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Addressing the
challenges of the 90s

The National School Safety Center re-
cently hosted a practicum focusing on al-
ternative education for disruptive youths.
Educators, policymakers and representa-
tives from juvenile justice and law en-
forcement from across the country gath-
ered to discuss their perspectives on
managing students who continually dis-
rupt the educational environment, espe-
cially those who commit serious, violent
offenses.

Of particular interest to this group and
to many local education agencies nation-
wide is the impact of recent federal legis-
lation that ties the availability of Title I
federal funds to the adoption and imple-
mentation of automatic expulsion poli-
cies for students who carry weapons to
school. As such zero-tolerance policies
are adopted by school boards across the
nation, the need to provide educational
access in the form of alternative settings
becomes vital. The practicum focused on
this challenge.

In the opening session, practicum par-
ticipants identified key issues confront-
ing their districts. Recurring themes sur-
faced during these initial discussions:
• Schools are dealing with “late model”

children while schools are often staffed
with “older model” teachers. Many
teachers are in need of training and
professional development so that they
may be “brought up to date” and be
able to deal effectively with today’s
students.

• Recent changes in Congress are caus-
ing widespread apprehension among

educators over the possible loss of
funding for violence and drug abuse
prevention programs.

• School personnel often send the wrong
message home to parents. The message
should be that schools need parents,
and together both can work toward the
success of all children.

• Students need opportunities for suc-
cess. Educators need to reward even
the smallest student successes  — es-
pecially those achieved by students
who have failed in traditional school
settings.

• Students are schools’ most under-used
resources. Educators need to learn to
ask and then to listen to students about
their needs and perceptions. Often stu-
dents offer very sound and practical
solutions to significant problems they
themselves face.

During further discussions and small
group sessions, practicum participants
developed guidelines for dealing with se-
rious, violent offenders who return to
school after incarceration or as a term of
probation. Key strategies included:
• Review student records prior to admis-

sion to school. Has this student been
involved in criminal activity? Is the
student being sent to your school as an
“opportunity transfer?” If so, carefully
review the records.

• Review student code of conduct with
both the student and parents.

• If necessary, develop a supplemental
student behavior contract outlining
specific behavior expectations.

• Review any conditions of probation.
Insure that classroom placement and

behavioral and educational plans con-
form to court orders.

• Assign a single counselor. When a dis-
ruptive student is assigned to a variety
of different counselors, often each new
offense is treated as a first-time occur-
rence. When a single counselor is in-
volved, misbehavior can be managed
from a comprehensive perspective and
appropriate sanctions and supervision
can be imposed.

• Consider placing the students’ locker
near the principal’s office.

• Provide appropriate supervision for
special events where violent/disruptive
students will be present.

• If you have several students on proba-
tion at your school, consider providing
space for a probation officer on your
campus to assist with supervision.

• Insure that classroom placement in-
volves teachers who are trained in
handling disruptive students.

• All classrooms should have two-way
communication capability with the
front office.

• Provide an array of positive learning
and extracurricular activities.

• Invest time with these youngsters and
believe that you can make a difference.

Clearly other strategies could be set in
place; these provide a beginning point.

NSSC successfully launched its 1995
School Safety Leadership Training Pro-
gram in Westlake Village, California, on
March 27-29, 1995. Attendees received
certificates of completion after three days
of training in school safety-related top-
ics, including safe school planning, legal
issues, community collaboration, class-
room management, multicultural rela-
tions, gang and weapon prevention, peer
intimidation and sexual harassment pre-
vention, and school crisis management.

Scheduled sites for 1995 training pro-
grams are Charlotte, North Carolina;
Portland, Oregon; Chicago, Illinois; and
Nashville, Tennessee. Individuals who
complete this training become automatic
members of NSSC’s International Asso-
ciation of School Safety Professionals.
Call NSSC for more information.
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BY JULIUS MENACKER

Schools acting alone can do little to remedy the social
disorganization that breeds youth crime and indiscipline. Rather,

the solution lies with the family and community structures.

Public schools and urban
youth disorder

The current disillusionment with Ameri-
ca’s public schools is rooted in that ele-
ment of American socio-political mythol-
ogy which suggests that the school can
be the panacea for any and all of the
nation’s problem s.1 For example, a cur-
rent popular focus is improving the fail-
ing international economic position of
the U.S. through better education of the
country’s youth. Another is reducing
youth crime and related forms of disor-
der, also the focus of this article.

Prior to the current period, roughly de-
fined as beginning in the 1960s, the
schools were seen as the single best pub-
lic resource for reducing and preventing
youth crime and precluding the develop-
ment of career criminals. Since the
1960s, the public’s faith in the anti-
crime influence of the public schools has
been eroded. That trust has now been re-
placed by a focus on how to reduce or
prevent crime in the public schools
themselves. Thus the current view is that
the public schools are part of the prob-
lem rather than part of the solution.

The 1994 Gallup/Phi Delta Kappa Poll
of the Public’s Attitudes Toward the
Public Schools reveals that when citizens
were asked to identify the main problems
with public schools, people most often

mentioned lack of discipline and fight-
ing/violence/gangs.2 From 1986 to 1992,
drug use was the No. 1 perceived school
problem. In 1986, drug use replaced lack
of discipline, previously identified by the
public as the primary problem for over a
decade.3

The purpose of this article is to trace
the historical development of the shift of
focus from the school’s being viewed as
the solution to youth disorder to the cur-
rent view that public schools are part of
the problem associated with urban youth
disorder. Insights gained from this his-
torical review will be used to make
policy recommendations for resolving
the current crisis of school violence.

Phase 1: Schools as an antidote
The crusade for a universal common
school launched by Horace Mann in the
1830s is generally recognized as having
developed from his fear of growing so-
cial disorder, seen in a variety of mani-
festations. In his view, the problem could
best be relieved by the education of the
young child.4 Under Mann’s leadership,
the Massachusetts Senate Committee on
Establishing a Reform School in 1846
justified this added public expense by
noting that a child “may be educated to
evil as well as to good.” However, “if he
be ... placed under the care of judicious
men, taught to labor, be furnished with a
good moral and intellectual education,
he would, in nine cases out of 10, per-

haps, become a good and useful citi-
zen.”5 Other leaders of that time agreed,
with one asserting that “education is the
best means of ... preventing crime,” and
another holding that “the parents ... [are]
most blamable: they take no pains to
make him attend school.” The writer fur-
ther maintained that “neglect of educa-
tion in schools will be found to be the
most universal of the many prolific
causes of crime which exist in regard to
the young.”6

By the 1880s, the public’s dependence
on public education as the antidote for
youth crime shifted to focus on high
schools. An 1881 report to the National
Education Association (NEA) responded
to opponents of the public high school by
pointing out that “the system of public
schools is the most potential agency ... to
root up vice [and] to lessen crime.” 7

Later in the 19th century, the public
school extended its social role by provid-
ing playgrounds, after-school programs,
summer school, and even the kindergar-
ten, for the express goal of inhibiting ju-
venile delinquency.8

This basic faith in the schools as the
remedy for youth crime persisted into the
new century. The new universal, and
mostly compulsory, public schools of the
big cities continued to expand their roles
by opening schools to parents and com-
munity activities. This was needed be-
cause, as noted in 1917, “[t]he home
seems to be disappearing, and crime, de-

Julius Menacker is professor and chair
of the Policies Studies Department of the
College of Education, University of Illi-
nois at Chicago.
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spite increasingly effective police and
probation systems, is increasing every-
where.”9 As crime increased in the cities,
the response was to apply the “accepted
solution” in heavier doses, leading to the
development of summer schools as a
means of preventing youthful idleness
that stimulated criminal activity.10

One of the last important policy state-
ments in the Phase 1 period was made by
the President’s Commission on Law En-
forcement and the Administration of Jus-
tice in its 1967 report. As in the past, the
root problems of youth crime were seen
to be the failure of youthful offenders to
complete their schooling and ineffective
parental control. Added to the equation
was increased emphasis on the debilitat-
ing effects of life in an environment of
urban poverty. The school was still seen
as the solution, because:

[T]he school, unlike the family, is a
public instrument for training young
people. It is, therefore, more directly
accessible to change through the de-
velopment of new resources and
policies. And since it is the principal
public institution for development of
a basic commitment by young people
to the goals and values of our soci-
ety, it is imperative that [the school]
be provided with the resources to
compete with illegitimate attractions
for young people’s allegiance. Any-
thing less would be a serious failure
to discharge our nation’s responsi-
bility to its youth.11

A clear pattern was evident. Youth
crime and disorder had accelerated with
urbanization, triggering more demands
on the school as the primary focus for so-
lutions, without regard to the evidence
that the school had not proved to be the
solution in over 100 years. The main
support for this continued policy was the
view, noted above in the report to the
NEA, that without the role played by the
school, the problem would most probably
be worse.

Phase 2: Schools as part of the problem
The President’s Commission report,

while adhering to the traditional view,
also signaled the beginning of a new
public attitude by challenging the ortho-
doxy introduced by Horace Mann. The
report suggested that the school may be
part of the problem, rather than the solu-
tion to juvenile delinquency.

In the words of the report: “Recent re-
search has related instances of delin-
quent conduct to the school-child rela-
tionship and to problems either created
or complicated by schools themselves.”12

These school-related problems included
educators’ passivity in coping with the
problems confronting poor urban youth.
Such inactivity inadvertently contributed
to student failure, thereby decreasing stu-
dents’ motivation to succeed in school.
The result was that the most problematic
children, who were also prone to crime,
were either ignored or indirectly forced
out of school.

The report concluded by noting the
mounting evidence of a correlation be-
tween school failure and delinquency
brought on by the school’s humiliation of
the student, circumstances that produced
students who rebelled in school, left
school before graduation and became de-
linquents. The failure of the school to ad-
equately educate the child thus was seen
as a causal link to juvenile delinquency.

Phase 2 continued with the public lev-
eling a variety of criticisms at schools.
Schools were cited for their failure to
stem the tide of youth crime and disorder
and also for their failure to achieve al-
most all of their accepted goals, espe-
cially the most fundamental goal of pro-
viding an adequate basic education that
would allow graduates to obtain jobs and
pursue careers.

The criticisms and proposed cures for
the malaise of the public schools seen in
the 1960s came from all sides. In one
camp were the romantic critics of educa-
tion who claimed that the schools were
overly repressive and stultifying. Their
cure was to make schools less authoritar-
ian and to give students more “freedom
to learn,” to use the title of romantic
critic Carl Roger’s book. In this way, the
dropout rate could be reduced and poten-

tial dropouts helped to become viable
members of society.

On the other side was the Council for
Basic Education and critics such as
Rickover, Bestor, Hook and others, who
demanded greater emphasis on academic
study and homework and a no-nonsense
approach to study demands, discipline
and competitive standards. These critics
maintained that this approach would
make schooling meaningful and would
gain the respect of students, rather than
pander to the whims of students and
“dumb down” the nation as a whole.
Neither camp paid much attention to the
rapidly increasing drug abuse and the at-
tendant growth of crime and youth gangs
then creeping into urban communities
and schools.

Even as these trends advanced, the na-
tional government poured billions of dol-
lars into the schools through many new
programs, especially the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965. While
the focus was on eliminating poverty
rather than youth crime, the connection
between the two was obvious. These pro-
grammatic interventions proved rela-
tively ineffective in the face of the grow-
ing chasm between rich and poor and the
rapid deterioration of urban infrastruc-
tures and their capacity to serve the
needs of the poor.

Another result of the loss of faith in
the school’s capacity to stem the anti-
social behavior of youth was the strong,
unprecedented role assumed by the fed-
eral courts in deciding school policy for
student behavior. Beginning with its
1969 decision in Tinker v. Des Moines
School District, the U.S. Supreme Court
set upon a course of departing from its
traditional stance of not substituting its
judgment for that of school boards. The
Court began pre-empting school board
authority in matters of student control,
with policy requirements supportive of
the views of the romantic critics. Tinker
provided public school students with
rights of free expression in the school.13

This diminution of adult authority
paled in comparison with the 1975 deci-
sion in Goss v. Lopez. This ruling inhib-
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ited adult authority by requiring that
school authorities provide students with
due process protections in suspension
and expulsion proceedings.14 Not only
did this decision reduce school authority
over students, but a subsequent decision
also made boards of education finan-
cially liable for violating student due
process rights.15 Quite predictably, these
decisions were judged by conservative
critics as contributing to the alienation
between educators and students, admin-
istrative confusion, loss of adult control
in schools, and a legalistic impersonal-
ization of the student-teacher relation-
ship. These “liberal decisions” were held
to contribute in a significant way to in-
creased pathological trends among
youth, including juvenile delinquency.16

The harbinger of the court reaction
supporting these conservative views had
appeared in Justice Black’s dissent to the
Tinker decision, in which he wrote that:

[I]f the time has come when pupils of
state-supported schools ... can flout or-
ders of school officials to keep their
minds on their own schoolwork, it is
the beginning of a new revolutionary
era of permissiveness. ...
    Uncontrolled and uncontrollable lib-
erty is an enemy to domestic peace.
We cannot close our eyes to the fact
that some of the country’s greatest
problems are crimes committed by the
youth, too many of school age. School
discipline, like parental discipline, is
an integral and important part of train-
ing our children to be good citizens —
to be better citizens.17

The high-water mark of the conserva-
tive reaction was the 1985 decision of
New Jersey v. T.L.O. in which the U.S.
Supreme Court announced that educators
deciding to search students should not
have to be concerned about legal distinc-
tions between reasonable suspicion and
probable cause. Rather, justification for
search was relegated to the dictates of
“reason and common sense.” Echoing
Justice Black’s views of almost two de-
cades earlier, the strengthening of school
authority at the expense of student rights

to privacy was justified by concern with
advancing youth disorder and crime:

Against the child’s interest in privacy
must be set the substantial interests of
teachers and administrators in main-
taining discipline. ... Maintaining or-
der in the classroom has never been
easy, but in recent years, school disor-
der had taken particularly ugly forms;
drug use and violent crime in the
schools have become major social
problems. ... Accordingly, we have
recognized that maintaining security
and order in the schools requires a cer-
tain degree of flexibility in school dis-
ciplinary procedures. 18

Meanwhile, the executive and legisla-
tive branches of the national government
added their respective input to resolve
the apparent incapacity of public schools
to manage student behavior. Congress
commissioned the 1978 landmark “Vio-
lent Schools — Safe Schools: The Safe
School Study Report to the Congress.” 19

The statistics produced by the large-
scale, nationwide study were alarming.
For example, well over one-third of rob-
beries and assaults of urban youth oc-
curred in schools; over 5,000 teachers
were physically assaulted in a typical
month; about 3 million secondary stu-
dents avoided certain places in their
school out of fear; and about .5 million
students reported feeling afraid at school
most of the time.

President Reagan issued A Nation at
Risk in 1983.20 This report called atten-
tion to school disruption and indisci-
pline, while reserving declining student
performance as its centerpiece. President
Bush’s America 2000: An Education
Strategy listed as one of its six national
education goals that “Every school in
America will be free of drugs and vio-
lence and will offer a disciplined envi-
ronment conducive to learning.”21 The
specific recommendation for accomplish-
ing this goal was to implement “fair but
firm” school policies, instructional pro-
grams addressing drug/alcohol abuse,
and parental and community involve-
ment in making school “a safe haven”

for children. The Clinton Administration
has adopted the America 2000 goals,
which have been enacted into law as the
Goals 2000: Educate America Act.22

Both the Nation at Risk and America
2000 reports urged state governments
and local communities to take leadership
in resolving the problems of American
public education. In regard to school or-
der and safety, one response was enact-
ment of national and state “safe schools”
statutes. The U.S. Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Crime Control Act of
1984, which made drug trafficking in
and around schools a federal crime car-
rying stiffer penalties than would be the
case for nonschool environments. Many
states have followed this example with
variations of the federal “schoolyard stat-
ute” and laws related to preventing and
specifying punishment for a wide variety
of other school-related crimes. Research
based on a sample of legislation related
to school crime and violence in 36 states
has revealed the following:23

• Half of the states surveyed have passed
special legislation dealing with school-
related drug trafficking. Most notable
is the Montana legislation, which al-
lows for a life sentence for violations.

