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ABSTRACT  

In the United States and abroad, violence is still plaguing our schools.  During the 1990s, many 

schools experienced sporadic but violent occurrences of school violence (Ismaili, 2011; Yogan, 

2000).  Although, most violent school acts are random and school crime is down, school 

incidents are now a concern (Rogers, 2004; Ismaili, 2011).  As a result, school incidents have 

become one of the major concerns of students, parents, school administrators and law 

enforcement.  Due to increases in school incidents, many preventive programs have been created. 

One of the most widely used techniques for preventing school incidents are school resource 

officers (SROs) (Devine, 1996; Rogers, 2004; Theriot, 2009).  According to the crime control 

model, the SRO as a law enforcement agent should control and thereby reduce routine and daily 

occurrences of crimes in schools; which are also called school incidents.  In order to evaluate the 

effectiveness of SROs this study examined their ability to control thereby reduce school 

incidents in a total of 18 middle and high schools.  Overall, this study evaluated SROs in these 

schools by comparing the means of the number of school incidents that occurred before and after 

the placement of SROs.  The analyses showed that having an SRO did not decrease the total 

number of school incidents reported two years following their implementation.  The findings also 

showed middle schools experiencing more occurrences of school incidents; especially assaults 

and weapons then high schools in regard to educational levels.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Background of the Problem 

     Research during the past three decades has indicated that the occurrence and existence of 

school crime, violence, victimization and disorder are serious concerns (Theriot, 2009; Rogers, 

2004; Ismaili, 2011).  In fact, according to data from the National Crime Victimization Survey, 

Bureau of Justice Statistics and the U.S. Department of Justice, in the 1990s, an estimated 2.7 

million violent crimes took place annually either at school or near schools.  In response to school 

violence, many schools and law enforcement agencies have implemented School Resource 

Officers (SROs) programs.  

     Very few studies have utilized quantitative research to determine the impact of SROs on 

school incident rates.  The vast majority of research conducted to measure the success of SROs 

in reducing school incidents and crime has utilized qualitative studies that focused mainly on 

perceptions of the officers, students, parents and school administrators (Theriot, 2009; Ismaili, 

2011, Rogers, 2004; Raymond, 2010). For example, Johnson (1999) studied the effectiveness of 

SRO programs in Birmingham, Alabama by evaluating the perceptions of teachers, 

administrators, students and SROs. Redding and Shalf (2001); Theriot (2009); Rogers (2004),  

suggest that despite the positive perceptions of SROs and SRO programs, perceptual research has 

not shown whether they actually make schools safer.   

     The purpose of this study is to quantitatively study the relationship between the use of school 

resource officers and school incidents.  This study will analyze the amount and types of school  

 

1 



incidents committed in 18 middle and high schools two years prior and two years after the  

placement of SROs in the schools. The number of reported school incidents for the 18 middle  

and high schools between the academic years of 2001 to 2005 used in this study were obtained 

from secondary data and reports compiled by the Alabama State Department of Education 

(ASDE).  Secondary data was also collected from the Tuscaloosa City Police Department and the 

Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s Department in regard to the implementation of the SRO program. 

     Chapter 2 of this study discusses in detail the nature and frequency of school incidents. If 

SROs are charged with the responsibility of keeping children safe and promoting a more 

conducive learning environment, it is hypothesized that the number of school incidents should 

decrease after their placement.    

      This study uses the Crime Control Model to evaluate whether or not the presence of SROs 

leads to a reduction in school incidents. The police presence that focuses on preventing and 

controlling crime lies within the traditional law enforcement function found in the theoretical 

crime control model.  The crime control model has been used in order to prevent, reduce and 

intervene in juvenile crimes within the community and in schools (Wolcott, 2001; McDaniel, 

2001). Chapter 3 discusses the crime control model and its application to the use of school 

resource officers as a means of reducing school incidents.  

     Chapter 4 discusses the use of school resource officers, as well as violence prevention 

programs, used by these officers in carrying out their assigned duties.  The No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2002 requires that violence prevention programs meet specified principles of effectiveness 

that are grounded in scientifically based research that provides evidence the program used will 

reduce violence and illegal drug use in students’ learning environment (Atkinson, 2002).  As a  
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result, several states and the federal government now provide financial assistance to develop  

violence reduction programs and to empirically evaluate the effectiveness of these programs 

(Devine, 1996).  For many years, a number of these educational and preventive programs have 

been implemented in public schools across the United States.  Chapter 4 also reports the findings 

of perceptual studies regarding school resource officers and school incidents. 

     Chapter 5 reports the results of this quantitative study. The t-test for related samples and 

regression are used to test the relationship between the presence of school resource officers and 

school incidents.  This chapter also discusses the policy implications based on the findings of this 

study, as well as the limitations of the study. Recommendations for future research regarding 

school resource officers and school incidents are proposed.   
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Defining School Incidents 

          Studies have used a variety of definitions to define school incidents. In 1999, the National 

Institute of Justice defined school incidents as “any event that violates a school’s set of 

established rules of conduct” (NIJ, 1999).  This is a very broad definition since most of these 

incidents include minor infractions, victimless crimes, violations of school policies and felonious 

crimes. In other words, school incidents include not only minor school violations, but even 

criminal acts that violate city, state and federal laws, such as theft, robbery and vandalism. These 

school-related crimes or incidents consist mainly of status offenses, such as under-age smoking 

and alcohol consumption, skipping classes (truancy), in-school detention, tardiness, stealing, 

drug sells and consumption, fighting, bullying and sexual harassments (Johnson, 1999; Devine, 

1996; Lee 2000).  Most of the incidents that occur at school are considered non-criminal acts, 

which can include violations of school behavior and disciplinary rules, like bullying and truancy 

(Theriot, 2009; Devine, 1996; Rogers, 2004).  

     Other studies, such as Johnson (1999), study on the performance of SROs in a southern 

school district, have defined school incidents as Class I, Class II and Class III disciplinary 

offenses.  In 2006, a North Carolina school report called “Keeping North Carolina Schools Safe 

and Secure,” defined school incidents as reportable offenses and “most violent” reportable 

offenses.  According to this study the “most violent” reportable offenses were listed as:  bomb 

threat, possession of a firearm or powerful explosives, rape, kidnapping, burning of a school  
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building, assaults involving use of a weapon, assault resulting in serious injury and death by 

other than natural causes.  And yet, according to Rogers (2004) study of SROs in Tennessee 

schools, school incidents were defined as school-based incidents.  These incidents occurred 

within and surrounding school premises, as well as any event or activity where the school is 

responsible. 

     Although several violent crimes took place at schools all over the United States and abroad, in 

the study, “Keeping North Carolina Schools Safe and Secure,” it was found that the overall 

number of school incidents increased, but the number of “most violent” incidents decreased 

(Beatty and Cooper, 2006). In addition, according to the Center for the Prevention of School 

Violence (CPSV), the occurrence of school crime and violence may not occur at high 

frequencies.  Although there is some evidence that certain types of incidents are increasing, the 

Department of Justice has reported a decrease in violent juvenile crimes since the mid-1990s.  

Due to these findings, the focus shifted away from declining school violence to increasing school 

incidents.   

School Violence  

          School violence has been defined as violent index crimes, such as, murder, rape, robbery, 

assault, burglary, larceny/theft, and arson.  When these acts are committed on school premises, 

they are identified as violent index crimes in the Unified Crime Report (UCR), which is 

published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). These adult-like violent crimes are the 

most extreme forms of school violence (NIJ, 1999).  These violent school crimes are random acts 

of school violence committed by one or more students.   These acts are perpetrated by students 

against other students, students against teachers, and teachers against students; though most acts  
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of school violence involve those perpetrated by students against other students (Devine, 1996; 

Lee, 2000).  They are also committed by any student belonging to any racial, gender, social 

economic status and age group (Theriot, 2009). School crime not only affects the individual 

involved, victim(s) and perpetrator(s), but also witnesses (Robers, et. Al, 2010).  Moreover, 

school crime may also affect students and teachers’ educational environment and the surrounding 

community (Henry, 2000).   

     Researchers have identified two forms of school violence, which range from limited to 

existence violence (NIJ, 1999). Limited violence occurs when sporadic and unpredictable 

occurrences of extreme criminal acts occur on school premises (NIJ, 1999).  In 2007-2008 school 

year, there were 1,701 homicides among school-aged children (Robers, et. al, 2010).  According 

to the 2010 Indicators of School Crime and Safety, children ages of 5-18 had 38 school-related 

violent deaths between July 2008 and June 2009 (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Of these 38 school 

deaths, 15 were homicides and 7 suicides. 

     An example of limited violence is the use of guns in school.  There are several horrific 

examples of this form of school violence during the late 1990s and early 2000s in the United 

States and abroad.  One of the first well-publicized violent school act in the United States 

occurred in Jonesboro, Arkansas in 1998.  Two young adolescents shot and killed four students 

and a teacher while wounding several others. This occurrence was so horrific, not only due to the 

violence, but also the manner in which the two students carried out the act.  The two male 

students actually pulled a fire alarm inside the school, ran up a hillside outside the school and 

waited on fellow students and teachers to come outside.  Another well-known act of school 

violence in the United States took place a year later in Littleton, Colorado in 1999.  This school  
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tragedy was perpetrated by two seemingly anti-social high school students attending Columbine  

High School. The students attacked and killed thirteen fellow classmates and teachers and then 

themselves (Rogers, 2004;  Ismaili, 2011).  These two male students used self-made propane 

bombs, and guns to commit this tragic attack.    

     School violence is so devastating that in 2010 a fatal beaten of a Chicago, honor student gain 

the attention of President Obama and his administration.  President Obama was so concern about 

youth violence in the Chicago community and school systems that he sent several of his 

administrators to investigate and address the epidemic. The President sent Attorney General Eric 

Holder and Education Secretary Arne Duncan to Chicago to meet with Mayor Daley and other 

community leaders to address school violence in that city.   

     School violence is not only present in American schools these sporadic and violent acts are 

also plaguing other countries as well.  Other countries across the nation including Japan, Canada, 

Africa, and Germany have also experienced school violence.   

     The first recorded school violence in Japan was reported in the 1980s (Demenet, 2001).  

These incidents decreased and peaked again in 1998 (Demenet, 2001).  The decline in school 

violence and incidents was credited to the training and hiring of teachers who possessed karate, 

judo, or kendo skills and the use of corporal punishment (Demenet, 2001).   

     On April 29, 2002, in Vlasenica, Bosnia-Herzegovina, a seventeen year old student used a 

handgun to kill a teacher and wounded another teacher.  After the attack, he killed himself.  

     In Germany in 2002, a nineteen year old student who had been expelled from his high school 

shot thirteen teachers, two students, a police officer and then himself.  Another incident occurred 

a month before this violent act but this incident was not perpetrated by a current student.  In fact,  
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the former male student was twenty-two years old.  He committed workplace violence and then 

went to his former high school and shot two teachers, set off homemade bombs, and then killed 

himself.  Another example of school violence occurred in Canada.  A fourteen year old boy who 

was reportedly bullied by his classmates, came to his high school and killed one student and 

seriously wounded another.   

Juvenile Violence and Criminality in US 

     According to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) (2009),  

juveniles were more likely to arrest or commit crimes than their adult counterparts.  This report 

utilizes data and definitions for juvenile crime according to the FBI’s UCR report.  Juveniles are 

defined as males and females 17 years of age or younger.   

     In 2008, 2.11 million juveniles were arrested.  In fact, 16% juveniles were arrested for violent 

crimes (see Figure 1.1).  In addition, juveniles were arrested for murder (10%), aggravated 

assault (13%), property crime (26%), forcible rape (15%), robbery (27%), burglary (27%), 

larceny-theft (26%), motor vehicle theft (25%), and arson (47%).  Moreover, in 2008, juveniles 

were involved in 1 in 10 arrests for murder (see Figure 1.2). Juveniles were involved in almost 1 

of every 4 arrests for robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle thefts.  Drug arrests for 

juveniles were reported at 11%.  Weapon arrests were reported at 22% for juveniles.  Aggravated 

assaults for juveniles were reported at 13%.  These arrest rates are actually less than juvenile 

arrest rates in 1999 (see Figure 1.2).   
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Figure 1.1   2008 Juvenile Crime Data  
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Figure 1.2  2008 FBI Juvenile Arrest Rates  
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Alabama Juvenile Criminality  

    In the State of Alabama a variety of data base systems are utilized to report and track juvenile 

criminality in the community.  A report submitted by Marcus Vandiver, who works in the 

Prevention & Support Services division for the Alabama State Department of Education 

(ALSDE), summarized a study conducted by PRIDE Survey.  Since 1982, PRIDE Survey has 

administered questionnaires to 6 thru 12
th

 graders within all of the 50 states in U.S. and several 

other countries.  This questionnaire is used to collect responses from student self reports in 

regard to drug and alcohol use as well as other behaviors.  This study was used by Vandiver to 

create a report entitled, “Alcohol, Tobacco, Other Drugs and Related Behaviors of Alabama 

Students.”   This study which was comprised of data collected and maintained by PRIDE 

included five years of student drug and alcohol use between the school terms of 2002-2003 to 

2006-2007.   According to Vandiver’s 2008 executive summary, drawn from the PRIDE data, 

fewer Alabama students reported using alcohol (5,600), tobacco (6,400), and marijuana (3,500).  

In addition, this report stated that majority of the Alabama middle school students participating 

in this study reported being threatened by another student by means of hitting, slapping or 

kicking.  Moreover, an increase in the number of students who reported threatening or physically 

hurting another student by using a gun, knife or club over the five year period.  In fact, the 

number of Alabama’s middle and high school students who reported being in “trouble with 

police” also increased over five years.   

     The Alabama Criminal Justice Information System is also used to report juvenile crime in 

Alabama.  This report utilizes data and definitions for juvenile crime according to the FBI’s UCR 

report.  Juveniles are defined as male and females 17 years of age or younger.  According to  
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ACJIS, juvenile arrests for assaults in the community increased from 7%  to 9% between 1999 to 

2009.  Drug arrests for juveniles between 1999 to 2009 ranged from 913 to 1366 arrests.  The 

number of juveniles arrested for drugs drastically declined from 1366 in 1999 to 1141 in 2004.  

During 2005 drug arrests for juveniles peaked again at 1201and then continued to decline to a 

rate of 913 in 2009.  Juvenile weapon arrests ranged from 201 to 304 between 1999-2009.   In 

1999 there were 304 weapon arrests for juveniles, these arrests continued to decrease until 2006. 

After 2006 weapon arrests declined again.   

Nature and Frequency of School Incidents 

    School incidents committed during and after school hours or in close proximity to school 

locations is one of the nation’s most serious problems.  Crime has been such a problem in 

schools that since 1997, an annual report on school crime and student safety has been prepared 

through the collaboration of the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Institute of 

Education Science (IES), U.S. Department of Education, Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and 

the United States Department of Justice.       

    During 2007 to 2008, almost 2 million crimes took place at school. Of these incidents 62 

percent of public schools reported a crime that took place on the school premises to local police.  

As a result, a little over 700,000 incidents out of the 2 million incidents were reported.   In 2008, 

1.2 million nonfatal crimes occurred at school compared to only 1 million nonfatal crimes away 

from school (Robers, et.al, 2010).  Moreover, in 2008 approximately 1.2 million victims of 

nonfatal crimes at school for children 12-18 were reported (Robers, et.al, 2010).  These crimes 

consisted of 619,000 thefts, and 743,100 violent crimes.  Violent crimes consisted of simple 

assaults and serious violent crimes in this study.  In addition, this study reported that in 2009,  
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8 percent of students included in the study, reported being threatened or injured with weapons, 

such as knifes, guns, and clubs on school property (Robers, et. al, 2010).   

     According to the results of the Indicators of School Crime and Safety in 2010, during 2007-

2008, 67 percent of reported incidents included the possession of a firearm or explosive devices, 

knives or sharp objects (weapons), the possession and distribution of illegal drugs or alcohol 

(drugs),  and vandalism.  Most school incidents that occur at school and in the community 

include these incidents.   

Weapons  

     Weapons are reported as a school incident.  In 2001 to 2002, Trump’s study found that over 

78% of the 758 SROs who participated in his study, reported taking a weapon from a student on 

school premises (Trump, 2002).  Males at 27% were reported carrying a weapon in the 

community and 8% on school property (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Females at 7% were reported as 

carrying a weapon in the community and 3% at school (Robers, et. al, 2010).   

