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Evaluation Design 

The cross-site evaluation design was formulated collaboratively by the RTI/RMC evaluation team and the Federal clients overseeing the evaluation (the Interagency Evaluation Management Team [IEMT]), with recommendations from an advisory board of experts, the Technical Work Group (TWG).  The design and the analysis plan were developed through IEMT and TWG review of draft plans prepared by RTI/RMC.

Overview

The cross-site evaluation includes process and outcome components:

· The process evaluation (1) provides information on how the Initiative was implemented and gives insight into site attributes and procedures that may enhance or impede implementation; (2) examines partnership formation and functioning and the development of policies and provision of services; and (3) helps to interpret findings from the outcome evaluation by shedding light on why change, or lack of change, was observed in certain outcome measures over time.

·  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1The outcome evaluation assesses outcomes important to the SS/HS Initiative and whether they change over time. The evaluation also assesses the association between outcomes and planning, programs, and other activities in the SS/HS Initiative schools and communities.

The evaluation uses a two-tiered approach, with broad survey data collection in all 97 study sites (including annual surveys of teachers, school principals, other school staff, district representatives, partnership members, and project directors, and collection of administrative data from school districts and other agencies) and more intensive data collection (including student surveys, case studies, and economic data) in a randomly selected subset of sites.  To select the subset, sites were classified by (1) type of setting (i.e., large urban, midsize urban, suburban, and rural/tribal, as classified by the Department of Education), and (2) region (i.e., Northeast, South, Midwest, and West).  One sentinel site was randomly selected from the sites within each setting/region combination (e.g., large urban setting in the West region).  Table 2-1 shows the 17 sentinel sites included in the evaluation.

The structure of the SS/HS Initiative posed some inherent limitations and raised challenges to the development of the cross-site evaluation design.  These challenges, described in detail in Appendix A, led to the development of a design that focused on variability among sites.  The approach used in the SS/HS cross-site evaluation is to assess associations between outcomes and implementation of programs 

Table 2–1.
SS/HS Cross-Site Evaluation Sentinel Sites

	Region
	Sentinel sites
	All sites
	Urbanicity*

	
	
	
	Large urban
	Midsize urban
	Suburban
	Rural
	Tribal

	Northeast
	4
	18
	Pittsburgh, PA
	Auburn, NY
	Tyrone, PA
	Northampton, MA
	**

	Midwest
	4
	17
	***
	Madison, WI
	Cicero, IL
	Hays, KS
	Flandreau, SD

	South
	3
	30
	***
	Durham, NC
	Covington, KY
	Tahlequah, OK
	**

	West
	6
	32
	San Jose, CA
San Diego, CA
	Salinas, CA
	Hawaii
	Missoula, MT
	Ethete, WY

	
Sentinel sites
	17
	
	3
	4
	4
	4
	2

	
All sites
	
	97
	24
	32
	17
	21
	3


* As classified by the Department of Education.  ** No site funded within specified strata.  *** Selected sites ultimately withdrew.

and policies and to assess whether the outcomes, programs and policies, and associations change over time.  The purpose of the cross-site evaluation is not to assess specific outcomes achieved at each site but rather to assess a common set of outcome measures collected across the sites to evaluate the overall impact of the SS/HS Initiative.  
Survey Data Collection 

The cross-site evaluation includes 13 separate surveys.  Of particular interest for this report are surveys of principals, school personnel with responsibilities in school violence prevention efforts, classroom teachers, and students. 

Surveys from 2001 and 2002 are identified as coming from the same school, though different individuals may have completed the surveys.  Principal and violence prevention coordinator surveys were likely to have been completed by the same person each year, except in cases of personnel turnover.  Teachers were sampled each year, and only in sites with relatively few teachers (where all teachers were included in the survey) is it likely that the same teachers completed surveys each year.  All surveys were anonymous, however, and surveys from individual teachers cannot be linked across years. 

Student surveys were administered only in sentinel sites, in classrooms primarily made up of students in grades 7, 9, and 11, following procedures acceptable to each school.  Parental consent was obtained following procedures approved by the school and/or district and the national evaluator’s Institutional Review Board.  Some student surveys were excluded from analyses because the respondent was in a grade other than 7, 9, or 11, or because survey responses were of questionable validity (e.g., respondent reported being wounded by a gun at school five or more times in the past 12 months).  Many school violence and safety outcomes and related programs and policies vary across grade levels and school type (elementary, middle, and high schools).  Therefore, this report presents results separately by school type.