• Nearly half (44 percent) of the states
have statutes addressing weapons pos-
session in schools. In this group, Okla-
homa law makes parents liable for
fines and/or community service for
student weapon possession offenses.
Illinois law provides for an automatic
transfer from juvenile court to criminal
court for minors who commit weapons
offenses. Criminal court convictions
carry more severe attendant penalties.
Maryland allows for a weapons offense
to result in three years’ imprisonment,
while in Louisiana such an offense can
result in five years of imprisonment at
hard labor.

• Forty-four percent of the states have
specific legislation directed at school-
related assault and battery, with a few
states specifying that school-related
assault and/or battery is automatically
considered aggravated assault and/or
battery.
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• California has elevated concern for
control of school crime and violence to
state constitutional status.

The failure of Phase 2 policy
Bracey cited the criticism of America
2000 written by Giroux:

America 2000 ignores such problems
as child poverty at a time when 40 per-
cent of all children are classified as
poor; it ignores the pressing problem
of unemployment when the unemploy-
ment rate among black male teens in
March 1991 was 38.4 percent. It ig-
nores issues of health care, teenage
pregnancy, drugs and violence at a
time when these issues play a central
role in defining the quality of life for
increasing numbers of students. In-
stead of addressing how these issues
impact upon schools and undermine
how children learn, America 2000 fo-
cuses on such issues as testing and
choice.24

In like manner, this current phase of
the schools and youth disorder issue
ignores community- and family-based
issues such as those mentioned above.
Instead, the focus is exclusively on rec-
ommendations for reforming schools to
make them safer and more orderly. This
emphasis continues even in the face of
such evidence as reported in the prelimi-
nary findings of a national longitudinal
study on the causes and correlates of de-
linquency. It was found that while delin-
quency and drug use were associated
with lower academic commitment and
poor reading ability, the most seriously
delinquent youth received the poorest pa-
rental supervision.25

Additional evidence supports the fal-
lacy of focusing on schools as the prime
contributors to societal violence. For ex-
ample, between 1980 and 1990, the juve-
nile (ages 10-17) violent crime arrest
rate rose 27 percent, with a 79 percent
increase in the number of juveniles com-
mitting murder with guns. Youth firearm
homicide is now the second leading
cause of death for persons in the 15-19
age bracket.26

Statistics show than in California more
that $22 million in damage was caused
to schools by vandals in the 1986-87
school year.27 A New York City United
Federation of Teachers study docu-
mented 2,300 cases of violence against
its members over a six-month period in
1993.28

Further research has revealed that
from 1986 to 1990 there were 227 media
reports of serious in-school weapons vio-
lations, including 65 deaths from gun-
shot wounds.29 Finally, youth crime and
violence have even invaded rural
America. A study of 23 central Texas ru-
ral communities found among other evi-
dence of youth crime and violence that
42 percent of students could get a hand-
gun if they wanted; 25 percent had car-
ried a weapon to school; 14 percent had
been physically attacked; and 23 percent
had used illicit drugs.30

Since society’s acceptance of the view
that schools are part of the problem of
juvenile delinquency as much as they
may be part of the solution, problems of
school disorder, violence and lawlessness
have continued unabated. Traditional re-
sponses — such as increased penalties
for juvenile offenses and creating prison-
like trappings within the school — have
not proven effective. Nor have policies
making for harsher treatment of juvenile
offenders. For example, a study of the re-
sults of trying juveniles in criminal as
opposed to juvenile courts in 12 states
did not reveal positive results from in-
creased criminal court prosecutions.
While the sentences in criminal courts
were more severe, there was also a
greater likelihood of juveniles being re-
leased in criminal courts than in juvenile
courts.31

A four-year research and development
project sponsored by the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
produced findings strongly suggesting
that a focus that incorporates the com-
munity along with the school is neces-
sary to improve school order and safety.32

The project addressed the development
of school order and safety policies in four
schools with severe discipline problems

located in poor, crime-ridden communi-
ties. Statistics from the Chicago police
department revealed a far greater inci-
dence of crime and violence in the
neighborhoods surrounding the schools
than was true within the schools. It was
also found that both teachers and stu-
dents consistently considered themselves
to be far safer within the walls of the
schools than in the neighborhood in
which the schools were located.

The stability of these findings over
four years suggests that the answers to
both juvenile delinquency and improving
school order and safety lie not in the
schools, whether in terms of socializing
students away from crime and violence
or making the schools safer. Rather, the
solution lies with the family and commu-
nity structures. Schools acting alone can
do little to remedy the social disorgani-
zation that breeds youth crime and
indiscipline.

An incident that occurred during the
four-year Chicago project is instructive.
The project included one school prima-
rily composed of students residing in a
public housing project that has repeat-
edly earned the top ranking for public
housing crime. A police sweep of these
buildings temporarily removed drug
pushers, gang members and large
numbers of weapons and resulted in a
period of increased school attendance
and reduced disciplinary problems.

The evidence cited above was ignored
by the America 2000 proposal. Such an
attitude has also continued during the
current administration. The result can be
seen in the document Reaching the
Goals: Goal 6.33 In the executive sum-
mary, the document briefly specifies the
solution to the problem of school drug
abuse, violence and discipline problems:

The key here is to create an atmo-
sphere in which students and teachers
are engaged in learning and where
misbehavior is dealt with quickly,
firmly, and fairly. Most important, a
learning environment requires an ethic
of caring that shapes staff-student rela-
tionships. Changes in classroom orga-
nization and management may also be
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schools has given the lie to the assertion
in the 1967 President’s Commission re-
port that the school is “accessible to
change through the development of new
resources and policies.”36

The result of that view has been to
foist upon the school a seemingly endless
succession of responsibilities (without
commensurate funding). Schools are
held responsible for responding to all
manner of health problems, emotional
problems and family dysfunctions, in-
cluding child abuse and neglect, to say
nothing of having to feed students and
respond to the variety of crises that poor,
disadvantaged children may experience.

Schools are no more “accessible to
change” in response to such problems
than are the communities in which they
are located. During the early years of the
century, one academic debate was about
whether schools merely reflected society
or could lead to societal improvement.
The evidence of the last half of the 20th
century clearly favors the former view.

As Stanley noted four decades ago, the
bearer of educational authority is not the
schoolmaster, but the community.37 Even
more precisely, the fundamental school
authority lies with the parent. If parental
authority and direction are absent, the
ability of the school to positively influ-
ence and educate the child is severely
diminished.

It is not that schools are powerless and
lack influence. They have made great
contributions to achieving two of the par-
amount goals to which they have been
historically committed — Americaniza-
tion of immigrants and to a lesser but
still significant extent, promotion of
equality of opportunity. The goal of elim-
inating youth crime and violence has not
been reached despite concerted education
efforts. The reason for that failure lies, as
Stanley suggested, within the commu-
nity, and more specifically, with parents.

Continuing problems of delinquency,
crime and violence must not discount the
impact of schools in society. Instead, ac-
knowledgment is needed that progress
can result only when there is an interac-
tive association among the community,

parents and schools. Efforts within and
outside schools to reduce youth violence
and other forms of delinquency must be
based on an understanding that success
cannot be achieved without significant
interventions to alleviate community
conditions which foster drug abuse,
criminal activity and a lack of faith in
the positive benefits of schooling. Fur-
ther, parents must be enabled and en-
couraged to support the efforts of the
school. “School bashing” does not allevi-
ate any of the problems of the root of so-
cietal violence. Bracey argues effectively
that public schools are doing a far more
effective job in regard to all of their re-
sponsibilities (many of them unfairly
thrust upon the school) than other social
agencies.38

Government must concentrate on ef-
forts to reduce unemployment, inad-
equate housing, urban crime and drug
trafficking at the same time that de-
mands are made on the school to im-
prove order and safety. Without a coordi-
nated effort of multiple public agencies
at all levels of government, combined
with the cooperation of the private sec-
tor, improvements in school order and
safety will not occur. National policy
must recognize the fallacy of Horace
Mann’s view of public schools as the
panacea for youth delinquency and vio-
lence. The causes and cures lie more out-
side the public schools than within them.

Solutions
The following practical recommenda-
tions are offered to begin the process of
reducing youth crime, violence and other
forms of social disorder:

Community networks: Urban public
schools must become part of a commu-
nity network of public and private agen-
cies concerned with youth welfare, order
and safety. These agencies should in-
clude police, fire, medical and social
service agencies, local businesses, public
and  private housing, and employment
representatives. In the process, the role
of the school must be limited to perform-
ing those tasks for which it is best suited,
i.e., helping students learn, while other

necessary to effectively maintain such
an atmosphere. In some cases, these
changes involve alternative settings
where disruptive students receive spe-
cial attention, counseling and
remediation.

Note the absence of emphasis on the
conditions of student home and commu-
nity life. The Goal 6 document does sug-
gest that “in the area of violence reduc-
tion, solid research on the effects of
different strategies is sparse. However,
according to available evidence, coordi-
nated school and community efforts seem
promising.”34 Little space is devoted to
the issue, however.

Phase 3: Partnerships
Suffice it to say that even with the com-
paratively high levels of indiscipline and
violence associated with inner-city pov-
erty-level schools, the schools are quite
possibly the safest places in their com-
munities. Therefore, the solution to
school crime and juvenile delinquency
generally cannot be judged to be an iso-
lated school problem. It must be a solu-
tion that involves the community and the
family along with the school.

The first requirement for such a part-
nership to be formed is a change in the
historic view of the role of the public
school. No longer can the public expect
of the schools what was projected by
Horace Mann or the educational pundits
who followed him in our nation’s his-
tory. It is a fallacy that schools can inde-
pendently compensate for deficits in
family income and stability, to say noth-
ing of health problems, drug abuse and
gang influences in poor, crime-infested
communities. The youth crime and fam-
ily disorganization complained of in the
19th and early 20th centuries are not
comparable to current problems.

Today it is difficult to argue convinc-
ingly, as did the National Education As-
sociation in 1881, that “the system of
public schools is the most potential
agency ... to root up vice [and] lessen
crime.”35 Further, current difficulty with
introducing reforms into the public
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school discipline and safety are caused
by the inability of the school to prevent
or even to respond effectively to prob-
lems because of the lack of adequate staff
and facilities. Regarding school size and
staffing, teachers should  know all stu-
dents in the school and students should
know each other, thereby reducing po-
tential problems.

Lack of adequate facilities and staffing
creates a potential for student unrest and
school violence. For example, a Chicago
school wanted to establish an in-school
suspension program as a positive alterna-
tive to out-of-school suspension. Imple-
menting such a program was not possible
because a teacher could not be released
for that purpose, and no room was avail-
able in which to conduct the program.

Government policy: Government at all
levels must redefine and refocus efforts
aimed at reducing juvenile delinquency
and creating safer schools. While in the
short run it may be politically easier and
cheaper to make schools the scapegoat
for youth disorder and focus remedial
programs just there, such political expe-
dients are counterproductive. Putting
money and political will into improving
family and community conditions that
foster better school effectiveness and
treating family, community and school
as equal partners are the only ways to fi-
nally reach Horace Mann’s goals for
American youth policy.

agencies in coordination with the school
attend to matters of adequate jobs, hous-
ing, nutrition and crisis management.
The supporting rationale for such net-
works is that all of society, not just the
school, is responsible for reducing youth
disorder and delinquency.

Parental roles: Most important for re-
ducing youth crime and violence is com-
municating well with parents. Such com-
munication requires that educators listen
carefully to what parents say, as well as
provide parents with easy access to the
school and to communication avenues in
which parents can be both initiators and
receivers.

Parents must be helped to become ac-
tive, positive forces in the education of
their children. They must also accept re-
sponsibility for their children’s negative
behavior when students disrupt the
learning environment. For example, par-
ents should actually be employed by the
schools as much as is practicable. With
parents trained to perform security roles,
rather than employing part-time police
or other strangers, effectiveness will not
be reduced and the connection of the
family to the school will be strengthened.

Further, parents should have the op-
portunity to provide their views about
school policies, be rewarded with docu-
ments attesting to the benefits of their
cooperation, be honored at school and
community meetings and otherwise rein-
forced for having positive influences on
the school behavior of their children.

On the other hand, the consequences
of poor student behavior should also af-
fect parents as much as their children.
Such consequences might include depri-
vation of school employment, notifica-
tion of punitive action by an agency pro-
viding social services or some other type
of remedial action. For example, when
school discipline problems related to spe-
cific students emerge, employers should
cooperate in seeing to it that parents re-
port to the school to attend to the matter.

School size, facilities and staffing: Ur-
ban public schools must be reduced in
size and provided with adequate staff to
supervise students. Many problems of
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Domestic violence is big news. Because
of the efforts of several organizations
and various media, the crime of assault
within a domestic relationship has
achieved prominence within the criminal
justice system. As a citizen, I demand the
close attention now given this problem.
As a police officer, I see firsthand the
need for this emphasis.

Today, the problem of domestic vio-
lence can be viewed the same way dri-
ving while intoxicated (DWI) was sever-
al years ago. DWI, too, went from elic-
iting private “there-but-for-the-grace-of-
God-go I” attitudes to acceptance of DWI
as a routinely jailable offense. Continued
pressure from society has brought about
public education campaigns regarding
the effects of DWI. It is from that same
educational frame of reference that we
should now address domestic violence.

A few years ago, society mandated the
institution of programs educating high
school students about drunk driving. To-
day we must be ready to do the same
concerning domestic violence. It is not
enough to merely work on rehabilitating
the current generation of abusers and
victims. We need to expand our efforts
regarding the domestic violence phe-
nomenon and address a whole new gen-
eration of potential abusers and victims,

some of whom have already crossed that
line between potential and real abuse.

We may want to believe that all people
are born with pure hearts, absent of mal-
ice. However, in the face of reality, we
must conclude that somewhere along the
line ordinary people are being trans-
formed into abusers, who in turn are
learning how to be domestic terrorists.
Young people today are becoming both
victims and abusers. While mainstream
society now seems to be leaning towards
intolerance for domestic abuse, youth in
the schools today tolerate abuse in a way
that mimics that of past generations.

Victimization tolerated
As a police officer assigned to work in
high schools for the past few years, I
have witnessed in the hallways the men-
tal and physical abuse students load on
each other. I have interviewed on cam-
pus young men detained for hitting their
girlfriends and have heard these young
men’s defense at the time of their arrests:
“But officer, she’s my girlfriend.”

No probing psychological review was
needed to realize that such young men
truly believe that they have some quasi-
spousal right to deliver physical disci-
pline for perceived injustices. No amount
of on-scene lecture by an arresting officer
can alter this mind-set. Incredible? Yes.
Isolated incident? No.

School assaults between young people
involved in relationships are not treated

with the same judicial zeal as are the
same crimes when committed between
spouses. Relationship assaults may not
be governed by the traditional guidelines
that most states outline for use in domes-
tic violence cases, but such assaults most
certainly mirror the actions and attitudes
of adult male abusers in the home. Being
an abuser is a learned behavior.

Worse still is the tolerance for abuse
that such young people practice. On a
regular basis, I have encountered more
anger from a student over the theft of
gym shoes from a locker than from
whole groups of students who have wit-
nessed a guy push around his girlfriend
because she was caught talking with an-
other guy. Typical responses from wit-
nesses to such a hallway relationship as-
sault might include the following:
“They’re going together.” or “ It’s be-
tween them.”

The situation becomes even more in-
credible and pathetic when the girl who
is pushed around by her boyfriend can-
not discuss the problem with the school
staff or the police because she thinks that
she brought on the abuse herself. A 16-
year-old should not have to be told that
s/he has a right not to be a victim, no
matter what her/his relationship with the
perpetrator. Being a victim is a learned
behavior.

Education the key
Training teachers and students to spot

BY BRADLEY R. GRAHAM

Relationship assaults by high school students mirror society’s
domestic violence patterns. Health education campaigns can

teach students to break the cycle of domestic violence.