Drugs  

     School incidents include the occurrence of drug sells, use, abuse, and possessions. Drugs are 

defined as alcohol, the use and sale of illegal and over the counter substances (Johnson, 1999, 

Theriot, 2009, Robers, et. al., 2010).  In 2009, 42% of high school students reported consuming 

at least one drink of an alcoholic beverage in the community and 4% on school campus (Robers, 

et. al, 2010).  In regard to other forms of drugs, such as marijuana, 21% of high school students 

reported using marijuana in the community and only 5% on school grounds (Robers, et. al, 

2010).   

Assaults  

     Another commonly reported school incident is assaults.  In 2009, 31 percent of high schools  
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students reported participating in fights on campus and in the community (Robers, et. al, 2010).  

Of the 31% of reported assaults, only 11% were reported on school premises (Robers, et. al, 

2010).  In addition, in 2009, ninth graders reported the highest percentage for participating in 

physical fights than any other grade level.  Males also reported a greater involvement in fights 

than females (Robers, et. al, 2010). 

Race 

     In regard to school incidents and the race of students, in 2009, 34% American Indian/Alaska 

Native and 31% Hispanics students reported higher percentages of drugs on school premises than 

22% Blacks, 20% Whites, 18% Asian students (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Surprisingly, in 

relationship to fears of school incidents, a smaller percentage of Whites (4%) and Asians (2%) 

students reported fears of attack or harm compared to Blacks (9%) and Hispanics (7%) (Robers, 

et. al, 2010).  As a result, it seems that minority students fear the occurrence of school incidents 

the most.  

School Jurisdiction   

     Moreover, reporting and recording of school incidents to the police varied according to 

geographic locations.  In 2007 to 2008, more city schools recorded more incidents than suburban 

or rural schools (Robers, et. al, 2010).  City schools recorded twenty or more violent incidents, at 

a rate of 36% for city schools, 24% for suburban schools, and 14% for rural schools.   

Gender  

     School incidents also occur in relationship to a specific gender.  In 2009, in regard to weapon 

possessions and gender, more males than females reported a higher percentage of possession. In 

addition, more high school, male than female students reported being threatened or injured in 

2009.  High school males (10%) versus females (5) reported experiencing threats or injuries from  
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weapons (Robers, et.al, 2010). Males also reported a greater involvement in fights than females 

(Robers, et. al, 2010). On campus, 1 percent males compared to less than half of a percent for 

females, reported involvement in physical fights.  In the community, 4 percent males compared 

to only 1 percent females reported participating in physical fights (Robers, et. al., 2010).  

      According to the 2010 Indicators of School Crime and Safety reports, between 2003 to 2008 

there were no reported differences between the percentage of high school males and females in 

relationship to alcohol consumption.  However, in 2009, a surprisingly higher percentage of 

females reported consuming alcohol than males (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Only 18% males 

compared to 23% females reported consuming alcohol (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Likewise, males 

did report a more frequent use of alcohol (3 to 29 days of a month) at 22% compared to 19% for 

females.  At school, more males reported using alcohol at least once a month at a higher 

percentage than females (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Although, more males 6% compared to females 

3% did report using marijuana on school premises.  

Grade Levels  

     According to the 2010 Indicators of School Crime and Safety, during the 2008-2009 school 

year, 55.6 million children were enrolled in pre-K through 12
th

 grade (Snyder and Dillow, 2010).  

School incidents that occur in middle schools usually happen inside the school, rather than on 

school grounds or related functions like at the high school level (CPSV, 1996; ).   

     In 2007, 5% of middle and high school students reported fears of being attacked or harmed at 

school.  However, only 3% of high schoolers were afraid of being harmed or attacked.  This 

means that students actually had more fear of being harmed or attacked at school than they did in 

the community. 
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      In 2008, data on student-reported crimes at school from students ages 12-14 (middle 

schoolers) at 49% and ages 15-18 (high schoolers) at 46% showed a slightly higher percentage of 

theft, violent and serious violent incidents for middle school-aged students (Robers, et. al, 2010). 

The rate of recorded violent incidents was higher for middle school at 41 incidents per 1,000 

students compared to 22 incidents per 1,000 students for high schools.  Consequently, the most 

reports of incidents to the police occurred at the high school level (75%) compared to only 64% 

of middle schools (Robers, et. al, 2010).  In 2009, 31 percent of high schools students reported 

participating in fights on campus and in the community.  Also, in 2009, ninth graders reported 

the highest percentage for participating in physical fights than any other grade level.  However, 

this same study showed a higher percentage of 15-18 year olds (high schoolers) than 12-14 

(middle schoolers) for thefts, violent and serious violent incidents away from the school (Robers, 

et. al, 2010).  As a result, it seems that high school students participate more in thefts, violent, 

serious violent offenses in the community away from schools than middle school children.   

Victimization  

       It is important to note that the occurrences of school incidents are not just physical; these 

acts can also involve sexual or psychological aggression that may cause injury or harm to the 

victim and offender (Devine, 1996). Some rest research has shown that even students who 

witness school incidents occurring may also experience psychological affects (Theriot, 2009, 

Robers, et.al, 2010).  

     In 2007 there were 57 victimizations per 1,000 students compared to 47 victimizations in 

2008 (Robers, et. al, 2010). During 2008, 12-18 year old, school-aged children were victims of 4 

serious violent crimes per 1,000 students at school compared to 8 serious violent crimes per  
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1,000 students away from school (Robers, et. al, 2010).  In the 2007-2008 school year, 25% of 

public schools reported students being victimized by bullying.  Moreover, in 2009, 8 percent of 

high school students were victimized by a weapon (Robers, et.al., 2010).  Weapons used to 

victimize students included guns, knives, and clubs (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Half of the 8 percent 

victimization by weapons was experienced by the same student more than once (Robers, et. al., 

2010). 

Causes of School Incidents  

     Most Americans agree that all schools should provide an environment that is safe for students, 

our children. Schools were once perceived as safe havens and sanctuaries where children were 

free to learn, play and socialize.  Unfortunately, this view has been drastically changed within the 

American school system.  

    There are several reasons why school crimes occur.  The size of a school in regard to the 

student population and the number of school personnel can have an impact on the sustainability 

of crime and violence.  Moreover, the grade levels offered at a school can also contribute to 

different amounts of crime.  For example, secondary schools are more likely to experience more 

violence than elementary, middle and primary schools (Atkinson, 2002).   Likewise, larger sized 

and populated schools are more likely to contain an environment that sustains more violent 

incidents.  In fact, students at larger schools with higher populations are more likely to report 

crimes to the school police or the local police than smaller schools (Atkinson, 2002).  The 

physical location of a school can also impact the amount of crime which occurs there. Schools 

located in urban areas report more incidents than schools located in rural or suburban areas 

(Atkinson, 2002).   Also, schools that are located in close proximity to socially disorganized or  
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socially disintegrated neighborhoods, where there is a high visibility of drugs, prostitution, 

burglaries, robberies, murders, as well as a lack of parental supervision and concern, are likely to 

experience high levels of violence (Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1985).    

     Another cause of school violence is perhaps due to children imitating the violence and crime 

that they are exposed to and have unfortunately become desensitized within their community and 

the schools that they attend (Atkinson, 2002; Ismaili, 2011).  Some school administrators deny 

the fact that there is a violence problem in their schools, and overlook misconduct committed by 

teachers and other administrators (Rogers, 2004).  Another factor involves the lack of 

communication and teamwork between the school administrators and school resource officers 

(Rogers, 2004; McDaniel, 2001). Some studies have found that school resources officers can 

help to control and reduce school incidents (Johnson, 1999; McDaniel, 2001). The crime control 

model suggests the use of school resource officers to control and reduce school incidents. This 

model is discussed in the following chapter.     

Reporting School Incidents 

     An incident becomes a school incident once it is reported to a principal, SRO, or any school 

administrator, and staff or faculty with disciplinary or supervisory roles (NIJ, 1999).   

Unfortunately, most schools have not created a systematic system for classifying, reporting, and 

evaluating school incidents and punishments (Rogers, 2004). Data on school crimes include 

information of victimization, bullying, fights, weapons usage, teacher and student injuries, 

school conditions, use of drugs and alcohol, and perceptions of safety at school (Robers, et.al, 

2010).   

     School incident reports can allow schools to track the severity of the incident, the disciplinary  
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actions taken, the disciplinary history of the student, and assist in improving school reporting 

requirements (NIJ, 1999; Rogers, 2004).  There is some question about the consistency at which 

school incidents are reported and how they are reported (Rogers, 2004; Kingery, 1993).  First, 

there is the decision of whether or not to report the incident. Next, if the incident is reported to 

the correct authorities, a written report is completed.  School incident documentation methods 

vary between school districts and schools in different states.  Some schools report school 

incidents on slips of paper and place them in a student’s folder or a drawer.  Other schools use 

more advanced technological means of reporting school incidents by using computer systems, 

such as those in Tennessee, North Carolina and Florida. Most schools will report small 

infractions or misbehaviors and other schools will only report school incidents that result in a 

student-offender being suspended, expelled or sent to an alternative school.  All schools are 

required to report incidents that are deemed criminal acts that violate a law directly to a local law 

enforcement agency, especially to an SRO if they are present (NIJ, 1999).   

     Due to different interpretations of definitions of a crime or school incident, some crimes go 

unreported (NIJ, 1999).  According to Kingery (1993), Rogers (2004) and Trump (2002) many 

schools are reluctant to report incidents and crimes due to political fears. For example, 86% of 

SROs felt that school incidents that occur on school premises were underreported (Robers, et. al, 

2010).  Police in several studies have reported that they believe school crime is the most 

underreported crime to law enforcement (Trump, 2002; Roger, 2004).  Many school 

administrators have stated that they do not report incidents due to politics and a fear of losing 

their job (Rogers, 2004; Kingery, 1993).   As a result, some SROs may document school 

incidents themselves, even if the school administrators do not report them or have knowledge of  

19 



the incident (NIJ, 1999).  

     Kipper (1996) and Johnson (1999), reported that perhaps due to many states enacting 

legislation that requires schools to notify law enforcement the number of incidents has increased.  

As a result, SROs and school officials are more likely to report, investigate, record and process 

incidents.  In 1999 to 2000, The National Center for Education Statistics found that only 257,000 

incidents out of the total 1.5 million violent incidents, were reported to law enforcement (DOE, 

NCES 2004-370, March 2004).  Some of these incidents are underreported to the police. During 

the 2007-2008 school year, public school principal/staff reported a total of 75% of violent 

incidents defined as “physical attack or fight without a weapon; a threat of physical attack 

without a weapon”, to the school but only 38% was reported to the police.  In addition, principals 

and staff reported 17% of the serious violent offenses, such as rape, attempted rape, sexual 

battery, other than rape physical attack or fight with a weapon, threat of physical attack with a 

weapon; and robbery with or without a weapon.” to the school but only 13% of that total was 

reported to the police (Robers, et. al, 2010).  In regard to thefts, principals stated that 47% of 

these incidents were recorded but only 31% was reported to the police (Robers, et.al, 2010).  

Other incidents that were defined as “possession of a firearm or explosive device; possession of a 

knife or sharp object; distribution, possession, or use of illegal drugs or alcohol; and vandalism,” 

67% were recorded and only 49% were reported to the police (Robers, et. al, 2010).  As a result, 

this data supports the assumption that school principals, staff, teachers and other school 

personnel make decisions about which incidents to report to the police.      

     The 2006 North Carolina study found that schools need assistance in analyzing school 

incidents.  In fact, schools in many states hinder the effectiveness of their school safety strategies  
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by not reporting the incidents, recording the incidents accurately or not utilizing the data 

properly.  This type of underreporting questions the validity and reliability of incident reporting 

conducted by school administration.  It is important for SROs to document incidents that they 

witness themselves or that school administrators forward to them since investigating, 

documenting, solving and preventing incidents is their primary role as a law enforcement officer.   

The reporting of these incidents may assist in understanding their causes and help to develop 

policies to prevent them. Since school incidents are used as a measurable value of school-based 

crime, it is important that school administrators and school resource officers report and record 

incidents.   

Reduction of School Incidents  

   Little difference was shown between 1999-2000 to 2007-2008 school years in regard to the 

recording and reporting of school incidents in public schools.  There was an increase in the 

percentage (71 to 75) of violent incidents reported at these schools during those years.  A 

decrease did occur in the percentage of schools recording other incidents during these years from 

73 to 67 percent (Robers, et. al, 2010).  Although school incidents are still prevalent, between 

2007 to 2008 at–school crime and theft victimization rates of middle to high school students 

declined (Robers, et.al, 2010).  According to Indicators of School Crime and Safety in 2010, the 

rate of school crime was lower at school than in the community (Robers, et. al, 2010).  In 

addition, the number of students reporting carrying a weapon to school or in the community 

between 1993 and 2009, decreased from 22 percent to 17 percent (Robers, et. al, 2010). Weapon 

possession on school campuses also decreased from 12 percent to 6 percent (Robers, et. al, 

2010).  In 2009, 23% of high school students reported being offered sold or given drugs 

compared to 32% in 1995 (Robers, et. al., 2010).  As a result, according to the findings of the  

21 



Indicators of School Crime and Safety in 2010, overall school incidents are declining.       

The reduction of school incidents as reported by Roberts, et. al (2010) perhaps is due to the use 

of the Crime Control Model used by SROs.  As a result, Chapter 3 will discuss the relationship 

between the use of the Crime Control Model by SROs and school incidents. 
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CHAPTER III 

CRIME CONTROL MODEL   

 

Crime Control Model and Law Enforcement      

 

      According to Herbert Packer (1968), “the crime control model is based on the proposition 

that the repression of criminal conduct is by far the most important function to be performed by 

the criminal process. The failure of law enforcement to bring criminal conduct under tight 

control is viewed as leading to the breakdown of public order…” (as cited in Cole, Gertz and 

Bunger, 2004). As Cole and Smith (2010) note, the “crime control model assumes that every 

effort must be made to repress crime.” In doing so, it is argued that the police must be visible and 

maintain a presence in the community.  

       Law enforcement can decide what course of action is the best solution for controlling crime 

according to the situation. The crime control model actually emphasizes police effectiveness and 

efficiency through strategies used to control crime.  The creation, application and enforcement of 

laws and policies are also very important in controlling crime in this model.  The crime control 

model utilizes proactive and reactive methods in order to offer crime preventive techniques.   

These preventive techniques are used in many aspects of law enforcement, such as patrolling and 

investigating.  

      Patrolling neighborhoods and communities is the most common way in which the police seek 

to control and reduce crime. This is an example of preventive patrol, which is “making the police 

presence known in order to deter crime and to make officers available to respond quickly to 

calls” (Cole and Smith, 2010, p. 218). To accomplish this objective, patrol officers are typically 

assigned to specific geographical locations within the community. 

23 



     As with police officers, the majority of school resource officers are also sworn law 

enforcement officers (see chapter 4). In addition, school resource officers may be assigned to 

specific schools to monitor hallways, cafeterias, and other school venues, in order to control 

school incidents. This chapter reviews studies which have tested the relationship between the 

presence of the police and crime reduction. The chapter also discusses the ability of school 

resource officers to use the crime control model to control school incidents.   

Presence of the Police and Crime Reduction 

    Several studies have been conducted on the presence of the police and crime reduction. Some 

studies (Wilson and Boland, 1979, Weisburd and Eck, 2004; Sherman, 1995) have found that the 

presence of the police makes a difference, while other studies (Kelling, et.al, 1974; McDaniel, 

2001; Bayley, 1994) have found no difference.      

     Opponents of this model contend that research on effectiveness of the crime control model 

has shown that this approach may not reduce or positively control crime rates. Research has 

shown that the crime control model have not significantly reduced crime. In addition, opponents 

have felt that criminal justice personnel, such as police officers have had little impact on crime. 

Their view is that strict crime policies have not reduced crimes instead it has focused on certain 

specific characteristics and demographics of individuals, instead of focusing on solutions. 

Moreover, opponents believe that law enforcement is no more effective in controlling crime 

today than it was during the early 1970s. The concern is whether or not the crime control model 

is valid.  If it is valid, this method should have decreased various forms of crime.   

         In their Kansas City Preventive Patrol Experiment, Kelling, et al (1974) tested the 

relationship between patrol strategies and crime reduction. The researchers divided 15-beat areas  
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into three different sections. One section was called “reactive,” in which preventive patrol was 

not used. The second section was called “proactive,” in which the level of preventive patrol was 

greatly increased. The third section was used as the control group, in which the same level of 

preventive patrol being used prior to the experiment. Each of the beats had similar crime rates, 

population characteristics, income levels and number of calls for service. The findings showed 

that neither of the beats experienced an increase nor a decrease in the amount of crime reported.  

