summary 

DE .821 EOO "BF-O I 

COISRPfN .360.,61l9E-(l2 

ON .770'S'!Se2F-01 

"S'012 .40EI>SOI!8E-". 

IIS"OIR -.f 743ll?IIF.-llZ 

leCt-Sf't.f' .5009IJ1~ 

.557.3 .... f-DZ 

• II .J41eSf-02 

.40D7!!fl70f-02 

.8241l2179E-'I4 

.1?0??'5«;f-02 

.J811llJ6I'1f-OZ 

SIGNIFIC'NCE 

217.34Z66 
I) 

9 ... 39071l1 
.1)1')2 

27\l.06~77 
o 

.24593547 
.020 

1.«;1)6B53' 
.16S 

167 ••••• 7 
o 

EL'STICITY 

.5457""2 
.'1 "!I1St) 

.118.983 
.01)9"1 

.6207906 
.1)5505 

.0.1'.,,16 
.003111 

-.13915239 
- .01 "!n" 

F-LEVEL C~ TOLf~ANeF-LEvEL INSUFFICIEt.l FCR FL"'HER CONPUT'TIOt.. 

Composite measure includes: 

School climate 
Victimization summary 

-·1 

, 



'. 0.......-; 

\ 

• r" 
~( 

• 
!~ 

• 
I 

ljj 

• I 
I--' 
0'1 

• 
• 
• 
• 
,. 

• 
,. 
,. 

\ ,. 

• 

1»& /07/82. ~J.' ".26. 

FiLl, 

93 • 
I • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • •• ~ U L TIP L e A EGA E 5 5 I 0 ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

"Ut.TIPLE Ii 
Ii seU_AE 
.OJUSTEO ~ SQU.RE 
STO OElllaueh 

•• 5 .... 2 
.2115J 
.200211 
.0411!6 

... .ueIZOE 

aNALVSIS CF "'AI'NeE 
liE(IlESS'O~ 
liF.! Icual. 
eOEFF OF II~AI'8ILITY 

OF 
7. 

a9' • 
12.3 PCT 

SU" OF SQuaAES 
• lOl711 

1.12UIII 

ME aN SOU .AE 
.IUll. 
.00229 

F SIGNIFiCaNCE 4 
,8.817.. ~ 

--------------------- "'AI.eLE~ IN THE F.CU.fIC .. ----------------------

8 

DE -~ 10 72755lE-01 

CDISAPTN .4501421!!E-C2 

OM "71160!IE-OI 

10 T 40 I 2. • 222111IsnE-'lJ 

IITaCil'; -.2'''6638510-32 

IoT_CIC" -.Z .. ~:l66tOE-02 

II' ac 12(;E -.16' 2<" etr-II~ 

:CO"~"r.jT I .17~C;~t:t9 

STe E"RCIO e 

.1510c;614Jf-02 

", .. '7249f-02 

.t::'>55t:'1I9f-O' 

.el 018 ... 9 7 (-( .. 

.1 J5IH:e7<; f-IH 

'~'21\.eOf-":! 

• E" ~~I ~QE-O' 

.'5?50790f-O:O 

F 

51<i~IFIC'~CE 

2.!l562661 
.111 

""l7UI5 
.100 

se.16161a 
o 

7.S0Z4I<,J85 
.006 

".cJl~~C;e .,uo 
7.EI'742l: 

.ft"5 
J.42.311711 

.065 
6 ~Z9.' 565 

o 

EL,SHCIlY 

-.0806911 
- ."'1561 

.1676670 
.0 1587 

"1516!15 
.3,"1)3 

.3(79956 
.02.25 

-.2(.1)6645 
- .O'1n~ "J 

-.1.,5657 .. 
-.1) 1211 

-.0990657 
-.00JI5 

Teacher measure: Self-reports of personal victimization 
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fiLE 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 3 • 4 • •• ~ U L T 

STPEI<S 

VARIAHLE:SI ENTERED eN STEP ~U"eER 

"ULT IPL Ii: P 
P SCu'PE 
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 
SlD DEVUllON 

• ,. 10 e~ 
.22110 
.21221 
.132<;1 

l •• 

_N"LVSIS Cf "APIA"CE 
RECRESSION 
PEHDUAL 
COfFf OF "ARI'HILITV 

P L E REG RES S ION ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

su .. OF SQUARES 
2.417116 
11.69861 

MEAN SQUARE 
... 2911 
.017611 

F 5IGNIFIC'NCE 
23.lse2C .O~O 

----------.----------- V'RI ABLES I N THE ECU .lIC" ----------------------

"'R!~!,LE Il 

DE ~ 77S 76t. 72E-O' 