Domestic violence and the
high school student

Bradley R. Graham is a police officer
with the Tacoma, Washington, Police
Department.
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the warning signs signaling relationship
or domestic violence can go a long way
towards preventing or interrupting the
violence cycle. Educating students and
teachers about the dynamics that exist
between abusers and victims may prevent
young people from becoming one or the
other. Open discussion by and between
teachers and students can foster recogni-
tion and understanding of relationship
and domestic violence, and such insights
may prevent the next generation from
falling prey to this destructive cycle of
violence.

In a program at Foss High School in
Tacoma, Washington, I worked closely
with a school health teacher to set up a
program to combat relationship violence.
Classroom discussion was facilitated by
the health teacher and supplemented by
guest speakers from law enforcement and
various advocacy groups.

In other such programs, prosecutors
and judges have also volunteered to par-
ticipate. Using speakers from agencies
outside of the school in this type of pro-
gram serves a number of purposes. First,
such speakers provide firsthand knowl-
edge and personal experiences that sup-
plement lectures.

Second, these speakers relieve the
teachers of the sole burden of presenting
the topic, thus lending credence to the
subject matter and support and encour-
agement to the teacher. Third, such par-
ticipation demonstrates the strong,
community-based support necessary to
confront problems of domestic violence.
Efforts of all those who cooperate to offer
educational programs should be ap-
plauded for their attempts to mitigate do-
mestic and relationship violence.

In my experience working with high
school students, I have found that most
of them have been exposed on some level
to domestic violence. That exposure may
have come from within their homes or
through their circles of friends. I offer
my experiences as a police officer on the
streets and in the schools as proof posi-
tive that the mentalities and behaviors of
both adult abusers and victims are re-
flected by adolescents in today’s high

schools.
By providing a clear and factual intro-

duction to what constitutes domestic vio-
lence and what effect such violence has
on all parties involved, concerned educa-
tors and citizens can influence today’s
youth and can prevent the next genera-
tion from becoming abusers and victims.
I encourage each high school from each
school district across the nation to ex-
plore the possibilities of using high
school health classes as bases for begin-
ning this important education process.

Remedies for teen-agers
Most states now have guidelines for deal-
ing with the special needs of victims and
abusers in domestic violence cases. Tra-
ditionally, the special protections of
these guidelines can be triggered by any
law enforcement action (usually an ar-
rest) and can involve all aspects of the
criminal justice system. The current
trend shows that state legislatures are
writing laws requiring the arrest of the
suspect at the scene of a domestic assault
as well as obligating courts to sentence
abusers to court-monitored behavior
modification counseling.

Victim advocates are being assigned to
guide victims through the legal process
necessary for prosecuting abusers. In
adult cases, such intervention is essential
and for the most part automatic. How-
ever, this system does not offer the same
protections and remedies for teen-agers.
There are no automatic arrests to force
the assault suspect into counseling; there
are no advocates assigned to foster the
victim’s understanding of the cycle of
abuse s/he may face.

Years ago, society finally mandated
programs in schools to counteract the
grim statistics and results generated by
youth who were drinking and driving.
Concerned educators and citizens can to-
day create the same impact on domestic
violence, once we accept that young
adults are learning to handle relationship
problems with violence. Let us start on
developing solutions now, in the class-
room, instead of relying solely on help
later from the courtroom.

New book examines
school search and
seizure issues

With the alarming increase of
drugs and weapons at American
schools, school personnel have
stepped up their efforts to search
for contraband on campus in order
to provide a safe environment for
all students. Despite court-imposed
safeguards on students’ constitu-
tional rights, school officials have
greater leeway in conducting
searches than do police officers.

Student Searches and the Law,
a new book available from the
National School Safety Center,
takes a close look at the legality of
conducting searches on school
campuses. Included in the book is
a discussion of the landmark U.S.
Supreme Court case of New Jersey
v. T.L.O., which set the standard
for conducting student searches.

Since 1985, when the T.L.O.
Court established the reasonable
suspicions standard, court deci-
sions have helped to further define
what constitutes an appropriate
search on school campuses.
Student Searches and the Law
examines recent court cases
concerning student searches,
including locker searches and strip
searches. Other sections discuss
searches conducted on school
grounds by law enforcement and
probation officers and school
security personnel; the use of drug
testing and surveillance equipment
on campus; and searches using
metal detectors or drug-sniffing
dogs.

Student Searches and the Law
also covers practical matters such
as sample school board policies
and procedures for conducting
legal searches at school. This 80-
page book is available from NSSC
for $12.00
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BY LARRY NICOLL WITH DENNIS BONE

Successful efforts to quell escalating youth gang intimidation at one
school resulted from communitywide collaboration of law enforcement,

school personnel, city government and social service agencies.

Turn-around
at Eureka High School

“Hey security guard!”
One of a group of older gang members

yelled at me from across the street as we
stared at each other. It was the second
week of the 1993 school year at Eureka
High in rural Humboldt County, Califor-
nia. The situation on and around campus
was quickly becoming chaotic and dan-
gerous. It was not supposed to be that
way! As vice principal I was responsible
for student safety, yet 20-year-old gang
members loitered around the school in
support of their student members.

On the first day of school, a Eureka
High student had been shot and wounded
by a rival gang member from the local
continuation high school, the first victim
of a drive-by shooting in Eureka. On the
second day of school, members of two
gangs lined up to fight on campus in or-
der to resume a confrontation that had
taken place at the local shopping mall in
August. As those early days of Septem-
ber passed, nonstudent gang members
wearing various colors of bandannas
moved onto campus at lunch and after
school claiming turf, flashing gang
signs, networking with their student
homeboys and intimidating others. Ten-

sions mounted inside the school as gang
members confronted each other and the
general student population. The full
force of the youth gang phenomenon had
arrived in Eureka, yet the school system
and the community remained in denial.

Creating the peace
The task at hand was to avert an imme-
diate crisis. By the third day of school,
members of both gangs agreed to meet
and discuss their ongoing rivalry. The
principal circled chairs on the stage of
the auditorium and sat with one group.
A few minutes later, I escorted the other
group down the aisle and up onto the
stage. As I walked through the darkened
auditorium and gazed at the students al-
ready on the partially lighted stage, my
mind was filled with the disquieting
thought that we might have arranged an
all-out gang fight rather than a peace
conference.

It was quite a scene on that stage. On
one side of the circle sat a group of Lao-
tian and Hmong youth wearing various
shades of red. On the other side, African-
American and white students wearing
mostly blue stared across at their rivals.

The first order of business established
basic ground rules: no posturing or ver-
bal taunting. The second communicated
the school administration’s position. As
educators we were interested in helping
the gang members resolve their problems
so they could successfully attend school.

Gang members were informed that the
school was neutral turf; gang behavior
would result in suspension or expulsion
from school. The school could offer gang
members an education if they would
cooperate, or the administration would
move rapidly to remove those responsible
for gang violence from the school
environment.

The next part of the meeting focused
on each group’s perception of a series of
confrontational events, which in turn led
to a discussion of the cultural and ethnic
differences between the two groups. This
discussion was a turning point. A break-
through occurred when the two groups
began explaining their lives and values
to each other in a personal way. At the
end of an hour, both sides agreed to par-
ticipate in a one-day retreat centered on
the theme of building cultural bridges.
At lunch following the meeting, mem-
bers of both gangs assembled on their
own and declared a truce.

The truce spread to older, nonstudent
members of each gang. It held long
enough for us to assess the problem and
begin the development of long-range
plans for school safety and gang suppres-
sion. With the immediate threat re-
solved, it was time to sound a general
alarm and address the overall situation.

Sounding the alarm
Although a crisis had been averted, non-
student gang members continued moving

Larry Nicoll is vice principal at Eureka
High School in Eureka, California.
Dennis Bone' is campus supervisor at
Eureka High School and a member of
the California School/Law Enforcement
Partnership Cadre.
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onto the campus and exerting influence
in greater numbers than ever. By Thurs-
day of the third week of school, both the
campus supervisor and I shared with the
principal our opinion: We were on the
verge of losing the school to the forces of
gangs. Bloodshed could result if no ac-
tion were taken. Gang members openly
walked the halls and showed their colors;
on one occasion gang members “got
physical” with a teacher.

That morning a strategy was devised
to alert other educators and the rest of
the community concerning the threat fac-
ing the high school. The plan was
simple. Phone calls went out to the
school district office, to city council
members, to the police, to members of
the board of education, to the probation
department and to the district attorney’s
office. Everyone was invited to come to
the high school at 3:15 p.m. that day to
witness the situation. In addition, an
emergency staff meeting that afternoon
informed teachers about the deteriorating
situation and elicited their help in orga-
nizing a schoolwide effort to combat the
problem.

The dramatic events of that afternoon
signaled the beginning of Eureka High
School’s formation of partnerships with
community agencies to address the prob-
lem of youth gangs. Representatives of
all the invited groups watched as police
officers, on foot and in cars, confronted
various groups of gang members and
moved them away from the campus. For
the first time since the beginning of the
school year, the area around the campus
was not dominated by gang intimidation.

At the emergency staff meeting, teach-
ers formed teams to assist in patrolling
the school grounds and the surrounding
area until the situation was stabilized.
The local newspaper ran a front-page
story entitled “Gang Alert at Eureka
High.” However, sounding the alarm was
just the beginning.

Safe schools network
After two days, the police informed
school district officials that the police de-
partment lacked the resources to con-

fice personnel ordered signs designed
and posted at all school entrances stating
the appropriate penal code for trespass-
ing. A representative from the district
attorney’s office checked sign locations
so that sign content and placement
would assure successful prosecution. The
police agreed to cite ordinance offenders
since the district attorney had agreed to
prosecute the cases. In addition, a judge
signed restraining orders to keep the
more persistent gang members away. A
school safety log tracked restraining or-
der violations for use in court in case ad-
ministrators were called to testify. Fi-
nally, the school board funded the
position of a school resource officer for
the campus and surrounding area. Each
group member returned to his/her orga-
nization to facilitate a piece of the plan.
The plans were implemented quickly
enough to meet the gang challenge and
further stabilize the situation.

tinue focusing on the high school’s
needs. However, a consensus now ex-
isted recognizing the reality of a
communitywide gang threat. The princi-
pal of Eureka High invited representa-
tives from the school district, school
board, police and probation departments,
district attorney’s office, junior high
school administrations and the local
mall to form a network dealing with
school safety and gang suppression.
(One advantage of rural communities is
that local bureaucracies are small;
people usually know each other.) The
group brainstormed ways to keep the
high school safe and free of gang prob-
lems. Cooperative, collective efforts cre-
ated a plan of action.

One solution involved keeping nonstu-
dent gang members and other trespassers
off school grounds and away from the
campus. Eureka High School had never
been posted for trespassing. District of-

During school year 1993-94, it was necessary to expel an increased
number of students in order to maintain safe campuses in response to
a communitywide increase in youth violence and gang activity. As of
April 4, 1995, there have been only seven expulsion recommendations
this school year, none of which were for assault. This decrease is a
direct result of the school district and the community forming a safe
schools network dedicated to maintaining safe schools.

Eureka High School
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Following the initial implementation
of the plans to suppress gang activity, the
committee served as an ongoing support
group. Monday morning meetings com-
municated any information on individu-
als, groups or events that might affect
the school. Gang activity and violence
continued in the community, but the
school was now prepared. Eliminated
were the near-panic and sense of help-
lessness that dominated the first part of
the school year. Using the committee to
plan responses to possible crisis situa-
tions allowed school administrators to
assist police in criminal investigations,
protect students and keep the campus
calm and secure.

Zero tolerance
In an effort to prevent and curtail gang
violence, the school district adopted a
zero-tolerance stance concerning certain
student behaviors. During the 1993-94
school year, 26 students were recom-
mended for expulsion, primarily for
group assault and weapons violations at
Eureka High School.

Mandating that violent gang behavior
would result in expulsion was a crucial
move on the part of the school board. In
February of 1994, five students left the
campus at lunch time, participated in a
gang-related drive-by shooting and then
returned to school. By working together,
police and school personnel were able to
identify both the shooter and the other
persons in the car. Although the shooter
missed his target, he eventually pleaded
guilty to assault with a firearm and was
sentenced to the California Youth Au-
thority. The four other students in the car
were suspended and then expelled for
their participation in the event. This type
of response sends a powerful message to
others that the school will not tolerate
such criminal behavior.

School opened this year in a calm and
orderly fashion. A briefing by police,
sheriff and probation officers in late Au-
gust allowed school administrators and
school personnel to address possible con-
flicts resulting from events occurring
over the summer. In October, Safe

NICOLL AND BONE

Schools Week was celebrated in schools
throughout the city and publicized as a
communitywide event. Through April 4
of the current school year, there have
been only seven recommendations for ex-
pulsion from the high school; none of the
seven were related to assault.

It is unlikely that the gang problem
will fade away soon. However, the ac-
tions of school administrators and others
in one small community did make a dif-
ference. The following strategies can be
helpful in addressing the gang phenom-
enon in rural areas:
• Identify and intervene in any ongoing

or escalating gang confrontation by of-
fering a forum to create peace.

• Publicize the communitywide nature of
the gang problem.

• Provide gang members with opportuni-
ties to understand cultural and ethnic
diversity.

• Train a group of student peer conflict
managers.

• Utilize the ability of a campus supervi-
sor to monitor the school’s climate and
to gauge student perceptions.

• Hire a school resource police officer.
• Establish a zero-tolerance policy con-

cerning specified inappropriate student
behaviors.

• Create a partnership in which schools
and other community agencies can col-
laborate in suppressing gang activity
and keeping schools safe.

• Celebrate Safe Schools Week in Octo-
ber; make it a yearly communitywide
event.

The key to handling any school prob-
lem is to organize and act immediately.
Reaching out to meet student needs on
the one hand and working with commu-
nity agencies to suppress gang activity
on the other enabled our rural school to
retain its traditional school climate while
meeting the educational requirements of
an ever-diversifying student population.
Collaborating to control gang influence
allowed the positive aspects of Eureka
High School to flourish. It also resulted
in our designation as a 1994 California
Distinguished School.

Safe Schools Week

Safe schools are essential to
America’s development. In an ef-
fort to promote awareness and sup-
port for effective school safety pro-
grams and activities, the National
School Safety Center, state gover-
nors and educators annually spon-
sor America’s Safe Schools Week
during the third week of October.
This observance is actively sup-
ported by many students, school of-
ficials, public policymakers and
professional organizations at the
local, state and national levels.

The goal of NSSC in sponsoring
America’s Safe School Week is to
motivate and inspire key education
and law enforcement policymakers,
as well as students, parents and
community residents, to vigorously
promote school safety. School
safety includes keeping campuses
free of crime and violence, improv-
ing behavior and discipline, and
increasing student attendance. Safe
schools are necessary to ensure the
well-being of all children and the
quality of their education. Unfortu-
nately, school crime, violence, van-
dalism, drug abuse and truancy are
significant problems on many
school campuses throughout the
country.

Twenty-six states proclaimed
America’s Safe Schools Week in
October 1994. Included were Ala-
bama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Florida, Hawaii, Illi-
nois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Missis-
sippi, Missouri, Nevada, New Jer-
sey, New Mexico, New York,
North Carolina, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia and Wisconsin.

Please join NSSC this fall in ob-
serving the 1995 America’s Safe
Schools Week, October 15-21,
1995. Contact NSSC for further
information.
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BY JOSEPH H. MADDOX

School office personnel make significant contributions toward
assuring a secure learning and working environment for

students, teachers and other school employees.

Those who are the first to confront
school intrusions and school violence are
often unprepared and untrained to sur-
vive the encounter. Frequently over-
looked during evaluations of school
safety are the persons assigned to duties
in the office and reception areas.

When a citizen appears at an educa-
tional facility with either a real or imag-
ined grievance, office personnel are often
the first authority figures that the visitor
encounters. The initial moments of con-
tact between a disgruntled individual and
the secretary or receptionist may deter-
mine whether a tense situation will be
defused or will escalate toward violence
or other negative conduct.