Also, the study found no significant difference in citizens’ fear of crime among the three beats 

(Cole and Smith, 2010).      

     A second study has also found that police presence is not related to crime reduction. The 

Newark Foot Patrol Study found that police patrols and their presence did not affect crime 

occurrences, but did reduce the fear of crime felt by citizens.  This study showed that traditional 

police patrol had little to no impact on the occurrence of crime.   As a matter of fact, these 

traditional methods of policing were found inefficient.  As a result, the conclusion drawn from 

these studies were that police could not control crime (McDaniel, 2001). As a matter of fact, 

Bayley (1994) states that “no link has been found between the number of police officers and the 

increase or reduction of crime rates.”  As a result, the conclusion drawn from these studies were 

that police could not control crime (McDaniel, 2001). Instead, some categories of crimes have 

seemingly worsened. 

     On the other hand, Sherman (1995) provided support for the crime control model by 

suggesting that police presence can reduce crime.  They state that police can focus their crime 

control efforts on high-risk places and specific times of the day in order to reduce crime. Wilson 

and Boland (1979) recommend aggressive patrol as a strategy to reduce crime.  
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Aggressive patrol entails increasing the police presence in the community by using hot spots and  

employing “sting” operations, confiscating firearms, and raiding crack houses. Using these 

strategies, and having police officers dress in civilian clothes, Wilson and Boland (1979) found a 

significant reduction in crime committed in New York.  Moreover, the strongest evidence of 

police presence in reducing crime and disorder is found where police focus their practices on a 

specific geographic area (Weisburd and Eck, 2004).   These finding suggests that the use of 

school resource officers may be effective in controlling and preventing school incidents since 

they may be assigned to specific schools.  

          According to the crime control model process, if law enforcement is effective it is more so 

due to accurate knowledge of the types of offenses being committed in a specific area and not 

just by increasing the number of officers (Bayley, 2006).  They must also know who is capable 

of committing the crimes as well.  The effectiveness of law enforcement in this model is 

increased if they have proper information and preparation.  This information is usually obtained 

and shared through means of direct observation, surveys, reports, calls for service, interviews 

and investigations, community input and officer experience.  Moreover, the Crime Control 

Model also stresses the importance of assessments in order to evaluate the effectiveness of this 

model (Bayley, 2006).  This model states that success measurements are achieved through 

arrests, identifying suspects, investigations, reduction of recidivism, reduction of fear of crime, 

reduction in response time, declining crime rates and reductions in calls for service and crimes 

reported. The crime control model is more applicable if law enforcement has the necessary 

resources and support for pursuing offenders. Moreover, support for the crime control model 

means increasing the number of police on the streets in order to increase their presence.   
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     As a result, an increase in the use of police officers in the community has also resulted in an 

increase in their use in school environments to control and reduce school incidents. The 

concentration of crime at one geographic location, such as a specifically assigned school, can 

suggest significant crime prevention. Crime prevention resources at places where a high number 

of criminal events occur can assist in prevention according to the crime control model.  In this 

regard, the crime control model is utilized in an approach to curtail juvenile crimes in school 

environments.  Since SROs are used as a preventive law enforcement technique for reducing 

crime rates in schools, this study will utilize the crime control model in order to assess the 

effectiveness of SROs dealing with juvenile crimes in schools.    

Juveniles and the Crime Control Model  

      Schools are a part of the community and therefore are affected by and exposed to crime, fear 

of crime and victimization (Atkinson, 2002).  Perceptions of the danger in school environments, 

has become common in many communities, causing security concerns for students, parents and 

school personnel.  As a result, the crime control model has been used in the juvenile court 

system. The use of the crime control model in addressing juvenile issues is not a new concept.  

Since the early 1900s, police have been used to regulate juvenile crime and delinquency in the 

community and school.  Although, the majority of their tactics have been portrayed as punitive 

and sometimes excessive, for decades police have been used to discipline disorderly children.    

As a result, police interactions with children have been complex and controversial (Wolcott, 

2001).   

     One method for controlling juvenile crime in schools is by using school resource officers. The 

quality of the learning environment has the potential for enhancement by using SROs as law  
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enforcement officers who are responsible for deterring and controlling crime.  According to this 

model, in order for a school to provide a positive learning environment the SRO establishes order 

and maintains safety by utilizing crime control techniques, such as, prevention, investigation and 

reacting to criminal activity in the school. SRO programs can be utilized to provide a police and 

school approach for preventing or controlling students’ misbehaviors and school crime and 

violence (Rubel, 1986). Some of them even assist schools by providing extra security and patrols 

during extracurricular events.   Law enforcement officers are representatives of the law and as 

such they are viewed as authority figures.  As a result, their presence alone has been seen as a 

deterrent to crime.  

     Currently, the crime control model’s approach in the juvenile justice system consists of 

transferring juveniles from juvenile court to adult court for serious offenses, protection of 

juveniles from physical and sexual abuse concern for victims, and punishment for serious 

offenders (NIJ, 1999; Wolcott, 2001). More importantly, SROs are used to enforce laws and 

school policies inside the school environment. 

      If this is true, a SRO’s presence in the school environment alone is enough to reduce school 

incidents.  Consequently, if the crime control model has been used in the community then 

perhaps its use can be effective in decreasing crime rates in schools as well. 

Community Policing and Crime Reduction  

     Most research conducted on the effectiveness of SROs is the fact that police are not as effect 

with controlling crime alone (Cole and Smith, 2010). Most SRO programs have currently gone 

from the traditional policing model to utilizing more community policing efforts in schools 

(Ismaili, 2011).  By using community policing efforts, school resource officers act as a link  
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between the community, school and law enforcement.   

     School Resource Officers, like traditional police are moving away from incident-driven and 

reactive strategies in order to reduce crime.  For example, in the past school administrators 

would wait until a situation occurred and then called the police.  Then the police would respond 

by arriving at the school to investigate the situation.  By using the community policing approach, 

SROs are able to use more proactive and problem-oriented strategies (Ismaili, 2011).  This 

proactive active approach will allow SROs to work collaborate and form partnerships with 

students, parents, educators, and community leaders to solve incidents before they occur 

(Atkinson, 2002). Since SROs are already present at the school, when a situation occurs these 

officers are already accessible and can immediately resolve situations when they occur.  

School Resource Officers and the Crime Control Model 

          The traditional crime control model’s approach in regard to children primarily focused on 

serious crimes and offenses committed by repeat juvenile offenders.  Today, law enforcement 

agencies are involved in crime control efforts in the schools by assigning SROs.  In order to 

achieve this goal, law enforcement agencies, typically city or county police departments, assign 

SROs full or part-time to specific schools or a group of schools (NIJ, 1999). 

     As stated earlier, police officers tend to work “beats.” Rogers (2004) states that the SRO’s 

“beat” is the school. The crime control model assumes that school incidents are more effectively 

prevented by assigning school resource officers to specific schools, their “beats.” By being 

assigned to specific schools, SROs can more rapidly respond to school incidents. In the crime 

control model, a rapid response is seen as necessary and sufficient to prevent crime, and in this 

case, school incidents.   As a result, SROs have the potential to effectively reduce school  
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incidents in their designated school settings.   

       The concept of controlling crime is used to reduce the fear and presence of crime in the 

school setting.  As a result, the (SRO) school resource officer concept offers an approach to 

improving school security and alleviating community fears (Girouard, 2001).  Just like the 

strategies used in the crime control model, the use of SROs offers an opportunity to improve 

school security in the learning environment as well as decreasing the fear of violence and 

incidents for parents, teachers and students.   

    Once assigned to a school, SROs play vital part in defining which actions are criminal or 

noncriminal.  Once these definitions are established in order to continue to maintain their control, 

the SROs are charged with the responsibility of reacting to actions that are deemed undesirable 

in that environment and apply the acceptable, or in many cases, the necessary sanction.   

    Crime Control strategies include law-related educational courses taught in schools.  These 

courses provide valuable information for prevention and deterrence as well as reliable sources 

from other service agents.  In addition, another strategy includes the on-site presence of the 

officers. Relationships that are built between the SRO and students is another strategy for 

controlling crime because through the existence of this bond, students feel safe and secure in 

sharing information about incidents that have and will occur on the school premises.  The school 

component of the SRO program tends to use a security strategy to also assist in controlling 

crime. (Rubel,1986).  The strategies utilize approaches like data collection and internal school 

security to enhance and manage the learning environment of a school (Rubel, 1986). The SRO 

program consists of strategies for controlling and preventing student misconduct and school 

crime (Rubel, 1986). Controlling and preventing crime is achieved through police officer  
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presence and law-related courses offered.  These strategies include offering law-related 

educational courses and providing an increased law enforcement presence in order to improve 

learning environment of students.   

    Law enforcement patrols are another strategy included in the crime control model.  This 

strategy is accountable for controlling crime in a specific geographic location, such as a school 

environment.  This strategy in the Crime Control Model is potentially effective.  The Crime 

Control Model is a significant method of patrol for controlling crime due to the ability to hold 

the school resource officers accountable (McDaniel, 2001).  

    As a result, SROs are law enforcement agents that utilize these same strategies in schools 

where they are assigned.  For example, direct observations are easy for an SRO who is assigned 

to a specific school setting.  An SRO receives calls for service from students, staff and 

administrators when an incident has occurred.  In addition, SROs must complete official reports 

for their law enforcement agency as well as the school incident reports for the schools that they 

patrol.  When a situation occurs SROs, just like traditional police officers, conduct interviews 

and investigations.   Some other examples of crime control techniques used by SROs in school 

settings utilize a dress code, surveillance, searches and seizures, patrolling, rapid response and 

investigation. Street patrolling conducted by uniformed officers is compatible to SROs patrolling 

in schools, hallways, buildings, campuses and crosswalks as school guards and crossing guards. 

SROs use rapid responses for emergency calls and calls for service just like law enforcement 

utilize radios, walkie talkies, cell phones, school intercom systems to respond to incidents. SROs 

also use their expertise to investigate crime just like police collect evidence, interrogate, ask 

questions, interview and investigate incidents in school environments. In preventing school  
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incidents, SROs are called upon to enforce school policies and other laws. SROs may be called  

upon to observe students for drug activity or to quell altercations between students. If warranted, 

they can conduct investigations, collect physical evidence, interview witnesses, and make arrests. 

Based on reasonable suspicion, which is a lesser standard than probable cause, SROs may also 

search students’ lockers.  All of these are examples of strategies used by SROs to prevent, and 

investigate school incidents. They are strategies also used by police officers to prevent, and 

investigate crime. School resource officers also take part in programs to prevent school incidents. 

School resource officers help to organize D.A.R.E programs. They are also often the instructors 

of violence-prevention programs.  As stated by McDaniel, other examples of these proactive 

measures are “placing plain clothes operatives in the school to apprehend the drug seller who 

illegally enters the premises, or working with parole and probation to ensure that juvenile 

violators are returned to court for further action” (McDaniel, 2001).   

     SROs are used to reduce crimes committed by juveniles in schools (McDaniel, 2001).  The 

placement of these officers should focus more on proactive measures that will assist in achieving 

effective results.  SROs effectiveness in controlling and reducing school incidents is found in the 

crime control strategies that are used.  Patrol officers are more effective in preventing crime, 

keeping order and serving the public depending on where and when they are assigned. SROs 

assigned to schools with high rates of school crime and incidents may need to use proactive 

patrol in order to prevent or decrease crime.        
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CHAPTER IV 

SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICERS 

Overview 

      Many schools have modified their school environment by adopting a school resource officer 

program (Devine, 1996).   The School Resource Officer (SRO) Program was developed to help 

school officials cope with the increasing threat of school violence, and to make the school 

environment safe and conducive for student learning (Devine, 1996; Roger, 2004).  

     This chapter is an overview of school resource officers. The definition of a school resource 

officer is discussed. The historical development of the use of school resource officers, their 

profile, assignments, responsibilities and duties are also discussed. The findings of various 

empirical studies on the presence of school officers and school incidents are additionally 

summarized.                        

Defining School Resource Officers 

        The placement of police officers in schools is not a new occurrence. According to the  

CPSV study, there is little information disclosed about the existence, function, characteristics, 

and effectiveness of SROs.  There is also no standard definition for the function and 

responsibility of an SRO. Since there are a variety of definitions for the meaning of the title 

SRO, there is little consensus on how they are used, their main functions, responsibilities and 

effectiveness (CPSV).  

      According to the Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) statue found in the 

Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Schools Act of 1968, as amended in 1998; Title 1, Part Q, a 

school resource officer is defined as:  
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     “ ….. a career law enforcement officer, with sworn authority, deployed in  

           community-oriented policing, assigned by the employing police department  

           or agency to work in collaboration with schools and community organizations 

           to: (1) address crime and disorder problems, gangs and drug activities affecting 

           or occurring in or around an elementary or secondary school, (2) develop or  

          expand crime prevention efforts for students,  (3) educate likely school-age  

          victims in crime prevention and safety, (4) develop or expand community justice                             

          initiatives for students, (5) train students in conflict resolution, restorative justice, 

         and crime awareness, (6) assist in the identification of physical changes in the  

         environment that may reduce crime in and around the school, and (7) assist in  

         developing school policy that addresses crime and recommended procedural changes.”     

         (National School Safety Center, 2000 Q, p. 17; NIJ, 1999; U.S. Department of Justice,  

          1999, p.1).  

     The National Association of School Resource Officers (2003) further defines a school  

resource officer as a sworn law enforcement officer who works in any educational setting.  

During the 1960s, the name “school resource officer” (SRO) was coined for personnel, usually  

sworn police officers, who worked in the school resource officer programs, by a police chief in  

Miami, Florida (Cawthon, 2002). The officer is called a “resource officer” because they act as a  

resource to students, teachers and administrators that they serve.  As a matter of fact, some SROs  

have also been called “school liaison officers” (Swanson, C.  (2004); Owen, M., (2007). The 

following section discusses the historical use of school resource officers. 
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History of School Resource Officers 

     The typical SRO is a sworn, veteran, law enforcement officer that loves children. An SRO is 

selected and assigned to a school(s) after interviews with teachers, principals, counselors, 

community leaders and their supervisors. The selected officer is assigned to a specific beat in the 

community, the “school” (CPSV, 1998).    

     The National Association of School Resource Officers states that an SRO program is “…..a 

collaborative effort by certified law enforcement officers, educators, students, parents and 

community to offer law related educational programs in the schools in an effort to reduce crime, 

drug abuse, violence, and provide a safe school environment” (NASRO, 2005a).   The Center for 

the Prevention of School Violence has proclaimed that “every student will attend a school that is 

safe and secure; one that is free of fear and conducive to learning” (p.1).  

     An SRO program is among the most widely used programs designed to prevent school 

incidents.  Currently, SRO programs are so widely used that NASRO has reported that there is at 

least one SRO program in every state within the United States.  The number of SROs used in 

schools greatly increased between 1995 and 2002 during a time when several national violent 

school crimes occurred. The SRO program is an alternative, innovative method of addressing 

safety in school environments.  Across the nation, even in other countries, trained law 

enforcement officers have been assigned to work in school systems within certain specific police 

jurisdictions.   

     Currently, the National Association of School Resource Officers (NASRO) reports that over 

20,000 SROs patrol schools in the United States. According to NASRO and McDaniel (2001), 

more than seventy-five percent of SROs across the United States are Caucasian males.  The 

Center for the Prevention of School Violence (1996) and other studies, such as Johnson’s 1999  
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and Rogers, 2004, find that the overwhelming majority of school resource officers are males. 

These officers provide a variety of skills and perform various roles within the schools in which 

they are assigned to prevent school incidents. Many of these officers have become vital to the 

daily operation and function of many public schools across the United States.   

     In Johnson’s 1999 study in Birmingham, Alabama, majority of the seventeen SROs were 

African-Americans (94%).  Majority of the officers were also males (88%).  NASRO (1996) 

survey also revealed that majority of SROs were assigned to high schools rather than middle or 

elementary schools.  Moreover, majority of the SROs reported being exclusively assigned to 

only one school as their beat.  In addition, majority of the SROs were veterans with experience 

working with young people in the community.   The responders also reported that SROs are 

typically certified or sworn law enforcement officers that work for either police or sheriff’s 

departments (CPSV).  Johnson also found that majority of the SROs were Caucasian males.   

