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PREFACE 


We count on schools t o  prepare young people f o r  the respons ib i l i t i es  o f  

adu l t  l i f e .  A t  best, t h i s  i s  a d i f f i c u l t  task. It i s  f a r  more d i f f i c u l t  

when students cannot learn  and teachers cannot teach because there i s  

disorder i n  the classroom and they are a f r a i d  t o  be i n  school. 

I n  the 1970s, the problem o f  school crime was brought t o  nat ional  a t tent ion,  

1 argely through the e f f o r t s  o f  the Bayh Comni t t e e  hearings (U .S. Congress, 

1975, 1976, 1977) and the Safe School Study sponsored by the National 

I n s t i t u t e  o f  Education (1978). The Of f i ce  o f  Juvenile Just ice and Delinquency 

Prevention (OJJDP) was asked t o  explore ways i n  which the federal government 

might help reduce problems o f  violence and vandalism i n  the schools. I n  1975, 

OJJDP supported a planning study aimed a t  designing an appropriate r o l e  f o r  

the Just ice Department i n  the area o f  school crime (Research f o r  Bet ter  

Schools, 1976). 

As one outcome o f  t h i s  study, OJJDP made funds avai lab le t o  the Alcohol and 

Drug Abuse Education Program (ADAEP) i n  the then Of f ice o f  Education t o  

develop a program f o r  the  reduct ion o f  school crime. ADAEP had been working 

f o r  several years t o  reduce problems o f  alcohol and drug abuse i n  schools. 

I t s  program, the School Team Approach, was seen by OJJDP as a promising 

method o f  deal ing w i th  the broader school crime problem. 

Under an inter-agency agreement, OJJDP transferred funds t o  ADAEP t o  al low 

a t e s t  o f  the School Team Approach as a means o f  reducing crime i n  publ ic  

schools. The program plan was worked out j o i n t l y  by the two agencies. 

Evaluation o f  i t s  impact was ca r r i ed  out by OJJDP through i t s  research and 

evaluat ion arm, the National I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Juvenile Just ice and Delinquency 

Prevention, under a grant t o  the  Social Action Research Center. 

The i n i t i a l  agreement c a l l e d  f o r  t r a i n i n g  teams i n  81 schools serving grades 

5 through 12, the t r a i n i n g  t o  be ca r r i ed  out by three o f  ADAEP's regional 

Tra in ing Centers. The evaluat ion was t o  fo l low the teams f o r  a year, from 

t ra in ing .  i n  the spr ing o f  1977 t o  the spring o f  1978. 



In the spring of 1977, OJJDP expanded the inter-agency agreement to  a1 low 

training of an additional 210 teams, the training to  be carried out by a11 

f ive Training Centers. The evaluators worked closely w i t h  OJJDP and ADAEP 
s t a f t  t the next few months t o  design this second (Phase 2 )  program which 

was to  overlap w i t h  the one already underway. The Phase 2 teams were t o  be 

trained i n  two groups, 135 i n  1977-78 and 75 i n  1978-79. Both groups were 

t o  be followed through the 1979-80 school year. 

The primary purpose of both evaluations was to  assess the effectiveness of 
the School Team Approach as a means of reducing crime, disruptive behavior, 

and fear of crime in schools. Beyond this, both evaluators and funders 

shared a comnon concern w i t h  the process bv which change is brought about 
and the conditions under which i t  is  most l ikely to  occur. 

Evaluation of the Phase 2 program i s  the subject o f  the present report. 

(Findings from the Phase 1 evaluation have been described ear l i e r :  Social- 

Action Research Center, 1979, 1980). The following Phase 2 reports are 
a1 so avai 1able: 

Supplemental description of i n i t i a l  school violence levels and of 
techni cal method01 ogy . February 1983. . 

T h i s  report provides background data for  Cha~te r  2. 

Supplemental description of data col 1 ection and measure development: 
team projects. January 1983. 

T h i s  report 'provides background data for  Chapter 3. 

Reducing school crime: a guide t o  program interventions. April 1983. 

T h i s  report presents the findings from Chapter 3 i n  a format 
designed t o  made i t  useful for  both team trainers and school 
s ta f f .  Findings are presented over s ix  problem areas (vandal ism, 
thef t ,  drug and alcohol availabil i ty.  attacks on students, attacks 
on teachers, and school climate) for  high, middle, and elementary 
schools. 

Supplemental description of data col 1 ection and measure development: 
team continuation in the schools. December 1982. 

T h i s  report provides background data fo r  Chapter 4. 



Teams and clusters:  implementation of the School Team Approach. 
July 1980. 

T h i s  report provides additional background for  Chapter 4. 
I t  describes team and cluster  operati on and functioning 
based on data collected during s i t e  visits to  the schools 
i n  1979. 

Inquiries should be addressed t o  the National Ins t i tu te  for  Juvenile Justice 
and Del inquency Preventi on. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

What is the School Team Approach? 

A team i s  a work group, drawn from the s taf f  of an organization, whose 
purpose i s  to improve organizational effectiveness. Over the l a s t  decade, 
the use of teams i n  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.ug 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 cormunity youth agen-cies. 

The team spends two weeks i n  intensive training a t  one of ADAEP's f ive 
Regional Training Centers. Team members have two goals i n  training: to  
learn to work together as a problem-solving group and to  develop a plan 
of action to meet the specific problems of thei r  school. The Training 
Center provides a limited amount of technical assistance to help the team 
carry out the ac t iv i t i es  outlined i n  i ts  action plan. 

This i s  a low-cost program that  re l i es  on volunteer participation by school 
s ta f f  and comnunity 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 a f t e r  the withdraw1 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 t o  the problems of school crime, fear  of 
crime, and disruptive behavior. Schools w i t h  documented crime problems 



applied to the ADAEP Training Centers for participation in the program. 
The schools selected included over 200 high, middle, and elementary schools 
located in 47 c i t i e s  throughout the country. 

Each group of schools showed a wide range of problem behavior--vandalism, 
thef t ,  extortion, beatings, threats  of harm, classroom disruption, drug use, 
and sexual assaults. Not a l l  school crime is s'eriously "criminal ,"b u t  

th i s  i s  also true of juvenile crime on the s t reets .  

In common w i t h  the Safe School Study reported to the Congress i n  1978, we 
found that a l l  types of problem behavior, w i t h  the exception of alcohol and 
d r u g  use, are more comnon in middle and elementary than i n  high schools, b u t  

the same kinds  of behavior occur i n  a l l  three groups. The pattern of crime 
behavior, however, varies w i t h  the age of students as does adult response 
to  student crime. This suggests that  school crime represents d is t inct  
syndromes, requiring different treatments, a t  different school levels. 

The participating agencies shared a commitment to obtain the most comprehensive 
information possible on crime i n  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 
ac t iv i t i es  were used t o  address three questions: 

Does the School Team Approach reduce crime i n  schools? 

What kinds of team ac t iv i t i es  are most l ikely to  lead to  crime 
reduction? 

Do school teams become self-sustaining problem-sol ving groups? 

Does the School Team Approach reduce crime in schools? 

Reduction i n  crime was measured by differences between in i t i a l  student and 
teacher reports and those of the subsequent two years. T h i s  is what we 
found: 

1. Effective teams can reduce the extent of crime in thei r  schools. 
The longer the time teams work effectively, the greater the reduction 
i n  crime. 



2. 	 Not a l l  kinds of crime change a t  the same rate.  I t  i s  harder to reduce 
thef t  and drug use i n  schools than to reduce personal victimization, 
classroom disruption, and fear of crime. 

3. 	 Crime decreases most rapidly i n  the early months af team act iv i ty ,  then 
continues to decrease a t  a slower rate. This suggests a honeymoon effect  
a f t e r  teams return from training when the expectation of change occurring 

' i n  the school may be high. The v i s ib i l i t y  of the team and its ac t iv i t i es  
may be a factor in i n i t i a l  change. I t  may al'so account for  the more 
favorable responses of teachers than students as reporters of crime 
reduction, since teachers are more l ikely than students to be aware of 
team act iv i t ies .  

4. 	 Reduction i n  disruptive behavior, attacks on students and teachers, and 
tension in the school is greater i n  middle than i n  e i ther  h i g h  or 
elementary schools. T h i s  suggests that  a team's i n i t i a l  ef fect  in the 
more turbulent schools is  t o  cool out disorderly behavior. 

What kinds of team ac t iv i t i es  are most l ikely to  lead to crime reduction? 

Each team develops i t s  own mix of crime reduction ac t iv i t i es .  These 
ac t iv i t i es ,  or projects, are based on the team's appraisal of the needs 
of i ts  own school and its judgment of what will improve the school 
environment and reduce crime. 

Teams typically t r y  three or  four different  projects as part of thei r  
action plan. These cover a wide range of ac t iv i t ies .  Here are some 
examples: 

' a time-out room for  disruptive students i n  l ieu of suspension 
' us ing  students as monitors t o  keep order i n  the halls  
' recreational ac t iv i t i es  that  involve both students and teachers 
' teacher v i s i t s  t o  the homes of problem students 
' rewards for  students that  behave well 
' a student/teacher/parent task force to work on the problem of 

vandal ism 
' small group meetings i n  which students and teachers talk about 

the i r  feelings about each other 
' a student advisory councii to  work w i t h  school administrators 



What kinds o f  pro jects  work best? This depends on the grade leve l  o f  the 

' school. The high school teams tha t  are most e f f e c t i v e  i n  reducing crime 

t r y  t o  increase comnunication w i th in  the school and between the school and 

the comnuni ty. They focus on act ive, responsible pa r t i c i pa t i on  and the 

. 	involvement o f  both students and adul ts  i n  so lv ing school problems. 
*' 

They 

promote the development o f  knowledge and competencies t h a t  w i l l  a i d  students 

i n  deal ing w i th  the world beyond the school. 

The middle and elementary school teams t h a t  are most e f f e c t i v e  i n  reducing 

crime t r y  t o  improve the school's handling o f  d i s i p l i n e  and secur i ty  and 

the overa l l  safety o f  the  school. E f fec t ive  middle school teams also work 

on improving teacher/parent re la t ionships.  E f fec t ive  elementary school 

teams work on improving re lat ionships between students and teachers. 

What works best i n  reducing crime depends on the age o f  the students, how 

they seem themselves i n . r e l a t i o n  t o  adults, and how t h e i r  behavior i s  viewed 

by the adults around them. 

There are three broad themes t h a t  ho ld across schools generally. 

1. 	 It i s  necessary t o  have a minimum o f  order before student behavior w i l l  

change. Students and teachers need t o  fee l  t ha t  the school i s  safe and 

t h a t  someone i s  i n  contro l .  Once reasonable order i s  established, f u r the r  

e f fo r t s  t o  contro l  behavior are counterproductive. I n  middle and 

elementary schools, a t ten t i on  t o  secur i ty  and improving the school's 

d i sc ip l i na ry  system helps t o  reduce classroom d is rup t ion  and attacks 

on students and teachers. I n  elementary schools, t h e f t  i s  reduced as 

wel l .  I n  high schools, where d is rup t ion  i s  less o f  a problem, such 

e f f o r t s  are not  e f f e c t i v e  i n  reducing crime. 

2. 	 E f f o r t s  t o  involve students and teachers i n  so lv ing imnediate school 

problems and t o  open up comnunication between adversary groups--students 

and teachers, teachers and parents--are more e f fec t i ve  i n  reducing crime 

than e f f o r t s  t o  improve student and teacher morale, t h e i r  abi  1 it y  t o  

get along w i th  others, o r  t h e i r  understanding o f  t h e i r  own behavior. 

It appears easier t o  change people through t h e i r  pa r t i c i pa t i on  i n  work 

on problems o f  importance t o  them than.through e f f o r t s  t o  b r i ng  about 

personal change. 



3. 	 I t  helps to involve parents. The optimal form of this involvement 
varies from one school level to another, b u t  the presence of parents 
i n  some kind of active problem-solving role i s  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 t h i r d  of the teams (37 percent) were active i n  their  schools 
in the year following the end of federal support (they were then i n  

their third or fourth year of operation). A f i f th  of the teams 
(20 percent) were active in the following year. 

There are many forms of team continuance and these figures underestimate 
the extent of team influence. Team activit ies may be taken over by 

other groups w i t h i n  the school. A team's projects may become part of 
the school ' s regular act ivi t ies ,  thus making a permanent difference 
i n  how the school operates. Individual team members may in i t ia te  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 i s  a crucial factor i n  team functioning 
and continuance. The greatest enemies to  the continuance of teams are 
the withdraw1 of support from the principal and the loss of team members 
through staff turnover, layoffs, or school reorganization. What keeps 
teams going i s  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 d is t r ic t  and from the 
Training Centers. Schools i n  our study were selected in clusters of 
four from the same d i s t r i c t  and funds were provided for part of the 
salary of a district-level cluster coordinator for a few months af ter  
training. Teams fared better when the d is t r ic t  continued to support 
the coordinator af ter  the withdraw1 of federal funds, and they fared 
better when there were other teams s t i l l  active i n  the same dis t r ic t .  



The continuing support o f  the Tra in ing Centers i s  important t o  the 

continuance o f  many teams. Tra in ing Centers provide assistance w i t h  

the de.velopment o f  team pro jects  and w i th  i n te rna l  team problems. 

They also work as mediators w i th  and t ra ine rs  o f  both administrators 

and teaching s t a f f  and thus help create more hospitable se t t ings  f o r  

team a c t i v i t y .  

Concl usions and recomnendati ons 

1. 	 The School Team Approach, when implemented wel l ,  i s  an e f f e c t i v e  and 

r e l a t i v e l y  low cost way t o  deal w i th  the problems o f  school crime, 

disrupt ion, and fear  o f  crime. 

The School Team Approach i s  not a f ixed in tervent ion developed f o r  

a s ing le set o f  problems. It i s  a way t o  mobi l ize l o c a l  school and 

community people t o  solve a va r ie t y  of school-related problems and 

t o  equip them w i th  the s k i l l s  t o  do so e f fec t i ve l y .  It i s  an open 

and growing system and allows room for adaptation t o  changes i n  

school and comnunity needs. 

2. 	 There i s  a r o l e  f o r  both loca l  problem-solving and f o r  a spec i f i c ,  

though l imi ted,  federal  r o l e  a t  the loca l  level .  

The School Team Approach l i e s  midway between two opposing posi t ions on 

the use o f  federal funds : designing a program a t  the federal  l eve l  f o r  

l oca l  implementation vs. tu rn ing  money over t o  l oca l  agencies t o  use 

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

o f  bu i l d ing  on l oca l  knowledge and experience and the importance o f  

providing the expert ise necessary t o  put loca l  experience t o  e f f e c t i v e  

use. It allows recogni t ion o f  the great di f ferences among schools t h a t  

requi re programs t a i l o r e d  t o  f i t  ind iv idua l  needs, resources, obstacles, 

leve ls  o f  sophist icat ion, and p o l i t i c a l  r e a l i t i e s .  

I t s  aim i s  t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  the federally-funded program a f te r  the 

withdraw1 o f  federal support. What i t  proposes t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  i s  

no t  a spec i f i c  program o r  set o f  programs but ra ther  the presence i n  

the school o f  a t ra ined  change e n t i t y  t h a t  can be cont inua l ly  responsive 

t o  the course o f  l oca l  h is tory .  



3. Local wisdom i s  not necessarily suf f ic ient  t o  guarantee wise and ef fec t ive  
choices i n  change e f fo r t s .  

Teams do not always choose those s t ra tegies  f o r  change tha t  a re  most 
l ike ly  t o  reduce problems i n  t h e i r  schools. Team effectiveness could 
be improved by giving teams, during t raining,  available knowledge on 
what works best in each type of school and by building in to  the t raining 
system provision f o r  the ongoing collection and feedback of information 
on team project outcomes. 

4. Teams do be t t e r  the greater  the diversi ty  and extent of t h e i r  support 
sys tems . 
Three kinds of action can improve the longevity of teams: strengthening 
in-school support, bui  1ding a supportive network w i t h i n  the school 
d i s t r i c t ,  and continuing technical assistance support over a longer 
period of time. 

The act ive support of the  principal is  crucial t o  team performance and 
t o  team continuance i n  the school. More lead time should be given t o  
developing a strong base of principal (and, i f  possible, s t a f f )  support. 
Since comnitted principals may leave schools and be replaced by less  
comnitted ones, resources should be provided t o  maintain this support 
a f t e r  teams have been trained. 

The t ra in ing  of teams i n  c lus ters  of schools from the same d i s t r i c t  and 
the provision of a c l u s t e r  coordinator contributes t o  team continuance, 
Time and resources should be devoted t o  the development and maintenance 
of d is t r ic t - leve l  support fo r  team ac t iv i ty .  

Team longevity is increased when contact w i t h  t he  Training Center is  

maintained over a longer period sf time. T h i s  contact--phone c a l l s ,  
occasional s i t e  v i s i t s ,  and the inclusion of team members i n  regional 
t ra in ing  workshops--is considerably l e s s  expensive than the t raining 
of new teams. 



5. 	 I t  is important t o  measure both the  qua l i t y  of a new program and i ts  

impact over time. 

The s t rength of a program intervention may wax and wane over time. 
We found substant ia l  numbers of teams t h a t  improved their performance 
a f t e r  a shaky beginning and others  t h a t  f e l l  apa r t  a f t e r  i n i t i a l  good 
performance. This process may continue over ,time, w i t h  team performance 
varying a s  the  team's membership and its base of support  change. In 
general, assessing intervent ion e f f e c t s  a f t e r  longer time in t e rva l s  than 
a re  usual ly  allowed f o r  i n  program evaluations should give a b e t t e r  
indication of an in te rvent ion ' s  power t o  bring about change. 

6. 	 The School Team Approach o f f e r s  a way t o  c r ea t e  promising s i t e s  f o r  
research and development on delinquency and i t s  prevention. 

I t  takes time t o  build a new program and t o  c rea te  the  conditions under 
which i t  can be car r ied  out e f fec t ive ly .  Many new programs make minimal 
contr ibut ions  t o  knowledge--and a r e  of l imited value t o  their federal 
sponsors--because they a r e  weak and poorly implemented and because they 
receive l i t t l e  o r  no support from the s e t t i n g  in  which they a r e  carr ied 
out.  

I t  would be l e s s  cos t ly  t o  t r y  ou t  new ideas i n  s e t t i n g s  t h a t  have proved 
hospitable t o  change e f f o r t s  and i n  which skill i n  developing new 
programs has already been demonstrated. The School Team Approach has 
created a number of s e t t i n g s  of t h i s  kind: schools i n  which teams have 
functioned e f f ec t ive ly  over a period of several years .  This program is  

a way t o  develop research and development capab i l i t y  within schools. I t  
i s  a l so  a way t o  develop promising leads f o r  new approaches t o  delinquency 
reduction. 

T h i s  study has a l s o  pointed t o  some valuable areas  f o r  fu tu re  research. 
The most important of these concerns dif ferences  in  the way crime problems 
are reported within the  same school. How much crime there  i s  and how much 
of  	a t h r e a t  t o  sa fe ty  i t  represents is  not seen i n  t h e  same way by a l l  of a 
school ' s  students,  nor by a13 of i ts  teachers.  Younger s tudents ,  f o r  example, 

tend t o  be more concerned about crime than o lder  students.  Girls tend t o  



view crime problems more ser ious ly  than do boys. The r e l a t i v e  minor i ty /  

ma jor i t y  status o f  the student o r  teacher i s  also important (e.9. , being 

a black student i n  a school t h a t  i s  predominantly white vs. a school t h a t  

i s  predominantly black) . 

Differences i n  views o f  crime may a lso be re la ted  t o  whether o r  not  the 

student o r  teacher has been a crime vict im, t o  whether the student holds 

pro-school o r  anti-school a t t i tudes ,  t o  the student's perception of the 

a t t i t udes  o f  other students, t o  the way the teacher views students, and 

t o  the teacher's educational p r i o r i t i e s .  

I f  we could 1 earn what combinations o f  background, experiences, and a t t i tudes  

contr ibute t o  d i f f e r e n t  perceptions o f  the same school environment, we would 

be i n  a be t te r  pos i t ion t o  develop crime reduction programs targeted t o  

those groups w i th in  a school t ha t  are most threatened, most f ea r fu l ,  and 

most a t  r i s k .  
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Chapter 1 

BACKGROUND OF THE EVALUATION 

The School Team Approach 

A team i s  a work group, drawn from the s taf f  of an organization, whose 

purpose i s  to  improve the organization's operation and ab i l i t y  to meet i t s  

goals. Over the l a s t  decade, the use of teams i n  private industry has 

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

effectiveness of public service organizations, though teams have been used 

w i t h i n  school systems. 

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

lead to improved work climate and to positive changes i n  worker at t i tudes and 

job satisfaction, Evidence i s  less  c lear  on the association between the use 

of teams and improved organizational performance, largely because of the 

di f f icul ty  of obtaining adequate performance measures i n  f i e ld  settings. 

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

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

School Team Approach represents the most extensive effor t  to  date a t  

widespread team development i n  e i ther  pub1 i c  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 effor t  to mobilize the resources of the 



local school and i t s  surrounding community t o  deal w i t h  school problems. 

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

members who are given training and technical assistance support to develop 

and carry o u t  projects selected by team members as ways to  reduce the problems 

they see i n  the i r  school, Project selection depends on the team's assessment 

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

for  a few months a f te r  training, b u t  the team i s  expected to continue as an 

ongoing change enti ty i n  the school a f te r  federal support i s  withdrawn. 

The School Team Approach i s  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 problems; 

the role of experts is to a s s i s t  local people to become 
problem-solvers, not to impose solutions from the outside; 

' change i s  an ongoing, not a s t a t i c  process. 

The team intervention, which re l ies  on local in i t i a t ive ,  t h u s  offers wide 

lat i tude for variation i n  i ts  implementation, 

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

through a group of f ive Regional Training Centers, each of which employs 

a small group of trainers and consultants. Over the course of the i r  

development, the Centers have developed ongoing relationships w i t h  school 

d i s t r i c t s  and s t a t e  educational agencies i n  the i r  regions. The basic 

outline of the training system is established by ADAEP central off ice s ta f f ,  

b u t  the Centers have a good deal of autonomy i n  carrying out the training 

mandate, Continuity and comparability across Centers are  maintained 

through on-site visits by central off ice s t a f f ,  quarterly meetings of the 



Center directors,  and yea r l y  meetings o f  the t r a i n i n g  s ta f fs .  

How teams are develo ~ e d  

The School Team Approach involves three steps: 

r e c r u i t i n g  schools 

t r a i n i n g  teams 

providing post- t ra in ing technical  assistance t o  teams 

Recrui t ing schools. The Centers pub1i c i z e  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  federal 

t r a i n i n g  funds, contact ing schools, school d i s t r i c t s ,  and s ta te  educational 

agencies. One o r  more pre- t ra in ing  s i t e  v i s i t s  are made t o  interested 

schools by Training Center s taf f ,  The purpose o f  the s i t e  v i s i t  i s  t o  

acquaint school personnel w i th  the nature o f  the team intervent ion and t h e i r  

expected commitment t o  it. Schools selected for pa r t i c i pa t i on  then choose 

a group o f  school and comnunity members who w i l l  form the team. The group--

typ ica l  1y seven i n  number--incl udes teachers, counselors, the pr inc ipa l  o r  

another administrator, a student o r  other young person, and a parent o r  

other comuni t y  representative. 

Training teams. The team attends two weeks o f  res ident ia l  t ra in ing,  along 

w i t h  teams from other schools. Training i s  intensive, generally covering 

both day and evening hours. It i s  devoted t o  bu i ld ing  a team i d e n t i t y  ( the 

team selects one o f  i t s  members t o  serve as team leader), helping the team 

develop an act ion plan, and o f f e r i n g  a va r ie t y  o f  content inputs about the 

causes o f  school problems and possible intervent ions t o  deal w i th  them. 

Training emphasizes the prevention o f  problems before they become serious, 

the creat ion o f  a more humane sch~olenvironment f o r  both students and 



teachers, and the development of problem-solving sk i l l s  that will enable 

the team to deal with both the presenting problems of d r u g  and alcohol 

abuse and w i t h  other school problems as they arise. 