The burden that office staff must as-
sume is a significant one. These team
players are a school’s “first line of de-
fense”; they must be provided with the
tools and skills they need to do their jobs.
Often they get little thanks and scant ap-
preciation. However, let any problem
present itself to a teacher, administrator
or other school worker and s/he is certain
to call on either divine intervention or
“the office” for help.

It is accepted practice to expect staff
working in the front offices and reception
areas to effectively and courteously engi-
neer solutions to every situation imagin-

able. The parade that marches through a
school office may well include one pet
lizard, two sick students, three angry
teachers and the proverbial partridge in a
pear tree. During a free moment at the
end of the day, most staff members can
still relax and see some of the humor in
the day’s events — that is if they are
lucky.

If they are not so lucky, office person-
nel can probably anticipate being kicked,
screamed at, threatened, insulted,
punched or worse. Even in the face of
the most objectionable conduct, school
staff are expected to maintain their poise
and control their tempers. They are
never to do anything to upset a parent, a
school board member or the head of the
local taxpayers’ association.

If luck runs out completely, staff may
contend with a person who has chosen to
resolve a perceived injustice by using a
knife, gun or fists.

School administrators or teachers con-
fronted with a problem instinctively call
the school office. They expect and usu-
ally receive appropriate counsel from the
school secretary. It is clear to most
people in the building that the secretary
will either know the answer to the ques-
tion or know where to get the answer.
The secretary is usually also vested with
the responsibility of being the school’s
unofficial information and communica-
tions clearinghouse. Very few school-
related concerns escape a school

secretary’s attention. This is a positive
reflection on the central role that such an
employee has in a well-run school orga-
nization. Such expertise needs to be
encouraged.

Decisions and empowerment
The school safety issue is in large part an
information and communications issue.
The lack of clarity and specificity in
communication can place students,
teachers and staff at risk. The school sec-
retary often is in an excellent position to
quickly communicate details to the
proper persons, who can in turn take the
steps needed to contain the problem.

For example, if office personnel ob-
serve fire in a school building or smell
smoke, they should activate the
building’s alarm system and/or telephone
the fire department. These are the most
direct ways to deal with the situations
described.

However, not all office staff have the
“authority” to act autonomously. In the
same situation, some might be required
to report the fire to the principal; if the
principal were not in the office, the of-
fice staff would actually have to begin a
search to find him/her. The requirement
that the office staff report the fire to a
school administrator as opposed to act at
once to notify the fire service is reflective
of poor administrative leadership. This is
not the way to run an office and certainly
not the way to respond to the safety

First line of defense

Joseph H. Maddox is chief of police for
the Penn Township Police Department in
Hanover, Pennsylvania.
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needs of children and staff in a school.
Failing to empower the school staff to

act independently and then failing to re-
inforce that empowerment through train-
ing in school safety amount to a denial of
the school’s moral obligation to deliver a
basic level of protection to children en-
trusted to its care.

Never expect that all staff decisions
will be fully correct. Nevertheless, stand
by the decisions and the decision makers.
The result will be more positive and in-
novative employees who appreciate both
the confidence placed in them and the
respect they receive.

The school’s crisis book
Every school administrator should estab-
lish a school crisis book (also known as a
“panic book”). Make it a permanent of-
fice fixture. A crisis book is best defined
as an instant reference for names, phone
numbers and damage control hints. The
crisis book should be assembled to reflect
users’ situational priorities. (See box.)
The book will most likely be used when
the need is immediate and pressure or
stress is elevated. The book must be user-
friendly. A replacement format that per-
mits removing pages to reproduce or up-
date the information is advised. Restrict
the first page to that critical information
most often needed for life-threatening or
serious situations.

In any call for emergency assistance,
the caller should be sure to clearly and
pointedly inform the dispatcher that s/he
is calling from a school or other educa-
tional facility. S/he should make sure the
dispatcher understands the situation. In a
school emergency, be clear and precise
regarding what has happened and what
is needed. When school personnel report
an emergency, that one phone call may
be the only one made; make it count.

The balance of the crisis book will be
unique to the users’ special circum-
stances. The book will be most important
when stressful events have the office or
school in a turmoil. During critical situa-
tions, even the most efficient person in
an organization can be overwhelmed.
School office staff, however, must expect

that few people will show tolerance for a
less-than-perfect performance. The crisis
book will often be the only source of help
during a situation that defies solution.

The true core of the crisis book will be
effective responses to problems that have
already been resolved. Each negative
event will yield some important informa-
tion for inclusion. As time progresses,
referring to the book will become auto-
matic. If properly put together, the book
will provide appropriate solutions in mo-
ments. The crisis book will also be help-
ful when programmed into the computer.

Avoiding liability
A significant topic of discussion among
educators and elected district officials is
the importance of avoiding conduct that
exposes the school, the school board or
any school employee to the risk of civil
liability. The issue is such a compelling
one that it is not unusual to see whole-
sale departures by superintendents, prin-
cipals and other administrators to semi-
nars and training sessions that are
intended to help avoid potential legal
problems. The very persons who should
receive extensive training and be kept
well-informed about vital liability issues
— office personnel — are often ignored.
The almost daily encounters experienced
by office staff dealing with difficult
events and people have great probability
of evolving into actionable claims.

While no need exists to make staff
members legal scholars, there is justifi-
cation for an administrator to expect of-
fice personnel to have reasonable under-
standing and working knowledge of
those issues that have a potential for liti-
gation. Given the inherent risk levels in
a school office, fairness mandates that
litigation awareness training for lead
members of the office staff is in the
school’s and the district’s joint interest.

Some administrators might suggest
that even minimal discussions of legal
issues are beyond office personnel’s
depth. Other school executives assume
that they themselves will be around to
handle any problems that occur. The re-
ality of school life demonstrates that ad-

MADDOX

Crisis  book listings

• Fire department: Know the fire
district and the exact street address
and cross streets of campus.
• Police department: Know which
agency is the primary responder,
exact address and cross streets.
• Ambulance: Know which service
handles calls from school location.
• Critical care unit: Determine
which unit to call in advance.
• Poison control: List two sources,
in case lines are busy. Have a basic
understanding of what center per-
sonnel will need to know to help.
• School district nurse: Know how
to find another district nurse if as-
signed nurse is unavailable.
• School district psychologist: List
work and home numbers and an
emergency pager number if avail-
able. List an alternate psychologist.
• Utilities (telephone, water, gas,
electricity, cable) List both day and
emergency phone numbers of utili-
ties that serve the building.
• School district maintenance: List
general number and numbers for
specialty areas such as electrical,
plumbing and grounds.
• School district administration
offices: Specify a contact person for
different types of emergencies, in-
cluding a district-appointed media
spokesperson.
• School district transportation:
List numbers of central/auxiliary
dispatchers and repair facilities.
• Animal control and rabies hot
line: List information for both do-
mestic and wild animals.
• Family and children’s services:
Include private and government-
funded agencies on this list.
• Municipal services: List numbers
for agencies that service streets,
sewers and traffic signals.
• Public transportation: Include
companies that already serve the
school as well as alternative
sources.
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and an open line out of the building that
bypasses central switching. Office staff
members may often be the only link be-
tween an in-school crisis and urgently
needed emergency services. The value of
a single line dedicated to emergency use
is beyond price. A tracing capability is
also important to discourage bomb-type
threats against the building or people in-
side. This mechanism is not complicated
to operate and may even be provided as a
standard item by the school’s primary
phone service supplier.

No single article can properly list all
possible ways that building and design
modification can enhance school and of-
fice safety. Some adjustments that would
be positive in one location may be self-
defeating in another. A practical ap-
proach is to solicit safety suggestions
from each employee in the building,
compile a list and circulate that list for
additional remarks. Schoolwide partici-
pation reaffirms administrative concern
for safety issues and raises employee
awareness about personal safety.

The school office is obligated to func-
tion despite the numerous (and often
conflicting) personalities and community
programs that operate from the school’s
central location. In the past, schools were
chiefly places to pursue learning; now
many schools must also function as com-
munity centers and social service sta-
tions. As the school is encumbered with
even more tasks and functions, support
staff are besieged by a seemingly unend-
ing outpouring of regulations, rules and
guidelines.

The administrative and reception staff
entrusted with the school’s office opera-
tions often confront insurmountable
odds. When a negative event or crisis
evolves, these people are quite literally
on the front lines. Rarely do office staff
receive training to help them handle an-
tagonistic persons, build self-confidence,
or deflect or survive violence. School of-
fice staff play pivotal roles in a school’s
safety plan. Administrators need to take
proactive steps to assure the office staff’s
safety and well-being while they perform
their complex tasks.

office. Place signs at all entrances and
require that all visitors report to the of-
fice. There should be no exception to this
policy. To discourage “roamers” who are
“looking for the office,” paint a broken
red line on the floor or wall from the
front door directly to the office. Explain
the line’s purpose on a sign on or near
the front door.
• Decide which area in the school office
can serve as a contained reception and
seating area. Use safety plastic or safety
glass to erect a counter-to-ceiling barrier.
Leave open space for voice and paper
movement, but ensure that the space will
not accommodate a hand or arm. Require
good lighting in the reception area, and
permit only plastic chairs and trash re-
ceptacles. Do not post any notices that
might obstruct observation of the recep-
tion area.

Office staff should also have a clear
and unobstructed view of the main en-
trance and hall area. Any door leading
from the reception/waiting area into of-
fice personnel’s working space should be
controlled by an electric locking device.
It is also advisable to place a locking de-
vice on the door leading from the recep-
tion area to the hallway. If office workers
observe a problem in the hallway, lock-
ing the door electronically may prevent
movement into the reception area.
• Current practice is to place a standard
office desk in the secretarial work area.
This placement limits the secretary’s
view to counter-top level, defeating the
ability to properly observe the reception
and entry areas. When the office work
area and secretary’s desk are on a 12-
inch platform, observation and safety im-
prove dramatically.
• Give serious consideration to installing
a video camera. Where properly posi-
tioned and maintained, it can provide ex-
cellent photographic records of office
situations. The presence of a camera may
prevent particular problems and/or make
it easier to refute false claims against of-
fice staff.
• Ensure that the office staff have good
communications equipment, including
both internal building communications

ministrators are not always around and
that the school secretary, for example, is
often expected to exercise exceptional
judgment while making hard and com-
plex decisions.

Design for safety
Architects and builders are clearly ex-
pected to understand and value the part
that the well-designed school facility
plays in creating a positive learning en-
vironment and a positive safety environ-
ment for students and staff. While the
above statement is not a call for a for-
tress and barbed-wire mentality, by ex-
tension it advocates selected structural
changes that permit school personnel to
exercise control in selected work or other
defined-need zones.

Walking into any school facility usu-
ally gives the entrant almost unlimited
access to any part of the structure. The
office reception and work areas are often
no more than waist-high counters de-
signed to facilitate paperwork, not pro-
mote security. Classrooms are open to
anyone who can turn a doorknob. Boys’
and girls’ restrooms are rarely ad-
equately supervised; intruders can con-
ceal themselves without difficulty. Work
and storage rooms are frequently unse-
cured throughout the school day. Student
locker rooms and showers are frequently
only steps from the streets; such areas of-
ten permit easy entry through doors that
lead to a gymnasium, playing fields or
other play and sports activity areas.

The most popular restraint against un-
wanted intrusion is a strongly worded
notice posted on the school’s front door
that orders all visitors to report promptly
to the office. However, posted warnings
have limited value. Some school admin-
istrators harbor two misconceptions
about warning signs: that the presence of
the notice will demonstrate a commit-
ment to protecting pupils and staff and
that the notice will also act as a lucky
charm to ward off lawsuits.

The following are changes that will
upgrade school and office safety:
• Establish one well-defined entryway
that provides close access to the school
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NSSC Publications

The National School Safety Center (NSSC) serves as a national clearinghouse for
school safety programs and activities related to campus security, school law,
community relations, student discipline and attendance, and the prevention of
drug abuse, gangs, weapons and bullying in schools.

NSSC’s primary objective is to focus national attention on the importance of
providing safe and effective schools. The following publications have been
produced to promote this effort.

School Safety News Service includes three editions of School Safety, newsjour-
nal of the National School Safety Center, and six issues of School Safety Update.
These publications feature the insight of prominent professionals on issues
related to  school safety, including student discipline, security, attendance,
dropouts, youth suicide, character education and substance abuse.  NSSC’s
News  Service reports on effective school safety programs, updates legal and
legislative issues, and reviews new literature on school safety issues. Contribu-
tors include accomplished local practitioners and nationally recognized experts
and officials. ($59.00 annual subscription)

Developing Personal and Social Responsibility (1992) is designed to serve as
a framework on which to build successful school and community programs aimed
at training young people to be responsible citizens. 130 pages. ($9.00)

Child Safety Curriculum Standards (1991) helps prevent child victimization by
assisting youth-serving professionals in teaching children how to protect them-
selves. Sample strategies that can be integrated into existing curricula or used as
a starting point for developing a more extensive curriculum are given for both
elementary and secondary schools.  The age-appropriate standards deal with the
topics of substance abuse, teen parenting, suicide, gangs, weapons, bullying,
runaways, rape, sexually transmitted diseases, child abuse, parental abductions,
stranger abductions and latchkey children. Each of the 13 chapters includes
summaries, standards, strategies and additional resources for each grade level.
353 pages. ($75.00)

Set Straight on Bullies (1989) examines the myths and realities about school-
yard bullying. Changing attitudes about the seriousness of the problem are
stressed. It studies the characteristics of bullies and bullying victims, and, most
importantly, it provides strategies for educators, parents and students to better
prevent and respond to schoolyard bullying. Sample student and adult surveys are
included. 89 pages. ($10.00)

Gangs In Schools: Breaking Up Is Hard to Do
(1992) offers an introduction to understanding
youth gangs, providing the latest information on
the various types of gangs — including ethnic
gangs, stoner groups and satanic cults — as well
as giving practical advice on preventing or reduc-
ing gang encroachment in schools. Already in its
seventh printing, the book contains valuable sug-
gestions from law enforcers, school principals,
prosecutors and other experts on gangs. The
concluding chapter describes more than 20
school- and community-based programs through-
out the country that have been successful in
combating gangs. 48 pages. ($5.00)

School Safety Check Book (1990) is
NSSC’s most comprehensive text on crime
and violence prevention in schools. The
volume is divided into sections on school
climate and discipline, school attendance,
personal safety and school security. Geared
for the hands-on practitioner, each section
includes a review of the problems and pre-
vention strategies. Useful charts, surveys
and tables, as well as write-ups on a wide
variety of model programs, are included.
Each chapter also has a comprehensive
bibliography of additional resources. 219
pages. ($15.00)

School Crime and Violence: Victims’ Rights (1992) is a current and comprehen-
sive text on school safety law. The recently revised book offers a historical
overview of victims’ rights, describes how such rights have been dealt with in our
laws and courts, and explains the resulting effects on America’s schools. The
authors cite legal case histories and cover current school liability laws. The book
explains tort liability, sovereign immunity, duty-at-large rule, intervening cause
doctrine and foreseeable criminal activity, as well as addresses the significance of
these legal aspects to schools. The concluding chapter includes a “Checklist for
Providing Safe Schools.” 127 pages. ($15.00)

Educated Public Relations: School Safety 101 (1993) offers a quick course in
public relations for school district public relations directors, administrators and
others working to achieve safe, effective schools. This newly revised book explains
the theory of public relations and successful methods for integrating people and
ideas. It discusses how public relations programs can promote safe schools and
quality education and gives 101 specific ideas and strategies to achieve this goal.
72 pages. ($8.00)

School Discipline Notebook (1992) will help educators establish fair and effec-
tive discipline policies. The book reviews student responsibilities and rights,
including the right to safe schools. Legal policies that regulate discipline methods
used in schools are also explained. 53 pages. ($5.00)

Points of view or opinions are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official

position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice, U.S. Department of Education or

Pepperdine University. Prices subject to change without prior notification.

