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ERRATA

The last sentence on the page should read, '""The incidence
of interracial violence is not significantly greater than
would be expected by chance alone”.

Figure 1-5 should read, "
Police".

Figure 1-7 should read, "Percentage of Schools Experi-
encing..."

. Month and Percentage Reported

Between second and third paragraphs in column 2 add subhead:
"Risks in School and Elsewhere'. Between Fourth and Fifth

paragraphs in column 2 add subhead: "Principals' Assessments'.

Table 1-4. Delete "Y total = 117.7x + 39.1 r = .996 p4£ .005".

Title of Figure 1-5 should read, "... Month and Percentage
Reported to Police'.

Student Interview Victimization Rates. An incorrect editing
procedure, described in Volume 2, p. 73, paragraph 1, lines
11-15, led to slight underestimates of the percentage of
students victimized. With the editing procedure corrected,
theft remains unchanged, the percentage of students robbed
increases from .5% to .6%, the percentage of students attacked
from 1.3% to 1.4%.

Column 2, first full paragraph, lines 1-3: Statement indicates
that interview estimates of victimization do not differ
significantly (p.< .05) by location. One exception to this
statement is a significant difference between the rates for
physical attacks in smaller cities and suhurban areas. The
suburban estimates are the higher of the two. See Volume IV.

Line 3 of the last paragraph in column 2, and footnote 26:
change "Appendix E" to '"Volume IV'".

Table 3-8: Delete asterisk between columns 2 ('"Middle Schools'’)
and 3 ("Junior digh Schools"). At top of column 4 change
"Senior High Schools'" to '"Comprehensive High Schools".




p. 113 Column 1, second bullet from bottom, lines 2 and 3:
delete "or middle schools".

Column 2, last bullet, line 2: delete "in junior high
schools", insert "young adolescents”.
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ABSTRACT

The Safe School Study was undertaken by the National Institute of Education in
response to Congress' request that HEW determine the number of schools affected by
crime or violence, the type and sericusness of those erimes, and how school erime can be
prevented. The study is based on a mail survey of over 4,000 schools and on an on-site
survey of 642 schools, and case studies of 10 schools. Principals, teachers, and students
contributed to the study.

Risks of Crime at School

Although school violence and vandalism increased during the 1960's, they have
leveled off since the early 1970's, and there are some hints of a decline. Still, about 8% of
the nation's schools (6,700) have a serious problem with erime. Secondary schools are
more likely to have a serious problem than elementary schools.

The risks of erime directed against sehools are higher in the Northeast and West
than in the North Central and Southern States, and tend to be spread throughout urban and
suburban areas. The risks of personal violence are higher in junior high schools than in
senior highs, and are higher in larger communities.

Extent of the Problem: Personal Violence

About 2.4 mijllion secondary school students (11%) have something stolen from them
in & typical month. About 1.3% of the students (282,000) report being attacked in a
month. Relatively few are injured seriously enough to need medical attention.

Among secondary school teachers, about 12% (130,000) have something stolen at
school in a month's time. Some 5,200 are physically attacked, about 1,000 of whom are
seriously enough injured to require medical attention. Around 6,000 have something taken
from them by forece, weapons, or threats.

Young teenagers in cities run a greater risk of violence in school than elsewhere,
except in high erime neighborhoods. There, schools are safer than the surrounding com-
munities.

Extent of the Problem: Vandalism

Over 25% of all schools are subject to vandalism in a given month. The average cost
of an act of vardalism is $81. Ten percent of schools are burglarized, at an average cost
per burglary of $183. The annual cost of school crime is estimated to be around $200
million.

Other Factors in School Violence

Most offenses are committed by current students. Vietims and offenders are gen-
erally of the same age and sex (usually male). In a majority of cases, vietims and
offenders are also of the same race. The chances of interracial violence are highest in
schools where stude:its of one race outnumber those of another.
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Court-ordered desegregation is a factor in increased school violence only at first.
Later, schools return to their former patterns.

Means of Prevention

Security devices, such as specially designed locks, safes, and window and door alarms
are considered generally effective in reducing school crime, though they can be unreliable.
Security personnel are also considered effective in reducing crime, though more emphasis
on training is needed.

In the case studies, the single most important difference between safe sechools and
violent schools was found to be a strong, dedicated principal who served as a role model
for both students and teachers, and who instituted a firm, fair, and consistent system of
discipline.
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PREFACE

In any large study such as this one, a great many individuals and organizations con-
tribute to the final product. Reviews by the Committee on Education Information
Systems of the Council of Chief State School Officers, as well as the Safe School Study
Practitioners' Panel and the Safe School Study Technical Panel were most valuable. A
Research Triangle Institute team, headed by David Bayless, conducted the data collection
and many other essential tasks. Computer work was conducted by Sheldon Laube of C.M.
Leinwand Associates.

The authors and coauthors of the Overview, Introduction, and Chapters 1 through 7
are: David Boesel (NIE), Robert Crain (Rand Corporation), George Dunteman (Research
Triangle Institute), Franecis Ianni (Columbia University), Marla Martinolich (NIE),
Oliver Moles (NIE), Harriet Spivak, Charles Stalford (NIE), and Ivor Wayne (NIE).

The authors of the Case Studies are: Ann Borders-Patterson (University of North
Carolina), James Broschart (Virginia Polytechnic Institute), James Deslonde (Stanford
University), Franeis Ianni (Columbia University), Elizabeth Reuss-lanni (Institute for
Social Analysis), and George Noblit (Memphis State University). Appendix A (Multivariate
Analysis) was written by Shi-Chang Wu (NIE), Appendix B (NCES Survey) by Roy Nehrt and
Jeffrey Williams (NCES).

This edition includes several changes and corrections made since the publication of a
limited edition in December 1977. The report was edited by Martha R. Asner of
Biospheries, Inc. and James Broschart. We would also like to acknowledge the support of
the many other individuals who contributed to this study.

David Boesel
Dircetor
NIE Safe School Study
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Overview

Student misbehavior, lack of interest or
attention, disrespect for teachers or rules, and
other difficulties of classroom management have
long been problems in American education. In the
last decade, however, public concern over
evidence of more serious problems—those of
crime and violence in schools—has heightened. In
the early 1970's, the Senate Subcommittee to
Investigate Juvenile Delinqueney, chaired by
Senator Bayh, noted mounting evidence of school
violenee and vandalisp. Increasingly, newspapers
and other media have presented stories of violent
encounters in schools—robberies, gang fights, even
murders—and of massive property destruction.
Parents, teachers, and school administrators have
voiced serious concern about the probiem, both to
Congress and through the media. Yet systematic
data have not been available to assess the
magnitude of the problem or to describe the
nature, extent, and cost of school crime for the
nation as a whole. To provide such information,
the "Safe School Study Aet" was introduced in the
House of Representatives by Congressmen
Bingham of New York and Bell of California.
Following similar initiatives in the Senate by
Senator Cranston, the Ninety-third Congress, as
part of the Education Amendments of 1974 (Public
Law 93-380), mandated that the Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) conduet a study to determine the incidence
and seriousness of school crime; the number and
loeation of schools affected; the costs; the means
of prevention in use, and the effectiveness of
those means.

In response to this legislation, the National
Institute of Education (NIE) designed a three-part
study. In Phase I, a mail survey, principals in a
representative national sample of more than 4,000
public elementary and secondary schools were
asked to report in detail on the incidence of
illegal or disruptive activities for selected 1-
month periods between February 1978 and January
1977, and to provide other information about their
schools. The nine 1-month reporting periods
(summer months not included) were assigned to
participating schools on a random basis.

In Phase I, a nationally representative
sample of 642 public junior and senior high schools
was surveyed. The Phase II data collection was
conducted on site by field representatives rather
than by mail. Once again, principals were asked

to keep a record of incidents during the reporting
month and to supply additional informatijon about
their schools. Students and teachers were also
surveyed and asked to report any experiences they
have had as vietims of violence or theft in the
reporting month. They also provided information
about themselves, their schools, and their
communities, which was later used in statistical
analyses to sort out some of the factors that
seemed to affect school crime rates. The Phase I
and Phase II samples were selected to be
representative of schools in large cities, smaller
cities, suburban areas, and rural areas.

In Phase III, 10 schools were selected for
more intensive, qualitative study. Most of the
Phase III schools had had serious problems with
crime and violence in the past and had changed
rather dramatically for the better in a short
period of time. A few continued to have serious
problems. Each Phase IIl report is a small case
study that focuses concretely on the ways in
which schools coped or failed to cope with
incidents of erime and disruption, and with what
consequences.

This report is based primarily on the NIE
study, but it also includes information from a
companion survey conducted by the National
Center for Eduecation Statistics (NCES) in 1975,
and from other studies as well. The organization
of topies in this summary corresponds roughly to
the organization of chapters in the report and
addresses the following broad questions:

° How serious is the problem of erime and
disruption in schools?

® How many schools, students, and teachers
are affected, in what ways, and to what
extent?

° When and where are the risks of crime and

violence highest?

@ Who are the victims and offenders?

® What are the attitudes and experiences of
the victims?

2 What factors are associated with viclence
and vandalism in schools?



@ What measures are schools using to reduce
or prevent erime?

8 What measures do principals, teachers, and
students recommend?

® What are the implications of this research
for policy?

HOW SERIOUS IS THE PROBLEM OF CRIME
AND VIOLENCE IN SCHOOLS?

This question can be approached in several
different ways. One is to compare the extent of
the problem in different time periods. Another is
to compare the risks of violence in school with the
risks in other places. A third method is to ask
knowledgeable people in schools whether they
think their schools have a crime problem, and if
so, to what extent. Yet a fourth is to use some
arbitrary but reasonable criterion of seriousness.
All four methods were used in the study.