(CISRPl" .11QQ 15tJE-O\ 

0101 .1f\IQZ1()Z 

IIlAOl2 .b811.ll()2E-03 

.TAOII· - ... q30.",qE-n~ 

IIlACIC" -.57~b5"7\E-02 

"C"SlANT, .t.~lq?.!~2 

Sll: EP"C" e 

.16223e!!9E-O' 

• :n Z.6 Ii 71 1 E-02 

• I <!>!l91'l50f-OI 

.224.,9228f-03 

.3t7\S616E-02 

.2QOC;.~05E-02 

.II96402IiE-OI 

f 

SIGNIFICANCE 

22.864573 
.000 

,~.145350 
.-100 

9' .891 In:J 
.000 

9.145553] 
.00l 

7,,:!15:!'P54 
.QO? 

~.6teJII6 
."1(\ 

2754.5 ~7S 
.':)30 

ELASTlCITV 

.20'H8S0 
.... 22.5 

.17222611 
.~25!s 

.5!184" 
.0902' 

.:HII056S 
.04112 

-.JJ06t:1" 
-.Oll93' 

- ol S221!J5 
-."1467 

F-LEvEL CP TCLE"."CE-LEVEL INSUFFICIE"l FOP FUPTHER COMPUTAlION. 

Teacher measure: Student personal victimization 
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0&1117/82 

fILE 0lSOU5 1(IlEIT 10" DATE' 011:) 1I1!2 • . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -ULTIPlE REG RES 5 ION 

llNCOS 

~ARI~eLEIS' ENTERED ON SlEP NUV8ER 

,"ULTIFLF. " 
I' SOU ARF. 
aDJUSTED " S~U'RE 
STO OEVI"TlON 

.i!leQ5 
• "! 71J "2 
.36444 
• IOUl 

z •• 

.. N'LYSIS OF V"RI"NCE 
I'E~RESStOft· -
REHCUAL 
COEFF OF WARIAelllrV 

OF 
'5. 

4~] • 
15.5 PCT 

SUM OF SQUARES 
:).]:)'99 
5.65851 

--------------------- V.~I.BLES IN THE EQUA'ION ----------------------

23.1 •• 26. PAGE 113 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

IIEAN SOlaRE .615,,'0. 
.01. ,411 

F SIGNIFICANCE 
5 •••• 2S5 0 

» 

; 

J 

"'PI·ElE a STD ERROR B F 

51GNIF ICANeE 

274.2727'5 

eET. 

ELASTICITy 

- .6'll'57' , 

Teadler me!aSUre; Ill_egal behaviors in school 

DE -.216484/19 

COl SqPTN .~.51>21'i9E-n2 

01' - 01 028S1 42 

"lACI2 .54"OO610f-OJ 

""ACII; -.'i5.e::OI!~OF.-OZ 

lCCNS'ANJ I .7A~'i~llt1 

., "I)n 711£-01 

.2"8.15n~~£-02 

.111808648£-01 

., e0874E4 E-O] 

.2l!71!3072f-DZ 

.~()'i"l1'H-()Z 

o 
5.8013798 

.016 
.. 0.6001508 

o 
e.'i13lIl04 

.)1)] 
'1.020'9' 

.001 
"!U.'1)'6 

o 

-.Ot~!57 
.1I957~76 

.01278 
-.J7JI!7]!! 

- .05'" 6 
.]07~.187 

.0 :!i~1 Z 
-.lS"'178 

-.0'5788 

F-LE~fL CR TOLERA"CE-LEVEL INSUffICIE'" fOP FUPTHER COMPUlalION. 

-
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FILE 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. U L T 

TO ISRS 

VARIABLE'SI ENTERED ON STEP ~~M8ER 

"ULT IPLE Ii 
j; SaU'RE 
AO.lU5'EO It" 50uArte" 
STO OEVIUICI>o 

"lIee. 
,ZJe9,7 
• tzel' 
.09302 

4 •• lOT ACI2D!! 