They also wear their police uniforms and carry their weapons while performing their roles as 

SROs in the schools (CPSV).   

     According to The Center for the Prevention of School Violence, the first use of police officers 

in a school environment dates back to Flint, Michigan in the 1950s.  This initial SRO approach 

included the community-oriented policing philosophy.  This policing philosophy utilized a 

proactive and prevention-oriented policing approach for school police (CPSV).  Initially, school 

systems did not employ SROs to control crime in their schools. During the 1950s, most school 

resource officers were used as truancy officers to take students who were skipping school into 

custody (Shaw, 2004).  They were also used to teach bicycle and traffic safety, and to assist 

students using crosswalks in school zones (Swanson and Owen, 2007; Shaw, 2004).  
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     However, in the 1960s, the title “School Resource Officer” was coined by a police chief from 

Miami, Florida (CPSV, 1997).  As a result, the first collaboration between law enforcement 

agencies and school districts to create a SRO program occurred in Florida.  As a result of an 

increase in school violence and gang activity, many schools began using SROs to teach violence 

prevention programs. The very first school based violence preventive program involving the 

placement of police officers in public schools was the school resource officers program in 

Fresno, California in 1968 (Johnson, 1999).  This program was initially created to promote 

community relations among students and to reduce rising crime on school campuses by assigning 

police officers to high schools (West and Fries, 1995).  These officers were originally placed as 

part-time officers (Johnson, 1999).  

     During the 1970s, some schools used school resource officers to develop programs which 

only focused on property crimes, such as arson, theft, burglary and vandalism (NIJ, 2000; 

Devine, 1996).  During the 1980s, many other schools began using SROs to develop programs 

which focused on crimes against persons and property.  Crimes against persons included 

assaults, robberies, drug violations and weapon usage on school campuses and during hours of 

operation.  Obviously, the crimes against persons were more severe than the property crimes.  As 

a result, school resource officers began to be viewed as law enforcement agents whose presence 

could reduce the number of school incidents committed, particularly violent acts.  

     In the 1990s, SRO programs expanded across the United States. One reason for the increase 

in SRO programs was due to the 1999 Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act created and 

passed by legislation during the administration of former President Clinton (Cawthon, 2002). 

This Act was used to encourage new SRO programs and to strengthen existing ones by providing  
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needed funding.  The Act also encouraged partnerships among police and schools.  This merger 

allowed police officers to work with school systems within the community to provide social 

services and law enforcement programs, as well as safety, security and discipline.   

     Gradually over the years, the number of SROs increased.  This increased use of SROs is 

evident according to the number of SROS affiliated with the National Association of School 

Resource Officer (NASRO).  In 1997, CPSV administered a survey to SROs who represented 

thirty-five U.S. states.  The following year, CPSV surveyed SROs from forty states.  SRO 

attendance at state conferences and conventions has also increased over the years.   

     This increase may be due to the increase in funding for SRO programs and officers.  SRO 

programs are typically funded by the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) 

in the U.S. Department of Justice and (LEAA) (McDaniel, 1997). As of 2001, over 1,000 

agencies have received the COPS grant (McDaniel, 1997). This grant allows law enforcement 

agencies to hire and train community police officers to work in schools. Police departments and 

school boards of education may also provide funds to support SRO programs (Moore, 2001).  

Also, some schools are even creating their own school police department which is housed on the 

school premises for easy accessibility and to prevent school incidents (NIJ, 1999).  These 

officers are totally separate from the local city and county police departments.   

    Most school resource officers are full-time employees placed at designated schools to assist in 

addressing and maintaining effective and crime free school environments (Devine, 1996; 

Johnson, 1999). Typically, if the officers are assigned to a city school district, they are employed 

by the local, city police department.  Likewise, if officers are assigned to a county school district 

they are employed by the sheriff’s department (Moore, 2001). Usually an officer is assigned to a  
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middle or high school that has an overall population of 800 to 1600 students per officer.  When  

an SRO is placed at a school it is better if they are placed at one school at a time; that is, 

exclusively, for the school to receive maximum benefit (South Carolina Department of Public 

Safety, 1999). If this is not the case, SROs are then left to rotate between several schools within 

the same school district (Moore, 2001). This may influence the ability of SROs to prevent school 

incidents. It is primarily as law enforcement agents that SROs are expected to prevent school 

incidents. The following section discusses the responsibilities and duties of SROs.  

Responsibilities and Duties of School Resource Officers 

     The Office of Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS), NASRO (2005), Shaw (2004),  

states that the SROs’ three primary roles are to serve as a law-enforcement agent, educator 

(teacher), and problem-solver (NIJ, 1999).  The Center for the Prevention of School Violence 

(1997), Devine (1996), Atkinson (2002), state that the roles of SROs include law enforcer, law 

counselor and law educator.  The CPSV in their review of SRO programs revealed that 30% of 

SRO’s duties were spent as a law-related counseling/advisor and 20% as a law-related teacher.       

      CPSV also concluded from their research that the school environment where the SRO is 

assigned dictates how they will perform their roles.  This research suggests more experienced 

SROs develop better relationships and are more likely to successful act as a law-related 

counselor/advisor and teacher within the school.  CPSV suggests that an SRO assigned to a high 

school or alternative school act more as a law enforcement officer.  On the other hand, if an SRO 

is assigned to an elementary or middle school, they act more as a law-related educator.  The law-

related counselor/advisor role seems important in any educational environment.  

     As teachers or educators, SROs are involved in such programs as the Drug Abuse Resistance  
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Education (DARE) program. They address classes or entire school assemblies on matters related 

to school crimes and violence. They also provide members of the community with education 

about the existence of crime. Moreover, as a law-related teacher, the SRO can teach students 

about their legal rights and responsibilities as a citizen and student.   The Center for the 

Prevention of School Violence (1995) has found that SROs report spending 20% of their time 

involved in teaching crime prevention courses, such as D.A.R.E. 

     The second major role of SROs is to serve as a counselor or problem-solver to students. 

According to Shaw (2004), the comprehensive police-school liaison model includes connections 

between social service agencies that deal with at-risk students. Thus, in this role, SROs may act 

as “school liaison officers” (Swanson, C. and Owen, M., 2007). In addition, SROs may use 

conflict resolution techniques to solve problems between students.  As a counselor, the SRO can 

advise students academically, psychologically and emotionally.  The SRO can give students 

opportunities to discuss problems at school, home or in the community.  In this role, the SRO can 

assists students in developing positive solutions and teach them how to deal with problems 

constructively instead of using aggression, committing school crimes or other violent acts. This 

role allows SROs to prevent juvenile delinquency by dealing directly with students. In a survey, 

the Center for the Prevention of School Violence (1995) found that SROs spend approximately 

30% of time as a legal counselor. According to CPSV, the law-related counselor/advisor role and 

whether or not SROs should carry their guns are the most controversial.  Perhaps, the 

counselor/advisor role is believed to be beyond the scope of police.  The CPSV states that some 

may feel that SROs are not properly trained or licensed as counselors and advisors.  As a result,  
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the CPSV suggests more training for SROs in how to teach their law enforcement knowledge in  

the school environment.   

     The main role of an SRO is to act as a law enforcement officer.  In this role, the most 

important objective is to maintain a safe and secure school environment. The SRO model is used 

to strongly encourage and promote safer schools. School resource officers are used as school 

safety personnel in many schools across the United States.  These officers are directly 

responsible for ensuring the safety of teachers, staff and students at every educational level (NIJ, 

1999). It is through their diverse duties and responsibilities that they assist administrators and 

teachers with providing effective and successful school environments.  In a Kentucky study, 

May, Cordner and Fessel (2004) found that two-thirds of the SROs spent most of their time 

performing traditional law enforcement duties.   Some SROs also stated that they felt that the 

main focus of their job responsibilities was law enforcement. In fact, this study found that the 

two main daily activities performed by SROs were of the traditional law enforcement approach 

aimed at controlling crime.  These activities were described as monitoring the parking area and 

the cafeteria.  

     In order to prevent illegal drug activity or fights between students, SROs may patrol school 

hallways and other areas frequented by students. The school is their “beat” (CPSV, 1998). They 

are responsible for handling violations of school policies and rules, as well as violations of the 

criminal law. For example, if a school is experiencing high percentages of school crime and 

delinquency, then a SRO is placed at this school (Wolcott, 2001; Yogan, 2000). Some schools 

exist in communities that experience high crime rates so SROs are assigned to these schools for 

safety and disciplinary reasons.  According to this model, the SRO is defined as a law  
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enforcement officer who is assigned to a specific school or schools to address problems with  

school crimes, violence and misconduct that generally do not require criminal sanctions for 

students. 

     In the crime control model, it is assumed that the mere presence of school resource officers 

will prevent school incidents. As law enforcement officers, some SROs even carry their weapon 

while on duty in the school.  The uniform and the weapon assist them in their ability to control 

and reinforce their image as law enforcement officers. In a study conducted by the Center for the 

Prevention of School Violence (1995), most of the respondents indicated that the law 

enforcement role makes up about 50% of their job.  Approximately 60% of the officers stated 

that it was important for them to wear their law enforcement uniforms while they are at their 

assigned schools.  Moreover, 97% of these same officers stated that they always carry their guns 

while providing service to their schools.    

     NASRO provides several training opportunities for SROs.  Of the SROs surveyed that 

represented the 35 states at the 1997 NASRO conference, 90% of them responded that they had 

attend some type of training that prepared them as a SRO (CPSV, Research Bulletin 3).  These 

training programs include workshops on interviewing and interrogations, civil liability, gangs, 

crisis management, alcohol-drug treatment, after school programs, bullying, terrorism tactics and 

suicide prevention (NASRO, 2005b). SROs also participate and collaborate with several 

preventive and intervention programs.    

Preventive and Intervention Programs 

        Several preventive and intervention programs have been utilized over the years to decrease 

the existence of school violence and incidents.  During the 1980s to 1990s, a few SRO programs 

were created. SRO programs did not flourish until the 1990s when police departments increased  
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their community policing approach (CPSV).  The number of SRO programs also increased and  

spread across the United States due to increases in the occurrence of violence in schools.  This 

SRO approach which was linked to the community-oriented policing philosophy focused on 

concerns about safety and security in schools.  Some other examples of intervention and 

preventive programs that are used to combat school violence and crime in addition to SRO 

programs are Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.), Resolving Conflict 

Creatively Program (R.C.C.P.), Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.), Police Athletic 

Team (P.A.T.), and Straight Talk About Risks Program (S.T.A.R.).  These programs offer 

information on gangs, drugs, guns, and violence.  The G.R.E.A.T. program provides students 

with positive alternatives to gang-related activities, such as community service, religious 

activities, sports and counseling.  SROs surveyed in Johnson’s 1999 study in Alabama reported 

participation in the G.R.E.A.T. program.  The G.R.E.A.T. program was used to teach gang 

resistance classes and counseling to students by SROs (Johnson, 1999).   

     The D.A.R.E. program was created in 1983 as a drug prevention program in Los Angeles, 

California (D.A.R. E.).  This program was a collaborative effort between the Los Angeles 

Unified School District and the Los Angeles Police Department.  The original program was 

created to teach fifth and sixth grade students about abstaining from using drugs. School police 

officers taught the courses in a series of weeks.  The D.A.R.E. program was one of the first 

school programs that allowed law enforcement to interact with students in the school 

environment (D.A.R. E.).   The D.A.R.E. program has received support from parents, schools, 

community leaders and students.   
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Criticisms of SROs 

     Some researchers Theriot, 2009; Ismail, 2011; CPSV, 1996,  have observed that the roles of 

SROs may vary and some programs will focus on a certain role more than other programs.   As a 

result, the SRO model can cause role conflicts between school administrators and SROs. There 

could be different opinions between the two on how to achieve the same goal: a safe learning 

environment for children. More to the point, some school administrators cannot agree on whether 

or not school police and resource officers’ placement in schools is needed (Devine, 1996; 

Theriot, 2009).   In fact, Devine contends that preventive and intervention measures, like school 

resource officers and police officers, can negatively affect the learning environment of students 

because they take the place of the teachers and administrators as the primary means of 

disciplining. Devine (1996) states that reliance on these officers and other security measures as 

disciplinary techniques eliminates the interpersonal bond that should exist between teachers and 

their students.  In addition, Devine (1996) states that these officers add a negative sense of 

military and police power into the school environment that results in high levels of mistrust 

between the students and their teachers and administrators as well as among fellow students.  In 

her study, Johnson (1999) had found that a few students stated that the presence of school 

resource officers interfered with their privacy and personal rights. Some students stated that they 

did not prefer the placement of school resource officers in their schools. Owen (2003) has found 

that SROs in Florida middle and high schools tend to use punitive approaches to control 

students’ behavior. Theriot (2009) argues that the increase in the use of SROs could actually 

“criminalize student behavior” and increase the arrest rates in schools. Johnson (1999) concludes 

that the learning environment may be compromised when students observe their fellow  
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classmates being arrested and handcuffed. Crimes that take place in school environments are 

more likely to be detected, reported, recorded and processed if school resource and police 

officers are assigned to a school (Devine, 1996; Rogers, 2004; Theorit, 2009).   

     Also, since SROs have the authority to search and arrest students, some question their ability 

to build relationships and trust among students (Shaw, 2004).  Other researchers question the 

ability of SROs to search students and their personal possession for illegal contraband on school 

premises.  In fact, the law enforcement duties that are performed by SROs seem to allow 

leniency in regard to searching students (New Jersey v.  T.L.O. (1985).  SROs acting as school 

personnel with law enforcement training are only required to possess reasonable suspicion when 

searching students (New Jersey v. T.L.O. (1985).  Only requiring reasonable suspicion provide 

SROs more freedom to monitor and search students thereby causing an increase in the number of 

school incidents that are reported.  Consequently, if these police officers were patrolling on the 

streets and not in a school they would have to abide by the Fourth Amendment.  According to the 

Fourth Amendment, in order to search and seize citizens they must have probable cause.  

Reasonable suspicion is not enough to subject alleged offenders to a search (Bailey, 2006; 

Theriot, 2009).  As a result, patrolling in a controlled environment such as a school is much 

easier than patrolling a beat on the streets.  This procedure could also explain the increase in the 

number of incidents that are reported in a school by SROs. The CPSV also implied that usually 

the number of school incidents increase after the implementation of SROs.  The CPSV’s 

explanation for the increase in occurrence due to SROs expert training extra coverage that allows 

them to recognize usual behaviors and incidents that was once unrecognizable.  

     Theriot (2009) conducted a study to evaluate the impact of SROs on “school-based” arrest  
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rates by comparing arrests at thirteen schools with SROs versus 15 schools without SROs.  

Theriot (2009) theorized that schools with SROs would have more total arrests and disorderly 

conducts than schools without an SRO program.  Theriot (2009) found that the presence of SROs 

did not cause an increase in the total number of school arrests.  This study also found that arrest 

rates for weapons and assaults were less for schools that used SROs.  In addition, the study found 

that the use of SROs did predict more arrests for “disorderly conduct” exhibited by students.   

Overall, this study found that SROs have a positive impact on the school environment by 

reducing the number of incidents. A possible explanation for this finding is that SROs might 

deter certain specific behaviors. Theriot (2009) concluded that the occurrence of school incidents 

may not pose an immediate or legitimate threat to school safety as previously thought.  

Perceptual Studies  

      Several perceptual studies have been conducted in order to evaluate the performance of 

SROs.  These studies include data collected from students, parents, school resource officers, 

teachers, administrators and other stake holders.   

     Trump (2001) collected data from 689 SROs during a NASRO national conference.  The 

results of this study revealed that 99% of the SROs who responded felt that their presence 

increased school safety.  The SROs also reported that they had prevented a student or other 

individual from assaulting a teacher or staff member during their assignment.  Moreover, over 

half of the respondents stated that they had prevented 11 or more acts of violence during the 

school year.  Overall, the SROs felt that they had developed good relationships with the school 

administrators and with students within schools that they were assigned. 

      The Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services (2001) utilized reports from 78 SRO  
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programs within the state of Virginia.   The reports showed that the SRO programs were 

effective in reducing school crime and violence.  A third of the SROs believed that they had 

prevented school crimes, like fighting, since their placement.  In addition, this study also found 

that over 90% of the students and staff supported the presence of SROs in their school 

(VDOCJS, 2001 ). 