Student Searches and the Law (1994) takes a close look at the legality of
conducting searches on the school campus. The book examines recent court cases
concerning student searches, including locker searches, strip searches, searches
by probation officers, and searches using metal detectors or drug-sniffing dogs. 80
pages. ($12.00)

School Safety Work Book (1994) highlights prevention/intervention models that
show promise in stemming the rising tide of school crime and violence. The loose-
leaf notebook showcases more than 100 school- and community-based programs.
Contact information provides a resource for those who may seek to replicate these
successful programs. Contents target conflict resolution, gang prevention, social
responsibility, substance abuse prevention, truancy reduction, violence prevention
and weapons prevention. 125 pages. ($20.00)
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Resource Papers

The National School Safety Center (NSSC) has produced a series of special
reports on a variety of topics related to school safety. Each NSSC resource paper
provides a concise but comprehensive overview of the problem, covers a number
of prevention and intervention strategies, and includes a list of organizations,
related publications, and article reprints on the topic.

Safe Schools Overview offers a review of the contemporary safety issues facing
today’s schools, such as crime and violence, discipline, bullying, drug/alcohol
trafficking and abuse, gangs, high dropout rates, and school safety partnerships.

Corporal Punishment in Schools outlines the arguments for and against corporal
punishment. It also discusses the alternatives to corporal punishment that have
been developed by schools and psychologists.

Drug Traffic and Abuse in Schools, after summarizing students’ attitudes and
beliefs about drugs, covers drug laws and school rules; the legal aspects of student
searches and drug testing; and the connection between drug use and truancy,
crime and violence.

Weapons in Schools outlines a number of ways to detect weapons on campus,
including using searches and metal detectors, establishing a security force, and
eliminating book bags or lockers where weapons can be hidden.

Role Models, Sports and Youth covers a number of programs that link youth and
sports: NSSC’s urban school safety campaign that uses professional athletes as
spokesmen; several organizations founded by professional athletes to help youth
combat drugs; and a number of programs established to get young people involved
in school or neighborhood teams.

School Bullying and Victimization defines bullying, offers an overview of psycho-
logical theories about how bullies develop, and covers intervention programs that
have been successful.

School Crisis Prevention and Response identifies principles and practices that
promote safer campuses. It presents reviews of serious schools crises —fatal
shootings, a terrorist bombing, armed intruders and cluster suicide. Interviews with
the principals in charge are also included.

Student and Staff Victimization, first outlines schools’ responsibility to provide a
safe educational environment, then covers strategies for dealing with victimization.

Increasing Student Attendance, after outlining the problem and providing sup-
porting statistics, details strategies to increase attendance by preventing, interven-
ing with and responding to students who become truants or dropouts.

Mail order to: NSSC, 4165 Thousand Oaks Blvd., Suite 290, Westlake Village, CA 91362

Display Posters

“Join a team, not a gang!” (1989) — Kevin Mitchell, home run leader with the San
Francisco Giants.

“The Fridge says ‘bullying is uncool!’” (1988) — William “The Fridge” Perry,
defensive lineman for the Chicago Bears.

“Facades...” (1987) — A set of two, 22-by-17-inch full-color posters produced and
distributed to complement a series of drug-free schools TV public service an-
nouncements sponsored by NSSC.

All resources are prepared under Grant No. 85-MU-CX-0003 from the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of
view or opinions in these documents are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice, U.S. Department of Education
or Pepperdine University. Prices subject to change without prior notification. Charges cover postage and handling.  All orders must be prepaid.

NSSC Order Form
Publications
School Safety News Service ($59 annually)
Child Safety Curriculum Standards ($75)
Developing Personal & Social Responsibility ($9)
Educated Public Relations ($8)
Gangs in Schools ($5)
School Crime and Violence ($15)
School Discipline Notebook ($5)
School Safety Check Book ($15)
Set Straight on Bullies ($10)
Student Searches and the Law ($12)
School Safety Work Book ($20)

Resource Papers
Safe Schools Overview ($4)
Corporal Punishment in Schools ($4)
Drug Traffic and Abuse in Schools ($4)
Increasing Student Attendance ($4)
Role Models, Sports and Youth ($4)
School Bullying and Victimization ($4)
School Crisis Prevention and Response ($4)
Student and Staff Victimization ($4)
Weapons in Schools ($4)

Display Posters
“Join a team, not a gang!”
Kevin Mitchell ($3)
“The Fridge says ‘bullying is uncool!’”
William “The Fridge” Perry ($3)
“Facades...” (Set of 2) ($3)
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BY GARRY McGIBONEY

Current statistics suggest that the United States is dangerously close to
losing an entire generation of youth to violence. This assertion may sound

dramatic; however, sometimes drama moves people to action.

Youth violence and action

This nation’s youth are in crisis. Youth-
related violence is escalating and has at-
tracted the attention of the public, even
though violence has been a problem for
several years. As a result, countless ar-
ticles, meetings, forums and conferences
now focus on discussing youth and vio-
lence. However, youth and those who
serve youth — especially educators —
need action plans and strategies; educa-
tors know that there is a problem and
that youth are exposed to and are con-
tributors to violence. Therefore educators
now need to identify what programs and
activities effectively help youth.

Throughout this nation’s history, citi-
zens of the United States have had many
“windows of opportunity” from which to
address crisis points. Youth violence is
at a crisis point; this is the time to ad-
dress it.

We have all heard the bad news; we
hear the numbers. But have we really
listened?
• Homicide is the second leading cause

of death for all 15- to 24-year-olds.
It is the leading cause of death for
African-Americans males in this age
group — and has been since 1969.1

• Every day in America, 14 children
ages 19 and under are killed in gun ac-
cidents, suicides and homicides.2

• Acts of violence cause the deaths each
year of more than 2,000 American
children between the ages of 0 and 19
years.3

The above information suggests that
the United States is dangerously close to
losing an entire generation of youth to
violence, as youth initiate and become
victims of violent acts. This assertion
may sound dramatic; however, some-
times drama can move people to act.

Much is heard and read about violence
in public schools, but before citizens get
too comfortable pointing accusing fin-
gers at the public schools, they must re-
mind themselves that private schools
have weapons and violence, too. Further-
more, in some states homicide is the
leading cause of death in the workplace.
The Crisis Management Institute in At-
lanta has found that workplace homicide
is the fastest-growing form of murder in
the United States.4

According to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (CDC), Ameri-
cans shoot each other so often that fire-
arms have surpassed motor vehicles as
the leading cause of death from injuries
in people ages 25 to 54.5

Violence is not the fault of public
schools. The problems of violence touch
all of us. Therefore while those of us re-
sponsible for educating children must
address such problems in the schools,
citizens, business people, church mem-

bers, social services personnel, govern-
ment officials and others must also work
together to eliminate violence and its
effects.

The Virginia Task Force on Violence
wrote recently:

Violent behaviors by young people in
school buildings cannot be isolated
from the increasing violence in the
homes and communities where these
young people grow up. ... Simply
stated, unless individual communities
decide to organize and mobilize local
resources to change community expec-
tations and youth behaviors, it is likely
that schools, working alone, will fail.6

What has happened to our youth? Why
have they suddenly become so uncontrol-
lable? Why has our nation become so
violent lately? An article entitled “Are
We a Nation of Thugs?” addresses these
questions:

What is this new world we inhabit? It
is foreign to me. Has violence become
our national problem? Is it the ulti-
mate solution to our demands? Have
we become a nation of thugs? I believe
the answer, sadly, is yes. We are afraid
to walk alone at night. Teachers com-
plain about the disrespect and violence
in the schools. Violence, youth vio-
lence, is no longer the act of maniacs,
but of those who are as sane as you
and I. Youth violence has become the
natural result of any grievance, brutal-

Garry McGiboney, Ph.D., is director of
student relations for DeKalb County
Schools in Decatur, Georgia.
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ity the logical conclusion for any
injustice ...7

A long-standing problem
The date of the above article is February
1966. Yes, 1966. The problems of vio-
lence in general and youth-related vio-
lence in particular have long been with
us. As a nation we must ask ourselves,
“What have we done about violence?
Have we really been paying attention?”

Programs and strategies exist that can
work and do work. We must reject our
perceived helplessness, stop blaming
each other, and focus not on problems
but on solutions. Our youth need our
help now. Educators thus are challenged
to develop programs and strategies now.

What works effectively to counter vio-
lence on school campuses? The most
common response given by educators to
this question is mediation. More and
more school systems are including me-
diation in their strategies. Some school
systems have already begun training stu-
dents to be mediators. Even during these
training stages, schools often report de-
creases in unresolved student conflicts
and fights as the result of mediation.

Mediation can resolve disputes among
and between families and family mem-
bers, between and among students, be-
tween students and staff. Mediation can
also prevent fights, stop bullying and
eliminate an often overlooked condition
that can lead to victimization — student
isolation.

Extensive mediation training is a strat-
egy that can reduce and prevent youth-
related violence. Such training is also ef-
fective in settings other than schools. For
example, consider the possible effect of
opening at least one school in each
neighborhood one night a week and pro-
viding a team of mediators to help re-
solve neighborhood and domestic con-
flicts, many of which ultimately “invade”
our schools.

Early childhood interventions can help
children learn to deal with social conflict
effectively and nonviolently.8 What chil-
dren can learn is amazing. They can
learn the basic tenets of mediation and

conflict management. And children learn
the skills quickly.

According to a recent CDC report,
“Violence is a learned behavior. The ba-
sic values, attitudes and interpersonal
skills acquired early in life are likely to
be pivotal in developing predispositions
for violent behavior later in life. There-
fore, activities for young children that
promote nonviolent values, attitudes, and
interpersonal skills are essential.”9

Intervention and prevention
We can and must teach our children and
youth effective communication skills.
Good, tried and true programs exist. The
Second Step Violence Prevention in the
Curriculum program from the Commit-
tee for Children, for example, is a re-
source that includes materials designed
to change attitudes and behaviors that
contribute to violence, with a special em-
phasis on developing communication
skills. The GREAT program (Gang Re-
sistance Through Education and Train-
ing) is a comprehensive violence preven-
tion program in which police officers
teach and train students.

Other programs teach violence preven-
tion through conflict management and
communication. Examples include the
following: The Boston Conflict Resolu-
tion Program, the Children’s Creative
Response to Conflict Program, and the
Hartford Violence Prevention Project.

Educational approaches must also be
used to address violence-related prob-
lems such as the growing number of
children and students with guns. Pro-
grams such as STAR (Straight Talk
About Risks) that teach gun awareness
and safety are essential. Rather than
teaching youths how to handle guns, this
type of program teaches youths the dan-
gers associated with gun possession and
use. Such instruction is needed, espe-
cially when one considers that by the
time a student is 18 years old, he has
witnessed more than 15,000 murders on
television, most resulting from guns.10

Viewing this type of violence on televi-
sion can and does desensitize children to
the dangers of guns.

“Heartware” and hardware
The CDC reported in 1992 that one out
of 20 high school students carried a
gun.11  I see students as young as 12 years
old bringing .22s, .25s, .32s, .38s, .45s,
and .9mm guns to schools. While the
education approach is preferred, educa-
tors must at times seek help outside of
their traditional education setting: help
from school resource officers;12 help from
student hot lines that allow students to
report problems;13 and in some instances,
help from hand-held metal detectors and
other such security hardware.

“Heartware” may be the first choice,
but at times, in critical situations, educa-
tors may also need hardware. Violence
prevention curricula, school resource of-
ficers and security hardware represent
some of the programs and strategies that
can prevent and reduce youth-related
violence.

Discipline and alternative schools
Students who are expelled or suspended
from school do not disappear. Some drift
away from home and school to live with
relatives or friends. However, most roam
unsupervised, drifting through communi-
ties uneducated and unproductive. And
trouble often finds them. We can’t allow
that small percentage of students to dis-
rupt schools and communities. The di-
lemma is knowing how best to control
disruptive students, yet provide for their
continued education.

Many school systems across the nation
are developing in-school suspension and
school-within-a-school programs. In ad-
dition to keeping disruptive students off
the street, such programs provide coun-
seling for students and help them catch
up or keep up with their school work.
Some schools have added a Life Skills
component to their in-school suspension
and school-within-a-school programs.
This component addresses issues that
students identify as “real,” such as drugs,
jobs, sex, health issues, peer pressure and
guns.

To deal with students involved in the
more serious situations, alternative
schools are being established for students
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who are expelled from school. Such
schools can and do work well when they
are structured, when their focus is on
academics, and when counseling is pro-
vided. However, more alternative schools
are needed, especially in the face of en-
forcement of today’s tough expulsion
laws. The development of alternative
education programs is a strategy that can
reduce and prevent further youth-related
violence.

Mentoring
Another powerful deterrent to youth vio-
lence is programs that encourage adults
to listen and talk to children. Too many
of our youth do not have a caring adult to
talk to one-on-one. Gang members often
reveal that they have no one they can
talk to. The youth in our communities
and students in our alternative schools
tell us the same thing.

Mentoring programs have been devel-
oped to meet just such a need. Through
volunteer recruitment efforts in many
school systems, hundreds of school em-
ployees and employees from partners-in-
education programs now are mentors.
These adults listen and talk to students
one-to-one.

Are these mentoring efforts important
to students and do they make a differ-
ence? The comments received from
metro-Atlanta students who evaluated
their mentoring program answer that
question: “I was a very lonely person, an-
gry at the world —  really angry — and
my mentor lets me talk about it. I think I
need to talk about it.” This is just one ex-
ample of several heart-rending com-
ments received each year on the program
evaluation. The overall evaluation results
of the Atlanta mentoring program have
been very positive.

Some school systems have developed
mentoring programs that encourage
forming intergenerational relation-
ships.14 A recent study of elder mentors
and at-risk youth found an improvement
in the quality of the youths’ day-to-day
lives and described the youths as learn-
ing a variety of functional skills as a re-
sult of their older mentors.15 Mentoring

programs can reduce and prevent youth-
related violence.

Parenting
An often overlooked resource for dealing
with disruptive students is close at hand:
parents. Frequently parents of troubled
youth don’t realize that they can be pow-
erful, positive influences in their
children’s lives, especially when they re-
ceive guidance and support from trained
professionals. Parents benefit them-
selves, their children, schools and the
community by taking part in parenting
classes. Backed by insights and practice
from parent training, parents can be in-
strumental in improving the behavior of
their children and in redirecting their
students’ drift toward violent responses
to conflict.

Educators sometimes express disap-
pointment over poor attendance in pa-
renting classes. It is important to remem-
ber that the more convenient the parent-
ing classes for parents, the greater atten-
dance will be. Parenting classes must be
offered in the workplace, community
centers, local YMCAs and YWCAs,
apartment complexes, churches, syna-
gogues, mosques, even in the mall. Ac-
cessible parent training programs can re-
duce and prevent youth-related violence.

Early childhood education
More early childhood, preschool inter-
vention programs must also be devel-
oped. For example, school systems could
provide staff development for preschool
and day care centers for children who ul-
timately will attend public school. On a
broader scale, a partnership created be-
tween day care centers and public
schools could share resources to help
children be ready for school academi-
cally, socially and psychologically.

Some metro-Atlanta school systems
have successfully piloted the above con-
cept. For example, workshops designed
for day care directors and staff include
sessions on parenting, conflict manage-
ment and physical/psychological devel-
opment of children. Participants learn
what children should know before they

come to kindergarten or the first grade.
This type of early intervention and

support will reap long-term benefits in
terms of reducing conflict and violence,
ensuring students’ academic opportunity,
and pulling communities and schools to-
gether. Day care and preschool staff de-
velopment and community partnerships
are strategies that can reduce and pre-
vent youth-related violence.

Partnerships in victim assistance
Violence in schools, like violence any-
where else, has a profound effect on its
victims. There is no way to know how
long a victim may take to recover from
the psychological impact of violence.
However, this much is clear: Victims
need attention, consideration and coun-
seling. Victims have a right to be treated
with dignity and compassion. They also
have a right to protection from further
intimidation and harm.