Table 2–2 shows the number of respondents included in analyses of school violence and safety outcomes by type of survey, school type, and survey year.  To be included in an analysis, a school had to have at least one respondent in both 2001 and 2002.

Table 2–2.
Number of Respondents from Schools, by Survey Type, School Type, and Survey Year (2001 and 2002)

	
	School Type and Survey Year

	
	Elementary
	
	Middle
	
	High
	
	Mixed
	
	Overall

	Survey
	2001
	2002
	
	2001
	2002
	
	2001
	2002
	
	2001
	2002
	
	2001
	2002

	Principal
	495
	495
	
	158
	158
	
	161
	161
	
	34
	34
	
	848
	848

	Violence Prevention
	323
	323
	
	122
	122
	
	122
	122
	
	20
	20
	
	587
	587

	Teacher
	1,469
	1,603
	
	771
	862
	
	1,441
	1,502
	
	184
	163
	
	3,865
	4,130

	Student
	820
	842
	
	5,859
	5,267
	
	9,708
	8,380
	
	457
	284
	
	16,844
	14,773


Measures

The findings described in this report are based on analysis of school violence and safety outcomes and implementation of violence prevention programs, policies, and activities.  Items in the surveys were drawn from a variety of sources, including the Youth Risk Behavior Survey, the Monitoring the Future Survey, the School Survey on Crime and Safety, the Public School Teacher Questionnaire: Schools and Staffing Survey. 

School Violence and Safety Outcomes

The cross-site evaluation measures different types of school violence and safety outcomes in surveys of principals, teachers, and students. These multiple data sources provide varying perspectives on school violence and safety.  These outcome measures are described in Table 2–3.

Table 2–3.
School Violence and Safety Outcomes

	Outcome
	Measure

	Student reports of violence victimization at school
	Two scales based on how often in past 12 months a student was victimized at school. One scale combined an item on being hit, kicked, or pushed, and one on being picked on or bullied.  Another combined items on being threatened with a knife or sharp weapon; injured with a knife or sharp weapon; threatened with a gun; and injured with a gun.  

	Student reports of witnessing violence at school
	Two scales based on how often in past 12 months the student witnessed other students being victimized (with scale combinations of items as described for previous victimization measure).

	Student reports of fighting
	Two separate items on how many times in past 12 months the student was in a physical fight, with one item specifying on school property and the second leaving location unspecified. Also, a scale combined two items asking how often in past 12 months the student took part in a group fight, or hurt someone badly enough to need bandages or a doctor (labeled “serious fighting”).

	Teacher reports of bullying or fighting in the classroom
	Two dichotomous items on whether, in past 30 days, the teacher had observed bullying or fighting in the class on which he or she was reporting.

	Teacher reports of feeling unsafe in and around school
	Nine items on how often in past 30 days teachers felt unsafe before, during, or after school, in their classrooms, areas of the building, or on school grounds.

	Teacher reports of student verbal abuse, threats, and physical attacks
	Three dichotomous variables of whether, since the beginning of the school year, a student had verbally abused, threatened to injure, or physically attacked the teacher.

	Principal reports of serious violence-related infractions
	The rate per 1,000 students of the number of serious violent infractions during the current school year, including homicide, rape or other types of sexual battery, suicide, robbery, and physical attack or fight with a weapon.

	Principal reports of physical attack or fight without a weapon
	The rate per 1,000 students of the number of infractions involving physical attack or fight without a weapon during the current school year.

	Principal ratings of bullying as a problem 
	Principal ratings of the extent to which student bullying was a problem in their schools during the current school year.

	Principal ratings of problem behaviors toward teachers
	Mean principal ratings of the extent to which student verbal abuse of teachers, student physical abuse of teachers, student acts of disrespect toward teachers, and disruptive classroom behavior were a problem in their schools during the current school year.  


Implementation of Violence Prevention in Schools
The evaluation measures the implementation of a variety of school violence prevention approaches, consistent with the intent of the SS/HS Initiative.  These implementation measures fall into two broad categories: (1) prevention interventions, and (2) policies regulating student behavior (Policies).  Implementation is measured broadly to accommodate the diversity of strategies found in local SS/HS sites.  Implementation measures are described in Table 2–4.

Information about Prevention Interventions was obtained through annual surveys of the staff member in each school designated by the principal as most knowledgeable about violence prevention.  Information about Policies was obtained through annual surveys of the principal in each school.  

Table 2–4.
Implementation Measures

	Implementation Variable
	Measure

	Prevention Interventions

	Comprehensiveness of school curricula in violence prevention  
	Three items assessed whether, during the current school year, (1) each of 12 topics (e.g., anger management) was part of a required curriculum or instructional content; (2) students in each grade (for 13 grades, K through 12) usually received required instruction in any of these kinds of topics; and (3) required curriculum or content addressed each of 11 issues (e.g., communication skills to avoid violence).  