Providing post-training technical assistance to.teams, The team i s  offered 

continued contact w i t h  the Training Center af ter  i t s  members return t o  the 

school, The amount of time available for each team i s  limited by ADAEP 

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

technical assistance per team dur ing  the school year following training). 

The Centers are generally very creative i n  finding ways t o  spread these 

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

w i t h i n  a sing1 e day where appropriate--and 'they also maintain telephone 

contact w i t h  team leaders. Technical assistance may be requested by the 

team or initiated by the Training Center. The amount received by any one 

team varies, depending on both team and Center assessment o f  need. 

Training and technical assistance support have not remained s ta t ic  over the 

years, changes in their  delivery reflecting both learning from experience 

and shif ts  i n  the nature of the schools and their students, In recent years, 

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

change i n  the schools, 

Clusterinq 

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

single teams to recruiting teams from clusters of schools w i t h i n  the same 

dis t r ic t .  Typically, a cluster consists of a h i g h  school and three feeder 

elementary or junior h i g h  schools. The activit ies of the schools are 



coordinated by a d i s t r i c t - l eve l  s t a f f  person who serves a s  c lus t e r  coordinator. 

Clustering is  intended t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the work of teams i n  individual schools 

by promoting the exchange of ideas and support and by d i rec t ly  involving 

s t a f f  a t  the d i s t r i c t  level who a re  i n  a position t o  f a c i l i t a t e  and support 

change e f f o r t s  i n  the schools. I t  is  also intended t o  consolidate changes 

occurring among students i n  the  feeder schools through the development of 

s imilar  programing i n  t he  high schools. 

The Evaluation Plan 

Background 

The interagency agreement cal led for  t raining teams i n  81 schools serving 

grades 5 through 12, the t raining t o  be carr ied out by three of ADAEP's 

f ive  Regional Training Centers. Funds covered expenses of team members for 

two weeks of o f f - s i t e  t ra in ing ,  four days of post-training technical assistance 

per team, and part  of the  sa lary  of the team ieader f o r  a period of up to 

12 months. 

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

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

of team a c t i v i t y  on the level of crime and fea r  of crime i n  the participating 

schools. Attention was a1 so t o  be given t o  the process by which change is 

brought about. . 

Current evaluation 

In the l a t e  spring of 1977, OJJDP expanded the interagency agreement t o  allow 

the t raining of 210 additional teams. We worked closely w i t h  OJJDP and ADAEP 



s t a f f  over the  next few months t o  design this second program which was t o  

overlap w i t h  the one already underway. Evaluation of the  "Phase 2" program 

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

( the  i n i t i a l  81 teams) are  described elsewhere (Social Action Research Center, 

The Phase 2 agreement cal led fo r  t raining 55 c lus te r s ,  35 i n  the f i r s t  year 

and 20 in the second year of the program. A c lus t e r  was defined as  four 

"organizationally related" schools (a few three-school c lus t e r s  were a1lowed) 

and recruitment was done a t  a d i s t r i c t  level.  For purposes of the evaluation, 

the  following e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements were imposed: 

schools must  be located i n  a c i t y  of over 100,000 population, the 
la rges t  c i t y  i n  the  s t a t e  or  t e r r i t o r y ,  o r  a Standard Metropol i tan  
S t a t i s t i c a l  Area tha t  included a c i t y  w i t h  a population over 100,000; 

schools must  serve students i n  grades 6 through 12; 

schools mus t  document a t  l e a s t  25 crimes against persons per 1,000 
students during the 1976-77 school year; 

teams mus t  include a school securi ty d i rec tor  o r  equivalent and 
a representative of the local juvenile jus t i ce  system; 

schools must make a commitment t o  cooperation w i t h  the  evaluation, 

OJJDP monies were made avai lable  t o  pay d i s t r i c t  s t a f f  persons t o  work up to  

50 percent time as  coordinators of the  c lus ters ,  t o  support the training of 

team members and c lus te r  coordinators, and t o  provide an average of four days 

of post-training technical assis tance per team. The cos t  of the to ta l  

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

d i r ec t ly  t o  the  schools and t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  off ices .  



Our concern about lack of a baseline against which t o  measure change i n  the 

Phase 1 teams l e d  t o  recomnending an experimental/control design f o r  Phase 2.  

This fit w i t h  ADAEP's need t o  spread t r a i n i n g  o f  the 210 new teams over a 

two-year period. The evaluat ion plan ca l led  f o r  se lect ion of a l l  teams i n  

the f a l l  o f  1977, wi th  random assignment i n t o  two t r a i n i n g  periods: the 

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

A1 1 o f  the pa r t i c i pa t i ng  schools would c o l l e c t  data on the leve l  o f  crime and 

fear  o f  crime a t  three points: p r i o r  t o  f i r s t - yea r  t ra in ing,  a year l a t e r  

( p r i o r  t o  second-year t ra in ing )  , and two years 1 ater.  

Selection 

XYZ = c o l l e c t i o n  o f  crime data 

T = team t r a i n i n g  

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

w i t h  a team (experimental o r  A team schools) w i t h  schools tha t  do not have 

a team (control  o r  B team schools), By measuring change i n  crime between .-
points  X and Z f o r  the A teams and points Y and Z f o r  the B teams, we can 


address the concern o f  ADAEP s t a f f  t ha t  change i n  the school may not be 


apparent before two years o f  team a c t i v i t y .  


Evaluators and funders shared a common concern w i th  the process by which 



change in schools i s  b rough t  about and the conditions under which i t  i s  most 

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

longitudinal data on team and cluster act ivi t iy  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 t o  the two training cycles was done by evaluation staff .  I t  was 

necessary to assign w i t h i n  regions, since each Training Center was required 

t o  train seven clusters in the f i r s t  year and five in the second, Random 

assignment was modified by prior matching on c i ty  size before selection. 

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

each training cycle. 

Training 

Training of the f i r s t  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 scheduli'ng their  training was difficult.  Only half of the 

f i r s t  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 i n  the following school year. 

Spreading training over a 7-month period in the f i r s t  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 



Table 1-1 

Number o f  C l u s t e r s  Trained by Tra in ing Month 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

Apri 1 


Total 

( p o i n t s  XYZ i n  the diagram). The consequences o f  both sets o f  v a r i a t i o n  

f o r  the a n a l y s i s  o f  change i n  cr ime a r e  discussed i n  Chapter 2. 

Technical a s s i s t a n c e  

Post - t ra in ing t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e  was t o  be completed by t h e  end o f  

September 1978 f o r  t h e  A ( f i r s t  y e a r )  teams and a y e a r  l a t e r  f o r  the 

B teams. An extens ion allowed t h e  Training Centers  t o  spread t echn ica l  

a s s i s t a n c e  v i s i t s  over an a d d i t i o n a l  year .  The program was thus  not  

o f f i c i a l l y  terminated u n t i l  t h e  end o f  September 1980. 

Final sample: school l e v e l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

The schools  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  program included high, middle o r  j u n i o r  high, 

and elementary schools  i n  a r a t i o  o f  2:2:1. The r a t i o  held f o r  both t r a i n i n g  

cycles. The elementary schools were about e q u a l l y  d iv ided between K-6 and 



K-8 schools. Since the study was limited to grades 6 and above, we sampled 

only a portion of the school population i n  collecting elementary school 

crime data, though team interventions i n  these schools were generally directed 

to  the school as a whole. Our findings for elementary schools t h u s  represent 

an averaging of effects  across two subgroups o f .  schools differing both in 

the age range of thei r  students and i n  social set t ing characteristics 

associated w i t h  age. 

Final sample: variation 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 d i s t r i c t  

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

223 teams, not a l l  of which were considered part of th i s  study. We excluded 

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

clusters.  This l e f t  214 teams i n  the final sample. 

The number of teams represented i n  the findings reported i n  the next three 

chaptersvaries from one s e t  of analyses to another. Not a l l  schools provided 

longitudinal information on crime levels and not a l l  teams provided 

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 small e r  number. 



Evaluation Questions 

The evaluation addressed three major questions: 

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

This was the primary question presented for evaluation. The evaluation 

p l a n  called for comparing change in the amount af crime, disruptive 

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

1977-78 (the A teams) and those trained i n  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 i n  the schools, would show more 

crime reduction than the B teams, 

Problems i n  the implementation of the evaluation plan reduced the 

differences i n  available intervention time between the A and B teams 

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

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

comparison original ly pilanned, the other combining A and B groups and 

looking a t  the effect of available intervention time. In both sets of 

analyses we took account of the quality of the team intervention, We 

also looked a t  the effect of external events i n  the school that might 

be expected to interfere w i t h  teamefforts a t  school change. These 

analyses are reported i n  Chapter 2. 

2. What kinds of team activit ies are most likely to lead t o  crime reduction? 

What i s  the best way t o  reduce school crime? While not intended as a 

t e s t  of specific approaches to fighting crime, the eval uation offered 



an opportunity t o  look a t  the relationships between a variety of team 

interventions and reductions in several areas of school crime. 

Teams typically t r y  several interventions or projects a s  part of their 

action plan for reducing crime. We defined, for each team, the general 

strategy they adopted i n  working for change, the specific kinds of change 

they hoped to b r i n g  about, and the kinds of crime problems they were 

concerned w i t h  changing. We looked a t  the relationship of each of these 

three ways of describing team interventions t o  the reduction of crime i n  

the school and drew some conclusions about promising approaches to crime 

reduction. These analyses were done separately for h i g h ,  middle, and 

elementary schools. They are reported i n  Chapter 3.  

Do school teams become self-sustaining probl em-sol v i n g  groups? 

A t  i t s  best, the School Team Approach i s  expected to result i n  the 

institutional ization of the team as a part of the school 's  regular 

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

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

be done to improve on these expecteds? 

To answer these questions, we gave questionnaires and interviews t o  

team leaders and cluster coordinators i n  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. 



Chapter 2 

SCHOOL TEAM IMPACT ON CRIME AND DISRUPTION 

The f i r s t - - and  a l l  t o  o f t e n  only--question asked a t  the completion o f  an 

innovat ive  s o c i a l  program is: "Did i t  work?" In keeping w i t h  this t r a d i t i o n ,  

we give  our  answers t o  the ques t ions  o f  t h i s  kind t h a t  can be asked o f  the 

School Team Approach before examining , i n  1 a t e r  chap te r s ,  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  and 

more i n c i s i v e  ques t ions  of  t h e  r o l e  of  program processes  i n  br inging about 

change. 

As the d e s c r i p t i o n  of  t h e  School Team Approach i n  the previous chap te r  

i n d i c a t e s ,  the " i tn  i n  any did-it-work ques t ion  is, by des ign,  a c t u a l l y  a 

d i v e r s e  c o l l e c t i o n  of d i s t i n c t i v e  p r o j e c t s  s t imula ted  by a shared t r a i n i n g  

i n i t i a t i v e  and, a t  a very general l e v e l ,  shared o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  change. 

Beyond these inchoate  and a b s t r a c t  s i m i l a r i t i e s  l i e s  much uniqueness i n  

individual  team s t r a t e g i e s  and o b j e c t i v e s ,  de r iv ing  from team concern f o r  

the s p e c i f i c  problem s i t u a t i o n  i n  their school.  To do j u s t i c e  t o  t h i s  

d i f fuseness ,  here  and i n  l a t e r  chap te r s ,  we will need t o  ask  many did-it-work 

ques t ions :  w h y d i d  i t  work? where d id  i t  work? f o r  which kind o f  problems. 

d id  i t  work? And f o r  each o f  these ,  which of  the many "its" we have s tudied  

y i e l d  p o s i t i v e  answers t o  o u r  eva lua t ion  ques t ions?  

Measuring Crime i n  Schools 

Our  experience i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  phase o f  t h e  eva lua t ion ,  along wi th  o t h e r  

r e sea rch  on the problem (National I n s t i t u t e  of  Education, 1978), provided 

some rough gu ide l ines  for how a good s tudy o f  t h e  crime and v io lence  problem 



i n  schools should be designed. We attempted to  address the following issues: 

There is great variety i n  the extent and nature of problems schools 

face, just as there i s  i n  the i r  surrounding communities. 

To obtain dependable information on school crime, extensive effor t  

must be expended i n  the technical aspects of research data collection: 

questionnaire design, sampling procedures, instrument administration, 

data c'oding and analysis, 

I t  makes a difference when i n  the school year one assesses crime and 

violence levels. Conclusions based on comparisons between schools 

observed a t  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 t o  be administered to a large random sample of students 

(we requested 224) and the teacher questionnaire to the ent i re  teaching s taf f  

i n  the participating schools, 

We defined crime broadly, including questions on personal and property 

victimization, drug avai labi l i ty  and other i l legal  behaviors, disruption, 

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

allowed us t o  form problem profiles of schools from both student and teacher .-
perspectives. 

O u r  u n i t  of analysis was schools, not individual students or teachers. As 

we bu i l t  school-level measures of crime, we found that  it makes a tremendous 

difference who w i t h i n  the school is asked to describe i t s  plight. Some 



segments of the school population are affected more di rect ly  by violence 

or are more sensitive to  violence, and th i s  has a complex effect  on how 

thei r  experiences and perceptions are organized. For example, female teachers 

reports higher levels of fear  than male teachers. A s l ight ly  more complicated 

aspect of th i s  concern i s  reflected i n  the finding that ,  w i t h i n  a school, 

the relationship (correlation) between victimization and fear i s  of greater 

magnitude i n  younger than in older students. These crucial resul ts  f l y  i n  

the face of coventional measurement theory, a t  l eas t  when the intent  i s  to 

develop measures descriptive of the school as a whole. 

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

i s  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 t o  the next. Without some form of s t a t i s t i c a l  control, 

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

sampling. We directed considerable resources toward the problem of adjustments 

and weighti ngs of samples (simi 1 a r  to those done i n  epidemiological studies) 

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

next without ambiguity. 

The In i t i a l  Problems School Teams Faced 

Is  school crime "real" crime? Should i t  be taken seriously by an agency 

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

of incidents occurring i n  schools i n  our study: 

El ementary school s 

Student uncooperative, refused to follow directions; threw her desk 
around; misused her books; challenged teacher t o  a fight. 



Four boys jumped one boy w i t h  forks, a butcher kn i fe ,  and razor blades. 


Student h i t  teacher whi le  being constrained from h i t t i n g  two other 

chi ldren, 


Middl e school s 


A group o f  8 t h  grade boys were shaking out other students for  money and 

food over a period o f  a couple o f  months. 

Two boys were p lay ing the  dozens i n  the s ta i rs .  Fight broke out. Hip 

i n j u r y  t o  attacker, 


8 t h  grade student was brought i n t o  the o f f i c e  f o r  smoking, Became very 

abusive and verba l l y  assaulted the assistant p r inc ipa l .  


High schools 


Two students were y e l l i n g  a t  each other, one saying other was spreading 

rumors, other y e l l i n g  back. G i r l  was crying, Two s t a f f  members s p l i t  

them up. 


Student had switchblade k n i f e  on person during school hours--disruptive 

behavior when t o l d  t o  go home--shouted obscenities. 


Offenders were asked t o  leave school grounds because they were not 

pa r t i c i pa t i ng  i n  a c t i v i t y  which was going on. One offender struck a 

v i c t i m  and a f i g h t  s ta r ted  between a11 involved. Teachers were stabbed 

w i th  a kn i fe .  


A t  the least, each o f  these inc idents i s  d is rup t ive  t o  the work o f  the school. 

Not a11 may l i v e  up t o  the reader's expectation o f  a rea l  crime problem. 

Zimring (1 979), discussing trends i n  youth violence, states: "Pub1 i c  and 

l e g i s l a t i v e  concern about v i o l e n t  crime committed by young people tends t o  

c r y s t a l l i z e  around wel l -publ ic ized and unrepresentative episodes o f  v io len t  

crime comnitted by young offenders" (p, 73). He goes on t o  note tha t  most 

a r res ts  f o r  adolescent crimes of violence are i n  categories i n  which the 

po l i ce  label  says l i t t l e  about the degree o f  seriousness o f  the offense: 

robbery (ranging from "unarmed schoolyard extor t ions through armed, 1ife-

threatening, predatory confrontat ions") and aggravated assaul t (ranging 

from " f i s t f i g h t s  through shootings"), Youth violence i n  the community covers 

a wide range o f  seriousness o f  offenses, j u s t  as does youth violence i n  



schools. In both areas, the bulk of offenses fa l l  a t  the less serious end 

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

is significantly different from crime in the s t reets .  

With th i s  digression, we t u r n  now to a description of the crime problems i n  

the schools a t  the outset of the team interventlon. We look f i r s t  a t  the 

incidence of specific kinds of crime behavior, as reported i n  the student 

and teacher questionnaires, and then a t  the summary problem indices that  

form the basis of the outcome change analyses presented la te r  i n  the chapter. 

Taken together, these two will provide the reader w i t h  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 avai labi l i ty  

of drugs and a1 coho1 . W i t h i n  each category, responses are avai lab1 e from ' 

both students and teachers (although not always on s t r i c t l y  parallel se ts  of 

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

endorsing the item (the actual school-level index is s l ight ly  more complicated 

than t h i s ) .  Since crime levels vary w i t h  grade level of the school, data are  

presented separately for h i g h ,  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 i n  the table 



Table 2-1' 

F i r s t  Year Inc idence o f  Personal. V i c t i m i z a t i o n  
(Average .percent o f  Respondents across Schools) 

Students 
f o t a l  ' High Middle Elem. T o t a l  

F i g h t i n g  i n  se l f -de fense 

Threatened w i t h  bea t ing  

Threatened w lkn i fe ,  gun 

~ h r e a t e n e d  wlsexual 

a t t a c k  


Robbery w l f o r c e l t h r e a t  : 

N 
I food 
01 Robbery w l f o r c e l t h r e a t :  

money 
Robbery w l f o r c e l  t h r e a t  : 

clothes/possessions 
H u r t  i n  personal a t t a c k :  

no M.D. 
Hur t  i n  personal a t tack :  

saw M.D. 
Sexual l y  a t tacked 

189 schools 

P r o b a b i l i t y  o f  observed d i f f e r e n c e s  across school l e v e l s :  * p <.05 

*** p < .001 

na = quest ion  n o t  asked 

Teachers 
High Middle Elem. 

190 schools 



ref lec t  the average proportion of respondents i n  a school who reported each 

type of incident. For example, across a l l  schools, the average fraction of 

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

w i t h  11 percent of high school students reporting such an incident, twice 

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

fraction (33 percent) of elementary school students. (The asterisks indicate 

that  in a one-way analysis of variance the differences in fighting i n  self-

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

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

places to be, w i t h  middle and elementary schools usually showing somewhat 

higher incidence of personal victimization. The most frequent types of 

personal offenses against students a re  "threatened w i t h  a beating," 

"robbery w i t h  force or threat:  money," and "hurt i n  personal attack: no M . D . , "  

w i t h  better than one i n  twelve students reporting such incidents. In terms 

of incidents that  i n  the adult or outside-school world would be more clearly 

criminal ("threatened w i t h  knife or gun," "hurt in personal attack: saw M.D. ," 

and "sexual ly  attacked"), incidence ranges from 1.5 percent for  personal 

attacks w i t h  injury in high schools to 3.5 percent for  threats a t  knife- or 

gun-point in middle schools. In a school of 800 students, th i s  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 i n  the sample of 189 schools. 

T u r n i n g  to personal victimization among teachers, two things can be seen 

imnediately. First ,  teachers are less  frequently victims than are  the i r  

students. Second, rates of teacher victimization are  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  



indistinguishable from one school level t o  the next. The most frequent 

category of teacher victimization, as for students, i s  "threatened with 

beating," w i t h  the overall average of 8.9 percent nearly equal1 ing the rate 

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

student attack, while one in 500 i s  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, i t  cannot 

be denied t h a t  teachers, as well as students, work in these schools a t  

considerable risk of personal harm, 

Property victimization. Property victimization incidents reported by students 

and teachers a t  the beginning of the study are sumnarized in Table 2-2, O f  

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

destroyed a t  school i s  the most frequent experience reported, occurring t o  

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

possessions occurs nearly as often, while having food stolen i s  reported 

much less frequently (whether or not i t  actually happens less often), The 

patterns of school -1 eve1 differences i n  student property victimization 

experience i s  substantiqlly the same as for personal victimization, with high 

schools showing considerably lower incidence than either middle or elementary 

schools. 

Teacher property i s  a more likely target of victimization t h a n  their persons, 

As with personal victimization, school level makes practically no difference 

i n  the incidence of property victimization, except for theft of money which 

i s  statistically less frequent in elementary schools. 

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



Table 2-2 

F i r s t  Year Inc idence o f  Proper ty  V i c t i m i z a t i o n  
(Average Percent o f  Respondents across Schools) 

To ta l  
Students 
High Middle Elem. T o t a l  

Teachers 
High Middle Elem. 

T h e f t  o f  food 6.6 *** 4.2 8.0 8.5 na n a na na 

N 
1 

co 

The f t  o f  money . 
The f t  o f  c l o t h e s l o t h e r  

possessions 
Damage/destruct i o n  o f  

possessions 
Car damage 

Car break- in  

18.3 

23.6 

24.5 

na 

na 

*** 15.1 

** 21.3 

*** 17.8 

n a 

n a 

21.2 

25.9 

29.0 

n a 

n a 

19.0 

23.9 

31.3 

na 

na 

8.2 

14.9 

14.7 

14.1 

2.5 

** 9.0 

14.6 

13.1 

13.7 

2.6 

9.0 

14.4 

15.6 

14.2 

2.1 

5.1 

16.4 

16.4 

14.9 

2.9 

Car t h e f t  n a na na na 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.7 

189 schools 190 schools 

Probabi 1 ity  o f  observed d i  f fe rences 

na = quest i o n  n o t  'asked 

across school 1 eve1 s : ** p < .O1 

*** p < .001 



Table 2-3 

F i r s t  Year Reported Ease o f  Obta in ing  I l l e g a l  Substances a t  School 
(Average Percent o f  Respondents across Schools) 

Students Teachers 
To ta l  High Middle Elem. To ta l  High Midd le  Elem. 

Mar i juana 67.5 *** 84.3 65.0 39.0 76.3 *** 93.6 73.0 46.7 


Hero in lo the r  hard  drugs 33.4 *** 40.0 32.7 21.4 34.3 *** 48.1 27.9 17.6 


189 schools 190 schools 

--I 

0 
 Probabi 1 it y  o f  observed d i f f e r e n c e s  across school l e v e l s : *** p < .001 



questionnaire items relevant t o  substance abuse, Because of ant icipated 

school and parental opposition, we chose not t o  ask students about t h e i r  

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

Ins t i tu t e  of Education, 1978), we inquired instead about the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 

i 1 1 egal substances. 

Clearly, students and teachers agree tha t  i t  is  easy t o  ge t  high i n  school. 

Better than 9 out of 10 high school teachers report i t  is very o r  f a i r l y  easy 

to  obtain marijuana a t  school, and be t te r  than 8 out of 10 high school students 

report the same. In general, high school teachers estimate avail abi 1 i t y  

nigher than do t h e i r  students,  w i t h  the la rges t  discrepancy (approximately 

13 percent) concerning the avai labi l  i t y  of alcohol. Teachers i n  high school s 

may be more aware of the  problem or  may define. avai labi l  i t y  d i f ferent ly  than 

t h e i r  students. 

Marijuana i s  roughly twice a s  easy t o  get as  a re  hard drugs such as  heroin, 

w i t h  alcohol f a l l ing  inbetween. For both groups of respondents there i s  a 

strong progression of increasing ava i l ab i l i ty  a s  we move from elementary t o  

middle t o  high schools. Age trends fo r  victimization and substance abuse are 

i n  reverse directions: a s  students become l e s s  disrupt ive,  they seem a t  the 

same time t o  t u r n  increasingly to  the use of alcohol and drugs, 

Global problem indices 

The items described above cons t i tu te  only a f rac t ion  of the questionnaires 

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

main categories of  questions were included, those dealing w i t h  respondent 

perceptions of conditions i n  the school (dimensions of school safe ty)  and 



those dealing w i t h  respondent attitudes and emotions (for example, fear of 

crime), Taking a1 1 of these items together makes for a very large set of 

indicators of school conditions--too large t o  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 i n  several of the original 

questionnaire i terns. This data reduction process, which involve intercorrel a t i  ng 

and factor analyzing the questionnaire items, yielded the scales described i n  

Tab1 e 2-4. A1 1 analyses of the impact of school teams on crime levels were 

carried out on this set of scales. 