      Johnson (1999) conducted a study of SRO programs in the state of Alabama. Johnson (1999) 

evaluated the impact of SRO programs on school violence and disciplinary programs by 

obtaining the perceptions of the SROs, school administrators, students and parents.  This study 

collected data from a middle school and four high schools by conducting observations during 

campus visits, interviewing a focus group of students, and obtaining data from weekly incident 

reports and school disciplinary records.   The results of this study showed that most of the 

respondents believed that SROs were effective in decreasing the number of fights, gang activity, 

drug possession, and other offenses. In addition, this study concluded that the students and 

school administrators felt that the presence of SROs provided a safe school environment and 

deterred school crime. Some teachers and administrators further believed that SROs should have 

had a greater presence and visibility and participate more in the classroom setting.   

     According to a study conducted by the Center for the Prevention of School Violence, over   

sixty percent of teachers, staff and students believed that school resource officers are effective in 

providing a safe school environment (McDaniel, 1997; Sweat and McDaniel, 1998).  Ninety-nine 

percent of the staff and 91% of the students who participated in the study stated that they 

supported the use of SROs in their schools.  Moreover, the staff and students stated they felt that  

47 

 



SROs reduced the fear of crime, and reduced student fighting, threats and bullying among  

students.  They also believed that SROs maintained order in the school.    

      Another study conducted by the Center for Prevention of School Violence (CPSV) in North 

Carolina also evaluated the effectiveness of SROs.  This study also suggested that school 

administrators, students and staff believed that SROs did have a positive effect on the school 

environment.   In fact, this study showed that SROs were competent teachers, counselors, and 

law enforcement agents. The participants in this study also believed that SROs were instrumental 

in reducing the number and use of firearms on school premises and that the SROs made the 

school a safer place. As such, the researchers recommended that the number of SROs should be 

increased so that at least one SRO is assigned to every high school and middle school.  The 

researchers also recommended that an SRO be assigned per every 1,000 students (CPSV, 2001).  

      McDaniel (1997) and Sweat and McDaniel (1998), report that SROs are effective in reducing 

drug activity on school campuses. According to these researchers, SROs are very effective in 

lowering the number of firearms on school premises. Sweat and McDaniel (1998) state that out 

of all SROs participating in their study, 67% reported preventing a school faculty or staff 

member from being assaulted by a student or other individuals on campus.  McDaniel (1997) 

states that almost all of the respondents in the study reported that their SRO program has 

improved school safety and prevented crime and violence. Additionally, Finn and McDevitt 

(2005) state that majority of the responding schools in their study were satisfied with their SRO 

program.  

     With such findings, it is not surprising that some studies have found that SROs have very 

good relationships with parents, teachers, students, staff, school administrators and community  
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members. For example, on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being poor and 5 being excellent), SROs received  

a score of 4.40 in building relationships with school administrators (McDaniel, 1997).   Other  

studies (McDaniel, 1997; Baker, 2005) have found that students often come to SROs for advice, 

instruction, and crisis counseling.  In fact, some students are communicating more with school 

resource officers instead of other school administrators and personnel (Baker, 2005).   Kipper 

(1996) and Johnson (1999) report that because of the good relationship between SROs and 

8students, many students now have a more positive view of police officers in general. These 

findings support the proposition that if school resource officers establish close bonds and 

interactions with students, administrators, parents and community leaders, they can be more 

effective in reducing the existence of school violence and crimes.   

     The findings of perceptual studies conducted in states such as Alabama, North Carolina, 

Florida and Tennessee suggest that SROs assigned to elementary, middle and high schools may 

be effective in preventing school incidents. Moreover, Finn and McDevitt (2005) state that some 

schools have reported that SROs actually prevented crime from occurring merely by their 

physical presence. By maintaining a presence on school campuses, SROs have the ability to 

know who is a part of the school environment and assess security issues on the premises.   

     However, perceptual studies have not conclusively established that the presence of SROs on 

school campuses lead to a reduction in school incidents. Most studies, like Johnson(1999) and 

Trump (2002), have used the opinions and perceptions of SROs themselves, school 

administrators, staff and students to conclude that the presence of SROs lead to fewer school 

incidents. It is possible that these perceptions are not accurate assessments of SROs 

effectiveness. In fact, Robers, et. al (2010) states that perceptual studies that contain self-reports  
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possess limitations that may affect data estimates.  Ismaili (2011) states that perceptual studies  

may lack comparison groups and posses limited data. As a result, according to Ismaili (2011) the  

results “should be interpreted with caution.”  In addition, Theriot (2009) states that empirical 

evaluations of SRO and other preventive strategies are limited, posses “varying levels of 

methodological rigor,” and “report conflicting findings”.   

     In regard to assessments of SRO performance, the CPSV (1997) states that quantitative 

evaluations are necessary and more reliable, but qualitative evaluations are useful as well. The 

CPSV (1997) suggested evaluating the effectiveness of SRO programs by assessing the 

occurrence of school incidents after the implementation of an SRO.   

     As a result, the main purpose of the current study is to quantitatively test the relationship 

between the presence of SROs and school incidents. This study will also test the statistical 

relationship between SROs and their assignments and education levels. The study uses advanced 

quantitative statistical procedures unlike those used in perceptual studies to test hypotheses. 

Chapter 5 reports the findings of the current quantitative study.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

50 



CHAPTER V 

SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICERS AND SCHOOL INCIDENTS:  

A QUANTITATIVE STUDY 

Overview  

     The primary purpose of this study is to test the relationship between the presence of school 

resource officers (SROs) and school incidents. It is hypothesized that the presence of school 

resource officers will lead to a decrease in school incidents. In order to test this hypothesis, this 

empirical study utilizes secondary data collected from the Alabama Department of Education, 

Tuscaloosa City Police, and the Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s Department.  Although there are 

limitations to using secondary data (Hagan, 1997), other researchers using this type of data when 

studying the presence of school resource officers and school incidents have found reliability in 

this type of data (Rogers, 2004; Theriot, 2009).   As a result, this study will utilize school 

incidents reported by schools in Tuscaloosa, Alabama.  

Alabama School Incidents 

     In the state of Alabama, schools report the frequency and nature of school incidents which 

occur within the school environment by submitting Report Cards and Annual Yearly Progress 

(AYP) reports to the Alabama Department of Education (ADOE).  Under state law, the ADOE 

must compile an annual report on violent or criminal acts that occur in schools within the state of 

Alabama.  In the state of Alabama, as with other states, schools must report school incidents if 

they receive federal funds.    

     School incidents include any crimes that occur on school property or during school functions.  

In fact, school personnel must also report incidents that occur off school premises as long as the  
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incident is related to a school function or responsibility. According to the Alabama’s Safe School  

Initiative’s 2001 Educator’s Guide, all Alabama school officials have the responsibility to report 

school incidents involving students to law enforcement agents.  Alabama defines its school 

officials as “teachers, principals, and other school employees of public elementary, junior and 

senior high schools.”  If school resource officers are assigned to the school, they act as the law 

enforcement agents.  In the state of Alabama, school systems report to ADOE four types of 

school incidents: weapon related, drug related, bomb threats and assaults according to the State 

of Alabama’s Office of the Attorney General and the Alabama Education Association.  

     Schools in the State of Alabama report school incidents to ADOE by using the Student 

Incident Report (SIR), which is a computer-based system used to collect data on an annual basis. 

School administrators, such as principals, vice principals, superintendents, as well as SROs, 

record and report the initial school incident on the SIR and send it to ADOE. Since 1998, the 

data have been recorded per school year and per school district. The total summary of school 

incidents is reported on each school’s Annual School Report Card. The annual school reports are 

maintained by ADOE. The data is available electronically on the ADOE website according to 

each county in the state of Alabama and according to each school within a school district.  The 

school incident data used in the current study was retrieved from the ADOE website in 2007 and 

2008. 

       Few empirical studies have been conducted utilizing data on school incidents in the state of 

Alabama.  Surprisingly, there is very little information about the nature and frequency of school 

incidents and crime in Alabama schools.  Very few comprehensive and systematic studies have 

been conducted on data compiled by the ADOE.  Majority of the studied conducted have utilized  
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independent surveys created by private or contracted companies that focuses on general  

information about juveniles attending schools in Alabama but not in relations to school incidents  

that are reported in the school environment.  In fact, most of the school incident data is 

seemingly used to create executive summaries and annual reports from just a review of the 

occurrences.   

        A ten year summary of all reported school incidents and punishments to ADOE in the state 

of Alabama between 1999 and 2009 is shown below in Figure 1.3.  This summary includes 

frequencies for the four categories of school incidents reported in Alabama’s schools: assaults, 

bomb threat, drug-related, and weapon-related.   The data shows that assaults actually increased 

steadily after the 1999-2000 school year until 2002-2003, after this school year the number of 

assaults continued to decrease until 2007-2008.  Bomb threats also maintained a steady increase 

until 2002-2003 when the frequency decreased.  The frequency of bomb threats peaked again 

during the 2005-2006 school year and again decreased in 2007-2008.  Drug-related incidents 

drastically increased in 2000-2001, up from 188 to 1308.  In 2002-2003 drug-related incidents 

maintained a steady increase from 1439 to 1834 until 2007.  Drug-related incidents showed a 

reduction between 2006-2007 and 2008-2009 school year from 1611 to 1506.  Weapon-related 

school incidents increased after the 1999-2000 school year ranging from the lowest occurrence 

of 1200 to the highest at 1698 in 2005-2006.   
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Figure 1.3  State of Alabama’s Public Schools Ten Year School Incident Summaries 

Type of 
Incident  

1999-
2000 

2000-
2001 

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

2006-
2007 

2007-
2008 

2008-
2009 

2009
-

2010 

assault  2022 3040 2712 3153 1576 1459 1362 917  997  946 N/A 

bomb threat 67 68 50 39 39 33 69 58  41  34 N/A 

drug related 188 1308 1186 1439 1616 1749 1834 1611  1587  1506 N/A 

weapon 
related  1200 1530 1300 1360 1407 1625 1698 1602  1558  1578 N/A 

Type of 
punishment
s                     

 Suspension, 
assault 2035 2433 2176 2788 1565 1262 1169 9441  941  849 N/A 

Suspension, 
Bomb Threat 48 45 26 30 30 33 29 275  40  28 N/A 

Suspension, 
Drug Related 194 1080 961 1147 1123 1268 1302 9969  1282  1321 N/A 

Suspension, 
Weapon 
Related 1121 1267 1048 1090 1218 1334 1265 10448  1278  1370 N/A 

Explusion, 
Assault 65 39 44 50 70 49 34 353  63  40 N/A 

Explusion, 
Bomb Threat 4 10 7 7 8 9 4 68  6  2 N/A 

Explusion, 
Drug related 104 178 129 168 153 201 145 1504  149  207 N/A 

Explusion, 
Weapon 
Related 84 103 71 87 94 101 118 857  127  138 N/A 

Alt. Sch., 
assault  N/A 220 213 236 233 161 146 1272  150  149 N/A 

Alt. Sch., 
Bomb Threat  N/A 24 16 9 7 4 8 47  21  13 N/A 

Alt. Sch., 
Drug Related  N/A 473 540 530 702 651 739 5349  596  721 N/A 

Alt. Sch., 
Weapon 
Related N/A 266 266 281 294 365 432 3036  356  387 N/A 

Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
N/A: data not reported  

#School Incident may involve one or more students  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

54 



     A ten year comparison of the four school incidents that occurred in Alabama’s public schools 

between 1999 and 2009 is shown in Figure 1.4.  Among school incidents, assaults showed the 

highest occurrence.  Assaults peaked during the 2002-2003 school year at 3,153 incidents.  

During the following school term, 2003-2004, a drastic decline in assaults occurred.  Very few 

drug-related incidents (188) were reported in 1999 but drastically increased the following year to 

1,308 incidents.  Unfortunately, weapon-related incidents continued to remain steady starting 

with 1,200 incidents and peaking at 1,698.  Drug-related and weapon-related incidents after the 

initial reporting year paralleled in the pattern of occurrence.  These two incidents actually peaked 

during the dramatic decline in assaults.  

 

Figure 1.4 State of Alabama’s Public School System Ten Year School Incident Comparisons 

State of Alabama's Ten Year School Incident Report Compairsons 
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 

#School Incident may involve one or more students  

55 



Alabama SROs 

          As noted earlier, SRO programs have been adopted across the nation with the goal of 

preventing school incidents. According to the Alabama’s Safe School Initiative, 2001 Educator’s 

Guide, a school resource officer is defined as a “sworn police officer assigned to a public school 

by the officer’s police department.”  In 1995, with the passage of the Education Accountability 

Plan, (codified in sections 16-6B-1 through 16-6B-12), the Alabama legislature stipulated that all 

schools in Alabama must be held accountable for student achievement, fiscal responsibility, 

school safety, and discipline.  

     The initial use and year of implementation of school resource officers in Alabama’s public 

school system is really unknown.  The only known study conducted on the presence of school 

resource officers in an Alabama public school was in Johnson (1999) study in Birmingham, 

Alabama.  It is unknown whether or not SROs were used in Alabama before this date since 

Johnson’s research is the only known study previously conducted on SROs in Alabama. This 

study stated that SROs were used in Alabama schools in 1983.  Between 1983 and 1996, SROs 

were assigned part-time to multiple middle schools and full-time to high schools in the city of 

Birmingham.  In 1996, SROs were employed full-time in high schools and middle schools, but 

not elementary schools. These officers were placed as a proactive measure to prevent the 

presence of drugs, alcohol, theft, fights, weapons, and other incidents.  The goal was to increase 

the visibility of SROs in order to reduce and prevent incidents in city schools. According to the 

Alabama SROs studied in Johnson’s study, the original selection of SROs was based on the 

officer’s personal desire to work with children (Johnson, 1999).  Majority of the SROs (86.5%) 

in Johnson’s study indicated a reduction of serious incidents resulting in a felony after SROs  
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were assigned.  Moreover, these SROs also reported a decrease in the use of weapons (70.6%), 

fight (assaults) (52.3%), drugs, such as marijuana (64.7%).  Alabama SROs also stated that all 

other forms of school incidents also decreased, such as gambling, theft, illicit sexual behavior, 

and violations of dress codes decreased as well (Johnson, 1999).   

      During the same year of Johnson’s study, an Alabama association of NASRO was formed 

and entitled, The Alabama Association of School Resource Officers (TAASRO).  TAASRO 

reported the attendance of twenty SROs during the very first meeting in 1999.  TAASRO was 

created by Deputy Tracy Heard of Calhoun County, Alabama.  The mission of TAASRO was to 

educate Alabama law enforcement officers and educators about the role of school resource 

officers. According to records from TAASRO, over 165 SROs were members of the TAASRO in 

2006.   

     Beginning in the 2003-2004 academic year, SROs were assigned to city and county schools in 

Tuscaloosa. In collaboration with members of the city board of education, Tuscaloosa Police 

Department assigned the SROs to the city middle and high schools. In collaboration with 

members of the county board of education, the Tuscaloosa Sheriff’s Department assigned SROs 

to the county middle and high schools. Some SROs were assigned to specific schools and some 

rotated between several schools on a daily basis.  The SRO programs were funded through 

several sources, including federal grants, school boards, and police/sheriff departments.    In 

2008 and 2009, the Tuscaloosa City Police Department and the Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s 

Department provided reports on the use of SROs in their respective law enforcement agencies.  

The data contained in these reports provided information about the use of SROs and their school 

assignments.   
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          This study evaluates SRO programs in Tuscaloosa, Alabama and their ability to prevent 

school incidents. In order to test the relationship between SROs and school incidents, this study 

will compare the number of school incidents that were reported before and after the placement of 

SROs in Tuscaloosa’s public middle and high schools.   According to the Tuscaloosa City Police 

Department and the Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s Department, SROs were first used during the 

2003-2004 academic year. This study uses data two years (2001-2002 & 2002-2003) prior to 

SROs, and two years (2003-2004 & 2004-2005) after the placement of SROs. During the study 

period, data were collected from ten middle schools and 8 high schools.   

Sample  

     A non-random sample of middle and high schools was selected to denote the presence of 

school resource officers and school incidents. These schools were located in the city and county 

of Tuscaloosa, Alabama.  The sample included 6 city and 12 county schools. Of the total sample 

size, there are 5 county high schools; 7 county middle schools; 3 city high schools; and 3 city 

middle schools.  This sample size was considerably small, but compatible to the sample sizes 

used by Rogers (2004) and Theriot (2009).    