	School staff participation in professional development in violence prevention
	One item asked whether any staff received training on each of nine violence prevention topics (e.g., violence prevention services focused on bullying or fighting).  

	Education or training for parents in violence prevention
	Three items asked whether the school provided families with information on violence prevention activities; met with a parent organization to discuss violence prevention activities; or provided parents with education or training related to healthy child development or violence prevention.  

	Involvement of students, staff, family members, or others in violence prevention
	Two items asked whether each of four groups (students, school staff, family members of students, or other community members) had helped to develop, promote, or implement violence prevention activities or programs; and whether the school had collected suggestions from each of these groups about activities or programs that could help prevent violence.  

	Partnering with agencies outside the school to provide violence prevention services
	Two items asked whether each of 11 types of organizations or professionals outside the school (including a subitem for “other”) had arrangements to provide violence prevention services when needed to students from the school; and whether each of eight violence prevention services were provided through these arrangements.  

	Student exposure to school-based violence prevention services
	One item asked respondents to estimate the percentage of students that received each of eight types of violence prevention services at the school during the current academic year.  The mean score serves as a proxy of the dosage of student exposure to violence prevention services.

	Policies Regulating Student Behavior

	Comprehensiveness of school behavior codes  
	Policies on student behavior regarding leaving campus, backpacks, identification badges, dress codes, weapon possession or use, and gang activities or attire.  

	Monitoring procedures 
	Policies on monitoring locations in and around the school.  

	Surveillance or communication devices  
	School use of surveillance and communication devices, including surveillance cameras, or metal detectors. 

	School Resource Officers or other security staff  
	Use of SROs either full-time or part-time and use of four other types of security staff (uniformed police, undercover police, security guards, or armed security guards).  

	Punitive consequences of violence  
	Consequences applied when students are caught fighting or breaking a rule on weapons possession.  A scale was constructed from subitems that described punitive consequences, such as being suspended or expelled. 

	Rehabilitative consequences of violence  
	The procedure used for the punitive consequences scale was also used to create a scale reflecting the tendency of the school to apply rehabilitative consequences to fighting or weapons possession (such as being referred to counseling).  


Control Variables

Analyses described in this report include “control variables” to statistically adjust for characteristics that may influence outcomes but that are not considered elements of the SS/HS Initiative and therefore not central to the evaluation.  As discussed earlier, levels of school violence and safety are commonly found to vary across settings (e.g., schools in large urban versus rural settings) and to be associated with other characteristics of the school system (e.g., expenditures per pupil) or student body (e.g., socioeconomic status, often measured as eligibility for free or reduced price meals).  Similarly, schools are likely to use different types and amounts of violence prevention programming and policies depending on their setting and available resources.

Controlling (statistically adjusting) for these characteristics puts schools “on a level playing field.”   In effect, the adjustments make the schools similar on these characteristics that may be highly related to school violence but are not the focus of the study.  If analyses did not control for such characteristics, it would remain uncertain whether a finding was due to those characteristics rather than to what the sites are doing through the Initiative (e.g., violence prevention efforts).  The use of these control variables should not be seen as implying that they are the focus of the analyses; on the contrary, they are used to help isolate the effects of variables of greater interest—that is, those variables that measure violence prevention implementation in SS/HS sites.

The following control variables were used for this report: 

· Site-level:  type of setting—large urban (19 sites), midsize urban (26 sites), suburban (13 sites), or rural/tribal (19 sites)

· District-level: district expenditures per pupil (which reflect the level of resources available) and the percentage of households in the district with income below poverty level

· School-level:  enrollment size and the percentage of students eligible for free and reduced-cost meals (a proxy for socioeconomic status)

· Teacher-level:  grade level that the teacher primarily teaches (proxy for student grade level, because analyses with teacher data do not include students)

· Student-level:  gender, race (white/nonwhite), and grade level

These control variables were selected because they have been found to be related to school violence and safety and because they are well suited to the analytic approach.  Table 2-5 shows the mean values of district and school control variables by school type, as well as the numbers of teachers or students in different grade levels or demographic groups.