I t  can be seen i n  Table 2-4 that the items discussed i n  the previous section 

are represented i n  the final scales, In addition, because of our mu1 t iple 

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

teacher personal victimization and for student property victimization "double 

coverage" i n  the set of final problem indices (that i s ,  both students and 

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

Parallel student and teacher judgments of student safety from personal attack 

are also ava.ilable. The remaining scales describe the school through the 

eyes of the particular respondent group and include school safety from 

vandal ism and theft, illegal behaviors, disruption, tension, and fear, 

Figures 2-1A through 2-1L display init ial  school conditions i n  terms of the 

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

by 1eve1 (el ementary/middl e/hi gh)  and two measures of d i  spersion (the standard 



Table 2-4 

Student and Teacher Global Problem Measures 

Global Problem Measures 1 Student Teacher 

Personal victimization: students 
teachers 

Property victimization: students 
teachers 

A1 coho1 /drug  avai 1 abi 1 i t y  
I11egal behaviors in school 
Di srupti on 
Student safety from personal attack 
School safety from vandalism and thef t  
Tension in the school 
Fear of being attacked 

'personal victimization includes both actual harm and threats  of harm. 
For teachers i t  a1 so includes verbal abuse--a violation of the social 
contract implied in the student/teacher relationship. 

Property victimization includes loss through thef t  of or damage to  one's 

possessions. For teachers there i s  an additional measure of the f t  or 

damage to  the teacher's car. 


11'1 egal behaviors inzl udes steal  ing, se l l  i n g  stolen goods, bringing weapons 
t o  school, breaking school rules, and reports that  teachers are afraid of 
students (the l a t t e r  i s  not an i l legal  behavior, b u t  the item scaled w i t h  
the other i terns). 

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

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 h u r t ,  and avoidance of certain areas w i t h i n  the school. For teachers, 
i t  includes reluctance to  confront misbehaving students and consideration 
of the need for  sel f-protecti ve 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 fo r  a teacher measure of alcohol/drug 
availabil i ty,  b u t  the measure was not computed for  th i s  study. 
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deviation and the range) for each group  of schools. 

Some of the issues that surface when we attempt t o  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 i s  

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

there i s  agreement in the school that: 

' students steal from one another 
' i t  i s  easy t o  get stolen things for sale a t  school 
' many students b r i n g  weapons to school 
' students break school rules any time they think they can 

get away with i t  
' teachers are afraid of students 

While the label "illegal behaviors" does not apply equally we1 1 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 2-16. 

The lefthand panel of the figure indicates that there i s  1 i t t l e  difference 

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

statements--on the average, just over 40 percent. ( I n  other words, despite 

differences i n  self-reports of victimization, students see 1i t t l  e difference 

in this kind of problem behavior among the three school levels. ) T u r n i n g  to 

the righthand panel, however, i t  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 

behaviors occurring i n  their  schools. Elementary school teachers are less 

likely to mention these behaviors than are their students; h i g h  school teachers 

are more likely t o  report them. 



Whose perception i s  correct? I t  i s  in the nature of perception that the 

probable answer i s  bo th .  This being the case, we suspect i t  i s  more f rui t fu l  

to concentrate attention on the possible effects  these different  perceptions 

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

i l legal  behaviors, we would expect a greater proportion of elementary students 

than teachers to be fearful and the reverse to be true in h i g h  schools. This 

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

To digress sl ightly,  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  thei r  nature i s  ei ther  less serious in elementary schools 

or that they are viewed a s  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, 

E l  ementary principal s have fewer meetings w i t h  parenrs around discipl inary 

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

often wear uniforms or carry guns,  The severity w i t h  which various k i n d s  of 

misbehavior are punished increases .from elementary to middle to h i g h  schoolso 

High school principals are  most l ikely of the three to endorse the need to 

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

seen as a problem by teachers i n  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 i n  student reports of il legal 

behaviors, students are a t  less  risk of ei ther  personal or property victimization 



once they have made the transi t ion from middle to  high school (Figures 2-1A 

and 2-1B) and are judged by the i r  fellow students as a t  l e ss  r isk of attack 

by others (Figure 2-71). Older students are also less  l ikely than younger 

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

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

This pattern does not hold fo r  teachers, Though teachers report knowledge 

of more instances of student personal victimization i n  elementary and middle 

than in h i g h  school s (Figure 2-IA),  elementary school teachers judge students 

to  be safer from attack than do thei r  middle and h i g h  school counterparts 

(Figure 2-1 I ) .  Their judgments of student safety are a t  wide variance w i t h  

those of the i r  students who, compared with teachers i n  the same schools, 

more often report danger of personal attack, tension i n  the school, and fear 

of being h u r t .  

T h u s  there are not only diverse kinds of crime b u t  diverse views of the crime 

that  occurs, There are two points to be made from th i s  review, First ,  school 

crime should not be considered solely i n  terms of how many i l legal  acts occur 

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

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

actually experience persona1 victimization, b u t  smaller than the number who 

believe thei r  schools a re  unsafe for  students and the number who report the 

occurrence of i l legal  acts.  To the extent that  i t  interferes w i t h  learning 

and with the quality of school l i f e ,  the perception of the school as dangerous 

i s  as legitimate an object for  intervention as actual crime incidence. 

Second, we' should be prepared to  t h i n k  of school crime in terms of differences 

i n  the developmental and s s c i a i i z a t i o n  needs of students and to take account 



of the meaning that  specific kinds of behavior have a t  different developmental 

stages, Elementary schools are more troubling to thei r  students than to their  

teachers, The reverse may be true i n  h i g h  schools, The crime problem is 

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

what works w i t h  youngers may not be what works w i t h  olders, and that  what 

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

outcome of the Evaluation 

Problems in im~lementation 

The design of the school team program and i t s  evaluation were intended to 

maximize the c la r i ty  w i t h  which program impacts, i f  any, would be demonstrated. 

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

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

extensive outcome assessments were conducted. Had a l l  gone as planned, the 

data would f i t  neatly into a predetermined s t a t i s t i c a l  analysis model, and 

statements of conclusions would have been as sc ient i f ica l ly  sound as any ever 

made i n  the f ie ld  of social program evaluation, 'This commitment to the value 

of unambiguous evaluation findings i s  rare i n  the planning stages of an 

undertaking. The concern for c la r i ty  was coupled w i t h  equal emphasis on 

comprehensiveness: the survey instruments used were thorough; the samples t o  

which they'were administered were the largest ever i n  a study of th i s  k i n d ;  

local processes of program implementation were extensively documented. 

Standards for success i n  the execution of a study of th i s  scope are  nonexistent. 

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

importantly, how much i s  unavoidable? There are no firm answers to these 



questions b u t ,  by many standards, the study was extremely successful and 

careful ly executed, A massive s tore  of information has been accumulated, 

the f irst  e f fo r t s  to  make sense of which are  reported here, More a r e  

needed. 

In carrying out the f irst  major analyses of the' school team database, we 

found ourselves struggling w i t h  the e f fec t s  of a myriad of small discrepancies 

between the study's planned and actual form, which we have gone t o  great  

lengths t o  monitor. T h i s  weakening of a grand plan may have blunted our 

vision. Our  cautiousness is the product of lengthy imnersion i n  the d e t a i l s  

of survey research problems. 

The study was a poor f i t  t o  the mold envisioned i n  the planning stage, The 

simplicity and straightforwardness of the  original analysis plan would conceal 

more than i t  revealed if  we implemented i t  as  planned, B u t  by the same token, 

the investment i n  the experimental model was huge and could not be ignored, 

The question we struggled w i t h  was: insofar a s  the essence of the study, as  

implemented, was arguably a poor approximation t o  controlled experimentation, 

was there another model o r  framework within which c r i t i c a l  weaknesses could 

be turned i n t o  strengths? In other words, we sought a complementary analysis 

approach t h a t  would cap i t a l i ze  on the very features  of the  data tha t  

undermined the s t a t i s t i c a l  va l id i ty  of the original planned experimental 

contrasts.  A t  the  same time we explored ways t o  modify the original analysis 

plan t o  accomodate the r e a l i t i e s  of the data being analyzed, 

The speci f ic  features of the data tha t  we found problematic are  worth 

reviewing here: 



Confounding of training and pretesting. The comparison group model 

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

implementation until a f t e r  a second wave of baseline problem level data 

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

more typical for 0 school teams t o  have been trained and begun work in 

the schools several weeks ( i n  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 i n  the study. 

Departures from the tes t ing schedule. Schools were asked to  administer 

the student and teacher questionnaires a t  the same time each school 

year (ideally in l a t e  November or  early December). This was intended t o  

provide equal interval s (approximately one year) betweeen t e s t i  ng periods 

and to  avoid the problem of variation i n  reported crime w i t h  time of year, 

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

some schools and shorter i n  others, completely blurring the distinctions 

among groups of schools ostensibly i n  different  treatment conditions. 

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

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

ac t iv i ty  (time elapsed since training) a t  the time of the second (Figure 2-2) 

and t h i r d  (Figure 2-3) test ing occasions, 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 contiguous. 

Alternative models for  measuring change 

The two se ts  of analyses described i n  f3is chapter are the product of these 
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methodological considerations. We reasoned that  a dual-pronged analysis 

approach was required to ful ly  address the situation depicted in the foregoing 

f i gures. 

ANOVA model. Since the distributions of "amounts of treatment" d i d  not 

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

analysis model to  show some sensi t iv i ty  t o  team program effects ,  i f  they 

were present, We used a repeated measures analysis of variance, or ANOVA 

model. The prototypical pattern of results  to  be expected w i t h  t h i s  approach 

i s  shown i n  Figure 2-4A. The B teams schools were expected to  show no change 

i n  crime levels d u r i n g  the f i r s t  (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 i n  crime -(comparable to  that  shown by the A team' 

schools in the f i r s t  year) ,  while crime levels i n  the A team schools continued 

to  decrease, 

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

Some program s ta f f  had stated that  i t  takes two years for  a team to make a 

real difference i n  a school. This would suggest a fas te r  ra te  of change in 

the A team schools i n  the second year compared to  the first. I t  could equal ly  

well be argued that  rapid change would occur during the f i r s t  year (because 

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

steps to  deal w i t h  i t s  problems), w l t h  continued improvement, a t  a slower rate,  

i n  the second year. 

Regression model. The al ternative approach to  analysis of program outcomes 

exploits the unwanted differences i n  intervention time among teams, Each. 

assessment of the level of crime i n  a school can be linked w i t h  a specific 





amount o f  team intervent ion:  no in te rvent ion  a t  the pre-test and varying 

amounts o f  in te rvent ion  (0  t o  24 school months) a t  the two post-tests. We 

would expect problem leve l s  i n  the  schools t o  decrease as in te rvent ion  times 

become longer. This p red i c t i on  i s  graphed i n  Figure 2-4B. Again, we made 

no spec i f i c  predic t ions as t o  ra tes  o f  change. 

The second approach (a regression model) makes no d i s t i n c t i o n  between A and 

B teams, Each o f  the three t e s t i n g  periods f o r  a  team i s  t reated as a 

separate po in t  i n  the diagram above. This i s  not a  s t r i c t l y  longi tud inal  

model, since each team does not  contr ibute data a t  each time point. A l l  

teams are sampled a t  0  in te rvent ion  time. D i f fe ren t  sets o f  teams are 

sampled a t  the remaining in te rvent ion  times ( t h i s  can be understood by 

reference t o  Figures. 2-2 and 2-3). This approach assumes t h a t  teams a t  

d i f f e r e n t  in te rvent ion  po in ts  are equivalent except i n  t h e i r  amount o f  

in te rvent ion  i n  the school, an assumption f o r  which we have no compelling 

contradict ions, 

In tervent ion qua l i t y .  Some teams get l i t t l e  accomplished, and take a 

r e l a t i v e l y  long time t o  do it, Others work s w i f t l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y .  It 

seems obvious t h a t  i n  near 200 separate team interventions, some w i l l  be 

done more e f f e c t i v e l y  than others. Q u a l i t y  o f  in tervent ion i s  not general ly 

considered as a fac tor  i n  the  analyses underlying social program evaluations, 

though i t  i s  beginning t o  receive some a t ten t ion  i n  the l i t e r a t u r e  (Cook 

and Pool e, 1982). We wanted t o  incorporate information about team 

effect iveness i n t o  each o f  our analysis models. 

For the ANOVA model we formed subgroups o f  schools based on ra t ings  o f  team 

effectiveness. For the regression model, we conceived of the not ion o f  



"effective intervention time. 'I The intervention time paired w i t h  each 

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

judged to be d u r i n g  the associated period of i t s  activity. Though both 

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

of interest concerning the effects of school team activit ies.  

Neither the analysis of variance nor regression model s are ideal . They are 

a1 ternative 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 delaved start-UD conditions: ANOVA results 

The analyses of variance tes t  for patterns of change in school problem 

levels from the f i r s t  to the second t o  the t h i r d  years of the evaluation. 

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

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

crime and for B schools to begin to show decreases only af ter  beginning 

program implementation (af ter  the second measurement of problem levels). 

This is the situation depicted i n  the figure. 

A slightly less precise, b u t  essentially equivalent analysis result would 

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

i n  A than i n  B schools: i.e., the longer a team works i n  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: stemning a negative trend i s  every 

b i t  as positive an outcome as improving a negative status quo, We shall 



group these two patterns under the heading of cycle effects ,  indicating 

that  schools going through the ear l ier  training cycle ( A  teams) d i d  better 

than those going through the l a te r  cycle ( B  teams). 

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

positive results.  We bu i l t  i n  a t e s t  for this possibi l i ty by forming four 

groups of schools w i t h i n  each training cycle on the basis of how effective 

thei r  teams were judged t o  be in each of the l a s t  two years of the study, 

We used judgments of team functioning made by c lus ter  coordinators, trainers, 

and evaluation s ta f f ,  These were used to form two team effectiveness scales, 

one pertaining to  ac t i v i t i e s  i n  1979 and the other to  ac t iv i t i es  i n  1980. By 

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

groups : 

' 	teams judged high (above average) in effectiveness i n  

both years (56 teams) 


' 	teams judged low (below average) in effectiveness in 

both years (56 teams) 


'	teams judged high i n  effectiveness in 1979 b u t  low i n  

1980 (34 teams) 

teams judged low i n  effectiveness i n  1979 b u t  h i g h  i n  

1980 (31 teams) 


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

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

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

which we may be jus t i f ied  i n  interpreting positively. .If the analysis 

indicates that  a l l  schools, without regard to  cycle or  team effectiveness 

group membership, have improved, i t  i s  possible that  participation i n  the 

school team program may have helped, I t  is  also possible, of course, that  

such a pattern ref lec ts  effects  having nothing t o  do w i t h  the program, and 



so we make no inferences as  t o  the i r  source. Positive (or negative) trends 

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

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

t o  them. 

In a l l ,  changes in 20 d i s t inc t  measures of school conditions (see Table 2-4) 

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

these analyses, Looking f i r s t  a t  the columns headed "overall trends," i t  

appears that ,  very generally, conditions improved i n  the schools participating 

in  the program, especially in the eyes of teachers. The changes seem to  be 

concentrated i n  the subset of school problem indicators best described as 

"soft" outcomes: safety, tension, fear ,  etc,  While less  disruption i s  

reported by the respondents i n  our study, experiences of personal victimization 

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

indicators of crime (increases i n  student and teacher property victimization) 

suggests that  thef t  may be on the upswing in these schools. 

How do we interpret  these a t  best inconsistent and a t  worst disconcerting 

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

have nothing to  do w i t h  the work of school teams, Hence, any interpretation 

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

Assuming team act iv i ty  has influenced these crime trends, i t  is possible t h a t  

e i ther  (a )  the teams a r e  able t o  affect  -mly at t i tudes,  not actual behaviors 

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

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

We will address these further below, 

There i s  a third possibi?f ty,  From our experience w i t h  these schools, a 



Table 2-5 


Summary of Changes in School Problem Levels: ANOVA Estimates 


Student Re~orts Teacher Reports 

Overall Cycle Team effec. Overall Cycle Team effec. 


Global problem measure trends differences x cycle trends differences x cycle 


Personal victimization 

Student-as-victim *1 

Teacher-as-victim ns 

Student safety ns 


Property victimizatiorh 

Student-as-victim ****3 

Teacher-as-victim ns 

V,andalism n s 


Alcohol/drug avail'ty ns n s ns na na na 


N Illegal behaviors ns ns 
I 

W Disruption **2 ns 


Tension ns n s ns ***2 ns ns 

Fear ***2 ** * *2 ns ** 
--

&#fixed trend over three-year period in all schools. 


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


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


ns = not significant 

na := measure not available 

Repeated measures ANOVA includes covariate adjustments for unequal time intervals between testings and for 

effects of disruptive events in the school (e.g., teacher strikes, desegregation). 




picture of "the crime-ridden school" has emerged i n  which a syndrome of 

problems reinforce one another. Victimization i s  rampant, leading t o  student 

and teacher fear and a climate of tension i n  the school, These "soft" 

problems interfere w i t h  teaching and learning every b i t  as much as does 

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

the severing of linkages i n  this  syndrome of mutually reinforcing problems. 

For example, i f  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 tes t  for t h i s  kind of change i n  the structure of the crime syndrome 

i n  schools. 

We t u r n  now to a discussion of results that can be clearly described a s  team 

program effects. Cycle differences are reported for student personal and 

property victimization (the la t te r  as seen by both students and teachers) 

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

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

experience greater reductions i n  victimization and fear than their counterparts 

i n  schools whose teams were trained la ter  i n  the program ( B  teams) and i n  

which team activity necessarily ran a shorter course. 

These effects are graphed i n  Figure 2-5, In each frame of the figure, the 

solid 1 ine (representing the A teams) depicts a more favorable pattern of 

change over the three-year period of the study than the broken 1 ine (representing 

the B teams). Student theft,  the only self-report victimization measure of the 
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ANOVA Effects Associated with Training Cycle 

STUDENT FEAR 


TEACHER REPORTS OF 

STUDENT PERSONAL 

VICTIMIZATION 


STUDENT THEFT 

VICTIMIZATION 


TEACHER REPORTS OF 
STUDENT THEFT / 
VICTIMIZATION / 

Scores are corrected for unequal time intervals between-testing and for 

disruptive events occurring in the school over each time interval. 


A group schools --- --B group schools 
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four, does not begin to respond t o  team effor ts  i n  Cycle A schools until 

sometime during the second year of team intervention. T h i s  may support the 

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

sustained effor t  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 f i r s t  to the second observation, 

provide evidence that the methodological assumptions underlying the evaluation 

design (egg., that  shcool conditions would remain stable in the absence of 

team act iv i ty)  may have been violated, 

To follow u p  on the hypothesis that  the "hard data" victimization measures 

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

findings 1 i ke those shown .in Figure 2-5 '(and be1 ow in Figure 2-6) for 

additional supporting evidence, even on measures i n  which change was not 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  significant.  In several cases we found patterns consistent 

w i t h  th i s  interpretation. This argues against the criticism that change 

strategies l ike  team-building are able to  change only at t i tudes and not 

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

nature, manifesting i t s e l f  f i r s t  in at t i tudes toward and perception of the 

problem and only somewhat l a t e r  i n  reports of reduction i n  specific incidents 

of crime. Whether t h i s  sequence i s  causal , w i t h  a t t i t u d i  nal changes 

necessarily preceding changes i n  objective conditions, or simply temporal 

i s  a question for  further,  more refined analyses. 

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

that  associated w i t h  differences i n  how effectively teams carried out their  

program act iv i t ies .  The heading, "effectiveness x cycle," indicates that 



team effectiveness i s  l i nked  t o  program outcomes but t h a t  the l inkages are 

d i f f e r e n t  f o r  the two t r a i n i n g  cycles. Except f o r  student repor ts  o f  fear  

i n  school, these lfnkages appear only  i n  the reports of teachers, The 

re lat ionships among team effectiveness, t r a i n i n g  cycle, and outcome show 

a number o f  d i s t i n c t  patterns, but each re f l ec ts  some combination o f  pos i t i ve  

resu l ts  consistent w i t h  predic t ions made on the basis of differences i n  the 

effectiveness o f  teams, 

A graphic i l l u s t r a t i o n  w i l l  help comnunicate how team effectiveness di f ferences 

operate i n  the data. Figure 2-6 displays the pat tern for the measure o f  

vandalism derived from teacher questionnaire responses. It presents 

dramat ica l ly  the problem posed by the data when we look a t  A/B dif ferences 

over effectiveness groups. 

I f  we select only teams rated high i n  effectiveness both years (those 

designated by squares i n  the  graphs), the f ind ings are g r a t i f y i n g l y  1 i k e  our 

predict ions: i n  the A group, a downward trend i n  the percent o f  teachers who 

see t h e i r  schools having problems o f  vandal ism and the f t ,  somewhat sharper 

i n  the f i r s t  year; and i n  the B group, no change dur ing the f i r s t  year 

followed by a sharp decl ine i n  the second ( the slope o f  change f o r  the B 

teams i n  the second year i s  almost i den t i ca l  w i t h  tha t  o f  the A teams i n  

the f i r s t  year). 

Findings f o r  the three remaining groups o f  A teams appear t o  be expl icable 

i n  terms o f  t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  effectiveness, provided t h a t  we argue t h a t  a 

f i r s t - yea r  momentum f o r  the High/Low effectiveness group (designated by 

c i r c l e s  i n  the  graph) s p i l l e d  over i n t o  the second year, even though the 

teams were functfonfng more poorly a t  t h f s  tfrne, it i s  less  easy t o  



m o u o  

hlhl4t-l 

II I I  n Ir 
C C C C  




explain wha t  happens in the schools of those B teams i n i t i a l l y  rated 

low in effectivenessduring the year before which they were to  be trained. 

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

sharp declines i n  the percent of teachers reporting problems during t h i s  

year. This phenomenon occurs w i t h  a number of other teacher (and student) 

measures. 

What was happening with the ineffective B teams? I t  will be remembered t h a t  

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

second administration of the outcome questionnaires. One possibi l i ty is  that  

these teams had had more intervention time prior to the f i r s t  post-test t h a n  

thei r  more effective counterparts. He found the reverse to  be true, suggesting 

that  less  is more as  f a r  as  change is concerned--an implication of the data we 

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

teams had had greater v i s ib i l i t y  in thei r  schools during the f i r s t  year and 

were thus m r e  l ikely to  create an expectation that  things were about to  

improve, We found that  the low effective teams d i d  come from smaller schools 

than the h i g h  effect ive teams and were more often led by e i ther  school 

administrators or counselors. T h i s  provides some support fo r  the l a t t e r  

argument, though i t  does not provide a defini t ive answer t o  the problem, 

These findings r a i s e  a number of questions about the appropriateness of a 

group comparison model as  a way of describing change i n  our data, The model 

does not take account of the variation w i t h i n  each group i n  the amount of 

time between training and the collection of post-test data. I t  i s  also 

unable t o  deal w i t h  the question of whether or not the teams had actually 

been working i n  the schools throughout the fol lowup period. For example, 



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 fol lowup period. 


Testing for the length and quality of 

team activity: rearession results 


These considerations 1ed 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 fol lowup 


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 




outcome) 1i ne. Though each team contributed three measurements, different 

groupings of teams appear a t  different intervention times, the groupings 

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

of dropping o u t  of the program if the team did not  continue through the 

entire two-year followup period, 

Results from the regression analyses relating outcome crime levels t o  amount 

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

of effective intervention time i s  associated w i t h :  

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

higher levels of student theft victimization, t h o u g h  there i s  a 
decline in these l'evels w i t h  long intervention times; 

lower levels on all teacher measures of crime problems except 
victimization by theft (this decreases, b u t  not a t  a level of 

statistical significance); the strongest relationships are w i t h  

teacher perceptions of student safety from attack by others, school 
safety from vandalism and theft, student reports t o  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, a t  least for measures of disruption, tension, personal 

victimization, and student reports t o  teachers that they have been personally 

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

initially most successful in dealing with acting ou t  rather t h a n  strictly 

del i nquent behavior. 