Time Trends

Are crime and violence in schools more
prevalent today than in the past? The evidence
from a number of studies and official sources
indicates that while acts of violence and property
destruetion in schools increased from the early
sixties to the seventies, both increases leveled off
after the early 1970's. Safe Schooi Study data are
consistent with these findings. Principals!
assessments of the seriousness of violence and
vandalism in their schools for the years 1971-1976
showed no overall change and some improvement
in urban areas. For the offenses usually summed
up in the terms "violence" and "vandalism," then,
the data from these studies do not indicate that
the situation is growing worse, and there are some
hints that it may be ge‘ting better.

In attempting to explain the increased
amount of school violence and vandalism in the
late sixties and early seventies, respondents in the
case studies often observed that these were times
of protest and discontent, particularly among
young people. The protest against the war in
Vietnam, together with racial conflict and a
growing youth movement, were said to have been
associated with a general rebellion against school
authority which sometimes entailed conflict and
property destruction in schools.

Underlying much of the discontent among
young people in this period may have been an
important demographic change. As "baby boom"
children became adolescents in the 1960's, the
amount of disruption in schools increased. As the
crest of the wave passed in the 1970', the amount
of disruption leveled off and may be showing

modest signs of decline. The size of this age
group relative to the rest of the population and to
schools may have been a factorin the growth of
disruption in schools. The growth of the youth
cohort relative to the general population seems to
have been accompanied by an increasing sense of
group consciousness—youth versus adults—and by
an increasing sense of the power or potential of
youth, which schools, as adult-controlled
institutions, were sometimes seen as inhibiting.

We do not know to what extent the growth
and decline of the adolescent age cohort has in
fact affected the amount of disruption in schools.
But to the extent that it has, we would expect the
leveling off which began in the early 1970's to
turn into a definite decline. Whether or not a
definite decline occurs is a question for the
future, however. The problem today is as serious
as it has ever been.

The second way to assess seriousness is to
compare risks at school with those elsewhere. An
analysis of data from 26 cities in the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administrsiion's National
Crime Survey provides substantial evidence that
the risk of violence to teenage youngsters is
greater in school than elsewhere, when the
amount of time spent at school is taken into
account. (Data from another nationwide study
support this finding.) Although teenage youth
(ages 12 to 19) may spend, at most, 25% of their
waking hours in school, data show that 40% of the
robberies and 36% of the assaults upon teenagers
oceur in schools. Most of this discrepancy is
accounted for by young adolescents, aged 12 to
15. A remarkable 68% of the robberies and 50%
of the assaults on youngsters of this age occur
at school. No doubt there are certain places
where the risks are higher; other evidence from
the Safe School Study indicates that sechools in
high crime areas are safer than their surroundings.
But in general, young urban adolescents face
higher risks at school than elsewhere.

This situation is probably not new and
should not be surprising, considering that young
teenagers are more likely than people in other age
brackets to commit violent acts and that
attendance at school greatly increases the amount
of contact among them.

In the third approach to gauging the
seriousness of school ecrime, we relied on the
assessments of elementary and secondary school
principals. Some 8% of them, representing about
6,700 schools, reported having a serious problem.
The proportion reporting a serious problem ranged
from 6% in rural areas to 15% in large cities;
secondary schools were more likely to have
problems than elementary schools. While the
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largest proportion of seriously affected schools is
in the cities, the largest number is in suburban and
rural areas (where four out of five schools
altogether are located); seriously affected
suburban and rural schools outnumber seriously
affected urban schools two to one. About the
same results were obtained using the fourth
approach, in which schools reporting five or more
incidents in a month were classified as having a
serious problem.

In sum, the problem is as serious as it ha<
ever been, the risks of violenee for young
adolescents in cities are greater at school than
elsewhere, and around 6,700 schools are seriously
affected by crime. While the problem is most
pronounced in urban areas, it cannot be seen as
strictly urban. Now let us look more closely at
measures of crime and disruption in sechools.

HOW MANY PEOPLE A™D SCHOOLS ARE
AFFECTED?

Our survey data enable us to assess the
risks of offenses against persons and against
schools, and also to say something about the
prevalence of 'victimless offenses,"” particularly
drug and alcohol use. For the personal offenses
we have calculated estimates of the risks of
personal theft, attacks, and robbery from
students' and teachers' reports of their own
experiences. The figures presented here are
estimates from a sample. Such estimates
inevitably contain some degree of error, and
estimates of crime are especially difficult to
make with confidence. In the case of data from
teachers and students, a careful examination of
the methods wused and the results obtained
suggests that the estimates are probably
somewhat high. Nevertheless, they give us some
idea of the dimensions of the problem.

The Reports of Students

‘Theft is clearly the most widespread of tne
offenses measured. Eleven percent of students
have something worth more than $1 stolen from
them in a month. This represents gbout 2.4
million of the nation's 21 million secondary
students, Most of the reported thefts involved
items such as small amounts of money, sweaters,
books, notebooks, and other property commonly
found in lockers. Only one-fifth of the thefts
involved losses of more than $10. No significant
differences were apparent between school levels,
and differences among locations were not
pronounced. Petty theft appears to be
commonplace throughout secondary scheols.

An estimated 1.3% of secondary school
students report that they are attacked at school in
a typical 1-month period, representing some

282,000 students. More than two-fifths of the
attacks (42%) involved some injury, although most
of the injurics were minor. Only 4% of the
attacks invcived injuries serious enough to require
medical attention. The proportion of junior high
school students reporting attacks was about twice
as great as that of senior high students (2.1% vs.
1%). While the risk of minor attacks is about the
same, regardless of location, the risk of serious
attack is greater in urban areas than elsewhere.

An estimated one-half of 1% of all
secondary students have something taken from
them by force, weapons, or threats in a typical
month, representing some 112,000 students. (This
description includes robberies and petty extortion,
or shakedowns.)  Eighty-nine percent of the
robberies involved no injury to the vietim; 11%
involved some injury, but only 2% were serious
enough to require a doctor's attention. The risks
are again greater in junior than in senior highs,
and greater in urban areas than elsewhere. While
attacks, rcbberies, and shakedowns affect a large
number of studentr each month, most are minor
offenses. Still, their consequences in terms of
personal fear and disruption of the educational
process can be considerable.

The Reports of Teachers

The proportions of public secondary school
teachers victimized by theft, attack, and robbery
are roughly similar to those of students. In a
typical month, an estimated 12% of the nation's
1.1 million secondary teachers (around 130,000)
have something stolen from them worth more than
a doilar. As with students, about one-fifth of
these thefts involve the loss of things worth $10
or more. The risks to teachers in junior and senior
highs are the same, but unlike students, teachers
have higher risks of theft in larger communities.

An estimated one~half of 1% of the
teachers are physically attacked at school in a
month's time. Although this proportion is small, it
represents some 5,200 teachers. Most of the
attacks reported by teachers did not result in
serious injury; about one-fifth (19%) required
treatment by doectors. However, this is a much
higher percentage than for students (4%),
indicating that attacks on teachers are almost
five times as likely as those on students to result
in serious injury. The proporiion of teachers
attacked declines as we move from large cities to
rural areas, and junior high schools show higher
percentages than senior highs.

A little more than one-half of 1% of all
secondary school teachers are estimated to have
had something taken by force, weapons, or thres s
at school in a month. Thig represents about 6,000
teachers. Once again, large cities show tne



highest percentages and rural areas the lowest.
The differences between school levels are
significant only in large cities, where junior high
school teachers are more vulnerable than those in
senior high schools. The estimate of the
proportion of teachers raped in a month is very
low (4/100ths of 1%) and is not very reliable,
except in terms of orders of magnitude.

Offenses Against the School

Estimates of offenses against schools,
rather than persons, come from the prineipals'
reports and are no doubt conservative, because
some time and effort were necessary to fill out
each incident sheet. Most widespread are the
property offenses—trespassing, breaking and
entering, theft of school property, and deliberate
property destruction, sometimes called vandalism.
Of these, property destruction is the most
prevalent. Some 24,000 of the nation's 84,000
public elementary and secondary schools report
some vandalism in a month. The risks are greater
than one out of four, and the average cost of an
act of vandalism is $81. In addition, around 8,000
schools (1 out of 10) are broken into in a month,
the average cost of a sehool burglary being $183.
The rate of burglary for schools is about five
times as high as that for commercial
establishments such as stores, which have the
highest burglary rates reported in the National
Crime Survey.

In  contrast to  property crimes,
disruptive/damaging offenses—fires, false alarms,
bomb threats, and disruptive behavior—primarily
affect the school routine. While fires are usually
regarded as property offenses, our data show that
the costs typically associated with these acts are
negligible. Most of them are probably
wastebasket or trash fires. (This is not to
minimize the amount of property loss due to
serious arson. Other data indicate that arson is a
major contributor to the cost of school crime.
But the number of such cases is too small to
estimate from this survey.) While sehool property
offenses, such as vandalism and burglary, affect
between 1in 4 and 1 in 10 schools (respectively) in
a  typical month, any one of the
disruptive/damaging offenses affects fewer than 1
in 40 schools.

Estimates of the annual cost of school
crime run from $50 million to $600 million, with
most clustering in the $100-$200 million range.
Our best estimate, based on NCES data, is around
$200 million in yearly replacement and repair
costs due to erime.

There is a consistent tendency for the risks
of antischool offenses to be higher in the

Northeast and West than in the North Central and
Southern regions. While there is some tendency
for urban schools to have more property offenses,
the risks of these and disruptive/damaging acts do
not differ much throughout metropolitan areas
(cities and suburbs) and are about the same in
junior and senior high schools. The per-capita
cost of school erime is higher in the suburbs than
in the cities. Moreover, according to secondary
school students, beer, wine, and marijuana are
also widely available throughout metropolitun
areas, especially in senior high schools.

As a rule, then, the risks of personal
violence are greater in junior highs and large
communities; the risks of antischool offenses are
about the same for both junior and senior highs
throughout metropolitan areas; the availability of
aleohol and marijuana is greatest in senior highs
but does not differ from cities to suburbs.
Elementary and rural schools tend to have the
fewest problems with these various offenses,
though there are some minor exceptions. Clearly,
though, the problems of school ecrime and
disruption are not specifically urban phenomena.