Table 2(5.
Control Variables Across School Type

	Control Variable
	School Type
	

	
	Elementary School
	Middle School
	High 

School
	Total

	District-Level Control Variable
	
	
	
	

	Average percentage of households in the district with income below poverty level
	 13.9%
	  13.7%
	    13.0%
	  13.6%

	Average district expenditures per pupil*
	$7,225
	$7,263
	$6,924
	$7,183

	School-Level Control Variable
	
	
	
	

	Average enrollment size
	502
	763
	1,220
	711

	Average percentage of students eligible for free and reduced cost meals
	     55%
	     52%
	       30%
	     49%

	Teacher-Level Control Variable
	
	
	
	

	Primary grade level taught
	
	
	
	

	1
	498
	0
	0
	498

	3
	479
	0
	0
	479

	5
	460
	15
	0
	475

	7
	32
	702
	3
	737

	9
	0
	54
	697
	751

	11
	0
	0
	741
	741

	All grades
	1,469
	771
	1,441
	3,681

	Student-Level Control Variable
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Male
	-
	2,829
	4,604
	7,433

	Female
	-
	3,016
	5,090
	8,106

	Race
	
	
	
	

	White
	-
	1,374
	2,893
	4,267

	Non-white
	-
	4,333
	6,713
	11,046

	Grade Level
	
	
	
	

	7
	-
	5,638
	5
	5,643

	9
	-
	221
	5,385
	5,606

	11
	-
	0
	4,318
	4,318

	All grades
	-
	5,859
	9,708
	15,567


Note:
Shaded numbers indicate teachers and students included in the analyses based on type of school.  Unless otherwise noted, all mean values in this table refer to the 2000–2001 school year.

*
1999–2000 school year.

Analysis

This report is based on a series of analyses, moving from a simple assessment of levels of outcomes and whether they changed over time to more complex analyses of associations between each outcome and violence prevention implementation. 

Analytic Process

First, the analysis assesses the levels of each outcome, and whether they changed significantly from the first to the second year.  Levels and change were assessed in student, teacher, and school outcomes within each school type (i.e., elementary, middle, or high school).  For some outcomes, findings from other studies are provided to place these SS/HS findings in a broader context.

Second, the analysis assesses levels of violence prevention and control in schools, and whether the levels changed from the first to the second year.  Elements of violence prevention and control were assessed in two broad categories:  (1) Prevention Interventions, and (2) Policies Regulating Student Behavior.

Third, the analysis assesses the association between each outcome and all of the implementation characteristics within each of the violence prevention implementation categories.  This analysis looks at the association of the outcome with each measure of implementation, beyond the associations with the other characteristics in that implementation category.  Several complementary approaches were used to analyze associations as described in the respective sections on results.

Analysis and Interpretation Considerations

Before moving to results and interpretation of findings, several considerations are worth noting.  First, many programs and policies to improve school violence and safety outcomes take time to show effects.  This lag between implementation and effect makes it difficult to detect effects, particularly over a relatively short time span such as from one school year to the next.  Analyses covering a third year will be better able to detect any such lagged effects.

Our current analysis examines how the levels of implementation are associated with the levels of outcomes and how these associations change over time.  Another approach would be to examine the extent to which changes in implementation over time are associated with changes in outcomes over that same time period.  However, the advantage of this approach is diminished when the analysis period covers only 1 year, because there may in fact be little change in implementation during that period.  An analysis of levels rather than change is more appropriate.  Again, a third wave of data in future analyses will help to resolve this problem, to the extent that there are greater differences in implementation measures over time.

Finally, many previous studies’ findings on outcomes are not directly comparable to these findings on SS/HS outcomes.  Whereas previous studies typically reported the presence or absence of a violent behavior for each student—usually aggregated to a percentage of students engaging in that behavior regardless of the number of occurrences—this study reports measures based on the number of occurrences.  If, for example, a school reduced its number of violent incidents in a year by half, this accomplishment would be reflected in analyses looking measures based on the number of occurrences—but not in analyses looking simply at the presence or absence of the behavior if the same number of students committed at least one violent act. Though this study’s use of more sensitive measures limits the extent to which its findings can be directly compared to some previous studies, its advantage is in its greater ability to detect changes.  Another important distinction is that many of the other studies were explicitly designed to include a nationally representative sample, whereas this study was not.  The sampling design used in this study was developed to represent the populations in the 97 SS/HS sites funded in 1999–2001, not to represent the United States. 

�	Two sites selected for the Midwest/large urban and South/large urban settings withdrew as sentinel sites due to difficulties in gaining approval for student surveys.  A West/large urban site was the best alternative available and was added as a replacement.


�	Only one principal survey and one violence prevention survey were administered in each school, so the number of included respondents is the same for both years.  Multiple student and teacher surveys were administered in many schools, so the number of included respondents for these surveys can vary between years.
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