For a11 measures except student theft victimization, the regression 1ine 

shows a sharp decrease with short intervention times, followed by a more 



gradual decrease as intervention timegets longer. This suggests that there 

may be an initial "honeymoon effect" during the f i r s t  weeks after teams 

have returned from training--team enthusiasm i s  a t  i t s  height and the reality 

of implementing change programs has not yet taken i t s  toll--with the -rate 

of change decreasing as time progresses. 

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

t h a t  could obscure intervention/outcome relationships. I t  was clear from o u r  

interviews and phone conversations w i t h  team leaders that many schools were 

in a terrible pl  ight: budget crunches, teacher layoffs, decl ining enrol lments, 

desegregation leading t o  mass transfers of students, staff reorganization, 

and iminent school closings a11 took their toll in lowered teacher and 

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

could be expected t o  encounter more difficulties in such schools. We 

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

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

regression analyses did not mater.ial ly affect the findings reported above. 

In most cases i t  increased the significance of the observed relationships. 

The findings from the effective intervention time analyses are congruent 

with those from the A/B comparisons, b u t  they show stronger relationships 

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

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

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

the regression analyses are given in Appendix B. ) 



Sumary of Findings 

We developed two a1 ternative ways of looking a t  change i n  the level of 

school crime. Neither represents an ideal f i t  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 fo r  

disruptive events occurring i n  the school, independent of the intervention, 

that  can be expected to  make change more d i f f i cu l t  to br ing  about. 

The data support these conclusions: 

1 .  	The amount of effect ive team intervention i s  related to the amount of 

decrease i n  levels of crime problems i n  schools. 

2. 	 Not a l l  aspects of crime change a t  the same rate. We used a number of 

different measures of change, including at t i tudes,  perceptions of crime 

conditions, and self-reports of victimization experiences. I t  appears 

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

h u r t ) ,  perceptions of school safety, disruptive behavior, and attacks 

on teachers than to  change thef t  and attacks on students, Theft is 

particularly resistant  to  team change effor ts ,  though there is evidence 

that  i t  may be affected by long team interventions, 

3, 	The ra te  of improvement i s  typically greatest in the early months of 

team intervention, w i t h  improvement slowing down as intervention times 

get longer. T h i s  suggests the operation of a honeymooon effect  a f t e r  

teams return from training, when the expectation of change occurring i n  

the school may be high. The v i s i b i l i t y  o f  the team and I t s  a c t i v i t i e s  



may be a factor in ini t ia l  change and may also account for the more 

favorable responses of teachers than students as reporters of positive 

change. 

4. 	 Change i s  greater in middle than i n  high D r  elementary schools on 

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

tension in the school. This suggests that a team's ini t ia l  effect i n  

the more turbulent schools i s  to cool out disorderly behavior, 

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

First, the manifestations of crime are various, I t  i s  as important t o  deal 

w i t h  issues of fear and perceived danger as w i t h  specific criminal acts, 

Second, the pattern of crime measures varies w i t h  the age of students, as 

does adult response to student crime behavior. This suggests that school 

crime represents distinct syndromes, requiring different treatments, a t  

different school levels. Th i rd ,  though much of what i s  included as.school 

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

variability in i t s  seriousness as does crime on the streets, and i t  exacts 

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

and the much larger numbers whose participation i n  education i s  limited by 

fear and the disorderly behavior of others. 



Chapter 3 

TEAM PROJECTS AND THE REDUCTION OF CRIME 

During training, teams plan the specific projects they will undertake i n  the 

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

Teams may plan beyond thei r  available time and energy. They may underestimate 

d i f f i cu l t i es  i n  getting projects underway. The loss of team members through 

transfers or layoffs may make i t  impossible to  carry out plans i n  fu l l .  Of 

those projects planned a t  training, 60 percent were p u t  into operation in 

the school s. 

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

kind, Thus, one team m i g h t  concentrate i ts 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 ac t iv i t i es ,  weekly breakfasts for  teachers, and a school 

beautification campaign. A t h i r d  team m i g h t  s e t  up a workshop for  students 

i n  leadership sk i l l s ,  a workshop for  teachers i n  classroom management, and 

a course i n  adolescent development for  parents, Roughly one-third of the 

teams carried out one or  two projects, another t h i r d  carried o u t  three or 

four, and tho remaining t h i r d  carried out f ive 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 i n  the spring of 1979 and 1980. 

O u r  problem was to find ways to  describe a team's program of often very 

disparate act ivi t ies.  
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We began by classifying each project by the k i n d  of activity i t  involved, 

We called these act ivi t ies  project strategies. We then used the team's 

individual strategy classifications (a team could have 1 t o  17, depending 

on the number of projects i t  carried out) to classify the -team i n  terms of 

the general strategy i t  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 i n  three sections: strategies, objectives, and 

crime problem focus, In each section we describe f i r s t  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 activit ies were undertaken by the teams: 

changes in school pol icy or procedure 
training and education 
counseling 
communication 
extracurricular act ivi t ies  
school SeautSficatiox 



We describe each act iv i ty  group below, g i v i n g  some examples of each. 

CHAIUrGES ITJ SCHOOL POLICY OR PROCEDURE 

Security 

These projects change the way the school handles i ts  security.
There are three approaches: 

adding new equipment (burglar alarms, two-way radios, 
fences, doors) 
adding new security personnel (security guards, pol ice 
patrols, student monitors for hallways or lunchroom, 
s ta f f  monitoring of campus for  drug use) 
changing security procedures (visitor  sign-ins ,  marking 
student bicycles to discourage thef t ,  set t ing up an inter-
school comnunication link to deal w i t h  intruders from 
nearby schools) 

These projects change the school's rules for  behavior or i t s  
sanctions for  misbehavior. There are three approaches: 

making school rules explici t  (revising a disciplinary
handbook, pub1 icizing school rules) 
changing the hand1ing of disciplinary infractions 
(in-school suspension as an a1ternative to suspension 
from school, detention or cooling-off rooms, conferences 
w i t h  parents of offenders, counseling students who are 
rule violators)  
preventing d i  scipl inary infractions (rewarding good
behavior by allowing participation i n  a mini-bike program, 
student contracts w i t h  teachers for  behavior expectations,
teacher use of positive discipline) 

Attendance 

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

working w i t h  individual students who f a i l  to attend 
(a buddy system that  pairs an attending w i t h  a problem 
student, student or teacher ca l l s  to  problem students 
to  determine reasons for nonattendance, visits to  homes 
of nonattendi ng students) 
working w i t h  school as a whole (weekly display charts 
fo r  school attendance, rewards for  classes w i t h  highest
attendance) 



Curriculum 

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

Prob lem-so Zving group 

These projlects form groups (committees, task forces) t o  do 
problem-solving o r  t o  create positive change in the school. 
Problems may be specific (a  studentlteacher group t o  handle 
student grievances, a student group t o  set up a music program 
in the cafeteria, a studentlteacherlparent task force t o  work 
on the probl em of vandal i sm--or attendance, or achievement, 
o r  i nter-racial problems); or problems may be broad-based 
(a  student advisory council t o  work with administration, a 
parent task force t o  work on school operation as a whole). 

TRAINllVC AND EDUCATION 

Personal grmth ski22s 

These projects try t o  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 t r a i n i n g ,  stress reduction, positive attitudes 
toward 1earni ng ) 

Inter-group relations sk i l l s  

These projects consider the person trained as a member of an 
identifiable group (students, handicapped, non-minori ty, teachers, 
parents, etc.) and focus training on understanding o r  getting 
along with members of other identifiable groups. Examples are: 
students/teachers, staff/admi n i  strators, parentslchi 1dren, 
minoritylnon-minority, teacherslspecial education students. 
The methods are similar t o  those used in personal growth training, 
b u t  there tends t o  be more use of rol e-playing and psychodrama 
and of the presentation of information. The projects may bring 
members of the two target groups together, or they may work w i t h  
only one (e.g., by having teachers role-play studentlteacher 
interactions). 

Behavior munaqernent .ski ZZs 

These projects,a variant of the inter-group relations projects, 
are intended t o  aid teachers i n  handling or  preventing disruptive 
behavior by giving them skills in classroom management. 



Academic ski  22s 

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

A&Zt/student 

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

S-h,uient,/student 

These projects, called peer counseling or peer advising,
have students talk w i t h  other students on their difficulties 
w i t h  school, peers, or family. The projects include specific
training and/or supervision of the student counselors/advisers. 

SchooZ/connunity 

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

individual : direct communication with parents (a telephone 
network, "happy grams" t o  parents, home visits, social 
gatherings, parent meetings around school problems, parent
nights a t  school) o r  offering information t o  parents (news 
bull etins, mini-courses) 
organizational : developing new organizations with parent
membersh i p  or expanding exi s t i ng ones (parent/teac her 
associations, parent/teacher/student counci 1s , parent
counci1s )  

Within schooZ 

These projects try t o  improve communication among groups within 
the school (students, teachers, administrators). There are 
two approaches: 
' group: projects aimed a t  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), o r  providing information 
(news1etters t o  high1 ight the work of individual teachers) 



school as a whole: projects aimed a t  making the ent i re  
school community feel better about the school and its 
members through morale. boosters (school spirit day, smile 
day, s i l l y  day), special ac t iv i t ies  (sports,  ta lent  shows, 
dance contests),  or providing information (films, newsletters) 

These projects t ry  to  ease changes, e i ther  from one school to 
another (9th graders p u t  on shows and assemblies or  conduct tours 
for  elementary school students) or w i t h i n  the school (helping 
students and s taff  plan for  anticipated school closing or sh i f t s  
i n  inter-racial balance). 

EXTMCURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 

These projects provide ac t iv i t i es  for  teachers, parents, or,  
more commonly, students outside of normal school hours. Sports ' 

programs are the most frequent ac t iv i t i es  offered. 

SCHOOL BEAUTIFICATION 

These projects t r y  to improve the school grounds (cleanup,
adding new equipment) or buildings (painting, decorating) or 
t r y  to forestall  the defacement of buildings by offering students 
an a1ternative out le t  for  self-expression (gra f f i t i  board). 

The most popular project s trategies among our teams are  changes i n  discipline 

policy or procedures, training i n  personal growth sk i l l s ,  and within-school 

comnunication (see Table 3-1 ). T h i s  holds across a11 three school levels. 

School/comnunity comnunication projects are also popular w i t h  the elementary 

school teams. 

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

Compared t o  h i g h  school teams, elementary and middle school teams p u t  greater 

emphasis on academic programs (curriculum change and/or academic sk i l l  training: 

6 percent of high school teams, 23 percent of middle school teams, and 26 percent 

of elementary school teams!. They also p u t  greater emphasis on extracurricular 

ac t iv i t i es ,  b u t  less on attendance projects. 



Table 3-1 

Percent of Teams w i t h  One o r  More Projects 
of a Given Strategy 

All teams H i  gh M i  ddl e El em. 
(n=189)l (n=72) (n=78) (n=39) 

Procedure/pol icy change : 


Security 

Di sci p1 ine 


Attendance 


Curri cul um 

Probl em-sol vi ng group 


Trai ni ng/education : 


Personal growth ski11s 

Inter-group relations s k i l l s  


Behavior management ski 11 s 


Academic ski 11 s 


Counseling: 


Adult/student 


Student/student 


Communicati on : 


School/comunity 

W i t h i n  school 


School t rans i t ions  


Extracurricular ac t iv i t i es  

School beautification 
.-

l1ncl udes a1 1 teams w i t h  implemented projects. Subsequent tables include 
only teams w i t h  data on change i n  levels of crime. 



Elementary school teams t ry more school /communi ty comnunication b u t  fewer 

discipline projects than either middle or h i g h  school teams, They also try 

fewer projects in the area of i nterpersona! or intrapersonal development 

(personal growth and/or inter-group relations and/or behavior management: 

64 percent of h i g h  school teams, 62 percent of middle school teams, and 

49 percent of elementary school teams). 

Team strategy thrust 

We can look a t  the effect of a team's project package, b u t  we cannot trace 

the impact of any one of its projects i n  isolation from the others. Since 

most teams carried out more than one project and used more than one strategy, 

we had to devise a way to describe a team's collection of project strategies 

in a single measure of strategy direction or thrust. We assumed that teams 

did not choose strategies a t  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 t o  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 i n  one, b u t  only one, classification group. We used 

three alternative definitions: any of the teams projects fel l  w i t h i n  the 

group, half or more of the team's projects fell within the group, and a l l  

of the team's projects fe l l  w i t h i n  the group. We also counted the number of 

residual teams, those that belonged to more than one group and those that 

belonged to none. 



Our "best f i t "  classification produced the following categories: 

Discipline thrust (26 of 173 teams) 

procedure or policy change i n  security

procedure o r  policy change in discipline 

procedure o r  policy change i n  attendance 


What these three groups of projects have in.common i s  an effort to 
deal directly w i t h  problem behavior, They vary i n  the kinds of 
problems addressed (security projects are frequently geared to problems 
of vandalism, theft,  or keeping out intruders, while discipline projects 
more often address disruption and personal attack or problem behavior 
in general), They also vary in the extent t o  which solutions are 
handed down from on top vs. the extent t o  which students, teachers, 
or parents are involved i n  the problem solution, 

Comnunications thrust (46 of 173 teams) 

formation of problem-sol v ing  group

school/comnunity comnunicjtion 

w i  t h i  n-school comunication 

comnunication around- school transitions 


What these four groups of projects have i n  comnon i s  an effort t o  
improve comnunication 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 t o  improve 
morale, some t o  promote involvement in school activit ies,  some t o  
improve inter-group relations, and some to a1 low participation in 
school decision-making. Most of these projects are aimed a t  reducing 
disruptive behavior, fighting, and personal attack and a t  improving
school attendance. 

i Human relations t h r u s t  (48 of 173 teams) 
training in personal growth skil 1 s 

training i n  inter-group relations skil 1s 

training i n  behavior management skil 1 s 


What these three groups of projects have in comnon i s  an effort t o  
improve the way one gets along with other people. The approaches 
range from explaining (by experts) to discussing to experiencing 
(as i n  psychodrama), w i t h  the emphasis on the la t te r  two, Most of 
these projects are aimed a t  reducing disruptive behavior, fighting, 
and personal attack and a t  improving school attendance, 

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

projects," 60 percent of the teams could be classified i n  one of these 



three groups. By stretching the scoring t o  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 f i r s t  and t h i r d  administrations of the student and teacher 

questionnaires. (The change scores are t-stati  st ics:  the difference 

between the f i r s t  and third year scores divided by the standard error of 

the difference. ) There are 20 measures of change, one for each of the 

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

Before describing the relationships between team strategy thrust and 

change in crime (and the project/outcome findings described in la ter  

sections), one general comment i s  in order. We are reserving the actual 

data on which our report of these relationships i s  based for the Appendix 

rather than including them i n  the text--the number of both project and 

outcome change variables makes narrative presentation unwiel dy. 

In general, our findings reach what i s  comnonly accepted as "statist ical  

significance" ( p  <.05). We do not comment, however, on every significant 

relationship, particularly isolated ones that do not make sense t o  us in 



Figure 3-2 


Percent of Teams by Project Strategy Thrust 


flH M E  

Project Strategy Thrust . 

H = high schools (n=70) 
M = middle schools (n=71) 
E = elementary schools (n=32) 



the general pattern of findings. We consider seriously some s t a t i s t i c a l l y  

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 i n  this way for  the smaller sample of elementary schools where 

significant relationships are  matehmatically less  probable than i n  middle 

and high schools. The serious reader will want t o  spend some time w i t h  

the data to judge how fa r  they support the conclusions we have drawn and 

whether or not they suggest al ternative conclusions. 

Let us look now a t  the relationships between change i n  crime and the 

general strategy thrust adopted by the team. We considered only those 

teams that  f e l l  i n  one of the three strategy thrust  classif icat ions:  

discipline, comnunications, or human relations.- Each group was compared 

w i t h  the others on each of the 20 global outcome change measures (see 

Table C in the Appendix; also Table D). To simplify the presentation, 

we report on findings over the s ix  major groupings of these measures: 

vandalism 
thef t  
drug/alcohol avai labi l i ty  
attacks on students 
attacks on teachers 
fear of crime 

Our general findings a re  as follows: 

a team's general strategy thrust makes a difference i n  the amount 
of reduction i n  crime 

the choice of strategy thrust makes the most difference i n  

reducing vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear  of crime; 
i n  h i g h  and elementary schools, i t  also makes a difference i n  



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

the most effective strategy thrust i s  not the same for h i g h ,  

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 t o  be the least effective 
of the three groups over a l l  three school levels 

Specific findings for  the three school levels are sumnarized below. 

HIGii SCHOOLS 

a comnunications thrust i s  the most effective in reducing vandalism, 
theft from teachers, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime 

a human relations thrust i s  the least effective i n  reducing vandalism 

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

a discipline thrust i s  the least effective i n  reducing fear of crime 

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

a discipline thrust i s  the most effective i n  reducing vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, and fear of crime 

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

' both comnunications and human relations thrusts are relatively 
ineffective in reducing vandalism and fear of crime .-

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

a discipline thrust i s  the most effective i n  reducing vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, teacher fear of crime, and (possibly) theft 



a communications thrust i s  also effective in reducing attacks on 
teachers, and may also be effective in reducing the availability 
of drugs and alcohol 

a human relations thrust i s  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 t o  b r i n g  

about--for example, improved academic performance or increased teacher 

morale, A team's project objectives te l l  us something about what the 

team believes i s  needed to reduce delinquent behavior. 

Consider a team that chooses t o  concentrate on changing teachers--

increasing their morale, their interpersonal ski l ls ,  their  involvement 

in school activit ies.  This team i s  suggesting that the way teachers feel 

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

t o  do with student behavior, I t  i s  further suggesting that some of the 

responsibility for continued delinquent behavior--whatever i t s  original 

causes--rests with the adults i n  the school. 

Consider now two other teams. One chooses t o  concentrate on the management 

of behavior--making school rules expl ici  t, increasing the school ' s security 

and the effectiveness of i t s  disciplinary system. The other chooses t o  

increase the involvement of students in school activit ies,  their interpersonal 

ski l ls ,  and their self-esteem. Both teams focus their change efforts on 



students, b u t  one chooses t o  direct and control in order to modify student 

behavior while the other t r ies  t o  change the way students feel about 

themselves and to  provide nondelinquent ways of deali.ng w i t h  peers and 

adults. The f i r s t  team places responsi bi 1ity for changing de1inquent 

behavior i n  the school environment. The second places responsibility i n  

the student. 

This evaluation was not intended to tes t  a1ternative theories of del inquency 

reduction, b u t  i t  offers an opportunity to look a t  some quasi-theories of 

what i t  takes to reduce delinquent behavior. In a la ter  section, we will 

look a t  the relationships between team project objectives and the reduction 

of crime. 

Our source of information on project objectives i s  a checklist completed 

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

basis of prior experience i n  Phase 1 ,  included the following: 

' increased school safety and security 
increased effectiveness of discipline 

' increased clar i ty  of school rules 
improved academic performance 
increased knowledge for coping w.ith 1i fe  problems 

' increased student sel f-esteem 
' increased teacher morale 

improved student/teacher relationships 
' improved teacher/parent re1ationshi ps 
' increased human relations ski l ls  

increased involvement in school activit ies 
increased participation i n  decisions about school operation 

The las t  three may be directed t o  students, t o  teachers, or to parents. 



In theory, any one project strategy could be used to reach any of the 

objectives 1isted above. For example, a within-school comunication 

project (depending on i t s  specific content and how i t  i s  carried o u t )  

migh t  be expected to  lead to improvement in school safety, or academic 

performance, o r  coping ski1l s ,  o r  involvement . i n  school activit ies,  and 

so on. In practice, certain kinds of strategies tend to be associated 

w i t h  certain kinds of objectives. We summarize these relationships here. 

BRLVG11VG ORDER TO THE SCHOOL 

increased school safety and security 
increased effectiveness of discipline 
increased clar i ty  of school rules 

As a group,  these objectives are most commonly associated with 
security and discipline projects. They are also associated with 
projects i n  which problem-solving groups work on specific
behavior problems and w i t h  w i  thin-school comunication, 
extracurricular, and school beautification projects. 

Increased school safety and security i s  most comnonly an 
objective of security projects. I t  i s  frequently a secondary 
objective of discipline projects. 

Increased effectiveness of discipline i s  most commonly an . 
objective of discipl ine projects. I t  a1so appears frequently 
as an objective of-training/education projects devoted to 
personal growth, inter-group relations, and behavior management, 

Increased clar i ty  of school rules i s  most comonly an objective 
of discipline projects. I t  i s  also a frequent objective of 
security-projects. 

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

INCREASING KNOWLEDGE 

improved academic performance 
increased knokrledge for coping w i t h  1i f e  problems 

These objectives are not associated w i t h  any one project strategy 
more frequently than another. 



Improved academic performance i s  associated, of course, w i t h  
academic training and with curricul um and attendance projects, 
b u t  a variety of other strategies are also expected to improve 
academic performance (discipl ine, inter-group re1ations , 
within-school comnunciation). 

Increased know1edge for coping w i t h  1i fe  problems appears
usually as one among a number of project objectives, w i t h  
strategies ranging from discipl ine (.a detention center), 
curriculum change (a course on drugs), inter-group relations, 
school /comnuni ty and w i  thin-school conmunication, and behavior 
management. 

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

INCREASING MORALE 

increased student self-esteem 
increased teacher morale 

1ncreGed student self-esteem appears as an objective of projects 
offering t r a i n i n g  i n  personal growth sk i l l s  in which students are 
allowed to express their  feelings to adults and as an objective 
of discipline projects that provide rewards for positive behavior, 
I t  also appears as an objective in a wide variety of other project
strategies. 

Increased teacher morale i s  most often an objective of within-
school comnunication projects, particularly those aimed a t  making 
teachers feel better about the school. I t  also often appears as 
an objective in training projects for personal growth and behavior 
management ski11s 

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

improved studentlteacher relationships 
improved teacher/parent re1ationshi ps 

Improved student/teacher relationships i s  most often associated 
w i t h  one of three project strategies: discipl ine projects that 
provide rewards for good behavior or some opportunity for 
student/adult discussion; problem-solving groups that include 
adults, w i t h  or without student membership (these differ from 
similar projects without this objective in being broad-based 



in their conception of the problems t o  be addressed by the 
group);  and training projects in personal growth or behavior 
management ski11s. 

Improved teacher/parent relationships i s  most often associated 
w i t h  school/community communication projects; problem-solving 
group projects; and training projects i n  personal growth skills, 
usually those directed toward teachers. 

Teams choosing one of these objectives sometimes choose the 
other, most often in projects invalving problem-solving groups,
personal growth skills training, or school/comnunity communication 
(correlation between the two i s  .22). 

IMPROVING IiVTERPERSONAl; SKZZLS 

increased human relations skills of students 
increased human relations skills of teachers 

' increased human relations skills of parents 

This group of objectives i s  distinguished from the preceding one 
by i t s  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 i s  usually secondary t o  other objectives, 

For teachers, this objective i s  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 i s  most often associated with 
projects i n  which parents are members of probl em-sol ving groups. 

Teams choosing this objective for one target group sometimes 
choose i t  for another, but  the relationships are n o t  strong 
( intercorrel a t i  ons range from .I 5 t o  .22). 

INCREASING INVOLWMENT 

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

This objective i s  most commonly associated w i t h  comnunication 
projects: within-school communication in the case of students 



and teachers, and school/comnunity communication in the case of 
parents. Increased involvement for  any of these target groups 
i s  also an objective for  problem-solving group projects that 
have membership from the target  group. However, increased 
involvement also appears as an objective w i t h  a variety of 
other project s trategies,  ranging from security and discipline 
to  school beautification. All offer  the potential for getting 
one or  more target groups to become &re active i n  ac t iv i t i es  
w i t h i n  the school. 

Teams that t r y  to involve parents in school ac t iv i t i es  also t ry  
t o  involve teachers (correlation = .40) b u t  seldom students 
(correlation = .14). Teams that  t ry  to involve students also 
tend to  t ry  to involve teachers (correlation = .26), 

INCREASING PARTICIPATION LV SCdOOL DECISION-MAWNG 

increased participation of students i n  school decisions 
increased participation of teachers in school decisions 
increased participation of parents i n  school decisions 

T h i s  group of objectives i s  distinguished from the preceding one 
by i ts  emphasis on shared responsibility for  decisions affecting 
the participant. I t  represents a specific kind of involvement 
i n the school . 
This objective i s  most often associated w i t h  problem-solving 
group projects. These offer  the most d i rect  vehicle for 
decision i n p u t s .  