     Tuscaloosa County is located in west-central Alabama.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau 

(2009) Quick Facts, Tuscaloosa County has an estimated population of 184,035 out of the total 

4,708,708 residents in the entire state of Alabama.  Twenty-two percent of this population is 

school-aged children under eighteen years of age.  Information from the census bureau also 

reports that the ethnographic make-up of the population consist of approximately 66% Whites, 

31% Black, 0.2% American Indian and Alaska Native, 1.2% Asian, and 2.0% Hispanic or Latino  
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origin.  In regard to education, almost 79% are high school graduates and 24% have earned a  

Bachelor’s degree or higher.  There are three institutions of higher education, The University of 

Alabama, Stillman College, and Shelton State Community College.  

     The majority of the racial make-up for Tuscaloosa County’s student enrollment consisted of 

Caucasian and African American students (see Appendix B-E).  During the pre-implementation 

of SROs there were over 13,000 Caucasian students enrolled in city and county schools.  African 

American students accounted for over 10,000 during the pre-implementation period in both 

school districts.  During the post-implementation there were over 14,000 Caucasian and 11,000 

African American students in attendance in both school districts.  The majority of the county 

schools student enrollment consisted of Caucasian students.  City schools had a majority of 

African American students enrolled (see Appendices B-E).  During the pre-implementation of 

SROs there were over 23, 000 students enrolled in middle and high schools (see Appendices B-

E).  There were over 25,000 students enrolled during the post implementation period (see 

Appendices B-E).  The majority of the students enrolled in the city schools were African 

Americasn and Caucasians in the county schools(see Appendices B-E).  These two 

race/ethnicities accounted for the majority of the student population within the 18 schools(see 

Appendices B-E).  In regard to gender, there was almost the same number of boys and girls in 

both the city and county schools (see Appendices B-E).  These findings in regard to student race 

and school location were compatible to the research conducted by Theriot (2009) study in 

Tennessee.    
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  The Tuscaloosa City Police Department has the responsibility of assigning SROs to city  

schools, and the Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s Office has this responsibility of assigning SROs to  

county schools. In fact, all of the middle and high schools within the city and county utilize 

SROs as either rotating or exclusive SROs (see Table 1).   

     The city school district included three middle schools and three high schools.  One SRO was 

assigned to each of these six schools.  These SROs were exclusive, SROs who patrolled their 

assigned school during regular school hours on a daily basis.  On the other hand, the SROs 

assigned to the county schools worked on a rotating basis or according to service calls.  The 

county school district included seven middle schools and five high schools.  One SRO was 

assigned to each high school and to its neighboring middle school and elementary school, if 

needed.  These rotating SROs patrol between each of the schools within specific communities 

and for only a few hours daily unless their services are specifically requested. The presence of 

SROs is the primary independent variable in this study, and the number of school incidents is the 

dependent variable. The measurement of the variables is discussed below (see Table 1). 

Operationalization of Variables  

    The main independent variable in this study is the presence of school resource officers. The 

presence of school resource officers is defined as (1) no, the 2001-2002 & 2002-2003academic 

years, and (2) yes, 2003-2004 & 2004-2005 academic years. Information on this variable was 

retrieved from the Tuscaloosa City Police Department and Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s 

Department and is displayed in Table 1.   

       A second independent variable in this study is the SRO assignment; that is, whether the SRO  
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was “rotating” or “exclusive” (see Table 1).  According to Beatty and Cooper (2006), stationary  

officers are called “exclusive” officers. In this study, the city schools used “exclusive” SROs.  

The growing number of school incidents in city schools prompted the use of “exclusive” SROs. 

The exclusive officer is an SRO who is specifically assigned to one middle school or high school 

on a daily basis as their beat.  SRO assignments in Tuscaloosa County public schools were not 

originally based on need or highly reported occurrences of school incidents.  Rather the 

placement of these officers was decided by geographic location of schools and the school 

districts. As such, in this study, the county schools used “rotating” SROs.  A rotating SRO is 

defined as an officer who is assigned to more than one school as their patrol route.  This officer 

rotates from middle school to high school or according to calls for service to schools in their 

assigned area.   A third independent variable used in this study is education level (see Table 1). 

Education level is defined as either middle or high school.  The middle school grade levels 

include 6
th

 thru 8
th

 grades.  A high school is defined as a school with 9
th

 through 12
th

 grades.   

This variable was used in several perceptual and empirical studies conducted in Tennessee by 

Rogers(2004) and Theriot (2009).  Moreover, studies conducted in Florida and Alabama also 

studied the impact of the presence of SROs on educational levels, such as middle and high 

schools.  Johnson (1999) perceptual study of Alabama SROs also evaluated the use of SROs in 

middle and high schools, as well as elementary schools.  Out of the 18 middle and high schools, 

10(56%) were middle schools, and 8 (44%) were high schools (see Table 1).   

     In this study abbreviations are used for the two independent variables.  The abbreviation for 

education level is Edulevel.  The abbreviation for SRO Assignment is SRO Assgnment.  
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Table 1 

 Education Level and SRO Assignment Frequency Table 

 

 

      

 

 

 

      

     The dependent variable in this study is school incidents, which is defined according to the 

frequency of three criminal offenses: assault, weapon-related, and drug-related offenses. Data on 

these offenses were retrieved from the Alabama Department of Education (ADOE)’s annual 

school reports.   These incident reports are written by school administrators and submitted to the 

ADOE annually. The information is accessible by the public on the ADOE’s website. Each 

school incident is defined by the State of Alabama’s Attorney General’s 2001 Educator’s Guide 

and ADOE.  In this study the abbreviation for pre weapons is “PRESROW” and post weapons is 

“POSTSROW”.  The abbreviation for pre drugs is “PRESROD” and post drugs is 

“POSTSROD”.  The abbreviation for pre assaults is “PRESROA” and post assaults is 

“POSTSROA”.  

Weapon-Related  

    The 2001 Educator’s Guide defines a deadly weapon as a “firearm, or anything designed, 

made or adapted for the purposes of inflicting death or serious physical injury, including but not 

limited to a pistol, rifle, or shotgun; or a bazooka, hand grenade, missile, or explosive or  
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Independent Variable  Frequency Percent 

    

Edulevel 0= Middle School 10 55.6% 

     1= High School 8 44.4% 

Totals:  18 100% 

    

SRO Assgment      0= Exclusive 6 33.3% 

      1= Rotating 12 66.7% 

Totals:  18 100.0% 



incendiary device; or a switch-blade knife, gravity knife, stiletto, sword, or dagger, or any club,  

baton, billy, black-jack, bludgeon or metal knuckles.”  If a student is found carrying one of the 

listed deadly weapons on school premises or the school’s jurisdiction, such as the school bus or 

any school sponsored function, the student must be expelled for at least one year. Any person or 

student can be charged with a felony if they are found carrying one of the listed weapons. If the 

person is found guilty they can receive a sentence of 1 to 10 years in prison and a fine of up to 5, 

000 dollars.  If the deadly weapon was actually used to commit a crime the mandatory sentence 

is 10 years.  Punishments for a handgun or weapon depend on whether or not the person 

knowingly carries or possesses a deadly weapon with intent to cause bodily harm on any public 

school premise including a school bus. 

Drug-Related 

      According to the State of Alabama’s Attorney General’s 2001 Educator’s Guide, a drug is 

defined as an illegal possession of a controlled substance, receipt of a controlled substance or the 

distribution of an illegal controlled substance on the school premises or school sponsored event.  

The punishments associated with the illegal sale, use possession of a controlled substance in the 

State of Alabama is a felony, punishable with a minimum of 1 year to a maximum of 10 years 

imprisonment.  Moreover, the State of Alabama provides more severe penalties for such actions 

directly on school premises or within a three mile radius of a school campus.  School campuses 

include any public or private school, college, university or educational institution.  The enhanced 

penalty for this illegal action requires an additional five-year sentence of imprisonment without 

probation.   
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Assault  

     According to the State of Alabama’s Attorney General’s 2001 Educator’s Guide, written in 

the “Other School Related Laws,” defines assault as “intent to cause physical injury to a 

teacher,” or “causes physical injury to any person.” The law states that this action is a second 

degree assault which constitutes a felony.  This action is punishable from 1 to 10 years in prison 

and a fine of no more than $5,000 dollars.  

      Table 2 and Appendix A, displays the frequency of assaults, drug-related offenses, and 

weapon-related offenses in the 18 schools prior to the placement of SROs. Out of the 168 

assaults, 7 (39%) schools reported no assaults, one (5.6%) school reported 22 assaults, another 

reported 42, and another 89 assaults (see Table 2). The mean number of assaults in the 18 

schools prior to the placement of SROs is 9.33 (see Table 3).      

     The number of drug-related offenses which occurred prior to the placement of SROs in the 18 

schools ranged from 0 to 16 (see Table 2). Six (33.5%) of the schools reported 10 or more drug 

related offenses (see Table 2).   The mean number of drug-related offenses in the 18 schools 

prior to the placement of SROs is 5.28 (see Table 3).  

     The number of weapon-related offenses which occurred prior to the placement of SROs 

ranged from 0 to 9 (see Table 2). Three (17%) of the schools reported 5 or more weapon-related 

offenses (see Table 2). The mean number of weapon-related offenses prior to the placement of 

SROs is 2.78 (see Table 3). 

     For the two academic years after the use of SROs, there were 87 weapon-related incidents, 

122 drug-related incidents, and 381 assaults within the 18 middle and high schools (see 

Appendices E-J).  Out of the 87 weapon-related incidents, 9 (50%) of the schools reported 5 or  
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more (see Table 2). The number of weapon-related incidents ranged from 0 to 13 (see Table 2).  

The mean number of weapon-related incidents after the placement of SROs is 4.83 (see Table 3).  

Out of the 122 drug-related incidents, 9 (50%) of the schools reported 7 or more. The number of 

drug-related incidents ranged from 1 to 16. The mean number of drug-related incidents after the 

placement of SROs is 6.78 (see Table 3). Out of the 381 assaults, 6 (33%) of the schools reported 

17 or more. For the 18 schools, the number of assaults ranged from 0 to 115. The mean of 

assaults after the placement of SROs is 21.17 (see Table 3).  
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       Table 2 

       

       Dependent Variable Pre SRO Assaults  Frequency Summaries 

  

 

     

                           66 

Dependent 

Variable  

Frequency  No. of Schools  Percentage  

PRESROA 0 7 38.9% 

 1 3 16.7% 

 2 3 16.7% 

 3 2 11.1% 

 22 1 5.6% 

 42 1 5.6% 

 89 1 5.6% 

    

POSTSROA 0 
3 16.7% 

 1 
1 5.6% 

 2 
2 11.1% 

 3 
2 11.1% 

 4 
3 16.7% 

 5 
1 5.6% 

 17 
2 11.1% 

 52 
1 5.6% 

 53 
1 5.6% 

 99 
1 5.6% 

 115 
1 5.6% 

  
  

  
  

PRESROD 
0 6 33.3% 

 
1 1 5.6% 

 
2 1 5.6% 

 
3 1 5.6% 

 
4 1 5.6% 

 
5 1 5.6% 

 
9 1 5.6% 

 
10 3 16.7% 

 
11 1 5.6% 

 
14 1 5.6% 

 
16 1 5.6% 

 

 

 

 
  

 
   

        



 

Dependent 

Variable  

Frequency No. of Schools  Percentage  

    

POSTSROD 
1 1 5.6% 

 
2 3 16.7% 

 
3 2 11.1% 

 
4 2 11.1% 

 6 1 5.6 

 7 2 11.1 

 8 1 5.6 

 9 2 11.1 

 11 1 5.6 

 12 1 5.6 

 16 2 11.1 

    

    

PRESROW 0 5 27.8% 

 1 2 11.1% 

 2 5 27.8% 

 3 3 16.7% 

 5 1 5.6% 

 6 1 5.6% 

 9 1 5.6% 

    

    

POSTSROW 0 1 5.6% 

 1 2 11.1% 

 2 1 5.6% 

 3 4 22.2% 

 4 1 5.6% 

 5 1 5.6% 

 6 3 16.7% 

 7 3 16.7% 

 10 1 5.6% 

 13 1 5.6% 
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     Further analysis reveals that many more assaults occurred in the city schools (almost 475) 

than the county schools (almost 75) (see Table 2 and Appendices E, G, I and J). This is 

surprising since there were twice as many county schools than city schools used in the study 

period.   However, the county schools reported a higher occurrence of drug-related and weapon-

related incidents (see Appendices F-L).  

Table 3 

 Means Summary of Dependent Variables Table  

  PRESROA POSTSROA PRESROD POSTSROD PRESROW POSTSROW 

N Valid  18 18 18 18 18 18 
Mean  9.3333 21.1667 5.2778 6.7778 2.2778 4.8333 
Std. Deviation  22.53625 35.27414 5.46438 4.68484 2.39621 3.31219 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

        This study utilizes four hypotheses.  The first hypothesis assumes there is no statistical 

significant difference between the presence or absence of SROs and school incidents.  The 

second hypothesis states that there is no statistical significant relationship between SRO 

assignments as exclusive or rotating SROs and school incidents.  The third hypothesis states that 

there is no relationship between SRO assignments and city or county (school jurisdictions or 

school boards) and school incidents.  The fourth hypothesis states that there is no statistical 

significant relationship between the occurrences of school incidents and education levels of 

middle and high schools.   

     The t-test for related samples was used to test the relationship between the presence of school 

resource officers and school incidents. The t-test for related samples is used since the  
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independent variable is measured twice on each of the dependent variables in a paired design in  

order to show differences in means (Hagan, 1997).   The t-test analysis is used to determine 

whether there is a real mean difference between the number of school incidents before and after 

the use of SROs.  In order to make a decision about the relationship, the level of significance has 

been set at .05 (Hagan, 1997). This value will be compared to the probability value of the test 

statistic. If the probability value is .05 or less, it will conclude that the presence of SROs is a 

significant predictor of school incidents.   The results are discussed below.  

          Table 4 reports the correlation coefficents between the independent and dependent 

variables. The results indicate that there is not a multicollinearity problem between the variables. 

The strongest correlation is between SRO Assignment the number of assaults after the placement 

of SROs (r = -.74, p = .001). The correlation between SRO Assignment and the number of 

assaults prior to the placement of SROs is also significant (r = .53, p = .025), as well as the 

correlation between education level and the number of weapon-related incidents after the 

placement of SROs (r = -.51, p = .03). As noted, the primary purpose of this study is to test the 

relationship between the presence of school resource officers and school incidents.   
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Table 4 

 Pearson Correlation of Independent and Dependent Variable   

 
Control Variables 

PRE 

SROA 

POST 

SROA 

PRE 

SROD 

POST 

SROD 

PRE 

SROW 

POST 

SROW EDULEVEL ASSGMENT 

 PRESROA  Correlation 
1 0.839 -0.275 -0.331 0.066 0.423 -0.32 -0.527 

Significance 

(2-tailed) . 0 0.269 0.179 0.796 0.08 0.196 0.025 

df 
0 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 

POSTSROA  Correlation 
0.839 1 -0.308 -0.351 0.173 0.236 -0.272 -0.736 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0 . 0.214 0.154 0.493 0.346 0.275 0.001 

df 
16 0 16 16 16 16 16 16 

PRESROD  Correlation 
-0.275 -0.308 1 0.269 0.506 -0.225 0.395 0.414 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0.269 0.214 . 0.28 0.032 0.37 0.104 0.087 

df 
16 16 0 16 16 16 16 16 

POSTSROD  Correlation 
-0.331 -0.351 0.269 1 0.069 0.305 0.363 -0.009 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0.179 0.154 0.28 . 0.786 0.219 0.139 0.973 

df 
16 16 16 0 16 16 16 16 

PRESROW  Correlation 
0.066 0.173 0.506 0.069 1 0.147 0.085 0.084 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0.796 0.493 0.032 0.786 . 0.561 0.736 0.739 
df 

16 16 16 16 0 16 16 16 
POSTSROW  Correlation 

0.423 0.236 -0.225 0.305 0.147 1 -0.509 -0.11 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0.08 0.346 0.37 0.219 0.561 . 0.031 0.664 
df 

16 16 16 16 16 0 16 16 
EDULEVEL  Correlation 

-0.32 -0.272 0.395 0.363 0.085 -0.509 1 -0.079 

Significance 

(2-tailed) 0.196 0.275 0.104 0.139 0.736 0.031 . 0.755 
df 

16 16 16 16 16 16 0 16 

ASSGMENT  Correlation 
-0.527 -0.736 0.414 -0.009 0.084 -0.11 -0.079 1 

Significance 
(2-tailed) 0.025 0.001 0.087 0.973 0.739 0.664 0.755 . 

df 
16 16 16 16 16 16 16 0 

a. Pearson correlations               
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Results  

    Table 5 shows the results of testing the relationship between the presence of school resource 

officers and school incidents. The results indicate that for assaults, and for the 18 schools, on 

average, 11.833 more assaults were reported after the use of school resource officers. This mean 

difference suggests that there is a statistical relationship between the presence of school resource 

officers and post assaults (t = -2.45, p = .025).  There is also a statistical relationship between the 

presence of school resource officers and weapon-related offenses (t = -2.859, p = .011).  This 

mean difference suggests that there is a statistical relationship between the presence of school 

resource officers and post weapon-related incidents. For the 18 schools, on average, 2.56 more 

weapon-related offenses were reported after the use of school resource officers. However, there 

is no statistical significant relationship between the presence of school resource officers and 

drug-related offenses (t = -1.032, p = .317).  