Educators need the collaboration of
health professionals, law enforcement
professionals and others to help design
and implement victim assistance pro-
grams appropriate for school systems or
to help include the school in existing vic-
tim assistance programs. Schools can
contact the National Organization for
Victim Assistance, the National Victim
Resource Center, or the National Victim
Center for information about victim as-
sistance programs. The development of
victim assistance programs is an impor-
tant and appropriate response to youth-
related violence.

Teacher preparation and training
Let’s say for a moment that you are a
teacher or administrator: If a student
were to lose control, would you know
how best to react? Would you recognize
the warning signs that could enable you
to calm the student before he became as-
saultive? If he did become physically as-
saultive, would you know how to protect
yourself and others from possible injury?

Twenty-nine percent of our nation’s
teachers have at some time considered
giving up their profession in part due to
fear of violence, but even more so be-

McGIBONEY
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Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms

P.O. Box 50418
Washington, DC  20009

Hartford Adolescent
Violence Prevention Project

Connecticut Childhood
Injury Prevention Center

80 Seymour Street
Hartford, CT  06106

Life Skills
In-school Suspension Curriculum
DeKalb County School System
3770 North Decatur Road
Decatur, GA 30033

National Crisis Prevention Institute
3315-K North 124th Street
Brookfield, WI  53005

National Organization
for Victim Assistance

1757 Park Road, NW
Washington, DC 20004

National Victim Center
2111 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 300
Arlington, VA  22201

National Victims Resource Center
Box 6000-AJE
Rockville, MD  20850

Safe Kids/Safe Neighborhoods
New York City Dept. of Health
Box 46, 125 Worth Street
New York, NY 10013

Second Step
Committee for Children
2203 Airport Way South, Suite 500
Seattle, WA  98134-2027

Straight Talk About Risks
Center to Prevent Handgun Violence
1225 Eye Street, NW, Suite 1100
Washington, DC  20005

Youth Crime Watch of America
9200 South Dadeland Blvd., Suite 320
Miami, FL 33156

cause they are not sure how to handle
volatile situations.16 Educators need to
learn to respond appropriately to vio-
lence. Teachers and administrators need
the skills and confidence that come from
training such as that offered by the Na-
tional Crisis Prevention Institute, train-
ing that other professionals such as law
enforcement are receiving. Special train-
ing for educators in crisis intervention
and prevention can prevent student,
teacher and staff injuries.

There are several other programs and
strategies available to educators that can
be adjusted to the needs of each school
or school system: Youth Crime Watch
programs (which include youth in deal-
ing with violence); Safe Kids/Safe
Neighborhoods programs (which provide
mentoring, parent training and social
skills training); and drug education pro-
grams (which must be continued and
expanded).

Motion versus action
Ernest Hemingway once wrote, “Never
confuse motion with action.” Educators
should not feel helpless or hopeless in
dealing with youth-related violence.
Educators must replace the “motion”
of relying exclusively on simplistic re-
sponses to youth-related violence —
such as suspension or expulsion from
school — with the “action” of preven-
tion and intervention. Such action re-
quires the collaboration of students, edu-
cators, parents, business people, law
enforcement/social service, probation
personnel and citizens.

Cited Resources
Boston Conflict Resolution Program
Educators for Social Responsibility
23 Garden Street
Cambridge, MA  02138

Children’s Creative Response
to Conflict

P.O. Box 271
Nyack, NY  10960

Gang Resistance Education
and Training
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BY ROBIN HASKELL McBEE

Law-related education trains students to think critically, to solve
problems, and to understand legal rights and responsibilities and ways the

role of the citizen — the fourth “R” — mitigates violence.

Law-related education and
violence prevention

In the heat of July, 1967, President
Lyndon B. Johnson urged the nation, al-
ready wearied and frightened by urban
riots, to mount an attack from every level
of society on the conditions that breed
despair and violence: discrimination, ig-
norance, poverty and joblessness. Do it,
he said, not because we are scared, but
because we know it is right and because
we know it is what is required in order to
accomplish peace and justice for all.1

Twenty-eight years later, with only
small inroads made to eliminate condi-
tions that breed despair and violence,
Johnson’s call to action still sounds.
Once again the violence — not just in
the street, but also in our schools and
homes — has spawned fear and concern.
Once again the wake-up call has been is-
sued. Once again we have demands from
all sectors of society to do something in
order to rein in the escalating pace of
violent acts being committed in our
communities.

As annual murder rates mutate into
mid-year record-breaking levels2 and as
federal reports reveal that recorded juve-
nile violent crime rates have increased
40 percent in a decade,3 educators are

also once again being called upon to help
solve the problem. But can professional
educators help? Can their work — which
cannot directly reduce discrimination,
poverty or joblessness — truly make a
difference?

The answer is yes, it can — through
using a unique instructional approach
known as law-related education (LRE).
It is important to emphasize that law-
related education is not a prescribed pro-
gram of study specifying a certain num-
ber of steps or setting forth a schedule to
follow or targeting an age group for
implementation. Rather, law-related edu-
cation is a generic, interdisciplinary ap-
proach to education which combines par-
ticular kinds of content (related to rules,
laws and legal systems) with interactive
instructional strategies and which can be
delivered on an ongoing basis at any
grade level.

It is not the intent of this article to
suggest that law-related education is a
cure-all. However, it is an effective tool
to use in reducing violence.

What is violence?
The topics of violence, its causes and
possible solutions for its reduction are
regularly considered in educational, le-
gal, medical and psychological arenas.
Each discipline puts its own spin on the
examination of violence. According to
the U. S. Department of Education’s Of-
fice of Educational Research and Im-

provement, “Drug use, violence or disci-
pline problems confront students and
school staffs to some extent every day in
almost all schools. ... Hence we have es-
tablished the sixth National Education
Goal for drug-free and violence-free
schools which offers disciplined environ-
ments ‘conducive to learning’.”4

The coupling of discipline problems
and drug, alcohol and other substance
abuse with violence is common in educa-
tional discussions, the Virginia Educa-
tion Summit of 1992, for example.5 Cer-
tainly the violence prevention movement
in schools is following in the metaphori-
cal footsteps of its “older sibling,” drug
abuse prevention.

For many outside of schools and unfor-
tunately, for more and more in schools
these days, the term “violence” conjures
up images of acts such as murder, rape,
kidnapping and assault. Indeed, the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention (OJJDP) defines violent juve-
nile offenders as those who have been
found delinquent for such felonies as
“homicide, rape ... mayhem, kidnapping,
robbery, or aggravated assault.”6 Here, it
is not just the physical nature of the act
which drives the definition but its seri-
ousness as well.

Often in today’s climate of fear, an
individual’s image of violence, enhanced
by the influence of mass media reports,
may include drive-by shootings, gang
warfare and unprovoked attacks on the
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Division.
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Factors that contribute to violence
Most violence prevention experts agree
that there are multiple factors which lead
to violent behavior in certain individuals.
Research and reviews of research are
consistent on this point, though some ex-
perts may tend to focus their attention on
only one or a few of these factors.

Some of the most commonly men-
tioned factors influencing the formation
of violent behavior patterns include the
following: parental role modeling that
encourages violent behaviors, child and
spousal abuse, proliferation of violent
images on television and children’s loss
of inhibitions toward violence because of
television’s influence, and the availabil-
ity of and easy access to guns.

Also frequently mentioned are the tre-
mendous impacts of poverty and racism
on youthful outlooks for the future, aca-
demic failure, lack of association with
school, poor interpersonal and problem-
solving skills, disciplinary unfairness
and inconsistency in school settings, and
failure to form bonds with individuals
who offer strong positive role models or
meaningful attachments to pro-social in-
stitutions, such as families, schools,
churches or community groups.

Three of the above factors, which form
the foundation of this analysis, deserve
further elaboration. These factors are a
lack of association with school, a failure
to form meaningful attachments to other
pro-social institutions or bonds with
positive role models, and poor interper-
sonal problem-solving skills.

The failure to form meaningful attach-
ments or bonds with pro-social institu-
tions or individual role models is a criti-
cal piece in the puzzle of violence. This
failure is described as a risk factor in de-
linquency theory and is also often used
as explanation for juvenile attraction to
gangs. The failure’s opposite is cited as a
protective factor leading to the develop-
ment of resiliency in youths faced with
socio-economic situations similar to
those of delinquents. In other words,
children who are alienated from their
families, churches, schools or communi-
ties and who lack positive adult role

models with whom they have formed a
bond are at tremendous risk for delin-
quent and violent behavior. On the other
hand, children from similar backgrounds
who avoid or rebound from the path of
delinquency, violence and self-destruc-
tive behavior most often have present in
their lives a significant involvement with
or attachment to a positive individual
role model or pro-social institution.

Yet another significant factor in the
development of or inclination towards an
individual’s violent behavior is a deficit
in social problem-solving abilities. A
particularly interesting line of psycho-
logical research into social cognition
shows a strong relationship between the
social problem-solving process and its
relationship to aggression in children.
The social-cognitive model of develop-
ment posits that in addition to the influ-
ence of external and internal factors on
behavior patterns, children are also in-
fluenced by developing cognitive abili-
ties. These abilities serve as mediators of
the behavior pattern of aggression.

The cognitive mediation of aggression
has been studied extensively by develop-
mental psychologists Ronald Slaby and
Nancy Guerra. They report results which
are particularly relevant to educators’ de-
sires to contribute constructively to the
reduction of violence. The two research-
ers have identified and studied six infor-
mation-processing steps in the social
problem-solving process: information
seeking, problem definition, goal
selection, generation of alternative re-
sponses or solutions, anticipation of con-
sequences, and evaluation and priori-
tization of possible responses. Their re-
sults reveal the following comparative
progression: The more aggressive chil-
dren are, the lower their social problem-
solving ability, the higher their adher-
ence to beliefs which support the use of
aggression, and the lower their concerns
over the negative consequences they
themselves will suffer as a result of their
aggressive responses.12

These deficits in social cognitive skills
are critical elements in examining the
developmental path of violent behavior.

street — characteristically inflicted by
strangers. However, violence and associ-
ated injuries or death — often as much
as 50 percent of the time or more — re-
sult from arguments between people who
know each other, with physical abuse of
family members being a prime example.7

Medical and public health professionals
use the term “intentional injury”— as
opposed to unintentional or completely
accidental8 — when discussing violence.
In this arena, intent and harm are the
primary considerations.

Psychologists offer yet another defini-
tion. The American Psychological Asso-
ciation (APA) defines violence as “im-
mediate or chronic situations that result
in injury to the psychological, social or
physical well-being of individuals or
groups.”9 Interpersonal violence is fur-
ther defined as behavior between people
which “threatens, attempts, or completes
intentional infliction of physical or psy-
chological harm.”10 Perhaps the most
comprehensive of all, this definition in-
cludes intent and harm, expands the
harm to cover psychological and social
harm as well as that which is physical,
and introduces the notions of threat and
attempt. Thus this definition asserts that
even the suggestion of intent to hurt
should be considered an act of violence.
Because of its comprehensive nature, the
APA definition shall serve as the basic
definition for the remainder of this
analysis.

Finally, beyond establishing the scope
and parameters of violence, one should
also consider the term aggression. Ag-
gressive (as opposed to the more posi-
tively connoted assertive) behaviors are
described in psychological literature as
having a hostile orientation and intent.
The notion of hostility is a key point in
understanding the intent behind violent
acts and what Slaby calls the “habits of
thought” associated with violent behav-
ior.11 As habitual attitudes and behaviors
move forward along the aggression con-
tinuum, they move closer and closer to
the edges of socially accepted norms of
behavior while concurrently becoming
more and more violent.
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Further, results of the Guerra and Slaby
studies also show that highly aggressive
adolescents’ problem-solving abilities
and aggression-supporting beliefs can be
changed through deliberate and method-
ic training in the use of the aforemen-
tioned problem-solving skills.13

No one factor causes the growth of vio-
lence. The effects of such elements as in-
dividual characteristics, environment,
families, schools, communities and soci-
etal attitudes combine in a major way to
influence the growth of violent behavior
in individuals. Nonetheless, it would be
irresponsible for educators to shrug their
shoulders in hopelessness because “the
problem is bigger than education.” Edu-
cators can do their parts to contribute to
a solution to behavioral violence, even if
they do nothing more than help students
overcome the chronic school problem of
academic failure, shown to be a strong
correlate to violence. However, there is
much more that educators can do if they
wish to intervene further in the spiral of
violence.

Developing models for prevention
Mounting a comprehensive approach to
violence prevention is the prescribed ap-
proach of choice. Whether programmatic
initiatives and recommendations issue
from the juvenile justice arena, the pub-
lic health horizon, psychology or educa-
tion, there is a clear call to be compre-
hensive. Citing the past successes of the
public health approach used to reduce
smoking and drunk driving, medical
doctor Deborah Prothrow-Stith offers the
following summary:

I am convinced we can change public
attitudes toward violence and that we
can change violent behavior. What is
required is a broad array of strategies
... that teach new ways of coping with
anger and aggressive feelings. I be-
lieve we can and we must mobilize
schools, the media, industry, govern-
ment, churches, community organiza-
tions, and every organized unit within
our society to deliver the message that
anger can be managed and aggressive
impulses controlled.14

This call for a sweeping effort is
strongly supported by the research re-
views, which indicate a failure on the
parts of existing single program models
to generate any sound research showing
reductions in violence. In his review of
violence prevention/reduction research,
Marc Posner describes three different ef-
forts which have evaluated more than 50
violence prevention programs.

The data suggests no evidence of long-
term changes.15 Other problems with this
research are associated with statistical
validity and data gathering, especially
with reference to mediation and conflict
resolution programs. Such programs
tend to rely on self-reports and other
weak forms of data generation and thus
lack rigorous statistics.16

Further flaws in these programs are
tied to such limitations as the customary
restriction of the program to one age
group or to only two or three weeks of
implementation; poor selection and
training of program leaders; inflexible,
prescriptive and/or lock-step programs;
inappropriate inclusion of particular stu-
dents; and a failure to account for the po-
tential influence of the community or
other factors in developing or maintain-
ing particular behaviors. According to
Posner:

Violence often results from a complex
interaction of environmental, social,
and psychological factors such as the
learned behavior of responding to con-
flict with violence, the effects of drugs
or alcohol, the presence of weapons,
the absence of positive family relation-
ships and adult supervision. ...The key
to providing students with the skills,
knowledge, and motivation they re-
quire to become healthy adults is a
comprehensive [and ongoing] program
that responds to the new risks and
pressures that arise with each develop-
mental stage. The onset of puberty, the
increased presence of alcohol, drugs,
and weapons in a young person’s envi-
ronment, and growing economic pres-
sures all increase the risk of being a
perpetrator or victim of violence. ...
Addressing these risks requires a sus-

tained effort over the child’s entire
school career.17

Another common characteristic of the
prevention literature is a call for behav-
ior modification with respect to anger
control and problem solving. According
to Prothrow-Stith, “What is required is a
broad array of strategies; strategies that
teach new ways of coping with anger and
aggressive feelings.”18 These sentiments
are echoed in the recommendations ema-
nating from commissions and task forces
in the educational, psychological and
crime prevention arenas. The literature
also calls for academic rigor in schools;
provision of strong, consistent, and fairly
enforced expectations for behavior and
discipline in schools; and recommenda-
tions for a stronger educational focus on
civic values, responsibility and human
relations.

What is law-related education?
If civic and law-related education (LRE)
are being recommended as possible vio-
lence prevention strategies, then it is im-
portant to have some notion of what law-
related education is. A definition of LRE
developed and used in Virginia by the
Virginia Institute for Law and Citizen-
ship Studies may be instructive: LRE is
instruction about rules, laws and the le-
gal system which actively involves stu-
dents in that instruction in order to pre-
pare students for responsible citizenship.
It is instruction that teaches about legal
rights, responsibilities and the role of the
citizen and requires students to practice
application of that teaching to potential
real-life situations.