For students, th i s  objective also appears i n  a variety of other 
projects that  offer  opportunities for  student act ivi ty:  discipl ine, 
attendance, personal growth training, school-community comunication, 
and school beautification. 

For teachers, t h i s  objective also appears i n  some personal growth ... training projects, 

For parents, th i s  objective a1so appears i n  some school /comnuni t y  
comunication programs. 

Teams-that promote the participation of teachers i n  school 
decisions also tend to promote the participation of parents 
(correlation = .39). Teams that  promote the participation of 
students are less  l ikely t o  be concerned w i t h  teacher or  
parent participation (correlations = -23, .20). 



Teams comnonly expect a project to  reach more t h a n  one objective. The 

average percent of a team's projects with each of the objectives described 

above i s  given i n  Table 3-2. Those appearing most frequently in team 

projects are improving the relationships between groups (especial 1 y 

student/teacher relationships), increasing morale, and b r ing ing  order t o  

the school. The promotion of involvement and participation occur w i t h  

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 objectives. We hoped 

that even teams w i t h  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 w i t h  a procedure similar t o  t h a t  used for project strategies, 

trying to classify teams according to several alternative a priori 

classifications of objectives. We were unable t o  group the teams 

satisfactorily in this way. 

We next tried a factor analysis of objectives a t  the team level. W i t h  

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. I n  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. 



Table 3-2 

Average Percent of a Team's Projects 
w i t h  a Given Objective 

A1 1 teams 
(n=170) 

Increased school safety and security 

Increased effectiveness of d i  sci pl ine 

Increased c la r i ty  of school rules 

Improved academic performance 

Increased knowledge for coping w i t h  l i f e  problems 

Increased student self-esteem 

Increased teacher morale 

Improved student/teacher relationships 

Improved teacher/parent relationships 
Increased human re1 ations ski1 1 s : 

Students 
Teachers 

Parents 
Increased involvement in school ac t iv i t i es :  

Students 

Teachers 

Parents 
Increased participation i n  school decisions: 

Students 

Teachers 
Parents 



We could not,  however, uniquely define most teams in terms of a single 

objectives thrust--as we had done w i t h  strategies. We gave teams mu1t i  pl e 

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

i n  which a given objective o r  objective target group was present. 

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

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

teams, compared w i t h  middle and elementary school teams, are less often 

concerned w i t h  changing parents b u t  more often concerned w i t h  changing . 

teachers. They are also more often concerned w i t h  school-wide change 

which, in our classification, consists of those objectives we have called 

b r i n g i n g  order t o  the school. 

Team ob.iectives 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 i n  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 i t s  projects makes a 
difference i n  the amount of reduction in crime 

the choice of objectives makes a difference over most crime measures; 
i t  has relatively l i t t l e  impact on the reported availability of drugs 
and alcohol 

the most effective objectives thrusts are not the same for h i g h ,  

middle, and elementary school s 

teams do not necessarily favor the objectives most effective i n  

their school level 



Figure 3-3 


Average Scores for Change Target Groups 




More spec i f ic  f indings are d i f f i c u l t  t o  summarize. They vary by k inds 

of crime measures (vandalism, t h e f t ,  etc.), k inds of object ives,  and 

school l eve l  and thus lend themselves t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  presentations. What 

we have chosen t o  do here i s  t o  describe re la t ionsh ips  between changes i n  

crime over the d i f f e r e n t  k inds o f  ob ject ives toward which teams d i r e c t  

t h e i r  projects.  Readers concerned w i t h  the amount o f  de ta i  1 may want t o  

proceed t o  the sumnary o f  f i nd ings  i n  the f i n a l  sect ion of t h i s  chapter. 

F i  ndings f o r  change t a r g e t  groups are summarized be1 ow. Posit ive change 

means t h a t  the greater t he  percent o f  the team's p ro jec ts  d i r ec ted  toward 

the  t a rge t  group, the  greater  the  reduct ion i n  crime. Negative change 

means t h a t  the  greater t he  percent o f  the team's p ro jec t s  d i r ec ted  toward 

t he  t a rge t  group, the  l ess  the  reduct ion i n  crime. 

TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING STUDENTS 

A focus on changing students i s  associated w i t h  both p o s i t i v e  and 

negative change, depending on school leve l .  

A focus on changing students i s  most l i k e l y  t o  be he lp fu l  i n  
elementary schools, where i t  i s  associated w i t h  decreased 
at tacks on teachers and teacher fear  o f  crime, I n  middle 
schools, i t  i s  associated w i t h  worsened teacher perceptions 
o f  personal and proper ty  safety. 

TEH4 FOCUS ON CHANGING TEACHERS 

A focus on changing teachers i s  associated w i t h  both p o s i t i v e  and 

negative change, depending on school 1 eve1 . 
A focus on changing teachers i s  most l i k e l y  t o  be he lp fu l  i n  
h igh schools, where i t  i s  associated w i t h  decreased teacher 
fear  o f  crime. I n  middle schools, i t  i s  associated w i t h  
worsened student perceptions of t he f t ,  a t tacks on teachers, 
and tension i n  t he  school. 



TEAM FOCUS ON CHANGING PAR??NTS 

A focus on changing parents i s  associated with positive change . a t  
all school levels. 

A focus on changing parents i s  most likely t o  be helpful i n  
high schools, where i t  i s  associated with decreased student 
fear of crime and reports of disruptive behavior and,  t o  a 
1esser extent, with teacher--perceptions of improved personal 
and property safety. In middle schools, i t  i s  associated with 
some improvement in .theft and teacher views of school tension. 
In elementary schools, i t  i s  associated with decreased student 
fear. 

Findings for individual objectives are sumnarized below, The f i r s t  group, 

bringing order t o  the school, i s  identical with team focus on changing the 

school as a whole. 

BRINGIiVG 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 schoo1.s. In high schools, 
they are associated w i t h  bo th  positive and negative change. 

In elementary schools, these objectives are associated w i t h  
decreased theft and attacks on teachers. Improving school 
security i s  also associated w i t h  decreased vandalism and attacks 
on students, b u t  efforts t o  improve the disciplinary system have 
the opposite effect. 
In middle schools, efforts t o  improve security are associated 
with decreased vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime. 
Efforts to improve the disciplinary system have no impact one 
way or another, b u t  efforts t o  clarify rules are associated w i t h  
increased attacks on students. 
In, high schools, efforts t o  improve security are associated w i t h  
decreased attacks on students b u t  increased attacks on teachers. 
The same i s  true of efforts t o  improve the disciplinary system; 
these are also associated w i t h  increased theft. Efforts t o  
clarify rules, however, are associated w i t h  decreased attacks 
on student and decreased teacher ( b u t  not student) fear of crime. 



INCREASING KNOWLEDGE 

Efforts t o  provide academic knowledge have l i t t l e  impact on crime. 
Efforts t o  provide knowledge needed for coping w i t h  1i f e  problems 
are associated with both positive and negative change, depending on 
school level. 

In high schools, efforts t o  provide students w i t h  knowledge 
needed for coping w i t h  l i f e  problems are associated w i t h  decreased 
vandalism, attacks on students, disruptive behavior, and fear of 
crime. In middle schools, they are associated with worsened 
conditions over a1 1 crime measures. In elementary school s, they 
are associated w i t h  decreased attacks on teachers; efforts to 
improve academic performance are associated w i t h  increases i n  
vandalism and theft. 

INCREASING MORALE 

Efforts t o  increase teacher morale or student self-esteem have negative 
effects on change in crime, 

Efforts. - - t o  imorove teacher morale are associated w i t h- - . - increased 
theft in middie and h i g h  schools and w i t h  increased vandal ism, 
attacks on students, and fear of crime in elementary schools, 
Efforts t o  increase student self-esteem are associated w i t h  
increand vandalism, attacks on students and teachers, and fear 
of crime i n  high schools, and w i t h  increased vandalism, theft,  
and teacher fear of crime in middle schools. 

IMPROVING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEB GROUPS 

Efforts to improve inter-group relationships are associated w i t h  

positive change over a l l  school levels. The effectiveness of the 
groups targeted (student/teacher or teacher/parent ) vari es wi t h  school 

In h i g h  schools, improving student/teacher relationships i s  
associated w i t h  d ecreased vandal ism, attacks on students and 
teachers, and fear of crime. Improving teacher/parent relation- 
ships i s  associated w i t h  decreased vandalism, attacks on students, 
disruptive behavior, and student ( b u t  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 w i t h  decreased 
theft,  attacks on teachers, and fear of crime. 



In elementary schools, the reverse holds. Working t o  improve
teacher/parent relationships has no impact on crime levels. 
Working to  improve student/teacher relationships i s  associated 
w i t h  decreased theft ,  attacks on students and teachers, and fear 
of crime. 

Efforts t o  increase sk i l l s  i n  relating to  other people have both 
positive and negative effects, depending on both the target g roup  

and school 1 evel . 
Efforts to increase student human re1 ations ski 11s are associated 
w i t h  generally worse conditicns i n  middle schools, In elementary 
schools, they are associated w i t h  increased attacks on students 
and student fear, b u t  w i t h  reduction in teacher fear and in 
teacher reports of car damaqe or theft.  
Efforts t o  increase teacher human re1 ations ski 11 s are associated 
w i t h  reports of decreased availability of drugs and alcohol i n  
both high and elementary schools. I n  high schools, they are also 
associated w i t h  decreased teacher fear of crime, b u t  in elementary 
schools w i t h  increased student fear and a1 so with increased theft. 
In middle schools, they are associated w i t h  increased vandalism, 
attacks on teachers, and fear of crime. 
Efforts to increase parent human re1 ations ski1 1 s are associated 
w i t h  reduction of disruptive behavior in hi h schools and' w i t h  
decreased student fear in elementary schoo s iL--.In middle schools, 
they are associated w i t h  increased attacks on students and teachers 
and with increased availability of drugs and alcohol. 

Efforts t o  increase involvement in school activit ies have b o t h  positive 
and negative effects, depending on school 1 evel . 

In h i g h  schools, the involvement of teachers i s  associated with 
irnpzvement i n  a1 1 crime measures except d rug  avail a b i  1ity,
The involvement of parents i s  associated w i t h  decreased vandalism. 
In middle schools, the involvement of parents i s  associated with 
increased vandalism, theft,  attacks on students, and teacher fear 
of crime. The involvement of students or teachers i s  unrelated 
to  change, 
In elementary schools, efforts to involve students and teachers 
are associated w i t h  decreased theft. Efforts t o  involve parents 
are associated w i t h  reductions in student fear. All three are 
associated w i t h  decreased attacks on teachers, b u t  w i t h  increases 
in student reports of i l l  egal behaviors, 



INCREASING PARTICIPATION I2V SCHOOL D E C I S I O N - W G  

E f f o r t s  t o  increase p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  school decision-making have 

both p o s i t i v e  and negat ive e f fec ts ,  depending on both the  t a r g e t  

group and school l eve l .  

I n  h igh schools, e f f o r t s  t o  promote student p a r t i c i p a t i o n  are 
associated w i t h  decreased at tacks on students and teachers. 
E f f o r t s  t o  promote teacher p a r t i c i p a t i o n  are associated w i t h  
reduct ion i n  teacher f e a r  o f  crime. 

I n  middle schools, any e f f o r t s  t o  promote p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  
decisi0n.s a re  associatea w i t h  increased at tacks on teachers. 
The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  students i s  associated w i t h  increased 
teacher (bu t  not  student) f ea r  o f  crime, The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
o f  parents, however, i s  associated w i t h  decreased t h e f t ,  drug 
a v a i l a b i l i t y ,  a t tacks  on students, and f ea r  o f  crime. 

I n  elementary schools, e f f o r t s  t o  promote student p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
are associated w i t h  decreased t h e f t  and at tacks on teachers 
bu t  w i t h  increased at tacks on students and drug a v a i l a b i l i t y .  
E f f o r t s  t o  promote teacher p a r t i c i p a t i o n  are associated w i t h  
increased t h e f t ,  a t tacks  on teachers, and fear  o f  crime. 
E f f o r t s  t o  promote parent pa r t i c i pa t i on ,  however, a re  associated 
w i t h  reduct ions i n  vandalism, t he f t ,  and at tacks on teachers. 

Crime Problem Focus 

Crime problem focus o f  i nd i v i dua l  p ro jec ts  

Team pro jec ts  are expected t o  lead t o . t h e  reduct ion o f  crime, but  the  

nature o f  crime reduct ion i s  no t  t he  same from one p ro jec t  t o  another. 

Some are aimed a t  problem behavior i n  general. Others are focused on 

p a r t i c u l a r  kinds of cr ime a c t i v i t y ,  such as vandal ism o r  drug use. 

We asked team leaders t o  ind icate ,  f o r  each o f  t h e i r  team's projects,  

which o f  t h e  f o l l ow ing  problems was expected t o  decrease as a r e s u l t  

o f  t he  p ro jec t ' s  a c t i v i t y :  

O vandalism 

t h e f t  

personal a t tack  and d i s r u p t i v e  behavior 

drug and alcohol use 



Teams commonly expect a project t o  reduce more than one kind of crime. 

~hree-quarters of the projects were addressed to the problem of personal 

attack and disruptive behavior, while approximately 40 percent were 

addressed t o  each of the problems of vandalism, thef t ,  and drug  and 

alcohol use. 

Team crime problem thrust 

As was true for objectives, we were unable to group teams i n  terms of a 

single crime problem thrust. We gave teams mu1t i p l e  crime focus scores, 

each score representing the percent of the team's projects directed to  

each of the four crime reduction goals. The distribution of scores i s  

shown i n  Figure 3-4. 

Decreasing the incidence of personal attack and disruptive behavior i s  

the most comnon crjme reduction goal a t  a l l  school levels, though i t  

appears somewhat less frequently among h i g h  than among elementary and 

middle school teams. Reducing the use of drugs and alcohol i s  of most 

concern to  h i g h  school teams (focus on this problem increases from 

elementary t o  middle to  h i g h  schools), and the same i s  true of a focus 

on problems of vandal ism. 

Team crime problem thrust and the reduction of crime 

The correlations between team scores on crime problem thrust and measures 

of change i n  crime are given i n  Table G of the Appendix. Our general 

findings are as follows: 

team focus on a particular crime problem does not lead t o  greater 
improvement i n  that  problem than i n  other areas of crime 
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the effectiveness of a specific crime problem thrust i s  no t  the 
same for high, middle, and elementary schools 

teams do not necessarily favor the crime problem thrust most 
effective i n  their school level 

Specific findings for the three school levels are sumarized below. 

HIGH SCHOOLS 

fear of crime i s  more likely to decrease when teams do not focus 
on reducing a single area of crime; the same i s  true for theft 
from teachers 

an  exception to the above i s  team focus on the problem of drug  

and alcohol use; i t  i s  associated w i t h  some reduction i n  theft 

MIDDLE SCHOOLS 

team focus on the problem of vandalism i s  associated w i t h  a 
decrease i n  vandalism, attacks on teachers, and fear of crime 

team focus on the problem of drug and alcohol use i s  associated 
w i t h  a decrease i n  attacks on students and teachers and w i t h  

decreased fear of crime 

E m j J T A R Y  SCHOOLS 

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

team focus on the problem of theft i s  associated with increased 
attacks on teachers 

team focus on the problem of personal attack and disruption i s  
associated w i t h  increased reports of student and teacher theft 



Summary of Findings by School Level 

We have looked a t  three facets of team interventions in the school--the 

team's strategy thrust, i t s  intermediate project objectives, and the kinds 

of crime problems w i t h  which i t  i s  concerned. We have reported a number 

of separate relationships between measures of team activity and reduction 

in six dimensions of school crime. We have probably reported too many 

separate relationships for the reader t o  have a clear sense of what  they 

may imply for practical crime reduction efforts, In this section, we 

bring these findings together and try t o  present a coherent picture of 

what works in schools. Because what works varies by school level, we 

consider separately the findings for h i g h ,  middle, and elementary school s. 

High schools 

High school teams that promote communication within the school or between 

the school and the comnunity are more effective in reducing both person 

- and property crime as well as fear of crime than teams t h a t  focus on 

discipline and security projects or human relations training. 

The key, i t  appears, i s  t o  work on getting people in the school community 

t o  talk t o  and work with one another. This i s  different t h a n  helping 

students (or teachers, o r  parents) learn about themselves and how they 

relate t o  other people on an individual level. This does not mean t h a t  

these are unimportant goals. We suspect they are better reached, a t  

least th rough  team projects, by activities that bring people together t o  

work on comnon tasks. 



The involvement of both parents and teachers i s  helpful. I t  provides 

visible evidence t o  students that someone cares and t o  teachers t h a t  

there are others who share their concerns. In each case i t  reduces 

isolation. Working on teacher/parent relationships has a greater impact 

on students t h a n  on teachers, especially on their reports of fear of crime. 

Working on student/teacher relationships has a greater impact on teachers 

t h a n  students, probably because team projects with this objectives most 

often i nvol ved teachers. 

Students respond well t o  projectsthat allow them t o  develop knowledge and 

competencies that will a i d  them in dealing w i t h  the world beyond the school. 

This includes projects that le t  them participate in decisions about  the 

operation of the school. These bring them i n t o  working partnership with 

adults. I t  i s  not  helpful t o  work only on making students feel better 

about  themselves. Nor, for teachers, i s  i t  helpful t o  work on improving 

morale. 

Thus what seems t o  work in high schools i s  a thrust toward active, 

responsible 'participation and involvement in solving real problems, This 

is  more effective than making students or teachers feel better or better 

understand themselves (though these may be byproducts of participation and 

invol vement experiences. 

I t  i s  also more effective than trying t o  control student behavior. For 

teachers, however, there may be some advantage in projects aimed a t  making 

school rules clear and well understood (for example, by developing and 

publicizing j $jsgiplirg handbgok. In schopls with such projects, teachers 



report decreased fear and decreased danger of attack on students. Students 

do not share these views. 

Team projects are less effective i n  reducing theft and drug use i n  h i g h  

schools than in reducing fear of crime and attacks on students and teachers. 

We have very l i t t l e  to  say about effective approaches to h i g h  school theft 

and d r u g  problems save that efforts to involve teachers in school activit ies 

may be 'of some help. 

In sum, h i g h  school students do not respond well to efforts to control 

behavior. They do respond t o  projects that help them cope w i t h  the world 

outside the school and to  those that give them a chance t o  take part in 

decisions about  the school . They a1 so benefit from the increased i nvol vernent 

of teachers and from opening up communications between students and teachers 

and between teachers and parents. 

High school students are approaching independence from adults. What they 

need i s  opportunity t o  learn how t o  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 i n  reducing fear of crime. Attention to the security of the 

school and t o  the problems of vandalism and drug use appear t o  be the key 

ingredients in this approach. 

Middle schools are more disruptive places t o  be, for both students and 



teachers, than either high or elementary schools. Projects t h a t  deal w i t h  

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 i s  associated w i t h  decreased student safety. 

Like h i g h  schools, middle schools benefit from a parental presence in the 

l i f e  of the school, Not a11 kinds of parent participation are helpful. 

Projects aimed a t  improving teacher/parent relationships are effective i n  

reducing theft and attacks on teachers as well as reducing fear of crime. 

Improving parent interpersonal skil 1s i s  not .  Involving parents I n - school 

decision-making i s  effective. Involving parents in other kinds of school 

activit ies i s  not. idhat appears t o  be needed i n  middle schools i s  the 

active involvement o f  parents around problems of obvious concern to the 

school comrnuni ty. 

Students and teachers do not respond t o  parent involvement in the same way. 

Middle school teachers report disorganization in the school and respond well 

to attempts to b r i n g  order and to work jointly w i t h  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 t o  the already fragile order of the school. 

Middle school students also report disorganization i n  the school, and they 

too respond we1 l to attempts to increase order. They also respond we1 1 t o  

projects that b r i n g  parents into problem-solving roles. Those projects 

that are ineffective w i t h  students--improving interpersonal skil 1 s ,  providing 

knowledge about the world beyond the school--may be so because they complicate 



an environment that i s  already d i f f i cu l t  to manage. 

In sum, what helps i n  middle schools i s  an emphasis on school security, the 


reduction of vandalism and drug use, and an active parental presence i n  the 


school--all signs that  disorder i s  being brought under control. Bringing 


parents into school deci sion-making and working on better teacher/parent 


relationships are also effective, Projects that  place students in unfamiliar 


roles are not. 


Middle school students are i n  transition from childhood to adult status, 


The change i s  s t ressful ,  to both the students and their  teachers. A 


simplification of the school environment may be needed, rather than increased 


stimulation and complexity. 


Elementary school s 

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 i n  reducing teacher fear of crime. As was true 

for  middle schools, attention to the security of the school i s  important 

to the effectiveness of th i s  strategy thrust. Changing the way the school 

handles discipline helps to reduce thef t  and attacks on teachers, b u t  has 

an opposite effect  on vandalism and student safety. 

Student relationships w i t h  adults are important - 3 i  elementary schools. 

Teams that  t ry  t o  improve relationships between students and teachers are 

effective. i n  reducing most qrime problems. Involving parents i n  school 

decisions and i n  other school ac t iv i t i es  i s  also helpful. I t  reduces 



both classroom disruption and student fear. Working on re1 ationships 

between teachers and parents i s  less important than i t  i s  i n  e i ther  h i g h  

or middle schools, probably because parents are already more involved w i t h  

teachers a t  the elementary level. 

Teams that  t r y  to change teachers tend not to do well, particularly those 

. 	 concerned w i t h  developing teacher human relations s k i l l s  and those involving 

teachers in school decisions. Both of these objectives are associated with 

a human relations strategy thrust which i s  generally ineffective i n  

el ementary schools. 

Teams that t r y  to  change students have mixed results.  Efforts to  involve 

students i n  school decisions and other school ac t iv i t ies ,  to increase student 

interpersonal sk i l l s ,  and t o  increase both academic and nonacademic knowledge 

are associated w i t h  reduced theft  and attacks on teachers b u t  w i t h  increased 

attacks on students and fear  of crime. The price for  widening options for 

students i n  elementary schools may be increased perception of vulnerability 

t o  attack. 

In sum, elementary schools respond well to ef for ts  to  improve student/teacher 

relationships and to b r i n g  parents into school decision-making and other 

school ac t iv i t ies .  Both thef t  and attacks on teachers--particularly class-

room d i  sruption--yield t o  concern for security, d i  sci pl ine, and rules and 

t o  the involvement of teachers i n  school ac t iv i t ies .  The involvement of 

students i s  also helpful, as well as a variety of other projects focusing 

on student change. 

Elementary school students are  s t i l l  dependent on adults. A strengthening 



of relationships w i t h  adults i s  important. Opening opportunities for 

new learning and new roles may be of benefit, b u t  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 

f i na l  section, we offer some general findings across level. 

1. 	 I t  i s  harder t o  change theft and drug  use in schools than to  reduce 

personal attacks and fear of crime. 

I t  may simply take longer t o  make a dent in the theft (or d r u g )  problem 

(our ourcome data suggest that theft may begin t o  decrease w i t h  long 

team interventions). Or i t  may require some intermediate attitudinal 

change (such as that reflected in reports of decreased fear and improved 

school safety) before theft  or drug  behavior begins to a1 ter.  

2 .  	The kinds of projects most effective in reducing crime vary w i t h  the 

age/gra.de level of students in the school. 

This should not be surprising. Students a t  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 

a t  different ages. In addition, the nature of the school changes from 

one level t o  another, both i n  the complexity of i t s  environment and in 

the opportunities i t  offers for interaction w i t h  a broad range of students 

and teachers. 



3. 	Teams do not necessarily select those projects most likely t o  -be 

effective a t  their school level. 

This argues t h a t  local wisdom i s  not  sufficient t o  ensure the most 

appropriate interventions in an individual school. I t  suggests t h a t  

feedback of knowledge on project effectiveness during training might 

be beneficial t o  teams in their preparation of action plans. Further, 

i t  suggests the value of building into the training system provision 

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

4. 	 Training i n  personal growth or interpersonal ski 11s (human relations 

strategy thrust) i s  a relatively ineffective method of reducing 

school -1 eve1 crime. 