Reporting of Offenses to Police

Only a small portion of violent offenses are
reported to the police by the school. One-sixth of
the attacks and robberies recorded by principals
for the survey were reported. Even where serious
violence is involved, as with attacks requiring
medical treatment, only a minority—about one-
third—of the offenses are reported to police. On
the other hand, the majority of certain offenses
against the school—especially burglaries—are
reported to police. School principals are not
unigue in the tendency to avoid involving the
police. Other studies have shown that people in
general are reluctant to call in police unless the
offense is serious.

Nevertheless, the nonreporting of violent
offenses in schools is a finding that deserves
consideration by school distriets. The schools and
police have traditionally had an arm's-length
relationship, and mueh can be said for schools'
handling of their problems internally, if they are
not too serious. But districts in which violence is
a serious prcblem may find it useful to assess and
enforce reporting requirements and, in planning
efforts, to rethink the respective roles of the
police and the schools, especially with regard to
the question of when the police should become
involved and when not.

Other Signs of Trouble in Schools

In addition to the actual costs in human and
“ dollar terms which erime and disruption create
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wherever they oceur, they have added significance
when they take place in the schools. Teachers
who must attempt to carry out their
responsibilities under fear for their personal
safety find such conditions detrimental to
effective teaching, to say the least, and students
who spend their days at school afraid are not
likely to learn much. We found that:

® 22% of all secondary students reported
avoiding some restrooms at school because
of fear.

® 16% reported avoiding three or more places
at scheol for the same reason.

e 20% of the students said they are afraid of
being hurt or bothered at school at least
sometimes.

(] 3% report:d that they are afraid most of
the time, representing around 600,000
secondary students.

@ 4%, or around 800,000, stayed home from
school in the previous month because they
were afraid.

® 12% of the secondary school teachers,
representing some 120,000, said they were
threatened with injury by students at

school.

] 12% of the teachers said they hesitated to
confront misbehaving students because of
fear.

® Almost half (48%) of the teachers reported

that some students had insulted them or
made obscene gestures at them in the last
month.

With few exceptions, these attitudes and
experiences are most prevalent in junior high
schools in urban areas and least so in senior high
schools in rural areas. At both the individual and
the school level there is an association between
these indications of trouble and actual violence.

The statistics on incidence, frequency, and
seriousness of the problem are sufficiently
compelling to make clear the dimensions of the
problem and the need for concerted action to
remedy it.

TIME AND PLACE OF INCIDENTS

The analysis of school crime data by time
and place illustrates how 'risk profiles," which
may be of considerable use to school systems and
sehools in planning the allocation of preventive
measures, can be developed. The analysis of

national-level data should not be used for local
planning purposes, however. It can only clarify
broad patterns and illustrate approaches that
school distriets may want to employ in assessing
and planning ways to reduce school erime.

The risks of personal violence, personal
theft, and disruptive/dameaging acts against the
school are highest during regular school hours and
tend to ocecur more frequently during midweek.
Four-fifths of all personal violence at school takes
place during the schoolday.

The risks of breaking and entering, on the
other hand, are highest on weekends and
secondarily during other nonschool hours. The
importance of the absence of witnesses to such
acts is highlighted by the fact that two-thirds of
all school property offenses other than break-ins
(theft of school property, vandalism, and
trespassing) also oceur on weekends and during
other nonschool hours. Thus, the occurrence of
school property offenses and personal violence
tends to be ecomplementary throughout the week,
the former taking place more often on weekends
and abating during the week, the latter starting
low on Mondays, rising tc a peak at midweek, and
declining toward the end of the week.

Personal violence and school property
offenses also tend to be complementary across
months of the school year, one being high when
the other is low. During the spring semester,
school property offenses stay at or below the
average for the year, with one exception.
However, in the fall semester these offenses rise
from a low in September to a high in December.
Perhaps because of Christmas vacation, the risks
of property offenses in December are much higher
than in any other school month.

In a pattern the opposite of that for school
property offenses, the relative monthly frequency
of violent incidents begins high in February and
drops systematically thereafter, reaching its low
point in December. There is some evidence, then,
that the incidence of both types of offenses is
cyelical. Just as school property offenses oceur in
4 mirror image of offenses against persons over
the days of the week, they also do over months of
the year.

For students, the classrooms are the safest
places in school, considering the amount of time
spent there. The risks are highest during the
between-class crush in the hallways and stairs.
Other places that pose substantial risks are the
restrooms, cafeterias, locker rooms, and gyms. In
the Phase III Case Studies, we found that the locus
of muech violence and disruption—the stairways,
hallways, and cafeterias—were areas of crowding.
One frequently heard comment from school




personnel was that control of students, once they
were in the classroom, was easier, and a relief
from the chaos and disorder of the halls and stairs
during change of classes.

WHO ARE THE VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS IN
SCHOOL CRIME AND DISRUPTION?

A knowledge of who the victims and
offenders are can be useful fur policy purposes.
For example, if most of the offenders are
nonstudent outsiders, then measures to keep them
out of school should be stressed. If most of the
offenses involve older students preying on younger
ones, then perhaps a separation of older and
younger students is needed. If interracial violence
is prevalent, then measures to reduce racial
conflict would be appropriate.

Student Status of Offenders

The data provide clear answers to these
and related questions. First, with the exception
of trespassing and breaking and entering, the
great majority of all reported offenses in schools
were committed by current students at the school.
All respondents agree on this. In most attacks and
robberies at school, the offender is recognized by
the vietim; in most attacks the victim knows the
offender by name (75%), but in most robberies he
does not (43%). Sinee current students are
responsible for most offenses, the schools' primary
emphasis should be on internal problems.

Age and Grade Level of Victims and Offenders

The data are equally clear on the relative
ages of vietims and offenders. In three-fourths of
all attacks and robberies of students, the victims
and offenders were roughly the same age. In the
other cases there was a slight tendency for older
students to pick on younger ones, but not nearly
enough to regard the separation of older and
younger students as a viable means of reducing
school violence.

With minor exceptions, the risks of being a
vietim of either attack or robbery in secondary
school decline steadily as grade level increases. It
is Tth graders who are most likely to be attacked
or robbed and 12th graders who are least so.
Since grade level is closely associated with age,
the risks of violence also decline as the student's
age increases. The lower the age and the lower
the grade level, the greater the risk of being the
victim of either attack or robbery. One striking
exception, however, is the evidence that students
19 years old and above have a much higher
probability of being victimized than students a
year or two younger. The probable explanation is
that these older students have failed a year or

more at school, may have greater difficulty
getting along with their younger classmates, and
may be targets (and perhaps initiators) of
aggressive behavior because of their marginal
status.

Why are the risks of violence at school
greater for the younger secondary students in the
lower grades? There are a number of possible
explanations. The higher risks may be due to: (1)
biological and related emotional changes which
some believe make early adolescence a volatile
age; (2) socialization—as children grow older,
society increasingly teaches them acceptable
forms of behavior; it also becomes less tolerant of
violent behavior; (3) adaptation to secondary
school--the younger students have to learn the
ropes in a new environment; (4) the separation of
younger, more volatile students (in junior high
schools) from the moderating influence of older
students; and (5) the dropping out of problem
students as they grow older than the mandatory
schooling age.

Disentangling (1) biological and (2)
socialization effects is beyond the scope of this
study. The data do show that (3) the longer a
student attends a given school, the lower the risks
of violence, which suggests that learning the ropes
may be a factor. More interesting, we find that
(4) the isolation of young adolescents in junior
high or middle schools may be a factor: 7th and
9th graders in comprehensive high schools (grades
7-12) have lower risks than those in junior high
and middle schools, even taking location into
account.  The dropout argument (5) is not
supported by the data: after other factors are
taken into account, the proportion of dropouts
reported by schools is not related to the levels of
violence they experience; neither is the number of
students identified by teachers as behavior
problems. This suggests that removing problem
youngsters from regular schools is not necessary
to reduce violence.

Racial/Ethnic Characteristics and School Violence

Three assumptions are generally made
about the relation between racial/ethnic status
and violence in schools: (1) that the risks of
violence are greater in minority (nonwhite) than in
white  schools; (2) that  court-ordered
desegregation contributes to school violence; and
(3) that most violence in schools is interracial.
What support do these assumptions receive from
the data?

First, except for attacks in general, the
risks of violence are greater in schools that are
less than 40% (non-Hispanic) white. The risks are
higher for all robberies of students and teachers,
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attacks on teachers, and serious robberies and
attacks on students.

Does this mean that a school's racial
composition itself contributes to (or reduces)
violence? Statistical analysis shows that when
other factors are taken into account, the
proportion of minority students in a school eannot
be seen as a cause of the general level of student
violence (attacks and robberies combined). The
important factor seems to be the amount of crime
in the attendance area of the school. A minority
school in a low-crime area has a little less
violence than a white school (more than 70%
white) in a low-crime area. Whether the same
results hold for serious violence against students
and for violence against teachers is a question for
further research.

Second, court-ordered desegregation is
associated with slightly higher levels of violence
in sechools, but there is no relation between the
numbers of students bused for desegregation
purposes and school violence, and there is
suggestive evidence linking violence to the
recency of initial desegregation efforts. Taken
together, the data suggest that while the
beginning of the desegregation process is
associated with some increase in violence, things
quiet down as time goes on and the process
continues.

Third, the majority of violent incidents
against students are not interracial, but a substan-
tial proportion (42% of the attacks and 46% of the
robberies) are interracial. However, this is not
more than would be expected to occur by chance
alone. It seems that the smaller the racial or
ethnic minority in the school, the greater the
chances that an attack on a member of that
minority will be by someone of another racial or
ethnie group. For example, more than two-thirds
of the attacks on white students were committed
by whites, while more than two-thirds of the
attacks on Hispanic students were committed by
members of other racial/ethnie groups.