The approach consists of high-interest
content (covering rules and laws that af-
fect “me” and such issues as fairness,
power, equality and liberty) and interac-
tive instructional strategies. Students at
all levels regularly explore and reflect on
their and others’ perspectives, express
and defend their views, listen to the
views of others, develop arguments for
both sides of an issue, mediate, and for-
mulate decisions and resolutions based
on multiple and often conflicting con-

McBEE
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cerns. Law-related education is essen-
tially a critical thinking, problem-solving
approach to education built around the
civic content of rules, laws and the legal
system.

Examples of LRE can be found in a
variety of communities in every state. In
a primary classroom, students might
consider a rule they don’t like, why it
was made, what the consequence for
breaking the rule is, and who acts as
judge when one does break the rule.
They might evaluate existing or hypo-
thetical rules to determine whether or not
the rules are clear, consistent, fair and
enforceable; they might listen to and
analyze rules issues in stories; or they
might create and enforce their own sets
of rules. Intermediate students might
work with a police officer as they role
play police encountering real criminal
dilemmas, or they might work in coop-
erative groups to resolve the problems
that arise when a law is too general or
vague.

One might find groups of older stu-
dents examining legal conflicts through-
out history by using the case study
method of analysis and then applying to
a current dilemma information gleaned
from such an exercise. Simulations of
trials (known as mock trials or moot
courts), legislative hearings, constitu-
tional conventions and police procedures
typify LRE strategies in classes at all lev-
els, as do role playing, conflict resolution
and mediation, formal and informal de-
bate, cooperative group problem solving,
and regular visits from and involvement
with community legal professionals.

Since rules and laws affect all aspects
of life, all subject areas, and all ages, the
content of law-related education can be
as varied as the students and teacher
need it to be. The methods, however, are
characteristically open-ended and par-
ticipatory in nature. Although some LRE
instructional materials have been written
for specific topics or age groups, there is
no one way to do LRE, no set LRE pro-
gram, no prescription for success, per se.
Rather, there are some easily modified
generic and universal instructional mod-

els and the world of rules and laws to use
with the models.

LRE and violence prevention
As described earlier, law-related educa-
tion offers application possibilities at all
grade levels, as well as in many subject
areas. LRE is most frequently used in the
social studies to promote civic under-
standing; however, it regularly incorpo-
rates reading, writing and speaking skills
and it has potential applications in litera-
ture, mathematics, science and technol-
ogy, foreign languages, physical educa-
tion and sports, and other subject areas.
Use of LRE need not be limited to a par-
ticular grade, subject or time frame. This
flexibility thus addresses one of the criti-
cisms about programmatic limitations re-
ferred to earlier. The LRE approach to
instruction is flexible enough to be ap-
plied as a systemwide, ongoing preven-
tion strategy. An added benefit of such a
strategy is the increased likelihood that
students will better understand the rules,
laws, and legal processes which govern
their lives.

One of the cornerstones of law-related
education is its regular work with and
use of outside resource persons. Teachers
are encouraged and in many states
trained to develop ongoing, working
partnerships with attorneys, police offic-
ers and other legal professionals. These
resource people visit the classroom regu-
larly, provide insight into how and why
the system operates the way it does, and
develop positive, nonadversarial relation-
ships with students in the class. Thus the
community has an opportunity to get in-
volved with the LRE program. Students
in turn have an opportunity to have posi-
tive interactions and relationships with
representatives of the legal system.
Though typically not individualized as in
mentoring, these relationships often hold
a lot of meaning for the students and
provide opportunities for them to develop
bonds or attachments with representa-
tives of “the system.”

Yet another fundamental feature of
LRE is its relevance. LRE deals with is-
sues which are meaningful to students;

their views are valued. Students truly en-
joy LRE. Unlike the content in other sub-
jects, which is sometimes difficult for
students to relate to, LRE requires stu-
dents to get involved, to participate.
Teachers often report that it is often the
introverted child, the troublemaker or the
“class from hell” that shines in law-
related education. Sometimes students
even come to school solely for LRE.
Thus the possibility grows of developing
a positive association with school.

The crux of law-related education is
problem solving, both as a part of a
group process and on an individual ba-
sis. Social conflict lies at the heart of le-
gal issues. Therefore all LRE is some
form of conflict resolution or problem
solving. The regular inclusion of LRE in
the course of instruction will provide
continuing opportunities to develop and
practice the information processing steps
which Slaby and Guerra say aggressive
children must develop if they are to
acquire nonaggressive social problem-
solving skills. Further, the conflicts that
characteristically surround rules and
laws offer good practice in content that is
hypothetical in nature, yet directly re-
lated to students’ lives.

While certainly not a panacea for vio-
lence prevention, law-related education
offers a very practical avenue for schools
to pursue as part of an overall violence
prevention plan. If that plan includes
closer work with parents and the com-
munity, LRE might also be incorporated
into after-school programs, community
center programs for children and ado-
lescents, and parent programs. The ap-
proach also lends itself well to a close
interface with home and community.

Putting together programs
Law-related education programs have
existed at the local, state and national
levels since the late 1960s. Most states
have statewide LRE programs, and many
states also have begun initiating their
own violence prevention efforts.

In Virginia, the groundwork is being
laid for an LRE Violence Prevention
Program to be implemented in local
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schools. An advisory group of school,
court, police, community service and
academic personnel is collaborating on
program development. Currently, fund-
ing is being sought for a comprehensive
training model, in which school teams of
teachers, administrators, students, par-
ents and community members will be
trained in law-related education and vio-
lence prevention. Members will then
plan and implement violence prevention
programs to suit the unique needs of in-
dividual schools and neighborhoods.

A multigenerational forum on violence
will kick off this effort and will coincide
with a national forum conducted by the
Youth for Justice Project, a collaborative
effort among five national LRE organi-
zations working with every state and
funded by the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention. The Vir-
ginia forum will inform and begin mobi-
lizing local school-based teams for action
in LRE and violence prevention.

As one of many violence prevention
measures, LRE makes sense. It is flexible
and easy to adapt. Trainers are available
in most states and are anxious to help get
LRE programs going in schools and in
other community programs. Acquiring
the skills and sufficient content materials

to get programs started is easy; there are
abundant supplemental instructional ma-
terials which have been developed both
by publishers and by national and local
LRE projects.

Finally, law-related education offers an
effective approach to instruction in deci-
sion making and problem solving. The
above-mentioned characteristics and ele-
ments of LRE, combined with close com-
munity interface, yield an educational
strategy that has considerable violence
prevention potential.

McBEE

Youth for Justice is a national law-
related education program supported
by the Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention, Office of
Justice Programs, U.S. Department of
Justice. Youth for Justice involves
young people in LRE programs that
address national problems such as
violence by and against youth. The
program provides curriculum materi-
als, model programs, staff develop-
ment and technical assistance. Youth
for Justice works closely with a na-
tional network of statewide LRE pro-
grams. Contact any of the following
national partners for additional infor-
mation about LRE in your state:

American Bar Association
Special Committee on Youth Education

for Citizenship
541 N. Fairbanks Court
Chicago, IL 60611-3314
312/988-5735; FAX: 312/988-5032

Center for Civic Education
5146 Douglas Fir Road
Calabasas, CA 91301
818/591-9321 or 800/350-4223
FAX: 818/591-9330

Constitutional Rights Foundation
601 S. Kingsley Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90005
213/487-5590; FAX: 213/386-0459

Constitutional Rights Foundation
407 S. Dearborn
Suite 1700
Chicago, IL 60605
312/663-9057; FAX: 312/663-4321

National Institute for Citizen
Education in the Law

711 G Street SE
Washington, DC 20003
202/546-6644; FAX: 202/566-6649

Phi Alpha Delta Public Service Ctr.
1511 K Street NW
Suite 611
Washington, DC 20005
202/638-2898; FAX: 202/638-2919

Youth for Justice: a model of collaboration
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Addressing every aspect of school life — policies, environment,
staff and student empowerment, and diversity — helps both students

and teachers get on with the business of learning.

Word was out. There would be a fight
right after school. No sooner had the dis-
missal bell rung than students began
gathering on an adjacent school playing
field. Excited chatter attracted still more
students. Soon there was a crowd of stu-
dents and even a few passersby who had
come onto campus to investigate the
commotion. The fight had barely begun
when an administrator appeared and or-
dered the crowd off school grounds.

Perhaps the crowd would not have
moved so willingly had they not had
somewhere else to go, but there was a
city park adjoining the school property.
The ringleaders led the crowd across
property lines, and the fight continued in
earnest. Then there were gunshots. A
student spectator was killed. The person
who had brought the gun to the fight and
fired it was a passerby.

This re-creation of an incident that oc-
curred at a large suburban high school
raises questions that must be addressed
regarding the issue of safe schools. What
was the policy for unauthorized gather-
ings on school grounds? Was the policy
enforceable? Did the administrator have

a procedure to follow for such situations?
Did s/he have support or backup? Why
wasn’t law enforcement involved? Why
were so many students interested in wit-
nessing the fight, in essence endorsing
the violence that was taking place? Were
there no students who felt sufficiently
empowered to tell an adult about the im-
pending fight? Was the climate of the
school such that every person cared only
about himself/herself? Was there not one
student or faculty member who, upon
hearing the rumor about the fight, felt a
responsibility to report it? Was the fight
race-related?

What about the shooter? What was he
doing near the school with a gun just as
students were letting out? And finally,
how could one student’s death have been
prevented?

There is no single answer to the last
question, but there are responses to vio-
lence that can lead to safe schools. These
responses must address every aspect of
school life — policies, environment, ad-
ministrator and faculty empowerment,
student empowerment and diversity.

A good school policy can serve as a
strong deterrent for violent behavior and
can effectively support administrators
who daily address student behavior prob-
lems. School policy is useless, however,
if no one knows what it states, no one
understands it, or it is not up-to-date.

Policy must be publicized. Most stu-
dents in this country receive a copy of

school policy in either handbook or flyer
form each year during the first week of
school. Students are expected to read the
information and to share it with their
parents. A student is unlikely to see the
policy again until s/he is involved in an
infraction of school rules.

To make policies visible:
• post them in every classroom;
• devote a bulletin board to highlighting

different parts of the policy throughout
the year;

• discuss specific aspects of the policy in
a column in each issue of the school
newsletter; and

• use an informational approach. Give
the bulletin board or column a non-
threatening title like “All about school
policy” or “Did you know?”

Once a good policy is in place, it
should be revised annually to ensure that
it is current and consistent. One school
system had a policy that required stu-
dents who had been suspended for five
days to attend an off-campus educational
program that took place during the regu-
lar school day. The school board had re-
defined excused and unexcused absences
but had not examined the rest of the
school policy. The program for sus-
pended students did not conform to the
new definition for excused absences, thus
putting some students at risk for expul-
sion — certainly not the intent of the
program or the school board.

Pattern for prevention

BY MIRIAM SMITH McLAUGHLIN AND SANDRA PEYSER HAZOURI
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An important part of policy making is
networking with community agencies re-
garding appropriate procedures to follow
in case of illegal activity at school, for
reporting child abuse and neglect, or for
dealing with teacher-initiated violence.

Collaborative school policy planning
that brings in parents, law enforcement
officials, community service providers,
and business and community representa-
tives is the best way to gain the coopera-
tion and support of each group. Collabo-
ration allows people outside the school to
feel ownership for what happens on the
inside. Collaboration also offers adminis-
trators a strong support system.

Unfortunately, even the best efforts to
prevent violence are not always enough.
A crisis intervention plan must be in
place in every school to minimize the ef-
fects of any incident that threatens the
school population. Ensuring that a crisis
plan is operable, that the faculty is
trained and that students are aware of
crisis intervention procedures will help
to achieve the safest possible environ-
ment for students and faculty.

Policy provides the framework within
which a school operates. The adults in
the school are the managers of that op-
eration. It is important that these adults
have the skills and authority to manage
successfully. When they are empowered
to do so, custodians, cafeteria workers
and support staff can all play significant
roles in keeping schools safe.

Teachers in control of their profession-
al lives also feel a sense of ownership of
the environment in which they practice
their profession. Such teachers are em-
powered, “connected” to the school in
which they serve — a major factor in the
increased safety of those schools.

Empowerment can come through in-
service presentations and training. Pro-
viding opportunities for educators and
support staff to keep up with the newest
research and techniques acknowledges
their professional status as well as their
need for personal growth. New issues
and subjects for professional develop-
ment emerge every day — rage diffusion,
rumor control and conflict resolution, for

example. The teacher who walks past a
fight in the hallway may not know how
to intervene. A cafeteria worker may
have no idea how to stop an escalating
conflict. Training teachers and staff in
the skills they need to protect themselves
as well as students empowers all adults
at school to keep the school safe.

A safe school involves parents and
connects with the community. Parents
are visible and active in school build-
ings; community agencies and businesses
are regularly involved in the life of the
school. This involvement sends the pow-
erful message to students that the adults
in their lives do care. Parental and com-
munity involvement also play significant
roles in establishing the school climate.

Every school has an intangible quality
about it, an atmosphere that has a direct
effect on how well students and staff go
about their business. Atmosphere is de-
termined in part by the condition of the
grounds and buildings. Lighting and se-
curity are also factors in setting the tone
of the school, but most important are the
visibility and involvement of adults in
the life of the school.

News articles bombard us with stories
of students caught with weapons. Most of
those students are not gang members or
habitual criminals; they are kids who are
afraid. They bring weapons to school to
protect themselves from a real or imag-
ined threat. Adults can help to reduce a
pervasive climate of fear just by their
presence. One school system asked local
businesses to send employees to lunch
with students in the cafeteria. Another
school invited parents to volunteer to su-
pervise the halls for a few hours each
week.

It is important to remember that gangs
and guns do not need to be physically
present in school for a hostile climate to
exist. Physical, verbal and sexual harass-
ment are all contributors. Shoving, grab-
bing, and lewd or nasty comments are all
abusive, aggressive behaviors that can
lead to overtly violent acts.

Students themselves can learn skills to
counteract such negative behaviors. Stu-
dents are the greatest resource that

schools have, and that resource is rela-
tively untapped. Adults do “to” and “for”
students, especially at-risk students, but
overlook the opportunity to train students
to do for themselves and others.

There are numerous ways to involve
students productively; many districts
have done so very creatively. In one high
school, students at highest risk work as
groundskeepers for the school. They are
paid small amounts of money and also
learn landscaping. A side benefit of such
activity is the ownership that these stu-
dents feel toward the grounds they work
so hard to maintain.

Peer helper programs offer a broad-
based, systemic approach to student in-
volvement. Peer programs empower stu-
dents to reach out to others in positive
ways, tap young people’s natural altru-
ism, instill a sense of responsibility to-
ward others, and provide the skills to
carry out those responsibilities.

Peer helping takes many forms, all re-
quiring extensive training in basic skills
such as communication, problem solv-
ing, and understanding and working
with others. Additional training is neces-
sary for peer tutoring and peer mediation
programs. Important here is the recogni-
tion that peer programs meet some of
students’ very basic needs — to belong,
to feel useful and to have a sense of ac-
complishment. Recognition of common
basic needs by its very nature promotes
acceptance and respect for diversity.

Diversity is an issue that impacts every
aspect of a safe school. Does policy re-
flect an understanding of culturally ori-
ented behaviors? Does the faculty repre-
sent the ethnic makeup of the student
body? Is the climate of the school one of
openness and acceptance or of repression
and rigidity? Do students interact with
one another freely, or are groups struc-
tured along cultural or ethnic bound-
aries? Diversity does not divide a school;
prejudice, stereotyping and lack of un-
derstanding of differences do.

Making schools safe is a monumental
task, but students and teachers must feel
safe so that they can get on with the busi-
ness of teaching, learning and growing.

McLAUGHLIN AND HAZOURI
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LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

Information sharing
promoted by FERPA

Prepared by Bernard James, special
counsel for NSSC.

All educators agree that the quality of
the decisions they make on school safety
issues is dependent on the quality of the
information available. In most school
districts, this desire to share accurate,
up-to-date information is balanced
against the need to preserve the privacy
of the students about whom the decisions
are being made. For most educators, fed-
eral law rather than state law provides
the incentive to safeguard the privacy
rights of students. The Federal Educa-
tional Records and Privacy Act (FERPA)
requires that schools receiving federal
educational funding take specific steps to
preserve student privacy.