The i neffecti veness--or i nef f iciency--of this type of intervention 

suggests several a1terna t i  ve explanations. The approach may n o t  work. 

I t  may require more skill t h a n  was available t o  our teams, I t  may 

take a long time before i t s  effects are felt .  Finally, i t  may be too  

small i n  scope to work a t  a schoolwide level. 

The typical vehicle for human relations training i s  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 t o  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 i s  taking 

action t o  solve i t s  crime problems. 



5. 	 Order i s  a basic need i f  schools are to function. 

I n  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 h i g h  schools. Elementary and middle 

school teams t h a t  work t o  increase the order1 iness of the school --
particularly i t s  security--are effective i n  reducing classroom disruption 

and 	attacks on teachers and the school. Elementary school teams reduce 

theft as we1 1. This approach does not work i n  h i g h  schools where the 

basic need for order i s  already better met. 

6. 	 I t  may be easier to  change people through their participation i n  work 

on problems of importance to them than through efforts to b r ing  about 

personal change. 

I t  does not help to  assis t  people t o  understand themselves, feel better 

about themselves, or acquire the ski l ls  needed t o  get along better w i t h  

others. What does seem to help is  t o  open u p  communications between 

adversary groups: students and teachers, teachers and parents. What 

makes these projects different from human relat.ions and morale-building 

projects i s  their emphasis on interaction and joint problem-solving. 

7 .  	I t  helps to involve parents. 

The optimal fom of this  involvement varies from one school level t o  

another, b u t  the presence of parents in some k i n d  of active problem- 

solving role i s  related t o  the reduction of crime. 



What we have tried t o  do In this chapter is  t o  throw light on the question: 


w h a t  interventions are most effective in reducing crime in schools? 


Answering this question was not the primary purpose of the evaluation. 


The reader wanting t o  know whether peer counseling, say, or inschool 


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


find the answer here. 


A t  best, the evaluation allowed us t o  take advantage of our contacts with 


teams in a large number of schools t o  make observations about what teams 


do t o  bring abou t  school change and t o  relate these t o  other observations 


abou t  school-level changes in crime, disruption, and fear of crime. The 


individual team projects were not the well developed and debugged interventions 


t h a t  are required for definitive testing of effectiveness. Moreover, since 


team interventions were mu1 t i  pl e--in keeping with the idea t h a t  complex 


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


team intervention package i s  not amenable t o  simple description. Finally, 


the number of schools from which we were collecting project data  and the 


extent of our resources limited us t o  descriptive data  on projects and did 


not allow us t o  assess the adequacy of project implementation. 


Does this mean t h a t  we have nothing useful t o  say about what works in 


reducing crime in schools? No. We believe w h a t  we have observed and 


reported here will be he1 pful as a guide both t o  future school teams in 


developing action plans and t o  school administrators, staff, and other 


persons concerned w i t h  the school crime problem as leads t o  the general 


kinds of activities t h a t  are most--and least--likely t o  work in reducing 


school crime. 




Our results are not written in granite. We have not established rigorous 

causal connections between intervention processes and school outcomes, 

Nor, in the ever-changing context of American education, should our findings 

and imp1 ied recomnendations be seen as in any way permanent or universally 

appl icable. We are not, however, counsel ing pessimism. Our data are the 

most extensive available, and the process of deriving valuable insights 

from them should continue for years to come. 



Chapter 4 

TEAM CONTINUATION IN THE SCHOOLS 

A major problem for most evaluations of human service programs i s  the weakness 

of the intervention being studied--a failure t o  carry i t  o u t  well or t o  carry 
-

, i t  out as planned. This i s  not uncommon, nor should i t  be unexpected when 

- - -  
program interventions are being tried for the f i r s t  time, or for the f i r s t  

time in a new setting. People programs, 1 ike computer programs, need time 

for debugging. This i s  not the optimal time to t e s t  a program's effectiveness. 

(This point has been we1 1 argued for education programs by Schei rer,  1981, 

- -
and earlier by Tharp and Gallimore, 1979.) 

- - The School Team Approach can be considered a relatively strong intervention. 

I t  i s  based on a well-articulated set of assumptions about school problems 
a 

- 1 
and how they may be solved; i t  has been developed (and modified on the basis 

-

-
- -  of observed successes and failures) over a period of several years; and i t  

has been tried in a very large number of schools. 

- This i s  not true a t  the individual school level. There i s  wide variation 

from school to school i n  both the performance and longevity of teams. There 

are some start l ing successes: dis t r ic ts  that have embraced the team concept, 

expanded the use of teams from one to many schools, and developed their 
-- 

own internal training capahility. There are manifest failures: schools i n  

which teams have been unable t o  carry out any of their planned activit ies,  
t
 !?


schools i n  which the team has been abolished by administrative f ia t .  

_ i  The total intervention package we are evaluating i s  thus one i n  which quality 



va r ia t i on  can be expected from subject (school ) t o  subject. The s i t u a t i ~ n  

i s  analagous t o  t h a t  o f  a doctor who i s  able t o  persuade only " X u  percent 

o f  h i s  pat ients  t o  fo l low a s t r i c t  regimen f o r  control  o f  blood pressure. 

The regimen may be o f  value even though i t  i s  poorly fol lowed by some and 

not  a t  a11 by others. A human service in tervent ion may be o f  value even 

i f  i t  f a i l s  t o  take equal ly  wel l  i n  a l l  sett ings. 

The issue addressed i n  t h i s  chapter i s  the success o f  the School Team 

Approach i n  creat ing v iab le teams. For a given number o f  teams tha t  are 

trained, how many w i l l  be able t o  work together as cohesive groups? t o  

carry  out pro jects  t o  b r i ng  about school change? t o  operate as ongoing 

change e n t i t i t e s  i n  t h e i r  schools a f t e r  the cessation o f  federal support? 

We consider three sets o f  questions: 

team continuance: what proport ion o f  the teams tha t  are t ra ined 

are able t o  work as teams i n  the schools? f o r  how long a period 

o f  time? 

team performance: how e f f e c t i v e l y  do teams operate i n  the schools? 

how does t h i s  change over time? 

condit ions d a t e d  t o  team performance: what have we learned about 

what makes f o r  a strong team intervent ion t h a t  could contr ibute t o  

t o  improving team longevi ty? 

Team Continuance 

Teams may f a i l  t o  continue i n  the schools because o f  weaknesses w i th in  the 

team o r  because o f  weaknesses w i t h i n  the team's support system. For a few 

teams, f a i l u r e  i s  a r e s u l t  o f  condit ions beyond the contro l  o f  e i t h e r  the 

team o r  i t s  school, and these we have excluded from the data considered here. 



There were 16 such schools: 

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

one school l o s t  its s ix th  grade through reorganization and t h u s  i t s  
e l  i g i  b i l  i t y  t o  par t ic ipa te  i n  the program; 

one d i s t r i c t  sumnarily pulled a l l  four of i ts  teams out of the program 
inmediately a f t e r  t ra ining;  

one d i s t r i c t  pulled i ts  one remaining act ive team out of the  program 
a f t e r  i t s  other three teams became inactive.  

In addition, nine other  schools were eliminated because, though par t  of 

Phase 2 c lus ters ,  they had previously part ic ipated i n  Phase 1. Thus  out of 

223 schools tha t  belonged a t  one time t o  the Phase 2 c lus t e r s ,  we deal w i t h  

the question of team continuance f o r  198. 

The two-cycle design of the evaluation allows us t o  look a t  team continuance 

f o r  two reasonably comparable groups of teams d i f fe r ing  chief ly i n  the  time 

a t  which they were t rained:  Group A teams, trained i n  1977-78, and Group B 

teams, t ra ined i n  1978-79. We a re  keeping these groups separate f o r  the 

data reported i n  this chapter because t h e i r  longevity patterns d i f f e r ,  and 

this difference, we believe, provides some clues f o r  understanding why some 

teams continue i n  the schools and others do not. 

Figure 4-1 shows the percent of teams operating in  the schools over f i v e  

successive years of possible team ac t iv i ty .  The pattern of continuance for  

the f i r s t  two years i s  almost identical f o r  Groups A and B ,  suggesting that  

this i s  what we would be l i k e l y  t o  find on other t r i a l s  of the  School Team 

Approach: a l l  but a handful of the teams ( f ive  percent of the t o t a l )  functioned 

as  teams during a t  l e a s t  a par t  of the year f n  which they were t rained,  and 



I F i g u r e  4-1 

1
A c t i v e  Teams by T r a i n i n g  Cyc le  and Year o f  Team O p e r a t i o n  

( P e r c e n t  o f  Teams T r a i n e d )  

A teams 
(n=124) 

B teams 
(11- 74) 

94% 97% 

1st y e a r  

77-78 78-79 

81% 85% 

2nd y e a r  

78-79 79-80 

64% 42% 

3rd  y e a r  

79-80 80-81 

34% 20% 

4 t h  y e a r  

80-81 81-82 

19% n a  

5 t h  y e a r  

81-82 82-83 

'AII a c t i v e  team i s  d e f i n e d  as one  engaged i n  some team a c t i v i t y  d u r i n g  p a r t  o f  
a l l  of t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r .  The y e a r  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  i n c l u d e  t h e  summer months 
f o l l o w i n g  t h e  end o f  t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r .  



most of the f i r s t  year teams (83 percent of the teams trained, 87 percent 

of those active in the f i r s t  year) continued working i n  the second year. 

After this point the two groups diverge. Group A a t t r i t ion continues a t  

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

a sharp drop from the t h i r d  to the fourth. For Group B ,  acceleration of 

a t t r i t ion occurs between the second and t h i r d  years. 

The A/B difference i s  shown i n  different form i n  Table 4-1. Here we have 

taken the number of teams active in any one 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, b u t  only 54 percent of the 

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

f i r s t  year teams are active in the second year, b u t  only 49 percent of the 

second year teams are active in the t h i r d .  

This difference should aler t  us t o  the possibility that something other t h a n  

selection o r  training experience i s  a t  work: both drops occur following the 

end of the 1979-80 school year (see Figure 4-1 ) . The something other, we 

believe, i s  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 i n  Group B ) .  Training Centers, however, deliver 

TA w i t h  a view to maximizing scarce resources. Training workshops, for 

example, may include members of a1 1 teams i n  a c i ty  (including teams funded 

under other federal monies), not only to conserve resources b u t  to promote 
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Table 4-1 

Active Teams by Tra in ing Cycle and Year o f  Team Operation 
(Percent  o f  Teams Active i n  Preceding Year) 

A teams B teams 

Original  teams a c t i v e  i n  = y e a r  94 97 

1 s t  yea r  teams a c t i v e  i n  2nd year  86 88 

2nd yea r  teams a c t i v e  in 3rd year  79 49 

3rd y e a r  teams a c t i v e  i n  -4th yea r  54 48 

4 th  y e a r  teams a c t i v e  i n  -5 t h  year  56 n a 



local support and networking among teams. Training Center support was 

continued fo r  both groups through the 1979-80 school year. The to t a l  amount 

given was s imilar  (an average of 9.9 visits for  Group A teams, 9.4 f o r  Group 

B) , b u t  was spread f o r  a three-year period for  Group A and a two-year period 

f o r  Group B. 

Funding f o r  the OJJDP-sponsored program was over by the end of f i sca l  1980. 

A t  th i s  time both A and B teams showed a sharp increase i n  t h e i r  a t t r i t i o n  

ra te .  T h i s  suggests t h a t  the f a i r l y  modest resources made avai lable  t o  the 

teams were nonetheless important t o  t h e i r  continuance i n  the schools. We 

will return t o  this point l a t e r .  

Before leaving. the issue of team continuance, i t  should be noted tha t  the  

figures we have reported may underestimate the level of team ac t iv i ty ,  a t  

l e a s t  i n  the l a t e r  years. Teams tha t  are  no longer active --as  teams may 

continue t o  leave t h e i r  mark on the school. The examples tha t  follow are  

taken from 1982 telephone interviews w i t h  teams tha t  had become inact ive 

i n  t h e i r  fourth o r  f i f t h  year  of operation. 

teams may become absorbed in to  other school o r  d i s t r i c t  programs 

The d i s t r i c t  was reorganized so the school i s  no longer i n  the 
c lus t e r  region. Team leader said lack of contact w i t h  the 
c lus t e r  coordinator i s  a reason fo r  team inac t iv i ty .  The two 
team programs a r e  s t i l l  i n  operation and, in f a c t ,  f i t  qu i te  
nicely w i t h  the mandated action plan of the new superintendent.
The school as  a whole s e t  three new action plan objectives:  two 
curriculum and one attendance. The school team objectives which 
were being worked on were absorbed qui te  natural ly  in to  this 
new district-mandated action plan. Thus the team was absorbed. 

team members may continue t o  develop new programs in the school 

No team ac t iv i ty .  There is  a new c lus ter  coordinator b u t  team 
has had no contact w i t h  h im.  Seven team programs continue. 



There are only two team members lef t  in the school. Team loss 
has disrupted team activity b u t  n o t  team programs which continue. 
The team leader, who i s  also the principal, stressed t h a t  as a 
result of the training they received he has formed a student 
advisory comnittee t o  involve students in sol ving school problems.
He believes t h a t  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 i s  no longer active, the team leader has seen 
several teachers use techniques they learned a t  training in 
working w i t h  disruptive students. He feels they are using 
their skills and t h a t  this i s  contributing t o  improved school 
c1imate. 

Team does not  meet formally and runs no programs, b u t  team feels 
strong connection with Training Center and there i s  a strong bond 
among team members. Team leader i s  positive about school district 
and says, "Things are constantly happening here ...more.and more 
programs for kids." She feels t h a t  many of them are begun by 
people who participated in training and are using the skills/
expertise they developed there. She said t h a t  when they go t o  
a meeting (or call one), they know that things will happen. 
She was referring t o  group skills,  planning, etc. 

teams may revive after periods of inactivity 

Because of major shifts and transfers in the district,  team 
members got  shifted t o  other schools. There has been no team 
this school year. However, the Training Center and the cluster 
teams have been in close contact t o  revise the teams. There 
have been three cluster meetings with the team leaders (a11 
principals) of the cluster around three problems : (1  ) revi tal i z a t i  on 
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 t h a t  these 22 people will constitute a new team which 
wi 11 work on -the problems of gangs, drugs, and school disruption. 



I 

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 s i te  vis i t  t o  each-school in the spring of 1979 and by mail and 

telephone in the spring of 1980 (the second and third years for Group A 

teams, the f i r s t  and second years for Group B ) .  Brief phone interviews i n  

the subsequent two years provided further information on team performance. 

We had no baseline against which t o  measure performance, nothing that would 

enable us t o  say: this i s  wha t  an "average" team can be expected t o  do. We 

could, however, observe differences in the way teams performed. Here are 

- some examples of long-lived Group A teams, all  active through a t  least their  
r 

fourth year. The information comes from telephone interviews in the spring 

of 1982, the f i f th  year of possible team activity. 
-

There are two levels of teams, a parent team of five people, and a 
total school team of ten which includes the parents and five school 
s taff .  The team has continued to operate because there i s  a great 
need in the school and the team programs seem to help. Parents are 
involved in prevention programs which bo th  staff and parents believe 
in. Vandal ism has increased this year (two classrooms were burned). 
The team i s  continuing i t s  nine programs and has begun two more this 
year: an academic improvement program for low achievers, with students 
from the university volunteering their services; and a school clean-up 
program planned in conjunction with a local men's service group. 

The team of two team members s t i l l  considers i t se l f  a team and continues 
t o  r u n  i t s  three programs. The two team members are active in the 
cluster and attend cluster meetings once a month. "We get a lot of 
support from our cluster. I t ' s  like a shot in the arm. We just won't 
q u i t .  If i t  weren't for the cluster, we would have quit long ago." 
They plan to  continue their  team because "we've gotten used t o  being 
the only ones." 

There i s  no activity this year. The team leader f e l t  that the loss of 
the cluster coordinator was detrimental to team 1 if*. Ln addition, 
team members were not given release time to attend team meeting during 



the school day. Meetings had to be held a f t e r  school or on Saturdays. 

Because of t h i s ,  meetings were not scheduled. In addition, parents 

and school s taf f  showed l i t t l e  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 s taf f  team, and a parent team. The team members 

meet once a week, the large s taf f  team meets twice a month, and the 

parent team meets once a month. Seven team programs are s t i l l  in 

operation. The team will most l ikely not continue next year a s  the 

team 1 eader i s being transferred as principal t o  a new school. However, 

she i s  taking the ent i re  team structure to  her new school as she thinks 

i t ' s  a good one. She i s  a strong partisan of involving people in solving 

t he i r  common problems. She has also promoted professional development: 

e.g., the evening custodian and the day-time security officer  were 

"rewarded" for  thei r  involvement in so1 ving disruption problems by being 

sent t o  a training program in another c i ty .  This has had a positive 

effect  on a l l  the s ta f f .  The d i s t r i c t  took note too and i s  looking t o  

use t h i s  school's team model in other schools. 


T h e  team continues with seven team members. The team member I spoke 
w i t h  (there i s  no identifiable team leader) said the team is i n  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 los t  important a l l i es .  The new principal i s  somewhat 
d is t rus t ful  of the team. The d i s t r i c t  l ikes the team and adopted i t s  
Advi sor-Advi see program d i  strict-wi de. Team members trained other school 
s t a f f  i n  how to implement the program. Thus the new principal feels  i n  
the middle between a strong group of people in the school who want t o  
contribute and participate in school programs and a d i s t r i c t  administration 
t ha t  wants teacher i n p u t .  Comnunication between the team and principal 
i s somewhat strained. Two team members are a1 so representatives of the 
c i t y  teachers' association, so thei r  role in contacting the superintendent 
over the principal ' s head i s  mixed with the i r  role as team members. I t  
i s  a d i f f i cu l t  s i tuat ion,  b u t  the team i s  hanging in here. They remember 
how good i t  was and want to  get back to  that place. They had in i t ia ted  
a "think tank" program in which teachers came up w i t h  ideas for  new 
programs. The principal stopped this .  He prefers to contact people 
individually about thei r  ideas and then r u n  the programs through his 
off ice .  In addition, the d i s t r i c t  i s  reorganizing i t s  junior highs and 
h i g h  schools to  middle schools and 9-12 h i g h  schools, so there will be 
massive transfers.  Team continuance wi 11 depend on which team members 
a re  l e f t .  

?The team i s  inactive although four of the original team members are l e f t  
kin the school. The reason i s  that  the new principal is  not supportive 
of the team. The team i s  completely demoalized. The s taf f  i s  also, as 

r e  t h e  students whose behavior has worsened. 



This i s  the only school remaining in the cluster. There i s  a new team 
leader, one of the original team members. The team has been in very 
frequent contact with the Training Center which i s  now conducting a 
leadership and drug training class. There have been "about 30" TA 
vis i ts  to the school 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 i s  thinking about using quality 
circles. Two teachers have been trained by .the company in how t o  use 
them. The principal does not mind admitting the school has problems 
and he i s  willing t o  accept help. The staff  i s  also committed t o  
working on problems (drug  and gang problems are increasing in this 
city '  s schools) . 

The team has not been active this year. However, the team leader feels 
that i f  something came up from the cluster ( a  new direction/new goals) 
the team considers i t se l f  an identifiable unit that could be mobilized 
( i t  i s  a team i n  search of a goal ) .  The team f e l t  i t  accomplished the 
goals i t  set  o u t  to work on. I t  was their intent that the school take 
over the team programs, and in their estimation this occurred. I n  
a d d i  t ion, the state has mandated a program (for p l  anning , eval uati ng , 
and recording) which meshed with the team's programs. 

The team i s  active. There are five original team members pl us two 
counselors on the team. The team leader has a full-time position as 
coordinator of the in-school suspension program which i s  the sole team 
program. I t  has become a model program w i t h  many visitors from other 
schools coming t o  study i t .  The team works very closely w i t h  the 
Training Center--the kids know the trainers as well as they know school 
s taff .  The suspension program i s  better known outside of the dis t r ic t  
t h a n  w i t h i n  i t  because of the exposure given i t  by the Training Center. 
Just this year the d is t r ic t  became aware of their "showcase" and 
started actively supporting i t .  Now the team, in conjunction w i t h  the 
Training Center, i s  planning to expand the program t o  more t h a n  
chronically disruptive youth. They are planning (and hope for dis t r ic t  
support) t o  include values clarification, self-esteem, and other human 
relations programs to include "fringe" youth. There have been about 10 
TA vis i ts  t o  the school, one in January which was attended by 28 parents, 
26 youth, and 7 team members and which was excellent in the way i t  
involved parents. The team leader attended a national meeting a long  
w i t h  Training Center staff  and plans t o  attend a workshop a t  the Center 
in May. He credits not only the strong support from the Training Center 
w i t h  the team's continuance, b u t  also the strong connection the five 
team members have w i t h  one another. Among the five, he said there i s  
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 comnitted group. The principal supports them also. He i s  a 
team member and the five of them (plus the two counselors) meet every day 



Our da ta  al low us t o  look not  only  a t  v a r i a t i o n  i n  team performance i n  a 

given y e a r ,  but  a t  change i n  performance from one y e a r  t o  t h e  next .  Our 

r e p o r t  w i  11 be l i m i t e d  t o  the more ex tens ive  1979 and 1980 d a t a ,  the end 

o f  the  first and second y e a r s  of team a c t i v i t y  f o r  Group B and t h e  end of 

t h e  second and t h i r d  y e a r s  f o r  Group A. We look here a t  team s i z e ,  l e v e l  

o f  team a c t i v i t y ,  and o v e r a l l  team funct ioning.  

Team s i z e  

Teams a r e  not  s t a t i c  e n t i t i e s .  They l o s e  members through job t r a n s f e r  and 

school r eo rgan iza t ion ,  and they l o s e  them through l o s s  of  i n t e r e s t  o r  through 

discouragement and demoralizat ion.  They gain members through a c t i v e  

recrui tment  and through i n t e r e s t  generated i n  team a c t i v i t y .  Teams t h a t  

grow in  s i z e  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be funct ioning wel l .  Teams t h a t  l o s e  members 

may be pruning deadwood but  may a l s o  be decreas ing t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  funct ion  

e f f e c t i v e l y .  

Over t ime,  some teams g e t  smal l e r  and some g e t  l a r g e r .  A t  t r a i n i n g ,  most 

teams had s i x  t o  e i g h t  members (see  Table 4-2). By 1980, the number o f  

average-size teams was sha rp ly  reduced. We f i n d  more small teams, but  we a1 so  

a l s o  f i n d  more l a r g e  ones. This  pa t t e rn  holds f o r  both Groups A and B. 

During their t r a i n i n g  y e a r ,  few of  t h e  Group B teams l o s t  members; h a l f  

increased t h e  s i z e  of t h e i r  teams. During the second y e a r ,  7 ou t  of  10 

Group B teams repor ted  a decrease  i n  team s i z e  ( c o l .  1 and 2 ,  Table 4-3). 

Group A teams repor ted  t h e  same proport ion o f  ga ins  and l o s s e s  i n  t h e  f i rs t  

two yea r s  o f  team a c t i v i t y  and between years  two and three (col  . 3 and 4 ,  

Table 4-3). 



-- 

Table 4-2 

Number of Team Members 
(Percent of Teams) 

5 o r  l e s s  


6-8 


9 o r  more 


Table 4-3 

Change i n  Number of Team Members by Training Cycle 
(Percent of Teams ) 

B teams. A teams 
Trainipg 1st-2nd Training- 2nd-3rd 

year1 year 2nd year year 

Loss of team members 10 71 38 42 

No change i n  number 41 16 25 15 

Gain of team members 49 13 38 43 

rainin in^ was done ea r ly  t o  mid-school year. Data reported i s  from 

end of school year. 




There i s  a l so  turnover among team leaders,  the major point of team contact 

with principal , cl us te r  coordinator, and Training Center. Roughly one out 

of four teams reported a change i n  the team leader position between t ra in ing  

and the spring of 1979; the same number reported a change between 1979 and 

1980. This holds fo r  both A and B teams. There i s  l e s s  team leader turnover 

i n  subsequent years,  possibly because only teams w i t h  more s t ab le  membership 

survive this long. 