 

Table 5  

T-Test Comparison of Pre & Post Incidents Totals: Paired Samples Test  

Paired Samples  Mean  Std. 

Deviation 

Std. Error 

Mean  

     t df Sig. (2-tailed)  

Pair 1 PRESROA -11.833 20.460 4.823 -2.45 17 **.025 

 POSTSROA 

Pair 2  PRESROD -1.500 6.167 1.453 -1.032 17 .317 

 POSTSROD 

Pair 3 PRESROW -2.556 3.791 .893 -2.859 17 **.011 

 POSTSROW 

*p<.05   

**significant  

SROA: assaults  

SROD: drug-related  

SROW: weapon-related  
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     Other studies have shown a siginificant relationship between the educational level of schools 

(Roger, 2004;Theriot, 2009), and SRO assignment (Rogers, 2004; Theriot, 2009) and school 

incidents. In this study, linear regression was used to test these two relationships. Linear 

regression may be used to test relationships when the dependent variable is measured at the 

interval level, and is considered robust enough to use even when the independent variables are 

not measured at the interval level (Roger, 2004; Theriot, 2009), as is the case in this study. 

     In Table 6, for Model 1, the results indicate that there is a statistical significant relationship 

between SRO assignments as exclusively assigned SROs and the number of post assaults  

(t = -4.35, p = .001). In this model, the educational level of the school is non-significant in 

predicting the number of assaults (t = -1.13, p = .275). Model 1 explains 60% of the variance in 

the number of assaults (r
2
 = .604).  In Model 2, the results indicate a non-significant relationship 

between educational level (t = 1.558, p = .139), and SRO assignments as either exclusive or 

rotating (t = -.035, p = .973) and the dependent variable; the number of drug-related incidents.  

     In Model 3, educational level is statistical significant in predicting the number of weapon-

related offenses (t = -2.368, p = .031). SROs who had been assigned to the city and county 

middle schools reported more weapon-related offenses than SROs who had been assigned to the 

city and county high schools. However, in Model 3, SRO assignment is statistically non-

significant in predicting the number of weapon-related offenses (t= -.442, p = .664). Model 3 

explains only approximately 19% of the variance in the number of weapon-related offenses (r
2 

= 

.186).     
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Table 6 

 Regression Analysis of Independent Variables Prediction for Post Incidents   

Model 1: 

 Post SRO Assaults 

Independent 

Variable  

B Std. 

Error  

Beta T  P  R Adjusted R 

Square 

        

 Edulevel -18.750 16.598 -.272 -1.130 .275 .807 

 

.604 

  Assgment -53.500 12.313 -.736 -4.345 *.001 

Model 2:  

Post SRO Drug-Related  

        

 Edulevel 3.325 2.134 .363 1.558 .139 .363 .016 

 Assgment -.083 2.414 -.009 -.035 .973 

Model 3:  

Post SRO  

Weapon-Related  

        

 Edulevel -3.300 1.394 -.509 -2.368 *.031 .531 .186 

 Assgment -.750 1.697 -.110 -.442 .664 

*significant  

Edulevel: Education level 

Assgment: SRO Assignment  
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Discussion  

SRO presence/absence: 

    There were four hypotheses in this study.  The first hypothesis which stated that there is no 

statistical significant difference between the presence or absence of SROs and school incidents 

was not supported.  In fact, this hypothesis purposes that if SROs are present they should actual 

decrease the occurrence school incidents.  This study found a significant difference between the 

presence of SROs and school incidents.  Table 3 shows the means summary of dependent 

variables.  These findings show an increase in the occurrence of school incidents after the 

placement of SROs.  Table 5 also shows a significance between the pre and post assaults (.025) 

and weapons (.011).  As a result, According to the crime control model, SROs did not decrease 

the occurrence of school incidents.  School incidents actually increased during the post 

implementation of SROs at schools in Tuscaloosa County.  The results of the t-test analysis (see 

Tables 3 and 5) showed the presence of an SRO significantly impacted the occurrence of post 

assaults. The results of the means in the t-test analysis showed that the occurrence of school 

incidents doubled during the post implementation of SROs (see Tables 3 and 5).     

     The second and third hypotheses stated that there is no statistical significant relationship 

between SRO assignments as exclusive or rotating SROs or incidents reported in city or county 

schools.  Table 6 shows a statistical significant relationship between SRO assignments and post 

assaults at (.001).   SROs who had been assigned to schools on an exclusive basis reported post 

assaults than SROs assigned to schools on a rotating basis.  There was no significant relationship 

between SRO assignments and post drug-related or post weapon-related school incidents. This 

study discovered that SRO assignments are compatible with the geographic location of the  
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schools.  In this study, exclusive SROs were only located at city, middle and high schools.  

Rotating SROs were only located at county, middle and high schools.  It was determined during 

this study that the Tuscaloosa County Sheriff’s Department’s SROs were assigned on a rotating 

basis in the county schools.  This means these SROs were actually assigned to more than one 

middle and high school as their route or beat.  They rotated to the schools as they were called for 

service or during their routine routes.  These officers were not located at a specific school on a 

daily basis like the city police officers.  This explanation could explain the differences in reports 

of assaults versus drug-related and weapon-related incidents.  The Tuscaloosa City Police 

Department’s SROs were assigned to specific middle and high schools in their jurisdiction and 

therefore were stationary.  This assignment could explain why there is a higher report of assaults 

for these schools.  The stationary officer is more stable and can easily witness and report school 

fights and altercations; assaults.  The constant presence of these SROs could prove to deter other 

incidents such as drugs and weapons unlike in the county schools were the officers rotate.  These 

results are compatible to the findings of Theriot (2009) study conducted in Tennessee.     

     The fourth hypothesis stated that there is no statistical significant relationship between the 

occurrences of school incidents and education levels of middle and high schools.  The findings in 

this study showed a relationship between post weapon-related incidents and education levels.  

There was no significant relationship between post drug-related and post assaults and education 

levels.        

     According to this study, SROs in this county are not effective in reducing the overall 

occurrences of three of the four categories of school incidents in relationship to Packer’s 

traditional crime control model.  In fact, the initial occurrence of school incidents were reported  
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more once a SRO was assigned to a school instead of showing a decrease.  An increase in 

reporting maybe due to the fact that school crimes and incidents are no longer handled internally, 

SROs may file more reports.  Students and teachers may also feel more comfortable with 

reporting incidents directly to the officers assigned to their schools.  SROs are also trained as 

traditional police officers to investigate and report incidents when they occur.   

      The overall number of school incidents reported at schools with rotating and exclusive SROs, 

especially for assaults and drug-related incidents was very disturbing (see Appendix I). A higher 

number of assaults (425) compared to (60) for schools using exclusive versus rotating SROs.  

Schools that used rotating SROs reported higher occurrences of drug-related (160) and weapon-

related (75) incidents.  Schools that used exclusive SROs only reported drug-related (45) and 

weapon-related (40).  These results are compatible to the findings in Rogers (2004), Theriot 

(2009), and Robers, et. al (2010).  These studies also found a higher report of assaults in city 

schools where mostly exclusive SROs are assigned.   

     Consequently, the ten year review of the entire Alabama’s school incidents and Tuscaloosa 

County and City schools  (Figure 1.4 and Appendices M-O), showed a decline in the number of 

assaults after the placement of SROs.  During the post implementation of SROs in the city and 

county schools, post assaults declined during the 2005-2006 academic school year.  This 

academic school year is one year is actually three years after the implementation of SROs in the 

city and county schools.  The ten year study also showed a continued drastic decline in the 

number of assaults until the 2007-2008 academic school year.  Perhaps SROs were effective in 

reducing assaults after their implementation.  This data shows that during the third year of their 

placement a decrease occurred in assaults.  In fact, weapon-related and drug-related incidents  
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also declined a few years after the initial implementation of SROs.  As a result, this data shows 

that perhaps SROs may not have decreased or controlled school incidents initially but after a few 

years of their presence school incidents did actually declined.  

     Table 2 and Appendix A show the number of assaults, drug-related, and weapon-related 

offenses was collected for each of the 18 middle and high schools prior to and after the use of 

SROs. For the two academic years prior to the use of SROs, there were a total of 41 weapon-

related, 95 drug-related, and 168 assaults within the middle and high schools (see Appendices F-

L).  For the two academic years after the use of SROs, there were 87 weapon-related incidents, 

122 drug-related incidents, and 381 assaults within the middle and high schools (see Appendices 

F-L).  Overall, the number of each of these incidents increased after the use of SROs.  

     The overwhelming number of city school assaults in the post phase of SRO placement is 

consistent with research conducted by Rogers (2004) and Theriot (2009), which found a higher 

occurrence of assaults. The pre and post incident comparison in Tables 1 and 2 showed assaults 

doubled during the post implementation of SROs.  The results also indicate that many more 

assaults occurred in the city schools (almost 475) than the county schools (almost 75) (see 

Appendices F-L). This is surprising since there were twice as many county schools than city 

schools used in the study period.   However, the county schools reported a higher occurrence of 

drug-related and weapon-related incidents (see Appendix H and K). As noted, the primary 

purpose of this study is to test the relationship between the presence of school resource officers 

and school incidents. 

    The research conducted in this study is very vital to the understanding of the effectiveness of 

SROs for preventing and thereby reducing school incidents and crimes.  By studying the pre and  

77 



post implementation period of SROs in the schools included in this study, the results suggest that 

there is no doubt that SROs play a vital role in the school environment.  The real question is what 

impact they truly have on the occurrence of school incidents.   

Policy Implications 

    While conducting the research on school incidents in Tuscaloosa, County Alabama, the results 

of this study showed the possibility for several improvements.  One such possible improvement 

is for the Alabama State Board of Education to create specific definitions for all of the school 

incidents that occur in its schools.  A benchmark or target goal for the number for acceptable or 

decreased rates for school incidents is also needed in order to quantitatively measure SRO 

effectiveness.  In addition, a uniformed reporting system is needed for accurate and systematic 

reporting.  The State of Alabama should require all schools to utilize the uniformed system to 

report incidents and use the data for strengthening safety measures.  The analysis of the data can 

become a mechanism to evaluate the effectiveness of SROs used in their schools as well as to 

document data for research analysis for grant application and renewals.  The development and 

use of a computer based reporting system to report and track school incidents for Tuscaloosa 

County law enforcement and schools within Alabama are extremely needed.  This will eliminate 

the possibility of under reporting and over reporting of incidents as well as assist both 

organizations with assessments and analysis.   

     Some other suggestions include making students and parents more aware of rules, policies, 

and punishments for infractions.  Another strategy is to create in-school suspension and 

preventive programs for those students who cannot function in a regular classroom environment.  

A third strategy is training teachers, parents and school administrators to identify children who 

are most at risk for violent and unacceptable behavior. Since this research has shown that these  
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schools are using SROs perhaps the addition of more preventive and intervention programs 

maybe more effective.  This collaboration between preventive programs may reduce school 

incidents.  Perhaps, SROs like traditional police can utilize more proactive measures such as 

educational programs, and using feedback from the population that they service to improve 

communication to reduce school incidents. In addition, schools should require SROs to 

participate and attend academic and social activities. SROs should attend PTA meetings, parent 

conferences, training sessions and any other meetings where students’ success is addressed. This 

participation can also strengthen their connection to students in the school environment.  

     Since the research conducted in this study shows an overall increase in the number of school 

incidents reported after the implementation of SROs, perhaps, the enhancement of its SRO 

programs will incorporate more community policing approaches or use the entire SRO model for 

meeting overall objectives to reduce the number of school incidents and control the occurrence 

of school crime in order to create safer school environments in Tuscaloosa County school 

systems.  

     Other considerations for SRO program improvements, could relate to the size of the school  

personnel and its impact on the sustainability of crime and violence.   

    Populated schools as well as large scale designed schools are more likely to harbor an 

environment that sustains more violent incidents.   In fact, students at larger schools with higher 

populations are more likely to report more crimes to the school police or the local police than 

smaller schools.  As a result, this research suggests lowering the number of students enrolled at 

each school or increasing the number of SROs assigned to each school.  This study also suggests 

the use of SROs as exclusively assigned SROs at all middle and high schools if law enforcement  
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agencies have the necessary personnel and funding.  Moreover, the grade levels offered at a 

school can also contribute to different amounts of crime.  For example, middle and high schools 

are more likely to experience higher incidents than elementary and primary schools.     

    The physical location of a school can also impact this environment’s amount of crime or the 

effectiveness of a SRO.  Schools that reside in urban areas of communities have been reported 

more likely than the suburb and rural schools to report and experience incidents.    

     The results of this research suggest that the use of SROs as a preventive measure for 

curtailing school crime and incidents perhaps is not enough.  Other preventive measures such as 

the use of surveillance cameras, metal detectors and security alarms may also assist in preventing 

and reducing school incidents (Theriot, 2009 ; Rogers, 2004).  These devices could possibly 

reduce the reported occurrence of drug-related incidents and weapon-related similar occurrences 

of incidents.  Perhaps, the use of SROs and their law enforcement tactics, alone with more 

proactive approaches are an ideal solution.  Proactive measures, such as, utilizing more 

educational programs to teach students about the awareness of such incidents in the school 

environment are needed.  Moreover, other programs that may address issues such as anger 

management, mediations, bullying, drug and alcohol abuse, illegal weapon usage, also improve 

the effectiveness of SROs.   

    This study shows that the presence of an SRO along does not deter or drastically decrease 

school incidents.  Although SROs seem effective in investigating and reporting school incidents, 

especially when they are exclusively assigned to a specific school, there are other possible 

factors that can cause an increase in the occurrence of incidents.  Perhaps, the SROs in this 

county should concentrate on utilizing more law-related education programs (L.R.E.) (NIJ;  
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NCJRS).  These courses along with the use of an SRO could result in a more effective deterrent 

to school incidents.  These programs could include preventive and intervention classes that 

address topics like sexting, cyber bullying, juvenile delinquency, anger management, citizenship 

skills, and drug and alcohol abuse.  These are just a few of the topics that can familiarize students 

with more ethical and moral behavior and teach them ore about legal procedures and the law.   

     Moreover, the use of technological devices, suggested by U.S. Department of Education and 

Justice in 2000 as enhancements, such as surveillance cameras, video cameras, and metal 

detectors could also strengthen the effectiveness of SROs.  Other physical improvements such as 

fencing, locking or monitoring all accessible entrances, improving bus routes, along with other 

more traditional policing strategies could assist SROs.  The county school which did not use 

exclusively assigned SROs may want to increase their exposure or L.R.E. programming to teach 

students about weapons and drugs.  The SROs assigned to county schools should consider the 

use of full-time officers.  The city schools that are using exclusive, full-time SROs should use 

more educational programs that teach students more conflict resolution and tolerance skills and 

behavior modification skills to assist them in reducing the overwhelming number of assaults.    

     Schools in Tuscaloosa County should also try to assign SROs according to experience, 

diverse ethnicities and gender depending on the ethnicity, social and economical issues and sizes 

of the student population.  These same assignment strategies are used by regular police officers 

assigned within the community.  Students may respond and interact more with an officer who 

has the same ethnicity and gender or understands their social issues (Theriot, 2009; Rogers, 

2004).  
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Limitations  

     This study utilized secondary data from the Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and 

Tuscaloosa County’s law enforcement agencies.  ADOE utilizes broad definitions for each of the 

four possible categories of school incidents.   These categories do not clearly specify the actual 

type of incident that occurred in each of the four main categories. The use of this secondary data 

instead of collected data does limit the reliability of research.  Secondary data rarely contains all 

of the original variables and methods utilize to collect and analyze the data.    