Contrary to some research findings, our
data indicate that the chances of violence are not
greatest in substantially integrated schools (40%-
69% white), but at least as great in schools in
which either whites or racial/ethnic minority
students are numericdlly predominant; there is
some suggestion that risks may be highest for
minority students in white schools and white
students in minority schools. Numerical
predominance by one group in & school appears to
increase the risks for others.

Experiences and Attitudes of Student Vietims

When students victimized by attack or

robbery are compared with other students, they
are more likely to report having low grades and
having failed at school. They are also more likely
to be in trouble at school. Half again as many
vietims as other students report having been
suspended, and twice as many were expelled from
other schools. These findings and others suggest
that the victims of attack and robbery are also
more likely than most students to be offenders.
They tend to be youngsters who are in trouble, and
part of the trouble may well be that they get into
fights and other situations in which their chances
of being vietimized increase.

Compared to other students, victims of
attack or robbery in schools are more likely to
live in high crime neighborhoods and are much
more apt to say that they are afraid on the way to
school and at school. They are also more likely to
avoid places at school because of fear, to stay
home out of fear of being hurt, and to be absent
for whatever reason.

Within the school, they tend to have fewer
close friends and are more likely to turn to
counselors and teachers for advice on personal
problems than do other students. Those
vietimized by attack or robbery tend to say that
they do not like their school, the students, the
principal, or the classes. They also tend to see
the rules of the school as unfair, inconsistent, and
arbitrary, and to report corporal punishment and
demeaning treatment of students. More than
twice as high a proportion of victims as others say
their schools are "not nearly as good" as other
schools in the area.

These assessments should not be regarded
simply as reflections of more negative attitudes
on the part of student victims. They may also be
realistic appraisals of schools which are badly run
and in which a good deal of violence and illegal
behavior occurs.

Characteristies of Vietimized Teachers

Many of the demographic variables
associated with student victims do not apply to
teachers. Male students are twice as likely to be
attacked as females, but for male and female
teachers the risks are the same. Young
{secondary) students are much more likely to be
attacked than older students, but age is not
consistently related to a teacher's risk of attack.
In general, a teacher's attitudes and actions may
have more to do with his or her risks than any
demographic characteristies.

Class size does seem to be related to
teacher victimization, for the higher the average
number of students in the classes they teach, the
higher the risk of being attacked and robbed.



Teachers with high proportions of (1) low-ability
students, (2) underachievers, (3) behavior
problems, and (4) minority youngsters are also
more likely to be victims than others.

The picture of the school and its
surroundings drawn by the victimized teachers is
similar to that of their student counterparts.
More than other teachers, they report that erime
is a problem in the neighborhood around the
school. Like the students, their assessment of
their schools tends to be mueh more negative than
that of other teachers. Their view of students is
also negative. Like the victimized students, they
are probably deseribing accurately school and
neighborhood environments in which violence is
fairly common, and in which efforts to reduce
violence are generally ineffective.

FACTOGHE ABSOCIATED VIYTH SCHOOL
VIOLENCE AND VANDALISM

Statistical analysis has shown that 22
factors are consistently associated with school
violence and property loss, even after each factor
is weighed against others. The 10 factors
associated with violence are:

1. The crime rate and the presence or absence
of fighting gangs in the schools' attendance
area. It seems that the more crime and
violence students are exposed to outside of
school, the greater the violence in the
school.

2. The proportion of students who are male.
Since males commit more violent offenses
than females, schools with higher
proportions of males have more violence.

3. The grade level in secondary school and the
age of the students. The lower the grade
level and the younger the students, the
more violence in the school. Possible
reasons for this have already been
discussed.

4, The size of the school. The larger the
school, the greater the risk of violence,
though the association is not strong.

5, The principal's firmness in enforeing rules
and the amount of control in the classroom.
The more firmly a school is run, the lower
the incidence of violence.

6. Fairness in the enforcement of rules. The
absence of fairness, as perceived by
students, seams to provoke violence.

7. The size of classes and the number of
different students taught by a teacher in a

week. Apparently the implication is not
only that teachers have better control over
smaller classes, but that more continuous
contact with the same students helps
reduce violence.

8. The relevance of academiec courses.
Schools where students say that teachers
are not "teaching me what I want to learn"
have more violence. Students "turned off"
by school seem to cause trouble.

9. The importance of grades to students.
Schools where students strive to get good
grades have less violence.

10. The students' feelings of control over their
lives. Schools in which students feel they
have little control over what happens to
them have more violence.

In addition, there are 12 factors consistently
associated with property losses due to crime in
schools:

1. The crime rate in the attendance area.

2. Residential concentration around the
school. The school's proximity to students’
homes may make it a convenient target for
vandalism.

3. The presence of nonstudent youth around
school, cited by principals as a problem.
Evidently, they increase the school's risk of
property loss.

4, Family intactness and family discipline.
Schools having higher proportions of
students from families in which both
parents are present, and in which diseipline
is firm, suffer less property loss due to
vandalism and other offenses.

5. School size. In larger schools, where there
is more to steal or destroy, property losses
will be higher.

6. Rule enforcement, classroom control, and
nonclassroom supervision. These again
indicate that the more firmly a school is
run, the fewer offenses it has.

7. Coordination between faculty and
administration. This is another measure of
how well the school is run.

8. Hostile and authoritarian attitudes on the
part of teachers toward students. As a
response to such attitudes, students
apparently take it out on the school.
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9. Students' valuing their teachers' opinions of
them. Schools in which students identify
with their teachers have less vandalism.

10. The manipulation of grades as a
disciplinary measure. This practice may be
seen by students as arbitrary and unfair,
with the result that the school again is the
victim.

11. The importance of grades to students.

Schools where students strive to get good

grades have more vandalism.

12. The importance of leadership status to
students. Schools where there is intense
competition for leadership have greater
property losses.

In considering these 22 factors, certain
themes emerge. The first is that while
community and other background factors have a
substantial influence on the amount of violence
and property loss, schools are by no means the
helpless victims of their circumstances. Many
school factors seem to influence the amount of
crime that schools experience. A sense of
helplessness about the situation may even
contribute to the problem by undercutting the
positive steps that could be taken.

Second, systematic discipline and strong
coordination between faculty and administration,
both important factors in school governs “~e, can
have a substantial effect in reducing a school's
problems.

Third, fairness in the administration of
discipline and respect for students is a key
element in effective governance. The absence of
this characteristic in a school can lead to
frustration and aggressive behavior by students.

Fourth, while size and impersonality are
associated with school vandalism and violence,
impersonality seems to be the more important of
the two. Evidently, the closer and more
continuous the personal bonds between teachers
and students, the lower the risks of violence. In
the Phase III Case Studies, respondents frequently
mentioned the importance of personal contact.
Not only does it increase a teacher's influence
with students, but if students are known and can
be identified, they are less likely to commit
violent offenses. Further, close personal ties
between teachers and students may increase the
students' commitment to and involvement with
the school.

Fifth, the perceived relevance of academic
courses is a factor in the amount of violence a
school experiences. Sixth, the discovery that

striving for good grades at school seems to reduce
violence while increasing vandalism doas not mean
that violent schools are faced with the difficult
choice of trading violence for vandalism. There
seem to be two syndromes--one for violence and
another for vandalism—involving different kinds
of students. In particularly violent schools,
students are likely to be apathetic about grades,
to have given up on school, and to feel that they
have little control over their lives. Emphasizing
academic achievement in such schools, as seen in
the Phase III case studies, is part of the process of
building schoo! pride and student commitment,
both of which are ingredients in turning violent
schools into orderly ones. Many "turned off"
students can be turned on again.

The vandalism syndrome, on the other
hand, seems more likely to involve students who
care about school, but who are losing out in the
competition for grades and leadership positions, or
who perceive grades as being unfairly manipulated
for disciplinary purposes. Denied what they
consider fair and adequate rewards by the school,
they take aggressive action against it.

If a school is large and impersonal,
discipline lax and inconsistent, the rules
ambiguous and arbitrarily or unfairly enforced,
the courses irrelevant and the reward system
unfair, the school lacks a rational structure of
order and the basic elements necessary to
maintain soecial bonds, both among students and
between students and school. In the absence of
these, acts of violence and vandalism, whether for
immediate gratification or rebellion, are likely to
be common.

DEVICES, PERSONNEL, AND PREOCTDURES TO
PLHEVENTY  CRIME  AND  DERUPTION [N
SCHOOLE

Schools have responded to erime and
disruptici with & wide array of devices, personnel,
and procedures. These measures tend to be most
heavily concentrated in urban secondary schools,
and while in general the problems fre more
pronounced there than  elsewhere, some
discrepancies exist between the allocation of
these measures and the relative need in various
areas. Security devices, such as specially
designed locks, safes, and window and door
alarms, highly ranked by principals who have used
them, are most heavily concentrated in urban
schools. Yet principals' reports indicate that the
risks of some property crimes are as great in
suburban schools as in the cities, and the risk of
others, not much less. In terms of relative risks,
suburban schools seem less well protected than
urban schools. While principals consider such
devices generally effective, undependability
ratings for some of the more complicated




electronic  systems  are relatively  high.
Respondents in the case studies also mentioned
that their electronic systems were unreliable.
Schools interested in investing in crime prevention
"hardware" should investigate carefully the merits
of the various systems available.

Unlike the security devices which are used
primarily at night and on weekends, professional
security personnel are employed during both
school hours and nonschool hours. When school is
not in session, they serve primarily to guard
property; during the schoolday, however, they also
help maintain safety and order in school. The
skills required for the latter are greater than
those needed for guarding property; hence school
distriets should reeruit and train security
personnel with particular care if they are to be
used during the schoolday. The Case Studies also
note the need for such training.