Level of team a c t i v i t y  

Teams a re  most act ive immediately a f t e r  t ra ining.  In the spring of 1979, 

64 percent of the leaders of the  B teams (then i n  t h e i r  t ra in ing  year)  

described themselves as "very act ive" i n  team work compared t o  46 percent 

of the leaders of the A teams (then i n  t h e i r  second year) .  By the spring 

of 1980 there was a d r a s t i c  decrease in reported team leader a c t i v i t y  fo r  

both A and B teams: 20 percent of the A team leaders now describe themselves 

a s  "very ac t ive ,"  17 percent of the B team leaders.  Table 4-4 shows team 

leader rat ings of a c t i v i t y  f o r  themselves, t h e i r  team members, t h e i r  

c l u s t e r  coordinator, and other  teams in their c lus t e r .  

Group B teams in t h e i r  second year (1980) report  subs tant ia l ly  l e s s  a c t i v i t y  

than Group A teams in 1979, the same point i n  team l i f e  (p -01) ,  suggesting 

tha t  length of time since t ra in ing  may have played l e s s  of a ro le  i n  

dimi n i  shed team a c t i v i t y  than other factors--perhaps the pending termination 

of federal support f o r  technical assistance. Team leader ra t ings  of c lus t e r  

a c t i v i t y  are  s imilar ,  except t h a t  the s h i f t  from 1979 t o  1980 i s  less .  



-- - - - -- -- - 

Table 4-4 

1Team Leader Ratings of  A c t i v i t y  
(Percent  of  Teams) 

B teams A teams 

1979 1980 1979 1980 


1 s t  y r  2nd y r  2nd y r  3rd y r  


Team l e a d e r  95 32 8 7 36 

Other team members 8 3 40 75 43 
..................................................................... 

C l u s t e r  coord ina to r  9 3 6 6 84 74 

Other c l u s t e r  teams 80 65 80 6 4 

'combined f i g u r e s  f o r  r a t i n g s  of "very a c t i v e "  + "somewhat a c t i v e .  " 



In  1979, b o t h  A and B team leaders describe four out of five of other cluster  

teams as active. This i s  similar t o  thei r  ratings of their  own and the i r  

teammates' act ivi ty.  In 1980, the situation has changed: two out of three 

team leaders report other teams as active, b u t  well under half report the 

same level of ac t iv i ty  in thei r  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) i s  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: the i r  planning and program development sk i l l s ,  the i r  

a b i l i t y , t o  work together as a team, thei r  comitment to maintaining the team 

i n  the school. On 1979 measures of team functioning, the B teams d i d  

conqistently better than the A teams. When we f i r s t  reported th is  finding 

(Neto and Daniels, 1980), we explained i t  by the younger age of the B 

( f i r s t  year) teams compared to the A (second year) teams. We anticipated 

that  the teams as a group would show a decrease in functioning over time 

and expected the 1980 measures to  show lower scores for  both groups, with 

the B teams (then in the i r  second year) having scores similar to those of 

the second year A teams in 1979. 

There were no differences in 1980 functioning scores. Both groups showed 

decreased functioning from the prior year, as expected, b u t  the B teams--

which had scored higher in 1979--showed a larger drop in team functioning 

scores. A similar pattern appeared in team measures of cluster  functioning 

(team ratings s f  cluster effectiveness and team comitment t~ maintenance 



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 s ta t is t ical  ly significant. 

Conditions Related t o  Team Performance 

We have described the pattern of team continuance for the teams in our study 

and changes in team performance over time. Considering b o t h  the size of the 

sample and the length of the follow-up period, i t  i s  reasonable t o  take 

these findings as a rough guide t o  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 suppor t .  

Our da ta  suggest t h a t  the teams most likely to continue operation in the 

schools have the fo1lowing characteristics: 

They function well as teams. 

They devote time to team activity; they are committed t o  keeping 

the team g o i n g ;  they plan well; they are concerned about making 

a difference in the school and they see themselves as having 

made a difference; they are seen as effective by outside raters. 

They are oriented toward cluster as well as team activity. 

They see the cluster as he1pful in supporting team efforts; they 

are committed t o  keeping the cluster going.  

They have a supportive principal. 

The school i s  open t o  inputs from staff and community. 

School problems are seen as under control. 
The principal has confidence in the school's efforts t o  maintain 

a safe environment; neither students nor teachers are concerned 



with inc reas ing  s e c u r i t y  i n  t h e  school .  

The school i s  not  faced w i t h  budget c u t s  while the teams i s  t r y i n g  

t o  put  i t s  programs i n t o  opera t ion .  

The da ta  support ing these conclusions a r e  out1 ined i n  Table 4-5. There a r e  

two sets of comparisons: 

teams t h a t  dropped o u t  dur ing  their second y e a r  vs. those  t h a t  

continued t o  opera te  a s  teams i n  t h e  t h i r d  y e a r  ( f o r  th i s  comparison 

we use da ta  c o l l e c t e d  i n  the teams' second yea r :  1979 f o r  Group A 

and 1980 f o r  Group B )  

teams t h a t  dropped o u t  during their t h i r d  y e a r  vs. those  t h a t  

continued t o  opera te  a s  teams i n  the  four th  yea r  ( f o r  th is  comparison 

we use da ta  c o l l e c t e d  i n  t h e  teams' t h i r d  yea r :  1980 f o r  Group A ;  

t h i r d  y e a r  da ta  was n o t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  Group 0 )  

The da ta  a r e  presented over t h r e e  a r e a s :  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the team, i t s  

suppor t  system, and the kind of school i n  which i t  is  loca ted .  The reader  

w i  11 have noted some of t h e s e  i s s u e s  i n  the  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of team a c t i v i t y  

presented e a r l  i e r .  

Team c h a r a c t e r i  sti  c s  

For both sets of comparisons, the su rv ivors  have c o n s i s t e n t l y  h igher  scores  

on measures of  team funct ioning than do the non-suvivors, b u t  the d i f f e r e n c e s  

a r e  not  always l a r g e  enough t o  be re1 i a b l e .  . In g e n e r a l ,  re1 a t i o n s h i p s  

between team func t ion ing  and survival  a r e  c l e a r e r  f o r  t h e  longer-term 

surv ivors ,  sugges t ing  t h a t  non-team f a c t o r s  may be more important  i n  t h e  

e a r l y  l o s s  of teams. 



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 effectiveness 1 


TEAM SUPPORT SYSTEM 


Team leader assessment of: 


*** team focus on cluster activity 
* team commitment to maintaining 
cluster 

** summary measure of cluster 

effectiveness 


** principal support for team efforts 
Team leader agreement that,training 

curriculum was appropriateL 


T e r n  leader agree~ent~thattechnical 
assistance was usef u12 


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 


t eam 


* 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 composite 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 support for team efforts 
Cluster coordinator assessment of: 

*** principal support for team efforts 



KIND OF SCHOOL Comparisons for 3rd vs. 4th year 
teams were not made on these 

*** parent involvement in school measures. 
activities4 

* inter-group communication 

(a composite measure including 

both staff inputs into and support 

for school and principal jud @zents
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 
4
budget in year preceding team activity 


* no decline in enrollment, staff, and 

budget in the course of team activity 4 


Team leader assessment of: 


* teacher alienation (judged low) 
* summary measure of student/teacher 

alienation (judged low) 


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. 


L

Significance tests were not done (see footnote 3). Questions not asked 4th year. 


57% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to 

38% of the 2nd year dropouts. 


60% of the 3rd year survivors strongly agree with this item compared to 

44% of the 2nd year dropouts. 


4
These items 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. 




Team support system 

Support f o r  a  team can come from the c lus t e r ,  the Training Center, and the 

school 's  administration and s t a f f .  

Cl uster .  Survivors are more c1 uster-oriented th,an non-survi vors. They 

spend more time on c lus t e r  a c t i v i t y ,  they are  committed to  the concept of 

the c lus t e r ,  and they more often see the c lus t e r  as e f fec t ive  i n  helping 

t h e i r  own e f f o r t s .  This holds f o r  both comparison periods. 

Traininq Center. Most team leaders have a  favorable view of Training Center 

ac t iv i ty .  Differences between survivors and non-survivors a re  small. The 

responses of the survivors a re  more often favorable on four of f ive  questions 

concerning relationships w i t h  the Training Center ( the  exception i s :  "We 

got TA when we requested i t .  " ) .  

School administration and s t a f f .  A p r inc ipa l ' s  support i s  crucial  f o r  the 

existence of a  team. A principal as a  team member helps t o  ensure tha t  

support. Having a  principal on a  second year team distinguished second from 

th i rd  from fourth year survivors fo r  Group A teams (p < .05). Having a  

principal on the original team showed a  s imilar  trend, though a l e s s  r e l i ab le  

one (p < .12).  This d i d  not hold fo r  the Group B teams, a  finding we can 

only explain by assuming tha t  fac tors  other than school support were more 

important i n  determining B team survival.  

Principal turnover during the course of a  team's l i f e  i s  unrelated to  team 

survival.  The crucial  question i s  whether or  not the new principal supports 

the team and i t s  a c t i v i t i e s .  Individual team leaders reported both posit ive 

and negative e f f ec t s  from a change: a n e i  p r i n c i p a l  whose inter2;t has 



maintained a team or  revived a flagging one; and a new principal whose 

opposition o r  lack of i n t e r e s t  contributed t o  a team's demise. 

Leaders of surviving teams a re  l e s s  l ike ly  than non-survivors t o  report  

teacher and student a1 iena t i  on (low morale, apathy, unwi 11 ingness t o  change). 

We found no such differences on measures of a l ienat ion derived from student 

and teacher questionnaires. This suggests tha t  the team leader reports may 

be related t o  the perceived level of support fo r  team a c t i v i t y  rather  than 

t o  generally low morale in the school. Unlike principal support, which 

continues to  be important f o r  team continuance i n  both follow-up periods, 

s tudent /s taff  morale i s  l e s s  of an issue fo r  the longer-term survivors,  

perhaps because the worst schools in t h i s  respect have already dropped out 

of the program. 

Kind of school 

Team continuance i s  unrelated t o  school level ,  b u t  may be related t o  the 

s i ze  of a school r e l a t ive  to  others of i t s  k i n d .  Teams in middle and 

elementary schools w i t h  enrollments of 500 o r  more are  more l ike ly  t o  survive 

in to  a t h i r d  year than those i n  smaller schools (p  < .05).  The same i s  t rue 

fo r  teams i n  high schools w i t h  enrollments of 1500 or  more, though t h i s  

difference i s  not large enough to  be rel iable .  I t  i s  unlikely tha t  school 

s i ze  i t s e l f  i s  a determinant of team survival. We may be dealing instead 

w i t h  some corre la te  of school size--perhaps organizational complexity?-- 

fo r  which we have no measure. 

Teams survive equally well i n  good and bad schools. Survival i s  unrelated 

t o  the amount of crime and poverty i n  the school 's  immediate neighborhood 



and to the amount of crime occurring i n  the school. I t  i s  a l so  unrelated to  

the school 's  physical condition, how crowded i t  i s ,  the f a i l u r e  r a t e  of i t s  

students,  and the level of both student and teacher al ienat ion.  What i s-
important is  tha t  school problems are  seen as under reasonable control.  

Teams are  l e s s  l i ke ly  t o  do well i n  schools i n  which s tudents ,  teachers,  and 

principal a re  agreed on the need fo r  t i gh te r  security--a sign tha t  problems 

have gotten cut of hand. 

Also important to  team survival i s  the school 's  openness t o  i n p u t s  from i t s  

own s t a f f  and from parents and the community. This is  probably only possible 

when the school has control of i t s  own problems. 

Finally,  we found tha t  the t h i r d  year survi.vors, compared t o  those t h a t  

dropped out in the second year ,  more often reported declining enrollment, 

s t a f f ,  and budget i n  the year preceding i n i t i a t i o n  of the team program, b u t  

l e s s  often reported such change over the course of the team intervention. 

This seemingly contradictory finding suggests tha t  external problems may be 

motivators fo r  engaging i n  change e f fo r t s  b u t  can prove disrupt ive once 

these e f f o r t s  a re  underway. 

Team leader views of team survival 

In the spring of 1981, we asked the leaders of s t i l l  surviving teams ( t h i s  

was the end of the fourth year fo r  Group A ,  the t h i r d  year f o r  Group B) why 

they believed t h e i r  teams had continued t o  function. The dedication of team 

members (74 percent) and the support of the principal (58 percent) a re  the 

factors  most often mentioned. The support of school s t a f f  f o r  the team and 

i t s  e f f o r t s  runs a close th i rd  (42 percent).  Principal (and a lso  s t a f f )  



suppor t  is  c r u c i a l ,  not only e a r l y  but on an ongoing b a s i s .  In in terv iews 

conducted i n  t h e  sp r ing  of  1982, 38 percent  of the l eaders  of the s t i 11 a c t i v e  

teams s t a t e d  t h a t  having a suppor t ive  p r inc ipa l  was a main reason f o r  their  

team's continued ex i s t ence .  

C l u s t e r  and c l u s t e r  coordinator  support  a r e  in f requen t ly  mentioned, though 

o t h e r  da ta  sugges t  t h a t  t h e s e  play a r o l e  in  team s u r v i v a l .  O f  t h e  152 team 

l e a d e r s  interviewed i n  1981, 74 percent  o f  those in  a  d i s t r i c t  w i t h  a su rv iv ing  

c l u s t e r  coordinator  had a c t i v e  teams compared t o  38 percent  of those  i n  

d i s t r i c t s  without  a  c l u s t e r  coordinator .  S i m i l a r l y ,  62 percent  of  the  teams 

t h a t  had had some contac t  w i t h  o t h e r  c l u s t e r  teams during t h e  c u r r e n t  school 

y e a r  expected t o  continue t h e  team i n  the fol lowing y e a r ,  compared t o  27 percent  

o f  those  t h a t  had had no such contac t .  

Support from the Training Center was a l s o  i n f r e q u e n t i y  mentioned. Again, 

o t h e r  da ta  suggest  a  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between Tra in ing Center a c t i v i t y  and team 

longevi ty .  Half of the  teams interviewed had had some con tac t  w i t h  t h e  

Tra in ing Center  during the 1980-81 school year .  O f  t h e s e ,  67 percent  were 

s t i l l  funct ioning a s  teams and 62 percent  expected t o  continue i n t o  t h e  

fol lowing yea r .  O f  those  without such c o n t a c t ,  22 percent  were s t i l l  a c t i v e  

a s  teams and expected t o  cont inue  i n t o  t h e  next  year .  In our 1982 in te rv iews ,  

a  q u a r t e r  o f  the l eaders  o f  s t i l l  a c t i v e  teams a t t r i b u t e d  t h e i r  survival  t o  

t h e  s t r o n g  Tra in ing Center con tac t s  they had had i n  t h a t  school yea r .  .-

In exi t  in terv iews conducted i n  1979, 1980, and 1981 w i t h  l eader s  of  teams 

t h a t  had dropped from the program, we asked why their teams had f a i l e d .  The 

most s e r i o u s  problem, ac ross  a11 y e a r s ,  i s  lack of in-school suppor t  f o r  

team pffprJ2 ($8 percent ) .  This  i s  followed by team member l o s s  (48 percent  



of the failed teams). This occurs largely th rough  t ransfer ,  resignation, 

retirement, or  budget cuts--problems external to team functioning. The 

pressures of team member loss and also of t ige and money constraints 

(28 percent of the fai led teams) become more important in the second year 

o f  team operation. 

The team leader views of reasons for success and fa i lure  support and give 

some color to the findings from the questionnairelinterview measures reported 

ear l ier .  Teams must function well to survive. Functioning i s  impeded not 

only by problems internal t o  the team (for  example, fa i lure  to  work together 

harmoniously) b u t  by school reorganizations and reductions in s taf f  that  make 

i t  d i f f i cu l t  to keep team membership stable. Budget reductions and threatened 

school closings lead to teacher demoralization and make i t  d i f f i cu l t  to retain 

enthusiasm for  volunteer team activi ty.  Cluster and Training Center ac t iv i ty  

are less often seen by team leaders as central to team survival, b u t  there 

i s  evidence that  they play an important role in many cases and continue t o  

do so throughout team 1i fe.  

Summary of Fi ndi ngs 

1 .  	Teams can survive well beyond the duration of federal funding. 

Over a third of the teams ( 3 7  percent) were active in the year following 

termination of federal support (1980-81 ).  A f i f t h  (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 infl  uence. 

Team members may become absorbed into other school change effor ts  where 



they p u t  t h e i r  team s k i l l s  and experience t o  use. Team programs may 

become integrated into the operation of the school and continue long 

a f t e r  team members cease t o  meet as a team. Teams may revive a f t o r  

periods of inac t iv i ty .  Individual t earn members may i n i t i a t e  new programs 

on t h e i r  own. They may make use of s k i l l s  acquired i n  team t ra in ing  and 

a f fec t  both t h e i r  classrooms and t h e i r  re lat ionships with t h e i r  peers. 

When team members a r e  a l so  pr incipals ,  they may change t h e i r  ways of 

re la t ing  t o  s t a f f ,  parents,  and students and t h e i r  approach t c  school 

problems. 

3. The support provided t o  the team w i t h i n  the school i s  a crucial  f ac to r  

i n  team functioning and continuance. 

The support provided by the principal i s  c r i t i c a l .  Staff  support i s  

a l so  important, as i s  a school climate tha t  i s  hospitable t o  change, 

i - e . ,  open t o  inputs from s t a f f  and comunity.  

4. Effectiveness alone does not guarantee team survival.  

Teams t h a t  survive see themselves functioning well as teams and a re  judged 

ef fec t ive  by others.  Such teams .may survive se t t ings  lacking in external 

support', but they do be t t e r  when i t  i s  present. Supportive se t t ings  may 

bols te r  weaker teams and enable them t o  survive periods of d i f f i c u l t y  and 

t o  i-mpravel t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  function ef fec t ive ly .  

5. External problems may destroy even the most dedicated teams. 

Teacher layoffs ,  school reorganizations, and budget reductions lead t o  

loss  of team members and a lso  take a t o l l  i n  lowered morale. The resu l t ing  

increased workloads may make volunteer team a c t i v i t y  too burdensome t o  

continue. 



6. 	 The support of other schools i n  the d i s t r i c t - - a s  expressed throuqh the 

a c t i v i t y  of teams in other  schools and through the d i s t r i c t  c lus t e r  

coordinator--is an a id  t o  team continuance. 

7 .  	The continuing support of the  Training Centers i s  important t o  the 

survival of manv teams. 

Training Centers provide assis tance w i t h  team program development and 

w i t h  internal team problems. They a lso  work as mediators w i t h  and 

t r a ine r s  of both administrative and teaching s t a f f  and thus help create 

more hospitable se t t ings  f o r  team ac t iv i ty .  



Chapter 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Imp1i cations of Eva1 uation Findings 

We summarize here what our findings suggest about the use of the School 

Team Approach and about e f f o r t s  t o  change and improve schools. 

1 .  	The School Team Approach, when implemented well ,  i s  an ef fec t ive  and 

r e l a t ive ly  low cost  way to  deal w i t h  the problem of school crime and 

fea r  of crime. 

The School Team Approach is  an open and growing system. I t  i s  not a 

fixed intervention t h a t  may be exactly repl icated,  e i the r  w i t h i n  o r  

outside of the present ADAEP training system. 

When we ra i se  the question of the t r ans fe rab i l i t y  of this intervention--

e i t h e r  by fur ther  funding of ADAEP t o  t r a i n  more school teams o r  by 

recommending a s imi lar  intervention to  be undertaken by other agencies-- 

we must  t h i n k  not of spec i f ic  a c t i v i t i e s  b u t  of a general t ra ining 

approach. 

This approach has been consistent over the his tory of ADAEP. I t  is 

shared by the Training Centers and informs t h e i r  spec i f ic  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

even i f  t h e i r  interpretat ions of i t  vary across time and across Centers. 

The fundamentals of the approach are:  



developing a suppor t ive  s c h o o l / d i s t r i c t  s e t t i n g  f o r  the team 

c r e a t i n g  l o c a l  school problem-sol ving capabi 1i t y  through team 
bui ld ing and the development of ski l ls  i n  program planning and 
implementation 

a t r a i n i n g  emphasis on: 

prevention,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  through the c r e a t i o n  o f  a more 
humane school environment which will minimize c u r r e n t  problems 
and f o r e s t a l l  the development of  f u t u r e  ones, 

s t r u c t u r a l  change i n  the school ,  i .e. ,  change i n  the way the 
school opera tes  r a t h e r  than change i n  i s o l a t e d  segments o f  the  
school ,  and 

team choice  about s p e c i f i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  f o r  the team's  school 

providi'ng p c s t - t r a i n i n g  support  t o  the team 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  the change process i n  t h e  school by developing 
t h e  team a s  an ongoing e n t i t y  t h a t  can provide l o c a l  e x p e r t i s e  i n  
dea l ing  w i t h  future school problems a s  they a r i s e  

Within these broad g u i d e l i n e s ,  t h e r e  i s  room f o r  much v a r i a t i o n .  We see  

the f a c t  o f  this v a r i a t i o n  a s  lending added suppor t  t o  the s t r e n g t h  c f  

the general  approach. 

2 .  There i s  a r o l e  f o r  both l o c a l  problem-sol ving and f o r  a s p e c i f i c ,  

though l i m i t e d ,  f ede ra l  r o l e  a t  the loca l  l e v e l .  

In r e c e n t  y e a r s ,  and due i n  p a r t  t o  a Rand Corporation s tudy o f  f ede ra l  

education change e f f o r t s ,  f ede ra l  involvement i n  education has moved from 

an emphasis on d i r e c t e d  development ( i n  which a f ede ra l  agency l a y s  out  

a s p e c i f i c  program f o r  l o c a l  education agencies t o  fo l low)  t o  an emphasis 

on l o c a l  problem-solving ( i n  which monies a r e  given t o  a l o c a l  agency t o  

implemnt  change, w i t h  o r  w i  t h o u t  some 1oca? t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e ) .  



In her review of this change, Datta (1981) questions the interpretations 

of the Rand report and suggests that  the case for  local problem-solving 

has not yet been maae. 

The ADAEP program, w i t h  i t s  emphasis on empowering. schools to solve the i r  

own problems, may appear to  be another example of "local problem-solving." 

Actually, i t  l i e s  midway between the two approaches and thus represents 

a third choice. 

What the School Team Approach offers i s  federal aid t h r o u g h  "experts" 

( t ra iners)  in developing 1 ocal competence, w i t h  ongoing technical 

assistance used to  aid the team as i t  runs into road blocks. The kind 

of technical assistance offered i s  clearly linked to  training experiences 

and to a se t  of training principles. In th is  way i t  d i f fers  from the 

technical assistance used in the local problem-solving effor ts  described 

by Datta (usually given by academic experts who have had no prior contact 

w i t h  the local school ). 

The School Team Approach represents a f a r  more clearly defined program 

than do most efforts  to  a l l o t  monies over general categories to  "support 

local changeu--either direct ly or through block grants. Though the 

Approach i s  centrally directed, and was developed by people a t  the federal 

(and regional ) level , i t  does not 1 ay out a specific program for 1ocal 

agencies to follow. I t  this allows recognition of the great differences 

among schools that  require programs tailored to  f i t  individual needs, 

resources, obstacles, levels of sophistication, and poli t ical  rea l i t ies .  

I t s  aim--as i s  true of a11 such federal efforts--is to instftutconalize 



the federally-funded program a f t e r  the withdraw1 of  federal support. 

What i t  proposes t c  ins t i tu t ional ize ,  however, i s  not a specific program 

or  s e t  of programs b u t  rather the presence in the school of a trained 

change en t i ty  which can be continually responsive to  the course of local 

history. 

3.  	Local wisdom i s  not necessarily sufficient to guarantee wise and effective 

choices i n  change effor ts .  

Our  analysis of project choices and crime reduction indicated that  teams 

do not necessarily select  those projects most l ikely  t o  reduce problems 

in their  school. We found, for  example, that  security and discipline 

projects were used more widely by h i g h  school than by middle p r  elementary 

school teams though they were the leas t  successful strategy thrust i n  the 

former and the most successful i n  the l a t t e r .  W i t h i n  any one school level, 

we found a wide range of intervention approaches, both those associated 

w i t h  good and w i t h  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 strenqthenjng in-school support, 

by buildinq a supportive network through other schools and the school 

d i s t r i c t ,  and by maintaining a link with federally-sponsored technical 

assistance over a longer period of time. 