       If students are counted for multiple offenses this is considered a “duplicated count” (Theriot, 

2009; Raffaele Mendez, Knoff, and Ferron, 2002).  The use of unduplicated counts in which 

students are only counted once for every incident could cause an underestimation of the 

frequency totals (Theriot, 2009; Raffaelo Mendez, Knoff, Ferron, 2002). As a result, since some 

“duplicated counts” occurred in this study, the frequency of the incident reports may have 

occurred more accurately.  Raffaele Mendez, Knoff and Ferron (2002), suggested in their 

research that duplicate counts of school disciplinary action in research occurred due to the 

possibility of students being counted more than once per each occurrence of school incident.  In 

addition, some schools may count incidents more than once per each student.  Similarly, in this 

study the data retrieved from ADOE on the number of school incidents also includes duplications 

in regard to the number of students and perhaps the reported incidents. A student may have 

committed more than one incident per occurrence.  Likewise, more than one student could have 

committed the same incident within one occurrence.   

     Some of the schools used within the study were not in operation during the pre and post 

implementation of SROs.  There were also some differences between the student enrollments and  
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number of schools within the city and county grade levels.   

     Another limitation of this study is the small sample size.  The sample size used was not large 

enough to detect small effect sizes within the study.  This small sample size also limited the 

possible number of independent variables used in this study for a regression analysis.  As a 

result, future research should utilize comparisons of several county and state school districts and 

educational levels, such as primary, middle and high schools.     

   All of the schools during the post implementation period all utilized SROs so there was no real 

comparison between schools with and without SRO placement.  Two city school and two county 

schools did not report any school incidents during the pre SRO implementation period.  Even 

though the schools did not report incidents these same students were in attendance at one of the 

other neighboring schools while their school was built.  Since both of the school assignments 

occurred equally in each school district it is assumed that the results of the analysis were not 

affected.  The data was not used to directly compare incidents at each individual school so it did 

not affect the results.   

   Other possible limitations of this study were the lack of information on the population.  This 

study did not utilizing per capita calculations for the student populations per school incident like 

most studies.  In addition, the discretion of SROs in regard to reporting incidents could have 

caused over or under-reporting in some schools.  This discretion could have allowed an officer to 

informally handle an incident and others to formally report incidents when they occurred.  More 

qualitative research could help resolve these limitations.   
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Future Research  

     Future research designed to study law enforcement tactics and models used by SROs is 

needed.  Also, more quantitative analysis on the relationship between geographic locations and 

designs of school environment and the effectiveness of SROs is warranted.  More information on 

the relationship between students, faculty and community stakeholders are also desired.  

Specifically for the State of Alabama more information and the creation of safety guidelines and 

measures are needed.  In Tuscaloosa County and across the State of Alabama more research is 

also needed on the requirements of schools and law enforcement agencies for reporting school 

incidences and violence.   More information on the punitive sanctions compatible to school 

incidents is also needed.   

Conclusion  

     Since majority of the research conducted supports the use of SROs as a preventive method for 

school incidents and violence, more research is needed to access their effectiveness.  If we 

continue to place them in schools we need to research what techniques and trainings are 

necessary to improve their effectiveness.  The question is not whether their presence is needed 

this is proven by occurrences of incidents.  The true issue is discovering what preventive 

methods are truly effective in reducing school incidents in order to provide a conducive learning 

experience for students in our primary and secondary schools.  
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APPENDIX A 

Tuscaloosa County Middle and High School Incident and Punishments Report Summaries  

2001 to 2005 Academic Years  

  
Tuscaloosa City 

Schools:  

Type of Incident   
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-

Test 

Total 

assault   1 0 1 23 

29 

 

52 

#1 bomb threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  drug related  4 6 10 6 3 9 
  weapon related  

Type of punishments  

3 
  

0 
  

3 
  

0 
  

0 
  

0 
  

  

  
Suspension, assault 

1 
 

 0 
1 

27 30 57 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Suspension, Drug Related  6 6 12 7 1 8 
  Suspension, Weapon Related  3 0 3 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Assault  0 0 0 1 0 1 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related  0 0 0 2 2 4 
  Explusion, Weapon Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Alt. Sch., assault   0 0 0 0 2 2 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Alt. Sch., Drug Related   1 1 2 1 0 1 
  
  

Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  2 0 2 0 0 0 

               

  Type of Incident   
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa City 
Schools:  

assault   N/A N/A N/A 14 3 17 

#2 bomb threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  drug related  N/A N/A N/A 4 5 9 
  
  

weapon related  
Type of punishments 

 N/A 
  

N/A 
  

N/A 
  

1 
  

1 
  

2 
  

 

  Suspension, assault N/A N/A N/A 14 3 17 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Suspension, Drug Related  N/A N/A N/A 4 5 9 
  Suspension, Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 
  Explusion, Assault  N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related  N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 
  Explusion, Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 0 1 1 
  Alt. Sch., assault   N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Alt. Sch., Drug Related   N/A N/A N/A 5 0 5 
  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
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Type of Incident  
      

  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa City 
Schools:  

assault   N/A N/A N/A 
2 3 

5 

#3 bomb threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  drug related  N/A N/A N/A 6 10 16 
  weapon related   N/A N/A N/A 5 2 7 
  Type of punishments              
  Suspension, assault  N/A N/A N/A 2 4 6 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Suspension, Drug Related  N/A N/A N/A 6 7 13 
  Suspension, Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 5 2 7 
  Explusion, Assault  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related  N/A N/A N/A 2 0 2 
  Explusion, Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 
  Alt. Sch., assault   N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   N/A N/A N/A 0 0 0 

 
Alt. Sch., Drug Related   N/A N/A N/A 1 3 4 

 
Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  N/A N/A N/A 1 0 1 

                 

  Type of Incident   
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa City 
Schools:  

assault   
2 40 

42 
18 97 

115 

#4 bomb threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  drug related  0 2 2 1 0 1 
  weapon related   2 4 6 0 6 6 
  Type of punishments              
  Suspension, assault  2 40 42 18 90 108 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Suspension, Drug Related  0 2 2 1 0 1 
  Suspension, Weapon Related  2 4 6 0 4 4 
  Explusion, Assault  0 0 0 1 1 2 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related  0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Weapon Related  0 0 0 0 1 1 
  Alt. Sch., assault   0 2 2 7 7 14 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Alt. Sch., Drug Related   0 1 1 1 0 1 

 
Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  0 2 2 0 0 0 
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Tuscaloosa City 

Schools:  

Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

assault  

32 57 

89 

47 52 

99 

#5 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 1 1 
  drug related 0 1 1 1 3 4 

 
weapon related 0 1 1 5 5 10 

  Type of punishments             
  Suspension, assault 32 57 89 37 51 88 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 1 1 
  Suspension, Drug Related 0 1 1 0 2 2 
  Suspension, Weapon Related 0 1 1 1 6 7 
  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 3 1 4 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 1 1 2 
  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 2 1 3 
  Alt. Sch., assault  0 2 2 5 3 8 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  
  

              

Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa City 
Schools:  

assault  2 20 22 51 
2 

53 

#6  bomb threat 0 1 1 0 0 0 
  drug related 0 0 0 0 2 2 
  weapon related  1 1 2 1 6 7 
  Type of punishments             
  Suspension, assault 2 20 22 51 0 51 
  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 1 1 0 0 0 
  Suspension, Drug Related 0 0 0 0 2 2 
  Suspension, Weapon Related 1 1 2 1 3 4 
  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 1 1 
  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 1 3 4 
  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 5 0 5 
  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0   1 0 1 
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Type of Incident                   2001- 

                                            2002 

 
 
 
 

2002-
2003 

 
 
 
 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

 
 
 
 

2003-
2004 

 
 
 
 

2004-
2005 

 
 
 
 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault  
2 0 

2 
0 4 

4 

#7 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 4 7 11 8 3 11 

  weapon related  3 0 3 1 2 3 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 1 0 1 0 4 4 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 1 7 8 8 3 11 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 3 0 3 1 2 3 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  1 0 1 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  1 0 1 0 0 0 

  
  

Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

              

  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault  
1 0 

1 
1 0 

1 

#8 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 5 5 10 3 4 7 

  weapon related  2 0 2 1 0 1 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 1 0 1 1 0 1 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 5 8 13 3 3 6 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 3 0 3 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 1 1 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault  
3 

0 3 
3 1 

4 

#9 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 0 0 0 0 2 2 

  weapon related  2 0 2 1 2 3 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 3 0 3 2 1 3 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 0 0 0 0 2 2 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 1 0 1 1 2 3 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 1 0 1 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 1 1 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  
  

Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

              

  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault  
2 

0 2 
0 0 

0 

#10 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
drug related 14 2 16 1 2 3 

  weapon related  1 0 1 0 1 1 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 2 0 2 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 12 2 14 1 3 4 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 1 0 1 0 1 1 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 1 0 1 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 3 3 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

98 

 

          



 
Type of Incident  

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault  
1 2 

3 
3 0 

3 

#11 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 8 6 14 7 5 12 

  weapon related  7 2 9 0 7 7 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 1 2 3 2 0 2 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 10 8 18 6 6 12 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 7 3 10 0 7 7 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

                

       

  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

assault  N/A 
0 

0 
1 1 

2 

#12 bomb threat N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related N/A 10 10 5 11 16 

  weapon related  N/A 3 3 2 11 13 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault N/A 0 0 0 1 1 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related N/A 9 9 3 11 14 

  Suspension, Weapon Related N/A 4 4 2 11 13 

  Explusion, Assault N/A 0 0 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related N/A 2 2 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  N/A 0 0 0 0 0 

  
  

 
  

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

 99 

0 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

        



 
Type of Incident  

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
Schools: 

assault   
0 0 

0 
4 0 

4 

#13 bomb threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related  1 3 4 0 7 7 

  weapon related   0 0 0 1 2 3 

  Type of punishments:              

  Suspension, assault  0 0 0 5 0 5 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related  2 4 6 0 6 6 

  Suspension, Weapon Related  0 0 0 1 2 3 

  Explusion, Assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related  1 0 1 0 1 1 

  Explusion, Weapon Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault   0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related   0 0 0 0 0 0 

  
 

Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Type of Incident  

Assault 

bomb threat 

drug related 

weapon related  

 
 
 
 
 

 
          

  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

N/A N/A 0 
0 0 

0 

#14 N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  N/A N/A 0 0 3 3 

  N/A N/A 0 1 5 6 

  Type of punishments:              

  Suspension, assault  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related  N/A N/A 0 0 3 3 

  Suspension, Weapon Related  N/A N/A 0 0 5 5 

  Explusion, Assault  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related  N/A N/A 0 1 0 1 

  Alt. Sch., assault   N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat   N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related   N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related  N/A N/A 0 0 
0 

 
0 
0 
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  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

assault  
0 0 

0 
0 3 

3 

#15 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 4 0 5 1 1 2 

  weapon related  1 1 2 1 0 3 

  Type of punishments:             
  Suspension, assault 0 0 0 0 3 3 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 6 0 7 2 2 4 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 0 1 1 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

                

  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

assault  
2 0 

2 
0 0 

0 

#16 bomb threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  drug related 7 2 9 0 4 4 

  weapon related  5 0 5 1 3 4 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 2 0 2 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related 9 3 12 0 4 4 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 4 0 4 1 2 3 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 1 0 1 0 1 1 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 4 4 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

assault  
1 0 

1 
0 2 

2 

#17 bomb threat 0 0 0 1 1 2 

  drug related 2 1 3 3 5 8 

  weapon related  1 1 2 3 3 6 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault 1 0 1 0 2 2 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 2 0 2 

  Suspension, Drug Related 0 1 1 5 5 10 

  Suspension, Weapon Related 1 1 2 3 3 6 

  Explusion, Assault 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat 0 0 0 1 0 1 

  Explusion, Drug related 2 0 2 1 1 2 

  Explusion, Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  0 0 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related 0 0 0 0 0 0 

                

        

  Type of Incident  
2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

Pre-
Test 
Total  

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

Post-Test 
Total 

Tuscaloosa County 
School: 

assault  N/A N/A 0 
0 17 

17 

#18 bomb threat N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  drug related N/A N/A 0 5 1 6 

  weapon related  N/A N/A 0 1 4 5 

  Type of punishments:             

  Suspension, assault N/A N/A 0 0 18 18 

  Suspension, Bomb Threat N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Suspension, Drug Related N/A N/A 0 5 0 5 

  Suspension, Weapon Related N/A N/A 0 1 4 5 

  Explusion, Assault N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Bomb Threat N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Explusion, Drug related N/A N/A 0 1 1 2 

  Explusion, Weapon Related N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., assault  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Bomb Threat  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Drug Related  N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 

  Alt. Sch., Weapon Related N/A N/A 0 0 0 0 
 
Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 

N/A: school was not open or did not report any school incidents 

*each school was assigned an identification number as a pseudonym for confidentiality  
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 APPENDIX B  

Tuscaloosa City Schools Academic Year 2001-2005 Student Gender, Race and Enrollment Totals 

Tusc. City 

Schools:  
2001-2002 Total 2002-2003 total 

2003-2004 

total 
2004-2005 total 

     gender: male  2184 2318 2413 2481 

gender: female 2199 2275 2383 2471 

     AI female 0 0 0 0 

AI male 1 0 0 0 

Asian female 27 29 32 33 

 Asian male 22 24 32 35 

Black females 1561 1631 1694 1785 

Black males 1525 1623 1692 1779 

Hispanic  

females 11 16 24 25 

Hispanic males 10 18 21 29 

Indian male  0 0 2 0 

Indian female 0 0 0 0 

Unknown 

females 2 3 2 4 

Unknown males 2 5 1 1 

White females 598 596 628 624 

White males 624 648 665 636 

Enrollment totals 4045 4593 4796 4952 

 

 

 

 
Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX C 

 
Tuscaloosa County Schools Academic Year 2001-2005 Student Gender, Race and Enrollment Totals 

 

 

Tuscaloosa County 

Schools:  

 

 

2001-2002 

total 

2002-2003 total 2003-2004 total  2004-2005 total 

gender: male   3848 4017 4134 4341 

gender: female  3742 3959 4007 4077 

      

AI female  1 4 0 0 

AI male  1 1 0 0 

Asian female  25 23 23 23 

 Asian male  20 14 13 17 

Black females  909 918 1004 1014 

Black males  871 910 1017 1070 

Hispanic  females  28 30 24 32 

Hispanic males  27 32 28 36 

Indian Female   0 0 3 6 

Indian Male  0 0 1 3 

Unknown females  1 7 7 8 

Unknown males  1 5 5 9 

White females  2782 2977 2946 2994 

White males  2928 3126 3067 3206 

Enrollment Totals:  7594 8047 8141 8418 

 

 

Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX D 

Tuscaloosa City Post Student Enrollment: Gender and Race  

 

Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX E 

Tuscaloosa County Post Student Enrollment: Gender and Race 

 

Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX F 

Tuscaloosa City School Pre and Post School Incident Comparisons  

Tuscaloosa City Schools Pre & Post Comparisons
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX G 

Tuscaloosa County Schools Pre and Post School Incident Comparisons  

Tuscaloosa County Schools Pre & Post Comparisons
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX H 

Tuscaloosa County: County and City Post School Incident Comparisons  

Entire Tuscaloosa County: Middle vs High

 Post Incident Totals
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX I 

  

Tuscaloosa County SRO Rotating versus Stationary Assignments  

 

SRO Assignments : Rotating vs. Stationary
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX J 

Tuscaloosa City: Middle and High Post School Incidents  

City: Middle vs High Post Incident Comparison 

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

Assault Drug Related Weapon Related 

Type of School Incidents

N
u

m
b

e
r 

o
f 

Sc
h

o
o

l I
n

ci
d

e
n

ts

Middle School

High School

 

Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX K 

 

Tuscaloosa County: Middle and High Post School Incidents  

 

Entire Tuscaloosa County: Middle vs High

 Post Incident Totals
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX L: 

Tuscaloosa County Total Post Incidents for Middle and High  

County Schools: Middle vs High Post Incident
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APPENDIX M: 

Tuscaloosa City School Ten Year Report  

Tuscaloosa City School Ten Year School Incident Report Compairsons 
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 Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX N 

Tuscaloosa County School Ten Year School Incident Report Comparisons  

Tuscaloosa County School Ten Year School Incident Report Compairsons 
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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APPENDIX O 

Tuscaloosa County: Ten Year School Incident Report Comparisons  

Tuscaloosa County:  Ten Year School Incident Report Compairsons 
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Source: Alabama Department of Education (ADOE) and Alabama State Department of Education (ALSDE) 
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