Principals who have employed security
personnel, such as school security officers and
police, rank them fairly high in reducing sechool
crime; they also tend to rate them as more
dependable (or less undependable) than the
electronic security systems. Very few schools
(1%) have regular police stationed in them, but
the proportion is mueh higher in big city
secondary schools (15%). School security officers
are more widely used and are present during the
day in half of all large city junior high schools and
two-thirds of the senior highs in these -cities.
Even though junior high schools have higher rates
of violence than senior highs, daytime security
professionals are concentrated more in senior high
schools. In terms of relative risks, junior highs
seem to be getting a smaller share of these
resources than they need.

Among the diseciplinary procedures,
suspension and paddling are the most widely used.
No less than 36% of all secondary schools reported
reliance on this form of physical punishment in a
typical month. The practice is more prevalent in
junior than in senior high schools and, unlike any
of the other procedures, devices, or personnel, is
most prevalent in rural areas; 61% of all rural
junier high schools reported paddling students in a
month's time.

Urban schools tend to have higher crime
rates than those in other areas, and with few
exceptions, security devices, security personnel,
and disciplinary procedures are most heavily
concentrated in urban schools, especially those in
the largest cities. Yet the principals in these
schools are much more likely than those in other
areas to report that they receive little or no
support from their school boards and central
administrations in the handling of discipline
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problems. These findings suggest a reliance on
technical measures not adequately supported by
political leadership. In the absence of effective
school governance, which such leadership can help
to provide, reliance on technical measures can
result in a continuing battle between disaffected
students and beleaguered security forces, each
trying to outwit the other.

PRINCIPALS', TEACHERS, AND STUDENTS
RECOMMENDATIONS

In the Safe School Study, students and
teachers in secondary schools and principals at
both levels were asked to recommend ways for
schools to respond to vandalism, personal attacks,
and theft. In addition, principals at all levels
were asked to describe specific programs or
measures which they had employed and found to
be successful in reducing these problems.

Among all groups of respondents, discipline
was rated as being of prime importance. Indeed,
with the exception of the successful practices
reported by elementary school principals,
discipline was ranked first by all groups of
respondents.

When we consider the practices listed as
successful by all principals--elementary as well as
secondary~the use of security devices ranked
first, although these devices tended to receive
middle-level recommendations from principals,
teachers, and students together. The use of
security personnel was among the top three (out
of eight) categories of successful practices listed
by principals and received middle-level rankings
from the principals, teachers, and students who
were asked to make general recommendations.
Among the recommendations of these groups in
large city schools, security personnel were ranked
high. This is important because security personnel
are most widely used in these schools.
Respondents in the Phase III Case Studies
expressed a preference for "more people than
things" as an approach to security. In all schools
training and organizational change, parental
involvement, and improvement of the school
climate were strategies also frequently
mentioned, as they were in the Case Studies.

While school design was not often
mentioned as a strategy recommended in this
portion of the study, it was observed to be
important in Phase III. Security personnel and
other school staff frequently commented on the
problem of difficult-to-reach or difficult-to-
monitor spaces such as stairwells, alcoves, or
numerous exit and entrance doors. They also
frequently commented that open spaces, such as
long corridors which could be Kkept under
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surveillance, were easier to secure. It was
observed in Phase Il that the safer schools were
cleaner and better maintained, although not
necessarily newer, than those schools which were
still experiencing some disruption.

THE CENTRAL ROLE OF SCHOOL
GOVERNANCE

Within all schools there is a process of
governance which serves as a means of organizing
behavior and achieving the ends of a school.
Governance provides a rational structure of order,
with positive incentives and negative sanctions,
within which students, teachers, and others know
what to expeet and can conduct their behavior
accordingly.

In the school, governance is expressed
through the rules and regulations, with their
negative sanections, but it is also expressed
through the system of incentives, such as grades
and honors. Both of these structures help schools
achieve the goals of educating and socializing
youngsters.

It is a central coneclusion of this study that
strong and effective school governance,
particularly by the principal, can help greatly in
reducing school crime and misbehavior. The
exercise of discipline, through the clear
enunciation of rules and their even-handed
enforcement, is an important part of this
strategy. Also important are the rewards which
schools offer, both through the incentive struecture
and in terms of academic substance. In the
absence of efforts to increase student
commitment to the school, efforts to reduce
violence may be undercut.

In Phase III, the principal's leadership and
his or her initiation of a structure of order
described as "firm, fair, and most of all
consistent" seemed to differentiate safe schools
from those having trouble and to be the starting
point for turning unsafe schools into safe ones.
The leadership role of the prineipal appears to be
a critical factor in itself. Visibility and
availability to students and staff are
characteristic of the principals in Phase III schools
which have made a dramatie turnaround from
periods of violence. Conversely, in those schools
which remained in diffieulty or which were headed
toward increasing difficulty, we found that it was
the principals who were most frequently cited as
the major problem. Often they were deseribed as
'unagvailable and ineffective." Most of the
successful prinecipals in Phase III studies took over
their schools from ineffective principals during

.
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the low point in the school's experience with
disruption. It is important to emphasize that
strong leadership in this sense means a
commitment to educational leadership as well as
control over the school. In each case where
prineipals were desecribed as dynamically moving
the school forward, their educational leadership
and the new educational programs they installed
were frequently cited by students and community
residents as well as by school staff.

Successful principals were educational
leaders and behavioral role models. The
principal's leading the school by his or her own
example, putting in long hours, and not arbitrarily
siding with teachers or with students, were
characteristics felt toc be important. The
principal's responsiveness to teacher and student
input in terms of school policies were also
considered important. In some cases, this meant a
willingness to include students and teachers in
decisionmaking; in others, it represented a
willingness to make known how decisions would be
made and a poliey of following these procedures
with openness and honesty.

In these formerly troubled schools, the
successful principals were people of unusual
strength of character, leadership abilities, and
dedication to their schools and students. Such
individuals are rare in any line of work, but we
suspect that they exist in sufficient numbers in
the ranks of principals, assistant principals,
teachers, and other educators to supply the most
troubled schools with new leadership. The
problem for school districts is to identify people
with such potential, recruit and train them,
attract them to the schools that need them most,
and keep them there, at least until they can be
replaced by equally talented people.

There are also a number of characteristics
of teachers which seem to have been important in
Phase III schools where a successful governance
program was established. High self-esteem, job
satisfaction, and general agreement with the
principal's educational and procedural styles are
important dimensions of morale in successful
schools. Teachers in such schools also reported
that they were there because they wanted to be in
those particular schools. Cohesiveness among
téagcherne and a sense of identification with
students was another characteristic f&requently
mentioned. Generally, high faculty morale
seemed to be associated with a strong sense of the
school spirit visible among students.

While the focus of schoa] governance is the
school itself, the active support of the central
administration, backed by the school board, can
greatly strengthen a school's governance program




by providing both material and moral support. In
the case of the schools with the worst problems,
the initiative for change would ordinarily come
from the administration.

Implications for Action

This study was designed to aid Congress in its
deliberations on erime and violence in schools, not
to formulate a Federal program as such. Hence
we confine ourselves to pointing out measures
that can usefully be undertaken by local school
distriets and schools. Some of these can be
implemented by local communities themselves,
without furthier assistance; others would require
additional resources. The implications for action
are organized around major themes of the report.

1. We found that while past increases in crime and
viclence have leveled off, there is abundant
evidence of a problem requiring concerted aection.
In many respeets school crime and violence stem
from sources outside the school; but there are
steps which schools and school distriets can take
to reduce such problems.

1. Crime and disruption in schools should be

recognized as a significant problem, and the

problem should receive the open attention
and public concern it deserves. In the course
of the study, a tendency to understate or
minimize the extent of the problem was
sometimes evident. Progress toward solving
a problem cannot be made until the problem
itself is recognized.

2. If a school distriet has reason to think that its
schools may have a serious problem the
dimensions of which are unclear, an
assessment of the problem is in order. Some
of the methods and instruments developed in
the course of this study are suitable for such
an arsessment, though they should be used
with an awareness of their limitations. This
approach can also provide detailed
information valuable for planning purposes
(Chapter 2).

3. If erime and disruption are serious problems
in & school or school district, the priority
given to the issue must be a primary one.
This may require some hard decisions about
the relative value of other desirable goals and
programs, although it is clear that
educational goals cannot be achieved in an
atmosphere of violence and disorder.
Assigning a high priority to the issue also
means that the district administration,
backed by the board of education, should
provide prominent, active support for efforts
to deal with these problems (Chapter 6).
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4. School districts and their communities should
recognize that schools can do a great deal to
reduce crime and disruption. If the feeling
that nothing can be done pervades a school,
nothing is expected or demanded of students,
faculty, or administrators. Yet we found that
many schools have managed to control and
reduce the incidence of erime and disruption
through locally developed and initiated
programs (Chapter 5, Case Studies).

5. While schools can and should do a great deal
to reduce crime and disruption, an adequate
program to deal with the problem requires
the consensus, cooperation, and resources
which can ecome only through local planning
and coordination supplemented by financial
and technical assistance. Social policy is
dependent on a measure of consensus among
those groups that are affected by and have an
effect on social problems. Such consensus
begins with the identification of goals to be
sought and the means of attaining them. In
order to develop an effective program to
make schools safe, it is necessary that
interested parties in the communities—
including parents, social agencies, the police,
the courts, and others-—join together to plan
and implement such programs. Other
finaneial resources and expertise should be
available as a supplement to, but not a
substitute for, 1local policymaking and
planning.

II. A system of governance providing an
eyuitable structure of order characterizes schools
which are working and seems to differentiate safe
schools from those which are having problems.
Student commitment to the school is an important
factor in the safety of schools.

6. Seriously affected schools should give
particular attention to the establishment of
legitimate  and  effective  governance
rograms. such programs Involve at least
two things: (1) firm, fair, and consistent
discipline; and (2) a structure of incentives
(such as grades and honors) which adequately
rewards students for their efforts and
achievements (Chapter 5, Case Studies).
Attention should be given to rewarding
diverse kinds of accomplishments (ineluding
individual improvement) and to broadening
the availability of rewards.