The School Team Approach is successful i n  mounting change effor ts  i n  a 

h i g h  percentage of schools and, despite attritFon over the years, i n  



maintaining those effor ts  i n  a substantial proportion of schools a f t e r  

federal support i s  withdrawn. Three kinds of action can improve the 

1 ongevi t y  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 di f f icul ty  in functioning without the principal 's active 

support. In i t ia l  selection of school s i t e s  in which the principal 

is real ly  sold on the potential of a team for her or  his school will 

he1p assure that  support. T h i s  means that  i t  may be necessary to  

a1 low more lead time for developing settings and perhaps to comi t 

some team training resources to th i s  pre-training act ivi ty.  

Beyond th i s ,  since i n i t i a l  commitments and enthusiasm may erode 

with time--and since committed principals may leave the schools and 

be replaced by less  comnitted ones--it may be necessary to provide 

for  continued set t ing development a f te r  teams have been trained. 

b. the building of supportive local networks 

The training of teams i n  clusters  of schools from the same d i s t r i c t '  

and the provision of a cluster  coordinator contributes to  team 

continuance. Though some teams do well on thei r  own, teams a s  a 

whole are more l ikely to continue when there i s  active d i s t r i c t  

support, as expressed through the d i s t r i c t ' s  maintenance of the 

coordinator position. Similarly, there i s  evidence that  contact 

w i t h  other teams--which may be faci l i ta ted  e i ther  through the d i s t r i c t  

or through Training Center act ivi  t ies-- is  related to increased team 

longevity. Time and resources devoted t o  the development and 
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maintenance of d i s t r i c t - l eve l  support may be as important as time 

given t o  the development of the local school se t t ing .  

c .  the maintenance of technical assis tance support 

Team continuance is more l i k e l y  when contact w i t h  the Training Center 

is maintained over a longer period of time. In our study technical 

assis tance was t o  be given over the f i r s t  two years of team ac t iv i ty .  

Those teams in which i t  was spread over the f irst  three years ( the  

to t a l  amount being the  same) had higher survival ra tes  than those 

teams i n  which i t  was confined t o  two years. 

Many of our long-term survivors--:earns act ive i n  t h e i r  fourth and 

f i f t h  years--repgrt some contact w i t h  the Training Center. T h i s  may 

be i n  the form of inclusion of team members in regional t ra in ing  

workshops, or par t ic ipat ion i n  t ra ining a c t i v i t i e s  arranged through 

other  funding. We do not know the optimal time fo r  contact t o  

continue ( i t  obviously varies  by school),  b u t  there would appear to  

be value i n  making resources avai lable  f o r  longer-term contact fo r  

teams able to  benefi t  by i t .  Such contact i s  considerably l e s s  

expensive than the t ra in ing  of new teams. 

We cannot t a lk  spec i f ica l ly  about the separate vs. combined impact of 

the three factors  we have discussed above. We know tha t  there a re  

individuals who rise above enormous handicaps t o  become successful i n  

t h e i r  l ives .  There a r e  a l so  teams tha t  show unusual tenaci ty  i n  the 

face of adverse se t t ings .  B u t  as a group, both individuals and teams 

do be t t e r  the greater  the  d ive r s i ty  and extent of t h e i r  support systems. 



5. 	 I t  i s  important t o  measure both the quality of an intervention and i t s  

impact over time. 

Although our measures of intervention quality were relatively crude, they 

enabled us to f i n d  differences i n  performance (crime reduction) that were 

not apparent w i t h  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 t o  include data on 

implementation quality when assessing program effects. 

The strength of an intervention may wax and wane over time. We found 

substantial numbers of teams that strengthened their performance after 

a shaky beginning, and others that fell  a p a r t  af ter  ini t ia l  good 

performance. Our  l a te r  followup interviews suggest that this  process 

may continue over time, w i t h  team performance varying as the team's 

membership and i t s  base of support change. This argues for repeated 

measures of outcome, since how well a program appears t o  work depends 

on the point i n  time when i t  i s  observed. I t  also argues for longer 

followup periods, since the staying power of a given instance of an 

intervention may not be clear w i t h i n  the f i r s t  year or two of i t s  

operation. In general, assessing intervention effects after longer 

time intervals should give a better indication of an intervention's power. 

6. 	The School Team Approach offers a way t o  create promising s i tes  for 

field-based research and development efforts directed t o  the increase 

of knowledqe about delinquency and i t s  prevention. 



One o f  the problems i n  t e s t i n g  new approaches t o  delinquency reduct ion  

i s  f i n d i n g  s e t t i n g s  i n  which in te rven t ions  o f  i n t e g r i t y  and power can 

be developed. I t  t a k e s  time t o  b u i l d a  new program and t o  c r e a t e  t h e  

cond i t ions  under which developing a s t rong  in te rven t ion  i s  poss ib le .  

Many new programs make minimal con t r ibu t ions  t o  knowledge because they 

a r e  weak and poorly implemented. 

This s tudy  looked a t  a l a r g e  number of schools ,  s e l e c t e d  only on t h e  

b a s i s  o f  their demonstration o f  a crime problem and t h e i r  will ingness 

t o  have a school team. Not a l l  schools  were equa l ly  hosp i t ab le  t o  t h e  

Team Approach. Not a11 teams functioned equa l ly  wel l .  Not a l l  teams 

survived.  A s i z e a b l e  number of  teams, however, continue t o  opera te  i n  

t h e i r  schools  f i v e  y e a r s  a f t e r  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  of  the OJJDP program, have 

developed innovat ive  programs and a c l imate  f o r  s e l f - s t u d y  wi th in  the 

school .  

The School Team Appraoch is  a way t o  develop promising research  and 

development si tes a t  r e l a t i v e l y  low cos t .  The teams a l ready  developed 

and s t i 11 func t ion ing  represen t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  resource  f o r  t h e  

development o f  f u r t h e r  knowledge a t  both a loca l  and fede ra l  l e v e l .  

Leads f o r  Future Research 

The o r i g i n a l  eva lua t ion  ques t ions  framed and guided our  a n a l y s i s  o f  the 

eva lua t ion  da ta .  What we found, and what i t  suggested,  has been summarized 

i n  t h e  preceding sec t ion .  Other quest ions-- those emerging i n  t h e  course 

of  o u r  e f f o r t s  t o  understand t h e  data--were beyond our  mandate and our 

resources ,  though they were equal i n  i n t e r e s t  and importance t o  t h e  ques t ions  



we addressed. We p u t  them aside reluctantly. In t h i s  section, we review 

some of these "other questions," each of which opens a f i e ld  for  productive 

research in the areas of delinquency prevention and school change. 

Self-reports of victimization vs. incident counts 

The reader concerned w i t h  "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 crimextually occurring in schools. We 

shared th i s  concern a t  the outset of the study and invested a great deal 

of time and effor t  i n  collecting reports from the schools on actual 

incidents (those reported to  school admini s t ra t ion)  of violence, disruption, 

the f t ,  vandalism, and alcohol and drug offenses. The incident reports, 

collected over three years, were to represent our "hard data" measures of 

crime levels and to supplement those derived from student and teacher 

surveys. We expected substantial agreement across schools between the 

incident reports and the corresponding student/teacher measures, i . e . ,  

schools high i n  one se t  of measures were expected to be high i n  the other. 

We found a t  best low to  moderate agreement between the two data sources. 

One problem was the di f f icul ty  of obtaining quality incident data from the 

school s .  (We reported earl i e r ,  Cape1 1 e t  a1. , 1982, on effor ts  to improve 

qua1 i t y  through adjustments for  school fai  1 ure to follow directions for 

collecting incident reports.) A second problem concerns the nature of the 

incidents themselves which do not occur w i t h  any regularity over time. A 

possible explanation fo r  the poor showing of our incident vs. victimization 

data i s  uncertainty as to  the proper way to model data of the incident type 



(Sparks e t  a l . ,  1977, devoted considerable e f f o r t  t o  this issue without 

reaching a def in i t ive  resolut ion) .  

Further exploration of this discrepancy was w i t h i n  our evaluation mandate 

but proved t o  be well beyond our resources. The issue i s  of practical 

importance i n  victimization s tudies  given the cost  and d i f f i c u l t y  of 

gathering ins t i tu t iona l  incident data and the concern about va l id i ty  

sometimes raised i n  connection w i t h  self-report  measures. 

Sub-qroup differences in perception of the same school environment 

The crime problem i n  a school--how much there i s ,  and how much of a threat  

t o  safety--is not seen i n  the same way by a l l  of the school 's  students. 

Younger s tudents ,  fo r  example, tend t o  be more concerned about crime than 

older students.  Girls tend t o  view crime problems more ser iously than do 

boys. 

In our study, we found tha t  groups defined i n  terms of t h e i r  age, sex, and 

ethnici  t y  perceived the school qui te  d i f fe rent ly .  Younger white g i r l s ,  for  

example, d i d  not report  the school environment i n  the same way as younger 

black g i r l s .  These differences were not necessarily the same from one school 

t o  another, t ha t  i s ,  the sub-group reporting most danger i n  one school was 

not always the same as the sub-group reporting most danger i n  another. We 

a l s o  found sub-group differences fo r  teachers. 

The problem of sub-group differences i s  not unique t o  our study and i s ,  i n  

f a c t ,  a comnon theme i n  organizational and social  climate research (Finney 

& Moos, 1982; Howe, 1977; Powell & Butterf ie ld,  1978; Schneider & Bar t le t t ,  



1970). I t  creates  a basic measurement problem i n  survey research on crime 

and victimization (Gottfredson, 1981 ; Hindel ang e t  a1 ., 1981) . Victim 

surveys have noted sub-group differences i n  social  perceptions, victimization 

experiences, and s t r a t eg ie s  f o r  coping w i t h  victimization (Sparks, 1976). 

Sub-group differences may a r i s e  from differences i n  the amount and k i n d  of 

victimization experience; from perception of one 's  vulnerabil i t y  t o  attack 

(e.g., being younger, being female) ; from the r e l a t ive  minoritylmajority 

s t a tus  of a given sub-group w i t h i n  the school (e.g. ,  being a black student 

i n  a school t h a t  is predominantly white vs. a school tha t  is predominantly 

black);  o r  from interact ions among these and/or other factors .  

Our analys's of team impact on crime d i d  not t e l l  us whether change i n  a 

school 's  crime level occurs across a l l  sub-groups or is a r e su l t  of change 

in only one or  two. Our analysis  of team interventions and change i n  crime 

d i d  not t e l l  us what k inds  of interventions reach which sub-groups w i t h i n  

the school. 

Study of sub-group differences and t h e i r  cor re la tes  i s  important f o r  

understanding the nature of the  crime problem and what i t  means t o  those 

w i t h i n  the school environment. I t  is  a lso  important fo r  targeting 

interventions to  reach those groups most a t  risk. 

Differences i n  f ea r  of crime 

W i t h i n  any school, there  i s  a group of students--generally a minority--that 

a re  not only preoccupied w i t h  crime and potential  danger b u t  whose f e a r  

leads them t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e i r  movement w i t h i n  the  school. T h i s  number i s  



considerably larger than the number who report being victimized d u r i n g  that 

school year. I t  i s  smaller than the number who see the school as unsafe for  

students. 

What makes some students more afraid than others, even i n  the face of cormon 

perceptions of danger? Research evidence on the relations among victimization, 

fear of crime, a nd exposure to crime i s  inconclusive (Bal k i n ,  1979; Bush, 1982; 

Garofalo, 1977). One l ine  of research from our data would look a t  differences 

in school experiences and individual at t i tudes and perceptions associated 

w i t h  excessive fear in non-victims and victims. Another would compare 

fearful and non-fearul students of similar background. 

The study of fear  of crime represents another approach to sub-qroup research, . 

with the groups here defined by thei r  at t i tudes rather than thei r  background 

characteristics.  The very fearful students are one such group. Other groups 

of interest  include the "toughs" and the cynical, alienated students. 

Interactions between teacher and student response to school crime. 

Teacher perception of and response to  violence depends not only on thei r  own 

background characterist ics,  victimization experiences, and at t i tudes b u t  may 

also be related to  the same se t  of variables in thei r  students. (We have 

already noted, for  example, that  teacher views of the seriousness of student 

behavior vary w i t h  the age of the students in the school .)  The same may be 

true of students, that  i s ,  student response to school crime may be related 

to  characteristics of thei r  teachers (e.g., thei r  amount of teaching 

experience, whether o r  not they feel prepared to cope w i t h  zhool violence, 

what they see as educational pr ior i t ies) .  



This suggests two potent ia l ly  valuable l ines  of research. One would deal 

w i t h  the interact ions among student/teacher charac ter i s t ics  and student/ 

teacher perceptions of and response to  school crime. A second would look 

a t  changes i n  these over time, specif ical ly  a t  the kinds of students and 

teachers whose response i s  affected by d i f fe rent  types of team interventions.  

Misperceptions of the a t t i t u d e s  of others 

We found i n  our study t h a t  students consistently overestimate the alienation 

from school of t h e i r  fellow students.  T h i s  k i n d  of misperception i s  one 

example of a phenomenon t h a t  was cal led,  i n  1931 (Katz and Al lpor t ) ,  

p l u r a l i s t i c  ignorance. 

Though there has been r e l a t ive ly  l i t t l e  investigation of the p l u r a l i s t i c  

ignorance phenomenon since i t  was f irst  described, recent research in t e res t  

indicates  tha t  i t  i s  a widespread occurrence in  both ins t i tu t iona l  and 

non-insti tutional s e t t ings  (Breed & Ktsanes, 1961; Klofas & Toch, 1982; 

Taylor, 1982). I t  has been found in schools (Packard & Willower, 1972) and 

among del inquent youth (Brezni t z ,  1975). 

Most typica l ly ,  p l u r a l i s t i c  ignorance is  represented by an overestimation 

of a tough, cynical,  o r  ant i -social  stance on the par t  of the group tha t  

i s  not supported by the  actual opinions of group members. T h i s  misperception 

leads t o  a reluctance t o  confront o r  ra i se  questions about the presumed 

majority opinion t h a t  may he1 p perpetuate the original m i  sperception. 

Moreover, i t  gives disproportionate v i s i b i l i t y  to  the opinions of a small 

minority who do in f a c t  hold tough/cynical/anti-social views--views often 

held more intensely than those of the pro-social though l e s s  committed 



major i ty .  These " i l l u s o r y  subcu l tu res"  (k lo fas  & T o c ~ ,  1982) j u s t i f y  t h e  

tough, r e t a l  i a t o r y  s t ance  of  some c o n t r o l l e r s  ( i n  schools ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  

and t e a c h e r s )  which s e r v e s  t o  r e i n f o r c e  t h e  perception o f  a "tough" group 

i d e n t i t y  even though a s  i n d i v i d u a l s  t h e  major i ty  o f  t h e  group may hold more 

pro-soci a1 a t t i t u d e s .  The dynamics of  these mutual (and mutual l y  r e i n f o r c i n g )  

m i  spe rcep t ions  may he1 p exp la in  r e s i s t a n c e  t o  change e f f o r t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

those  aimed a t  s i n g l e  sub-groups wi th in  an i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s e t t i n g  o r  those  

t h a t  f a i l  t o  recognize t h e  p lu ra l i sm wi th in  the  s e t t i n g  a t  l a r g e .  

The p l u r a l i s t i c  ignorance phenomenon o f f e r s  a promising and i n t r i g u i n g  lioe 

of research .  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  the notion of express ing a "tough" s t ance  t o  

a l i g n  onesel f  w i t h  the (misperceived) views of  pee r s ,  whether i n  s t u d e n t s  ' 

o r  t e a c h e r s ,  may prove useful  i n  understanding the dynamics of  v io lence  i n  

school s e t t i n g s .  Fur ther ,  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  designed t o  change a t t i t u d e s  and 

behaviors ,  e .g. ,  by s t r eng then ing  pro-social  bonds, may need t o  t a k e  account 

o f  both group and individual  l e v e l  misperceptions a s  e x t r a  impediments t o  

reform e f f o r t s .  

I f  these research  l eads  seem out  of p lace  i n  an eva lua t ion  r e p o r t ,  we would 

argue t h a t  a t  l e a s t  one func t ion  o f  an eva lua t ion  i s  t o  sugges t  where t o  go 

next .  We o f f e r  this comment f o r  both eva lua to r s  and their funders :  

Those who become i n v e s t i g a t o r s  quickly  l e a r n  t h a t  the formal,  preplanned 

design i s  no more than a framework wi th in  which imaginat ive ,  catch-as-  

catch-can improvisa t ion  does the productive work ....Q ues t ions  posed t o  

g e t  t h e  inqu i ry  under way prove t o  be f a r  less i n t e r e s t i n g  than t h e  

ques t ions  t h a t  emerge a s  observat ions  a r e  made and puzzled over.  Not 
i n f r e q u e n t l y ,  ques t ions  a r i s i n g  o u t  of  t h e  observat ions  prove t o  be 
mom finportant i n  the lcng run thzn the fac ts  t h a t  the s tudy was 

designed t o  pin down (Cronbach, 1982, p. x )  
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Appendix A 


Outcome Analyses :  ANOVAs 




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 1-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 1 and 3. 


Replication: effects due to time. 


R(1) = linear effects 

R(2) = quadratic (non-linear) effects 

A linear effect (in the proper direction) would indicate that problem 

levels in schools steadily decline from the first to the second to 

the third year. 


A quadratic or curvilinear effect would indicate,that the average 

value for year 2 is significantly out of line from years 1 and 3. 

E.g., if problem levels dropped sharply from the first to the second 

years, but then increased in the third year, this would appear as a 

quadratic trend. 


The linear and quadratic time components are independent--either may 

be present, or not, as the data indicate. One plausible combinarion 

of the two kinds of effects would be an initial decline in problem 

levels followed by a leveling off in the third year: scores generally 

drop over time (i.e., means for the second and third years are lower 

than that for the first), but the difference between the initial and 

final values is concentrated in the first time interval. This kind 

of pattern might be found where teams accomplish a great deal in their 

first year of operation but thereafter do little more than maintain 

their initial success. Time trends take on more meaning when they 

interact with other c-lassification factors included in the analysis. 
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ANALVSIS OF VARIANCE FOR I - S T  
OEPENOENI V A R I A 8 L E  - I V C P E R S I  IVCPERS2  TVCPERS3 Teacher measure: Self-re~orts of ~ersonal 

victimization
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A N A L I S I S  OF VARIANCE FOR 1-ST 
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PAGE 16 OUTCOME ANOVAS W I T H  COVARS 

A N A L Y S I S  O F  V A R I A N C E  FOR I - S T  
OEPENCENT V A R I A B L E  - T V A V C S I  1VAVCSZ TVAVCS3 

SOURCE sun OF 
SQUARES 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM . 

ME A N  
SQUARE 
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victimization 
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P A C E  12 , O U l C O n E  ANOVAS w l 1 H  COVARS 

A N A L I S I S  Of  V A R I A N C E  FOR 1 - S T  
OEPENOENT V A R I A 8 L E  - T V A I H S l  I V A T H S Z  I V A l H S 3  

SOURCE 	 sun OF OECCEES OF R E A N  
SQUARES F REEOCH SQUARE 
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PACE 1 2  O u I c o n E  ANOVAS WITH C O V A R S  

A N A L Y S I S  OF VARIANCE FOR 1 - 5 7  
OEPENOENT V A R I A B L E  - T P R O S l  I P R O S Z  l P R O S 3  Teacher measure: Property summary 

SOURCE sun OF ).'€AN 
SQUARES SQUARE Composite measure includes: 

Self-reports of property 
victimization 
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2 - N D  COVAR 
A L L  C O V A R l A l E S  
ERROR 

R 

R E  

R C 

REC 

1 - 5 1  COVAR 

2-NO COVAR 

ALL C O V A R I A T E S  


2 ERROR 0 . 3 1 2 0 2  



- - 

m r ~ r - o n  O ~ O N I C - O ~ ~ O N O Nc ~ r n o n - o
a $ m w u a e  O ~ Q Q C - ~ o r o m r n e  w - m e - o m. . . . .  ....... ....... ....... 


v m m a r m a  -0-NOCI Y ~ O N O ~ ON O - - ~ ~ W  

m Y - ~ C N D E  - m m e o ~ - m  o m m - m m r e  e - w e w q .  m 
YI ~ m e m m m r w n r u r o a m m  - ~ r o r m r e r  e o s m ~ n o  
r v w  n w e m n r o  w - N - - O N &  w m o n o - - m  e m - * - n n  r 

c x  r m m r m o e  0 0 0 - O - - m  o o o o o o o o  0 0 0 - C O O  o 
C L D

a 0 9 - O O I N  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . q q q o q o q - 3 3 9 9 9 3 3  ? 

YI 3 0  o o o o o o - o o o o o o o o  o e o o e e o a  ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0o 
a a m  

Y) 

W 
C -


aa- .
-*a

w w *  
0 0 3  

U U W B  

UIWW ua 
----ma 0 eo


r y ~ ~ ~ w v l t d a  u-2 
W U W  I IzzzE:.&iz 5aaa-N 



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 contrfbution to the 

prediction of outcome. 


The following variables are forced into the equation: 


W~AOIR(X = s for students, T for teachers) 
Weighted amount of intervention: the number of 20 school day intervals 
since team training up to the time data were gathered, adjusted for 
team effectiveness. Ranges from 0 to 21. 

WxAOIR squared. Allows for curvilinear relations between effective 
intervention time and outcomes. 

" CDISRPTN 
Control for disruptive setting events, used to adjust for interference 
during periods of team operation. Since little or no team activity 
had taken place when year 1 scores were gather,-CDISRPTN = 0 for 
outcome scores for the first year. For year 2 scores, CDISReTN = 
number of disruptive setting events occurring during the second year. 
For year 3 scores, CI)ISRPTN = number of disruptive setting events 
occurring during second plus third year, i.e., disruptive events are 
treated as cumulative. 

Dummy variable equally "1" if the score is from an elementary school, 

"0" otherwise. 


Dunany variable equally "I" if the score is from a middle school, 

"0" otherwise. Since thereare 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. 


Product of linear intervention time and elementary school dummy. 

Allows that the linear relation between time and outcome may be 

different in elementary schools. 




Product of squared intervention time'and elementary school dummy. 

Allows that the curvilinear relation between time and outcome may 

be different in elementary schools. 


WxAOIDM 


Same as WxAOIDE, but for middle schools, 


WxAOI2DM 


Same as WxAOIZDE, but for middle schools. 


O CDISRPTE 


Product of disruption index and elementary school dummy. Allows 

that effects of disruptive events may be different in elementary 

schools. 


O CDISRFJTM 


Same as CDISRPTE, but for middle schools. 


Guide for interpreting regression coefficients 


O WxAOIR 


Linear time. Negative coefficients mean a reduction in problem levels 

with increasing amounts of intervention time. 


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. 


O DE, DM 


School level dummies. Positive coefficients mean these schools have 

higher problem levels overall than other types of schools. E.g., 

+DM means things are worse in middle schools.. 


Disruption index. Positive coefficients mean disruptive events are 

related to higher problem levels. 




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 schools; 

if WxAOIR is negative, this would mean that things are improving 

overall, but not as fast (or at all) in elementary schools. 

Another example: WxAOI2DM with WxAOI2 pon-significant would mean 

that the U-shaped time effect occurs only in middle schools. 


Disruption x level dunrmy 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 "I?") may be an artifact of approximating, via polynomial regressicn, 

a curve that in fact does not turn up at the end. In either event, data are 

sparse in the area of the intervention time distribution, so the tail of the 

curve should be viewed as poorly estimated. 
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Comparison of Teams with Different Strategy Thrusts 

on Outcome Change Scores 
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Relative Standing of Strategy Thrust Groups 
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'probabilities are based on sign test which takes account of the direction 

but not the amount of differences among groups. 
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Corre la t ions :  Objective Change Targets  x Change i n  Crime Levels 
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Appendix F 


Correlations: Team Objectives x Change in Crime Levels 
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High Schools (n=57, s !nt measures; n=58, Teacher measures)  
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Middle Sctr 3 (n=62) , 
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Elementary , 31s (n=27) 
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Elementary : 31s (n=27) 
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Appendix G 


Correlations: Crime Reduction Targets x Change in Crime Levels 
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