The intricacies of FERPA have in re-
cent legislation given way to Congres-
sional clarification on how much record
information educators can communicate
to other agencies. The 1994 amendments
to FERPA have important positive impli-
cations for information sharing between
educational institutions and state and lo-
cal agencies. FERPA, after the amend-
ments, reflects a relaxing of restrictions
on dissemination of information to other
government agencies.

First, there is a new emphasis on state
legislation to promote information shar-
ing. State law may now authorize the
sharing of information: Schools may rely
on the state legislation as a basis for re-
leasing information on students to other
agencies. FERPA only requires that:
• the allowed reporting or disclosure

concerns the juvenile justice system
and such system’s ability prior to adju-
dication to effectively serve the student
whose records are released; and

• the officials and authorities to whom

such information is disclosed certify in
writing to the information-sharing
educational agency or institution that
the information will not be disclosed to
any other party except as provided un-
der state law without the prior written
consent of the parent of the student.

After states have authorized informa-
tion sharing, FERPA requires that:
• schools maintain a record, kept with

the education records of each student,
that indicates all individuals, agencies
or organizations which have requested
or obtained access to a student’s edu-
cation records maintained by such edu-
cational agency or institution, and that
indicates specifically the legitimate in-
terest that each such person, agency, or
organization has in obtaining this in-
formation; and

• any agency that violates the disclosure
limitations shall be prohibited from
obtaining access to information from
education records for a period of not
less than five years.

Second, FERPA now permits schools
to disclose education record information
concerning disciplinary action taken
against a student to educators who have
legitimate educational interests in the be-
havior of the student. This language rep-
resents a welcome clarification on the
ability of educators to communicate
within the community of school officials
who share a common concern for a par-
ticular student.

Specifically, the new language says:
Nothing in this section shall prohibit an
educational agency or institution from:

• including appropriate information in
the education record of any student
concerning disciplinary action taken
against such student for conduct that
posed a significant risk to the safety or
well-being of that student, other stu-
dents or other members of the school
community; or

• disclosing such information to teachers
and school officials, including teachers
and school officials in other schools,
who have legitimate educational inter-
ests in the behavior of the student.1

Third, the pre-existing methods of
sharing education record information
survive. These methods include dissemi-
nation of directory information (after no-
tice of intention to do so has been pub-
lished) and release of education record
information that is pursuant to court or-
der or subpoena, maintained separately
by a school law enforcement unit and/or
incident to an emergency.

In sum, FERPA may now pose few if
any difficulties to state and local efforts
to involve schools in reforming the juve-
nile justice system on the issue of record
sharing. Reactive reforms — those that
work to intervene in the life of a juvenile
who has been adjudicated — are
strengthened. Proactive reforms — those
that seek to prevent the onset of delin-
quent behavior — have been acknowl-
edged and approved, leaving state policy
makers to spearhead instituting such re-
forms. Florida is one state that has al-
ready passed legislation allowing schools
to share information within a state inter-
agency framework. This includes juve-
nile justice and other agencies that share
a common interest in providing services
to children of school age.2 It is likely that
soon other states will also take advantage
of this new FERPA language to autho-
rize schools to share more information.

Endnotes

1. 20 USCS @ 1232g (1994).

2. FLA.STAT.ANN. § 39.045.
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CDC tracks school-
associated deaths

Preliminary data from a study identifying
105 school-associated violent deaths that
occurred during the school years 1992-
1993 and 1993-1994 have been released
by Dr. Gail Stennies of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention in At-
lanta, Georgia. President Clinton an-
nounced the study and some of its find-
ings April 8, 1995, in Los Angeles at the
National Education Association’s School
Safety Summit.

The study defines a school-related vio-
lent death as “any homicide, suicide or
firearm-related death in the United
States, between 1 July 1992 and 30 June
1994 in which the fatal injury occurred:
• on the property of a functioning public

or private elementary or secondary
school;

• on the way to or from regular sessions
at such a school; or

• while attending or on the way to or
from an official school-sponsored
event.”1

The deaths in this study occurred in
communities of all sizes in 25 states, af-
fecting both primary and secondary
schools. Though data analysis is not yet
complete, descriptive data reveal that
students comprised 65 percent (69) of the
school-associated violent deaths, while a
smaller number of victims (12, 11 per-
cent) were teachers or other staff mem-
bers. The remaining victims (24, 23 per-
cent) were community members who
were killed on school property. Eighty-
three percent of the victims were males.
Fewer than one-third (29, 28 percent) of
the fatalities occurred inside school
buildings. Another third (37, 36 percent)

happened out of doors on school prop-
erty, and the remaining third (36, 35 per-
cent) occurred off campus. The injuries
that resulted in death did not usually oc-
cur in the context of another crime, and
the most common means of death was a
firearm.

The purpose of the study focused on
determining how often homicides and
suicides are associated with schools and
on identifying common features of
school-related deaths. Information was
gathered from two computerized newspa-
per data bases and from reports submit-
ted by study collaborators. Of the 105
school-related violent deaths, 81 were
homicides, 19 were suicides, and five
deaths originally reported as homicides
or suicides were later ruled unintentional
deaths.

To ensure validation of the data, re-
searchers reviewed police and medical
examiners’ records and conducted de-
tailed telephone interviews with school
and law enforcement officials. They also
obtained the school systems’ written
policies on discipline, violence and
weapons in schools.

In a memo to study team members, the
CDC’s Dr. S. Patrick Kachur points out
that “In 1992, more than 6,000 school-
aged children (ages 5 to 19) died by ho-
micide or suicide in the United States.
The vast majority of these deaths oc-
curred in the victims’ homes or at other
sites [than schools] in their communi-
ties.”2 He further states that “These find-
ings suggest that schools do not generate
violence, but that violence in the com-
munity spills over into the school envi-
ronment — occasionally with grave

consequences.”3

Historically, the nation’s schools have
often been viewed as the one social insti-
tution best able to serve in loco parentis
to students. That is, not only the majority
of the country’s institutions but also par-
ents themselves have expected schools to
take on the responsibility of nurturing,
guiding and morally rearing the nation’s
children along with the schools’ more
traditional role of providing academic in-
struction to students. (Please see article
beginning on page 4.)

This study on school-associated violent
deaths was undertaken because times
have changed. In an age where kids
seem increasingly to be killing kids, vio-
lence has become a significant public
health and social issue. In maintaining
that violence can and does “creep onto
school campuses,” Dr. Kachur acknowl-
edges that nevertheless, “whatever risks
young people might face in other places,
most Americans expect that children will
always be safe from violence while they
are at school.”4

The pendulum of progress seems now
to be swinging more realistically toward
re-emphasizing the importance of par-
ents, schools and partnerships of com-
munity resources in curbing violence
among students and within communities.
(See article beginning on page 20.)

“Until recently,” Dr. Kachur stresses,
“there has been no scientific information
to tell us how often violent deaths are as-
sociated with schools. Researchers at the
CDC who have experience in finding so-
lutions to complex public health prob-
lems have been collaborating with ex-
perts at the United States Departments of
Education and Justice and the National
School Safety Center to answer this
question. ...These 105 deaths are the tip
of the iceberg. ... Even one such tragedy
is unacceptable and can deeply affect ev-
eryone associated with the school. These
deaths should serve as a warning and
help mobilize all of a community’s re-
sources in the search for ways to prevent
other fatalities.”5

In the meantime, educators must be
joined by concerned students, parents,

NATIONAL UPDATE
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skills and the opportunity to acquire the
knowledge and skills needed to prepare
American students for the next century.
• Goal 5: United States students will be
first in the world in mathematics and sci-
ence achievement.
• Goal 6: Every adult American will be
literate and will possess the knowledge
and skills necessary to compete in a glo-
bal economy and exercise the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship.
• Goal 7: Every school in the United
States will be free of drugs, violence, and
the unauthorized presence of firearms
and alcohol and will offer a disciplined
environment conducive to learning.
• Goal 8: Every school will promote
partnerships that will increase parental
involvement and participation in promot-
ing the social, emotional, and academic
growth of children.

The good news is that at this midpoint,
progress — though modest — has been
made toward the achievement of the
stated goals. The general health and de-
velopment of the nation’s infants has im-
proved; mathematics achievement in
grades 4 and 8 has increased; student use
of alcohol has declined, and incidents of
threats and injuries to students at school
have declined. The bad news is that stu-
dent drug use/abuse has increased and
that the remaining core indicator results
are inconclusive at this time.2

How might the above tally fit in with
American public opinion? A report from
Public Agenda reveals that the public
backs holding students to higher stan-
dards, but that citizens also feel that
higher standards cannot be achieved
without first providing a safe, orderly
learning environment. This study indi-
cates that most Americans want their
children to master basic skills in reading,
writing and math, but they are concerned
that public schools are so disorderly, un-
safe and undisciplined that such learning
cannot take place.3

The 1994 National League of Cities
survey, to which more than 700 Ameri-
can cities responded, reports that “school
violence has increased significantly over
the past five years in nearly 40 percent of

Prepared by Marjorie Creswell Walsleben,
associate editor of School Safety.

citizens, civic, business and religious
leaders, and law enforcement, judicial
and social service personnel in a collabo-
rative effort to promote and preserve
schools as safe havens for learning and
educational opportunity.

A complete draft report of the study
should be ready by June of 1995 and a
full report of the study’s findings is ex-
pected in early 1996.

Endnotes
1. S.P. Kachur, MD, Atlanta, GA, to Study Team

Members, 12 April 1995, Memorandum,  Dept. of
Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention: 2.

2. Ibid., 3.
3. Ibid., 4.
4. Ibid., 3.
5. Ibid.

America’s cities and towns.”4

A 1994 Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup sur-
vey indicated that “fighting, violence and
gangs” are tied with “lack of discipline”
as the biggest problems facing schools.5

Thus the dilemma takes shape: Faced
with the violence and distractions con-
fronting educators and students in
schools, how is the nation to achieve the
ambitious goals mandated by Goals
2000? Three things should be consid-
ered. First, progress realistically includes
ups and downs. For example, base-line
measures of achievement in foreign lan-
guages, civics, government and econom-
ics will not be collected by the year
2000.6 Nevertheless, we must continue
this great effort of setting new education
goals and striving for milestone achieve-
ments. Second, citizens can take heart
that long-term commitment pays off. For
example, after a decade of effort, many
Americans have stopped smoking and
driving while drinking, and they have
also rallied to the recycling cause.

Finally, in education, students, par-
ents, educators, citizens, business and
community leaders, and law enforcement
and social service personnel must now
realize that by working collabo-ratively
and creating partnerships, they can take
the lead in keeping education at the top
of the nation’s agenda. Our eyes are on
the prize of achieving Goals 2000; our
children are worth the price.

Endnotes
1. National Education GOALS Report: Building a

Nation of Learners 1994 (Washington, DC: U. S.
Government Printing Office, 1994): 8-11.

2. Ibid.: 20-21.
3. First Things First: What Americans Expect from

the Public Schools (New York: Public Agenda,
1994): 10.
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DC: National League of Cities, 2 November
1994): 1.

5. “26th Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll of the
Public’s Attitude Toward the Public Schools,”  Phi
Delta Kappan (Bloomington, IN: Phi Delta
Kappa, 1994): 42.

6.  GOALS Report: 20.

One year ago Congress adopted and
President Clinton enacted the Goals
2000: Educate America Act. Passage of
the act occurred after a decade of intense
concern and study regarding the future of
American education. Impetus from the
1989 Education Summit in Charlottes-
ville, Virginia, helped create in 1990 six
National Education Goals, expanded to
eight by Goals 2000.

Briefly outlined below are the eight
goals, each of which is to be achieved by
the year 2000.1

• Goal 1: All children in America will
start school ready to learn.
• Goal 2: The high school graduation
rate will increase to at least 90 percent.
• Goal 3: All students will leave grades
four, eight and 12 having demonstrated
competency over challenging subject
matter, and every school in America will
ensure that all students may be prepared
for responsible citizenship, further learn-
ing, and productive employment in our
nation’s modern economy.
• Goal 4: The nation’s teaching force
will have access to programs for the con-
tinued improvement of their professional

Midway Goals 2000:
What is the score?
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Do right by kids:
listen and learn

Prepared by Sue Ann Meador, associate
editor of School Safety.

Do the Write Thing, an essay-writing
competition and optional coordinated
internship program for adaptation and
use in the public arena, originally cre-
ated by Daniel Callister. Contact: Randy
Anderson, National Coalition for Drug-
Free School Zones, 1300 N Street NW,
Washington, DC 20005, 800/753-6671.

What can you do about the violence you
see or experience in your life?

Responses to this question comprise
Do the Write Thing, a competition in
which secondary students share their
perspectives about interpersonal and so-
cietal violence, define its causes and pro-
pose solutions that they can implement
personally. Campaign objectives are:
• to provide a forum for youth to express

their views;
• to promote conflict resolution via ef-

fective communication; and
• to instill in youth the realization that

they can effect change in their own
lives and in their communities.

The contest originated in Washington,
D.C., under the sponsorship of the
Kuwait-America Foundation. Sufficient
student participation there made the for-
mation of the Washington Do the Write
Thing Coalition possible. Participants
such as the Milton S. Eisenhower Foun-
dation, the Interfaith Conference of Met-
ropolitan Washington, the Washington
D.C. Metropolitan Police Department,
the Washington Bullets, the Mayor’s
Youth Initiatives Office and WUSA
Broadcasting support the ongoing pro-
gram through fund-raising efforts.

A summer internship program is an

optional part of Do the Write Thing.
Highly motivated essayists are placed
with two organizations: three weeks in a
conventional working environment and
three weeks with a service-oriented
group. Job training is not the focus of the
internship; the objective is the develop-
ment of the interns’ self-esteem and
sense of responsibility. Some students in
the nation’s capital who have “gradu-
ated” from the internship program have
even formed their own organization,

Youth Against Violence.
The National Guard is using Do the

Write Thing at challenge sites in 16 cit-
ies. (Challenge sites are rigorous, six-
month camps for high-risk youth.) Fifty
communities across the country have
now signed up to implement this pro-
gram at the local level.

Do the Write Thing may be replicated
anywhere adults are willing to organize
the essay competition. Such work can be
time-consuming; an organizer must be
prepared to solicit a broad base of com-
munity support. Motivating sponsors,

whether for publicity or prizes or judg-
ing, requires ingenuity and enthusiasm.

The materials are free upon request.
The school will receive a participation
application; teacher’s kits for classroom
use; a certificate of achievement and a
letter of congratulations for each student
participant; sample press releases and
program brochures for publicity; and
sample letters to prospective essay judges
and prize contributors.

If more than 500 essays are submitted
in any one district, two winning essays
may be selected from each participating
school for  judging at the national level.
A separate application form is necessary
for national competition. Essays must be
submitted by January 31, 1996.

A national panel of judges will select a
minimum of two national finalists from
each state. National finalists will have
their essays published; national winners
will be flown to Washington, D.C., to
participate in awards ceremonies.

What did previous junior high grand-
prize winners have to say about solutions
to violence? Qwondolyn Nelson wrote,
“Parents must take responsibility to raise
their kids correctly and restrict the music
they listen to and the television shows
they watch.”

Shevon Rockett noted that “ ...we must
arm ourselves with other types of weap-
ons, not guns, knives, drugs, alcohol nor
our fists, but with communication, edu-
cation, self motivation, and respect.”

Valentine Munford emphasized atti-
tudes: “It is my responsibility to respect
other people, and to appreciate their dif-
ferences. A lot of violence comes about
because people are afraid of diversity.”
And Ardenia Woodland knew the value
of the right word at the right time. “I can
encourage people to stay in school.”

The National School Safety Center is a
Do the Write Thing co-sponsor. Within
this country’s future leaders and voters
lie solutions as valid as those proposed
by experts. All adults need to do is heed
the younger generation’s advice.