7. Schools and their communities should

recognize that the role of the principal is
1mmportant to the success of any school, but
that it 1s the key 1in scliools which are

seriously affected by crime and disruption
(Chapter 5, Case Studies). Seriously aifected
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schools require principals who have strong
leadership and administrative abilities.
Recruitment and selection of such principals
is essential. Attention should be given to the
career ladder for assistant principals and to
their movement into prineipalships.
Specialized training of principals is also
needed both in graduate schools and
afterwards. Apprenticeships with principals
who have demonstrated success in leadership
of difficult schools is one method of training.
Given the unusual qualities required for this
job, incentives should be available to keep
talented principals in the schools that need
them most.

Communities and their school districets should

provide the resources necessary to enable

principals in seriously affected schools to

exercise a leadership role vis-a-vis students

as well as teachers. In practical terms, this
might mean providing the principal with the
assistance necessary to take care of some of
the routine business of school administration,
leaving the principal free to spend more time
with students and teachers. The importance
of the principal as a role model for students
was evident in the study. Leading by
example, putting in long hours, and being
visible and available were essential activities.
To maintain this posture requires that
principals not delegate the functions of
educational leadership and maintenance of
discipline to others in order to carry out the
routine administrative tasks which are part of
the job.

Teachers and other school personnel require

pre- and In-service training for making
schools safe. While the principal seems to be
a key element in establishing and maintaining
a governance system which produces a safe

" sehool, the teachers, their relations with the

administration, and their abilities in
classroom management are also  of
considerable importance (Chapter 5). Many
teachers report that "we weren't prepared for
this" when they relate the problems they
encounter in schools which have serious
problems with crime and disruption. For
teachers in seriously affected schoals,
intensive training in classroom management,
perhaps provided in the summer, can be an
important means of increasing their skills.

Communities and their school distriets should
increase the number of teachers In schools
which are having serious problems with erime
and disruption. Classrooms are the safest
places in school, and smaller classes are
associated with decreased incidence of erime
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and disruption (Chapters 2, 3, and 5). One
response for a school whiech is having
problems is to increase the number of
teachers per pupil.

Consideration should be given to ways of
increasing the "personalization' of secondary
schools. School size, student anonymity, and
alienation seem to be factors in school crime
(Chapter 5, Case Studies). The principal's
accessibility and lower student-teacher ratios
should help "personalize" larger schools.
Increasing the amount of continuous class
time that a teacher spends with a given group
of students would: (1) increase personal
contact with students; (2) in junior highs, ease
the transition from elementary schools; and
(3) reduce traffic in the halls.

Seriously affected schools should provide
more relevant courses to students, especially
those who are alienated and "turned off" by
school. The perceived lack of relevance is
associated with apathy and violence in
schools (Chapter 5). This is an old problem,
but not an intractable one. Voluntary
alternative schools and programs, many of
which have a good track record with such
students, should be considered as one
approach.

Relationships between the administration
and teachers, among teachers, and between
the school and the school system are im-
portant in producing safe schools and should
be supportive in dealing with the problem.
"Down the line support" from the board of
education and central administration to the
classroom was a frequently mentioned
necessity for school safety. The support of
communities and parents can also help.
Within the school, supportive attitudes
toward students can help to contribute to a
school climate which makes positive
identification with the school, or "school
spirit," more likely to develop (Chapters 6
and 7 and Case Studies),

Security measures and procedures can be

helpful in reducing violence and property loss in
schools, provided they are not used as a substitute

for effective governance.

In the absence of

adequate leadership and student commitment to
the school, security measures can become just
another challenge to youngsters bent on attacking
the school or other students.
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School systems with serious problems of
violence and vandalism can benefit from the
hiring of additional security personnel. The
recruitment and training of such personnel
should emphasize interpersonal skills as well
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as security functions. Security personnel
can be effective In reducing crime and
disruption in schools. Since they often
function as peacekeepers and sometimes
counselors, they should be recruited and
trained to be able to fulfill these roles
properly (Chapters 6 and 7 and Case
Studies).

Sehools experiencing serious problems should

give special attention to surveillance and

traffic control in areas such as hallways,

stairwells, and cafeterias, where violence

and disruption are most likely to start.
Hallways especially may be strategic
locations in troubled schools (Chapter 2,
Case Studies). The better a principal is able
to control them, the better the chances of
restoring order to the school. The more
adult hall monitors available, the better the
chances of controlling the halls.

Schools and school systems should move to

improve recordkeeping and reporting of

serious problems to the police and other

appropriate agencies. Many systems have
requirements for the reporting of incidents,
but they are often not followed (Chapter 1).
School districts facing serious problems of
vandalism and violence should review these
requirements and, having done so, enforce
them. It may be helpful to consult police in
formulating guidelines for when they should
and should not be called. The establishment
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and maintenance of recordkeeping systems
and the development of reporting guidelines
should be undertaken by school systems to
ensure  uniformity of recording and
reporting.

Schools and school systems in which erime is

a problem should coordinate their efforts

with those of local courts. While local
courts are central to the administration of
juvenile justice, the schools express’ very
little confidence in them (Chapter 6). The
schools and courts should work together to
plan and coordinate their activities with
regard to juvenile (and school-age adult)
offenders.

Schools and school systems should select

security devices with care and with
reierence to their special needs. There are
a great number of such devices available,
and they vary in utility and reliability.
Principals' responses indicate that security
devices in pgeneral can be effective, but
schools seeking such devices and systems
should also seek advice on which ones to
acquire and how they may best be used
(Chapters 6, 7). Advice from school
distriets which have used them can be
helpful (many large city districts have), and
information on  their testing and
certification is available from various
sources cited in Chapter 6.
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Introduction

In recent years the press and other media
have carried an inecreasing number of reports
about erime and violenee in the nation’s schoois.
Vivid descriptions are presented of assaults,
robberies, and sometimes murders in our schools.
We hear of fighting gangs establishing and warring
over "turf," nonstudents entering schools to prey
upon pupils, elassrooms and even whole schools
being destroyed.! One Los Angeles high school
principal described the situation by saying that
"for teachers and students alike the issue is no
longer learning, but survival."? Moreover, the
problem is pictured not only as bad, but getting
worse,

Estimates of the cost of school erime for
the nation as & whole are in the hundreds of
millions and are reflected in the high cost and
limited availability of insurance for schools.® The
estimates include replacement/repair costs and
the costs of preventive measures. Not included
are substantial costs of a less tangible nature: it
is argued that (1) where violence levels are high,
teaching and learning are negatively affected by a
school climate that is dominated by fear,'and (2)
even if this were not the case, the millions of
dollars spent each year to employ security
personnel or to repair broken windows could
better be spent on improving instruction.

The question is not whether serious assaults,
robberies, cases of arson, and other erimes oceur
in schools. Obviously they do. But the more
relevant questions are, how often do such
incidents oceur? How many schools are affected
and to what extent? How many people are
vietimized? In general, how serious is the
problem, and is the situation improving or
deteriorating?

To date we have had relatively little infor-
mation available to answer such questions or to
guide us in the development of policies to help
schools in their efforts to deal with the problem.
Some fragmentary data have been available, but
not the kind of systematic data that would permit
us to describe the nature, extent, and cost of
school erime for the nation as a whole. Lacking
too have been the kinds of data that would enable
us to assess the relative importance of different
factors in explaining why the risks of school erime
and violence are greater in some schools than in
others. With information of this sort, we would be
in a position to suggest what kinds of measures
are likely to be effective in preventing (or at least
reducing) school crime, violence, and disruption.
Without such data, it would be difficult to attack
the problem systematically and arrive at workable
solutions.

In response to this need and to growing
concern about incidents of erime, violence, and
disruption in the Nation's schools, the Safe School
Study was mandated by Congress in 1974 in Publie
Law 93-380 (Section 825). The legislation called
upon the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to determine:

1.  The frequeney, seriousness, and incidence of
erime in elementary and secondary schools
in the United States;

2. The number and location of schools affected
by crime;

3.  The per-pupil average incidence of erimes in
elementary and secondary schools in urban,
suburban, and rural schools located in all
regions of the United States;

lFor instance, see: California State Department of Education, A Report on Conflict and Violence in
California's High Schools (Sacramento: California State Department of Education, 1973); Frank Thistle,
TMt's time we discussed the violence in America's schools,” PTA Magazine, October 15-17, 1974; and
Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, Our Nation's Schools—A Report Card: "A" in
School Violenee and Vandalism (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975).

2Califomia'School Boards Association, Conflict and Violence in Californ. Schools, 1974.

3Bernard Greenberg, School Vandalism: A Nationgl Dilemma (Menlo Park: Stanford Research Institute,

1969).

4For instance, see Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinguency, Qur Nation's Schools, op. cit.




4. The cost of replacement and repair of
facilities, books, supplies, equipment, and
other tangible objects seriously damaged or
destroyed as the result of crime in such
schools; and

5. The means by which attempts are made to
prevent ecrimes in such schools and the
means by which erime may more effectively
be prevented in such schools.

Enactment of this legislation followed
hearings and earlier attempts in the Congress to
pass laws that would help local education agencizs
in their efforts to cope with crime and disruption.
The "Safe Schools Study Act" was introduced in
the House of Representatives by Congressmen
Jonathan B. Bingham of New York and Alphonzo
Bell of California. The Senate, at the initiative of
Senator Alan Cranston of California, adopted
essentially similar provisions. These bills formed
the basis for the present law.

To provide the information requested in the
legislation, two different surveys were undertaken
by agencies of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare—one by the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES), the other
by the National Institute of Education (NIE). The
two were intended to complement one another.

The NCES Survey was designed to provide
information on points 1 through 4 in the legisla-
tion and do so within a stringent reporting
requirement set by the legislation. Consequently,
in surveying its national sample of schools and
districets, NCES relied on the collection of data by
mail and limited its requests to information that
could be found in school records or supplied from
memory—i.e.,, (1) data on the incidence of
specified kinds of criminal activities reported by
school authorities to the police; and (2)
information about the costs of replacing or
repairing school property lost or damaged as a
result of unlawful activity.