~N'lVSIS OF V~RI_HCE 
AECCIESSION 
tlI!HOV"L' 
CO£FF OF V'RI'8ILITY 

01/01/82 

P L E R E Ii II E S S ION 

OF 
7. 

a91 • 
16.2 PCT 

SU" OF SOU~RES 
I.J33 .... 
a.2.lIlS 

--------------------- VARIABLES IH THE ECUATION ----------------------

l 
23.14.26. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

IOE4N SQU'RE 
.19057 
.ooeos 

I 
, I 

B 510 ERRell e F ___ ~:~~_...; _____ .. Teacher measure: Disruption 

COISRPTN 

OM 

.T'OI Z 

""Olll 

IIT"OIO" 

.TAO 120E 

ICONST'NT' 

.927487UE-OI 4~_· _____ ~_ 

.198Ul11E-02 

.11718683 

.'56113260E-03 

-.6bI3IZ88E-02 

-.517bI01lE-02 

-, "H21!6~.E-03 

.520~0869 

.l:!O:!9226f-01 

.2!2H,160E-02 

.IZI5"'990£-Ol 

.IS751l06If.-03 

• 26'.)425I1f-C)2 

.le~oeHef-(lZ 

.Hi'iHI2C!E-0] 

.819JI!77'f-02 

S(GN(F(C~NCE 

50.51155)1 
. - ·It'· 

ll.'7l112 
.001 

'lJ.87.".7 .. 
8.'''''365 

.004 
6.l72ee6~ 

.01 :! 
1.<;9264711 

.0.,5 
'.<;1156'" 

.OZP 
3499.'065 

o 

ELASflC(TY 

.352e934 
.~327:S---· 

.1.83921 
.'le75 

.5'310" 
,0""02 

.33.,6588 
.03361 

-.:!lISe38 
-.0.~118 

-.19.3985 
-.'1614 

-.'16'1887 
- • .,049 ~ 

F-LEVEL ell TOLfR'~CE-LEVEL INSUFFICIE~l FOR FURTHER ca~PUT'TlnN. 

• L ___ . __ 
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23.14.26. ""GE Iia - "--._-_. 
fILE DISD4T5 ICRE4TIOh C4TE s OI/0./E2. 

• • • • • • • • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • U L , I P L E REG Res S ION •••••••••••••••• ~ • • • • • • 

TPIUT5 

V4RI'OLE!S' ENTERED ON STEP NU.6ER 

Cd 
I 

N 

,"UL T I FLE f; 
R' SQUAIt~- -
ADJUSTED f; SQUARE 
STD DEVI4TION 

e --- ----. ----.-_.- - --

."'994 
. .; t,ess--·· " 

.16622 

.15665-

3 •• .TACI2 
-~4ClI_-'--

'N "LYSIS OF ,,,.R I4HCE OF 
ItII!CltI!SS«Itr ----_0< 0.--' 
RE!lOU'L 41111. 
COfFF Of V4AIAIIILITY 21.4 PCT 

SUN OF SQU"AES 
--.-- 2.S040S-· 

11.975112 

,--------------------- V'~14BLE5 IN ,~~ EQU,TION ----------------------

"'fllN SOU"RE 
• 4273' 
.02454 

F 51~IFICllNCE 
"17 ••• 30.,", .•.. - .000 

I 
I 

, 

--- -- S" -- •• - •• STD' £A"Oft T - ---~.:.:: __ ~==-_--- =--~~::.-----l 

51~~IFIC .. NCE ELASTICITY ! 
Teacher measure: Student safety from personal attack 

De --~·~· .. 't.9...,:!303· --., 90!!3C930 r-or--·-OO.SN'TOa---- - 0"35 1 300a--'--' 
.-000 -.05314 

COISf;PTN .3"(I,)25 .. 5E-I)Z .5564619JE-02 .J7!J1t71 .030;;4952 
• 5 lit .00813 

DOC -.I3ZI!05091!-Ot-- •• e ..... 0ge~OI- .!!I5I1S.1I6,r-·· - -.031eosa---·-."-, -.1)09,., 
CDISRPT'4 .13201eI7E-QI • 1l56t556 E-oa 3. 405918~ vI2 .. 832& 

.066 .0' 39S 
"' ''0 12 -• • "q 126 eo)e-02 .26".,091" e-o'!! • 1.01501 t-· .490t29~ 

.000 .118134 
wl .. 0lQ -.lo;;e(lI .... 3E-1J1 ... ZJ937P3f-f)2 2' .!H6P25 -.57575111 

.(100 -.'4509 
I (C,.s, 4", t .63.49350 ."l!z,el!l!~Ot 201!5.~762-

.000 

f-LEVEL C~ TOLEM.NCE-LEvEL IM5UPFI(IE~1 PC~ PvA1HE~ (OMPU"'IO". 