The NIE was not faced with so early a
reporting deadline and therefore had a freer hand
in designing its study. This made it possible to use
a range of survey and other data collection
methods and to take a more comprehensive and
interpretive look at the incidence and causes of
school erime.

What this meant in terms of the study
carried out was that the NIE was able to use a
number of approaches and to address several kinds
of questions that NCES could not:

1. Examination of a broad range of offenses:
those reported to the police, those not
reported to the police, and activities that
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may be violent or disruptive but that violate
no criminal statutes;

2. Collection of detailcd information about
offenses: how many are being ecommitted,
who is doing what to whom (or, in the case
of property damage, to what), and when and
where are these offenses being committed;

3. Use of several types of information sources:
numbers of offenses committed and reports
from principals desecribing ineidents in some
detail; descriptions of attacks, thefts, and
robberies from students and teachers
recently vietimized; detailed case studies of
schools that have had serious problems with
vandalism and violence in the past and that
over time have (in most cases) changed f r
the better; and

4.  Analysis of factors accounting for school-to-
school differences in incidence rates: rates
of incidence and concomitant school and
community variables that seem to explain
why the risks are greater in some schools
than in others.

This report deals primarily with the NIE
Study—the questions asked, the research
approaches used, the data gathered, their meaning
and possible implications, and the kinds of policy
recommendations suggested by the data. We will
use NCES data to answer certain questions in
Chapter 1. However, we have not attempted to
describe the NCES Survey or data fully, The
results of that survey were released in December
1976 and are reproduced in Appendix B.

In the remainder of this Introduction, we
will describe the thinking that guided the NIE
staff in the design and analysis of our survey and
consider briefly the procedures and instruments
used.

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The NIE Study was designed to provide some
guidance for the development of policy and
program initiatives to assist schools in reducing
crime and disruption. Some insight into the
problem can be derived from descriptive data
about the nature and extent of crime in the
nation's schools and what schools are doing to
prevent it. Knowledge of incidence rates and
their variation may be necessary to understand
the full extent of the problem: however, this
alone is not sufficient as a guide for the design of
strategies to prevent (or at least reduce) school
erime and violence. In addition, we need to know
why some schools experience more crime and
violence than others, and we must try to explain




this variation in terms of factors amenable to
policy action. Once we know what circumstances
and conditions seem to accompany the varying
degrees of crime in the schools, we will be in a
better position to determine the potential
efficacy of various crime prevention strategies
that might be adopted.

These information requirements suggested
the need to ceollect data for two kinds of purposes:
(1) to provide the descriptive information
requested on the incidence of various categories
of erime in schools; and (2) to shed some light on
the causes of school crime, by examining factors
known or expected to be highly related to levels
of school erime. The following pages discuss some
of the concepts that guided the initial formulation
of questions asked in the survey.

Measures of School Crime and Misbehavior

To provide basic information for both
descriptive and analytic purposes, data were
collected on incidence of a number of offenses
oceurring in schools. The categories used in the
FBI Uniform Crime Reports were followed, but
behavioral rather than legal descriptions of events
were used. We distinguished offenses against
schools (trespass, break~in, theft, bombing, arson,
false fire alarms, and other vandalism) from
offenses against persons (assault, robbery, rape,
and homicide). We also included a number of
other cffenses, such as drug and alecohol abuse,
weapons possession, and disorderly conduct.

While the behavioral descriptions of
incidents reflect legal categories, it cannot be
assumed that all the incidents reported would
ordinarily be regarded as ecrimes by most people or
indeed by the police. Theft is a erime, but are we
to assume that the filehing of a pencil or notebook
is a criminal act, as ordinarily understood?
Assault is a erime, but how are we to classify one
student's punching another's arm as they pass in
the cafeteria? No doubt some responses to our
questions refer to such behavior. To distinguish
the more serious incidents from the less serious
ones, we have included questions about the extent
of injury, if any, the presence of weapons, dollar
loss and the like, and these data are presented.
But in our discussions it should be kept in mind
that many of the incidents recorded would
probably not result in arrest or prosecution if
known to the police. For this reason, we often
add a second, qualifying term to the word "erime,"
such as "misbehavior," "disruption," or "violence,"
and invite the reader's attention to the data on

the seriousness of incidents in Chapter 1.

Along with statisties on number of incidents
of each type, then, we collected detailed infor-
mation about each offense committed. These
data allow us to answer questions such as:
® What kinds of offenses occur in schools?
® How serious are these offenses?

e How much actual phyéfcal harm do students
and teachers experience?

® To what extent are weapons involved?

@ What proportion of offenses are reported to
police by the school?

@ When are erimes committed at school (when
during the day, the week, and the year)?

® Where at school are they committed?

) What kinds of property are stolen or
damaged?

@ To what extent is the threat of crime a
problem?

Correlates of School Crime and Mishehavior

In order to help explain why some schools
have high crime rates and others low rates, data
were collected on two basic sets of factors that
may affect the level of erime in schools:

1. The community in which the school is
Tocated—the argument is often made that
differences in crime rates among schools are

a reflection, in part, of conditions within the
community served by the school; and

2.  The school itself—one argument common in
the delinquency literature is that much of
the delinquent behavior in schools is in part
a function of the social and structural
characteristies of this institution.®

Thus, it is argued that differences in school
crime rates will be (in part) a funetion of
community conditions, regardless of the nature of
the schools themselves, and a function (in part) of
social and structural variation among schools,
regardless of conditions in the communities they
serve.

5Arthur L. Stinchcombe, Rebellion in a High School (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1964); Travis Hirschi,
Causes of Delinguency (Berkeley: University ol California Press, 1969); Martin Gold, Status Forces in
Delinquent Boys {Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, 1963); and Kenneth Polk and Walter E.
chafer, Schools and Delinquency (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1972).
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Two types of community factors were
expected to affect the incidence of crime in
schools—cominunity characteristics and sehool-
community relations. Community characteristics
affect the opportunity and motivation to commit
crimes against schools. Deserving of primary
consideration among these characteristies are, of
course, the size of the community and the amount
of crime in it. Both are expected to be related to
the amount of erime in schools. Other relevant
factors may be the economie, social, and
racial/ethnic composition of the area, family
stability, and population concentration around the
school, as it is frequently argued that poverty,
minority status, family instability, and crowded
conditions inerease the risks of erime.

Community-school relations may also be a
factor in the incidence of school crime and
misbehavior. It is arguable that schools having
good relations with the surrounding community
will tend to have less of a problem: the more
support a school gets from parents, community
agencies, police, the board of education, and other
sources, the lower the school erime rate will tend
to be. Indices of the kinds and quality of these
relations were therefore included in the survey
questionnaires.

In addition to these community factors, we
focus on several school factors that may be
potentially important in explaining variation in
school erime rates. Substantial attention is paid
to school factors, for they are probably more
amenable to policy control than most community
factors. Furthermore, there is mueh in the liter-
ature to suggest that schools can and do affect
the levels of delinquency that oceur.®

Four broad categories of school factors are
considered: physical structure, social structure,
school functions, and school climate.

The school's physical structure is of obvious
relevance to the incidence of erime in the school.
In the survey we posed a series of questions
relating to the vulnerability of the physieal
structure—the presence of security hardware,

6

Ibid.; also William Spady, "Authority System of the School and Student Unrest:

such as special locks, intrusion alarms, monitoring
devices, and the like. Questions about the actual
design of schools proved difficult to construet for
survey purposes because of the great number of
possible variations in school design. For some
information on the relation of design to school
crime, we have relied on case study data.

The school's social structure is likely to be a
very important faetor In accounting for the
incidence of crime. We include here two aspects
of social structure: the social composition of the
school (number and characteristies of its students
and staff) and social relations.

Among the compositional variables expected
to influence school crime rates significantly are
the numbers of students and staff and the
socioeconomic characteristies of students and
staff. Studies of colleges and universities have
indicated that large institutions are more likely
than small ones to have high rates of
disruption.” Therefore, it is reasonable to expect
that the same will hold for public schools,
especially at the secondary level. Characteristies
of the students——age, sex, economic status, and
race or minority status—may all be contributing
factors, as records indicate that young people,
males, the poor, and minorities all have higher
arrest rates than others. In addition, studies of
public secondary schools suggest that the closer a
school's racial composition approximates a 50%-
50% black/white distribution, the greater the
likelihood of interracial violence.® Further,
teachers often argue that high student/teacher
ratios and large classes contribute to the amount
of violence and disruption in schools.

Social-relations variables expected to have a
bearing on school erime rates include the level of
intergroup tension among students and the power
relations between students and administration.
Three major types of social relations are
considered:

1.  Power relations (the relative power of

administrators, teachers, and students,
especially as this applies to decisionmaking):

A Theoretical

Exploration,”" in Uses of the Sociology of Education, National Society for the Study of Education, 73rd

Yearbook (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974); and Vincent Tinto, "Antisoeial Patterning of
Deviant Behavior in School,” unpublished manuseript, Syracuse University.

7Joseph W. Scott and Mohamed El-Assal, "Multiversity, University Size, University Quality, and Student
Protest: An Empirical Study," American Sociological Review, 34 (Ortober 1969); and Bayer and Astin,

Campus Disruption During 1968-1969 (Washington, D.C.:

Report #4, 1464).

American Council on Education, Research

8Robert Havighurst, A Profile of the Large City High School (Washington, D.C.: NAASP, 1970); Stephen K.

Bailey, Disruption in_ Urban Public Secondary Schools (Syracuse:

Syracuse University Research

Corporation, 1969).




How much power does each have to affect
decisions regarding curriculum, grading,
school rules, and the like? Does it reside
primarily with the prinecipal, or is it more
widely distributed? What institutionalized
means are available for the redress of
grievances?