, 

~ 



r 
l 

r----.. . ' r- I 

~ f-------;ILE-- ~~~_;;-~;S ICRE'TIO'" OHE. Ol.l;)i.lez I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• ~ U L TIP ~ E A E G RES S I Q N ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

L-____ VAR I "et.E I!' ENTERED ON STEP "UMO::E::R=-_'=.:,'-=-'_ 

ICULTIPLE f; 
II seU.IlE 
~O.lI)STeO-Jt SQU""e-
STo oEVIIITlON 

.2'HIII 

.08870 
• OT7!1'·.~--
.1025' 

--------------- . ---_ .. 

.N'LYSIS OF ""RI"NCE 
RE{I'IESSION 
lIe:Touac-'- - .. - -"".
CQfF~ OF V.RK.HILITY 

OF 
6. 

.92. 
4'.5 PCT 

------_._---_.--
SU~ OF SQU.RES ME'N SQUARE . 1~:::::~';;'----- -~:;;;:---

--------------------- V.RI.OLES IN THE E~U"TION ----------------------

F SI~NIFIC''''CE 
7.981~~ .01)0 . 

I 

i I 

L 
V.R'.OLE. ____ ....::O _______ S_T_o_~~£!:._I! __ .;..- --~.--~-~-~-~---- ---~:~~.;--- Teacher measure: Tension in the school 

• _. ___ .~~_. _______ ~~29~JE-OI _~!~~!!!!.~"_ :~;;:;;~~~ 
• 

• 

ColSRPTN 

014 

.'.OIC," 

ICONST.NT I 

.1'H237BE-Gt 

.e9729S28E-1J1 

• II 2388 74E-02 

- .11l7024 66E-0 I 

-.1:'5e7219E-02 

.... ozelZJ 

.'5683]06E-02 

.2311l.263f-Ol 

• 3089.140 f-o] 

.5041 5021lE-Oil 

.33085,,,I:E-02 

.'6.2eo~eE-OI 

, e.01807' 
.000 

I •• 9661'4 .,. _ ..• 00.--
IJ.2J406 • 

.000 
1!I.2711!8? 

.00_
J.eloell.2 

• 051 
~5 •• 50]84 

.000 

EL.SYlCITT 

.0.7615] 
.1) rl):JII-'-

.20360.2 
.06041 

.210507. 
.0797.-

•• 5:!05]? 
., 01132 

-.517002] 
- ., !l1't· 

-.l3501l5] 
-.1'1263 • 

F-LEVEL eR TOLER.NCE-LEVEL IhSUFFICIE"'l FOR FURTHER COMPUTATION. 
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---'j , I 
~r----- FILE 

• 
• 
• [~-
• 
• [-- -

• 
,-

• L 
• 
• 
• 
• 

, 

..... ' .................. - NUL T 

"UL T IFlE f, 
p sou_pe-
ADJUSTED R SQUARE 
STD DEIII"TlG" 

• 2~5el 
.06S'_ 
.05'0. 
.12158 

::t •• 

'N'LYSI~ OF V'RI~NCE 
AeCAessrON 
RE~IOU"L 
COfFF OF Y'RI.HILITY 

P L E R E CO R !: S 5 o N 

SUN OF SQU'RES 
.5092S·· 

7.27266 

--------------------- II"RI"m.ES IN THE EQU.TION ----------------------

_ • _ • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • 

NE .. / SOU"IE F SIGNIFIC'HCE -, ia841111T -------r.-nln----·-;Gap 
•••• ,. I 

I 

V"R( "eLf H STO ERROR If' F - '. '8ET II -Teacher measure: Fear of being attacked 

De -. r" 27001 ",,-or .1."6""27E-'OT 

CDISI'PTN .bl'12t403E-03 .4)(lI40".E-02 

ON -.3~~'4'!e'!!l!!-al "'29~e.,oe-Ol 

CDISRPTN .e5t)1~ge9E-Q2 .55311l151>£-02 

.T'Ot 2 ."'St ,,,e7e-03 .20!S0200_f-03 

1l"CIR -.1t,45"91l8F-l2 .)~1b<;b80E-,)l 

CCCI\S"NTt ." 7601:169 .I0611c!1~or-Ol 

SIGNIFle"NCE 

Z' .9S0115Z-' 
.000 

• t'05Je091e-Ol 
.11189 

0.1927056 
.'1' 

2.~61111'25 
• 125 

5.J_OJ069 
.1I21 

~e""J'!62J 
.I)ZCJ 

I .. C!~.1II01" 

" 

ELIISTICITY 

-.23<;;2222 • 
-.0,.,9 

.00958'" 
.01)186 

-.1389801·-·--' 
-.OJI52 
.1'O?7!1~ 

.01'6 • 
.2912972 

.0.565 
-.~(J~O<e;6!5 

-.CJ116!S 
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Teacher measure: Property summary 

Composite measure includes: 

Self-reports of property victimization 
Self-reports of car victimization 
Student property victimization 
School safety from va~dall.sm and theft 
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Appendix C 

Comparison of Teams with Different Strategy Thrusts 
on Outcome Change Scores 
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Comparison of Teams with Different Strategy Thrusts on Outcome Change Scores 
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~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
0 a a 0 a a .,-l til Ul .,-1 .,-1 Ul Ul .,-1 .,-l UJ Ul .,-1 

aJ 4J aJ ~ ~ 4J aJ 4J aJ ~ ~ 4J aJ ~ aJ ~ ~ ~ 
~ til ~r-i r-i til ~ til ~r-i r-i til ~ til ~r-i r-i til 

''''; tJ .,-1 aJ aJ tJ .,-l U .,-1 aJ aJ tJ ',-1 tJ ',-l aJ aJ cJ 
r-i .,-1 r-i H H .,-1 ~ 'to; r-i H H .,-1 r-i .,-1 r-i H H .,-1 
p.~ p. ~ p.~ p. ~ p.~ p. ~ .,-1 ::1 .,-1 ~ ~ :1 ',-1 :1 ·~1 ~ ~ :1 ',-I :1 -,-I ~ ~ :1 
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+ I + I + I + I + I + I + I + I + I 

High schools Middle schools Elementary schools 

'Student pers. vict I n + + *- + + 

Teacher pers. vic tin *- + + + + + 

Student prop. viet 'n + + + + 

Alcohol/drugs + + + + *-

Illegal behaviors **- + + + **- + 

Disruption ***- + **- + + + + 

Student pers. safety + + + + + + + 

Tension + + + + *+ 

Fear + + + + *-

Student pers. vic t' n + + + + *-

Teacher pers. viet 'n **- *- + **+ ***+ ***-

Student prop. viet 'n + + 

Teacher prop. viet 'n **- + + + *+ 

Teacher car vict'n ***- *- + + 

Illegal behaviors + + *+ **+ + *-

Disruption + **,~- + **+ **+ 

Student pers. safety + *- + + + 

Safety vandalism/theft + **- *+ **+ + **+ I 
Tension + **+ *+ I 
Fear *- + + **+ 1 

-----~--------

j P < .10; ** P ( .05; '1,** P " .Ol. A + indicates teams with the strategy thrust labelled + (first in pair) 
have mOr'e reduction in crime than teams with the strategy thrust labelled -
(second in pair). A - indicates the reverse. 
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Appendix D 

Relative Standing of Strategy Thrust Groups 
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Relative Standing of Strategy Thrust Groups 

High Middle Elementary 

Probability of strategy thrust group showing 1 
greater crime reduction than other two groups 

Discipline - student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

Communications - student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

Human relations - student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

Probability of strategy thrust groups showing 
less crime reduction than other two groups 

Discipline - student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

Communications student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

Human relations - student measures 

teacher measures 

stud+tchr measures 

** 

** 

** 
*** 

**** 

** 

*** 

** 

* 

lprobabilities are based on sign test which takes account of the direction 
but not the amount of differences among groups. 

* p < .10; ** p <..05; *** P < .01; ****p <. .001. 
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Appendix E 

Correlations: Objective Change Targets x Change in Crime Levels 
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I 
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Student pers. victln -12 01 -03 -00 
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Student prop. victln -04 04 -10 **-41 
Ul 
Q) Teacher prop. vict In 04 -04 -06 -08 H 
;:l 
Ul Teacher car victln -25 02 19 -16 til 
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;:E: Illegal behaviors -01 -02 09 -17 
H 
Q) Disruption **-33 -16 -20 -24 ..c 
u 
til Student pers. safety 10 16 -04 ** 40 Q) 
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Safety vandalism/theft 16 05 -03 22 

Tension **-33 17 -04 02 

\ Fear **-33 05 -05 -11 
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Correlations: Team Objectives x Change in Crime Levels 
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High Schools (n=57, St~dent measures; n=58, Teacher measures) 
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Elementary Schools (n=27) 
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Correlations: Crime Reduction Targets x Change in Crime Levels 
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Elementary Schools (n=30) 
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