2. Authority relations: Who is recognized as
having the right to make various kinds of
school decisions? Where is the focus of
authority in the school, if anywhere? If the
principal decides on most matters large and
small, do the teachers and/or the students
regard these decisions as legitimate?

3. Affinity relations: How well do the groups
in school get along with each other—
students with teachers, teachers with
administrators, and subgroups of students
with each other? Are contacts between
individual students, teachers, and
administrators frequent and personal or
infrequent and impersonal?

The importance of examining power and
authority relations within the school, especially
between students and the administration is fairly
evident. In the traditional view, running the
school is primarily the principal's responsibility,
and the stronger his leadership, the less violence
the school will have. On the other hand, in the
1960's and early 1970's, the minimal extent of
student partieipation in sehool decisionmaking was
found to be a major grievance, one significantly
related to the amount of disruption in schools.’
Whether it remains so today, when the emphasis
on participatory demoecracy has diminished, is a
question to be investigated.

One set of theories of erime and delinquency
suggests that school disorders may be the result of
strains due to the absence in schools of adequate
channels for the expression and redress of griev-
ances.! ' If students do not have access to such
channels, various kinds of disruptions may result.
If this is correct, then we would expect higher
levels of disruption in schools lacking adequate
channels for the -expression or redress of
grievances.

As regards affinity relations, the connection
between intergroup tension and violence is pretty

straightforward, and it may be expected that
effeetive methods of reducing suech tension will
also reduce school violence. Other apparent
sources of violence in schools are the alienation
and impersonality that often are related to school
size: the less personal the environment and the
less personal influence that teachers and the
administrators have on students, the greater the
extent of violence in the school.

School function variables are derived by and
large from Spady's work’ 'on the functions schools
perform and their effects on students. Spady
argues that schools fulfill five basie funections:
instruction, socialization, custody-control,
evaluation-certification, and selection. Under
each of these five functions, we include such
variables as:

1. Instruction: amount of time spent in
instruction, perceived quality of instruction
and perceived relevance of courses.

2. Socialization: student invcolvement in school
organizations and activities, provisions for
staff/student interaction on nonacademic
matters, and counseling services (guidance,
personal problems).

3. Custody~-control: nature, extent and clarity
of school rules, degree of rule enforcement,
perceived fairness of rules and their
enforcement, disciplinary measures (sus-
pensions, expulsions, corporal punishment),
and programs for discipline problems
(special classes, alternative schools).

4. Evaluation-certification: emphasis placed
on grades, use or misuse of grades, teacher
expectations of students, and promotion
policies.

5.  Selection: extent and characteristics of
tracking, criteria for recruitment to school
(personal preference, geographical assign-
ments, ete.), and special classes (for gifted,
retarded, ete.).

Information was collected for all of these
categories of variasbles in order to examine the
variability among schools in the way they fulfill
their functions.

9Scott and El-Assal, op. cit.; Mark Chesler and Jan Franklin, Survey of Student and Teacher Views aof

Disrupted Schools, (I

9); Edward MeDill and Leo Rigsby, Stricture and Process in Secondary Schools:

The Academic Impact of Educational Climates (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973),

10The basis for these theories is:

Robert K. Merton, "Social Structure and Anomie," in Robert K. Merton,

Social Theory and Social Structure (New York: The Free Press, 1957).

11Spa\dy, op. eit.
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(1) If instruction is bad, if courses are
considered irrelevant, or if little emphasis is
placed on academic performanee, students
may have little attachment to the school.
Their school experience may be a frustrating
one which leads them to take out their
aggression on other students or on the school

© itself.

(2) If a school does not provide the basies of
socialization, suech as clear standards and
expectations for behavior, it may have more
vandalism and violence than another school
whieh provides these basics.
(3) If schools have indefinite rules, if they fail
to enforece the rules, or if they enforce them
unfairly, they may experience high levels of
crime and disruption.
(4) Likewise, if a school's emphasis on grades is
heavy and low grades are regarded as
stigmatizing, or if grades are awarded
unfairly, students receiving low grades or
grades which they see as unfair may be
antagonistic toward the school and other
students. The same may be true of students
who have failed a year or more at school.
(5) If schools have rigid tracking systems so
that students in the lower tracks see no
opportunity to get better teachers and
courses and hence no future for themselves
in the schools, their commitment to school
is likely to be minimal and the trouble they
cause, considerable.

Finally, as the fourth major category of
school variables, we are concerned with those
aspects of school climate——attitudes, beliefs, and
values—that are most likely to affect the rate of
erime and misbehavior in schools. The relation
between school elimate variables and school erime
rates—particularly as regards violence and
vandalism—is expected to be fairly direct. If
students do not like their school or their teachers
or each other, the potential for violence and
vandalism is probably enhanced. If students hold
ethical values that are contrary to the law or the
accepted rules of the game, a eclimate that
tolerates violence and vandalism may exist. If
teachers and administrators have little regard for
students and treat them in demeaning ways,
student unrest is likely to be high.

Let us review what we have said about the
measures suggested by our conceptual framework.
To provide the descriptive information ealled for
in the legislation, we needed measures of the
incidence of various kinds of crimes occurring in
schools. To shed some light on the question of
why some schools experience more crime and
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violence than others, we collected data on a
number of factors known or expected to be highly
related to levels of school crime: both community
variables and school variables.

The community variables considered were
basic community characteristics (size, crime
level, socioeconomic composition, and the like)
and school-community relations.

Four sets of school variables were examined:
the school's physical structure, its social
strueture, school functions, and school elimate.
Particular attention has been given to the last
three variables as they relate to patterns of
governance in the school. We expected these
factors to be important in explaining levels of
violence and disruption, and we believed they
were factors that might be particularly amenable
to policy impaect.

In the course of our analysis, many of the
hypotheses were not supported by the data. A
significant number were, however, and they
provide some understanding of the roots of the
problem and hence some insight into the likely
efficacy of various kinds of preventive strategies
that might be adopted. Are school crime rates
merely reflections of the communities in which
they are located and the students they serve? Or
are they also a function of school characteristics,
which ecan be changed by policy action? If schiool
characteristics seem to make a difference, which
ones do? Are they diverse and essentially
unrelated? Or do they fit together in a pattern?
These are among the questions to be addressed by
the statistical analysis in the study.

et =

SURVEY METHODS

The NIE survey had to consider at least
three important factors in determining what data
to collect and how to proceed: the general
phenomenon of under-reporting of ecrime; the
recognition that information on erime is sensitive
material requiring stringent measures to assure
the anonymity of respondents, schools, and school
systems; and the absence of a detailed and widely

adopted system of recordkeeping for school
crimes.

In addition, the NIE survey was designed to
take into account one other factor as well—the
recognition that while survey research using
questionnaire responses to obtain data can provide
broad indications of the extent of crime and some
of its correlates, it may not provide detailed
insights into the dynamies of the school processes
that are involved and that may prove impcortant
for policy formulation. This factor suggested the
advisability of using a multiphase approach in




collecting data—that 1is, different types of
quantitative and qualitative information.

The NIE data were gathered in three related
substudies, each with distinctive purposes and
characteristies:

® Phase I survey: In Phase I, data were
gathered from a large national sample of schools.
These data provide the basis for many of our
estimates of the extent of crime in schools
nationally.

® Phase II survey: A smaller subsample of
schools was used to gather detailed data about not
only the incidence of school crime, violence, and
disruption, but also about community and school
factors that might help to explain why incidence
rates are greater in some schools than in others.
The Phase II survey was designed to permit
statistical analyses of the relationships between
incidence rates and these expected correlates of
school crime. In addition, the Phase II survey was
designed to take into account the known
phenomenon of authorities under-reporting erime:
this  survey included administration  of
questionnaires and (in the case of students) inter-
views to vietims of school crime and violence, as
well as gathering data from prinecipals reporting
for their schools.

® Phase III Studies: The final phase of the
investigation was intended to explore the
dynamies of school crime and crime prevention
through observation and in-depth case studies of a
small number of schools that at one time had
serious crime problems and have since had various
degrees of success in crime prevention. These
case studies permit us to explore potentially
causal relationships in explaining levels of crime
and different degrees of success in turning around
a bad situation.

Data collection and processing, together
with the calculation of estimates for the NIE
study and management of Phase III activities,
were carried out by the Research Triangle
Institute. Appendix C provides a detailed
discussion of the methodology of the study—

sample  design, selection, and weighting
procedures; data collection instruments and
procedures; data preparation and analysis;

estimates of sampling and ncnsampling error; and
case study procedures. Copies of all instruments
used in the survey are included in this appendix.

12 sunior high schcols as defined here include those middle schools in which grades 5 and/or 6 comprise a
minority of all grades. There is some grade overlap between junior and senior high schools, especially in

the case of grade 9.
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Phase 1 Survex

A representative sample of 5,578 public
schools in the United States was selected for
Phase I. In a mail survey, principals in partici-
pating schools were asked to report in detail on
the incidence of illegal or disruptive activities for
selected 1-month periods between February 1976
and January 1977 and to provide some background
information on their schools. The nine 1-month
reporting periods (summer months not included)
were assigned to participating schools on a
random basis. Completed forms were returned by
4,014 schools, giving a 72% response rate. (In
analysis of the data, responses were weighted to
take nonresponse into account.)

Public schools in the United States are
organized in many combinations of grades and
groups of grade levels. For this study we have
stipulated a uniform set of grade-level combina-
tions. A senior high school is defined as one in
which grades 10, 11, and 12 constitute half or
more of all grades in the school. A junior hig(h isa
school other than a senior high in wJch gracdes 7,
8, and 9 are half or more of all grades in that
school. Schools with a majority of lower grades
are classified as elementary schools.!

Schools in the survey also were randomly
selected to represent schools in four different
types of communities: (1) large cities: central
cities of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SMSAs) having populations in excess of 500,000;
(2) smaller cities: central cities of an SMSA
having populations of 50,000 to 500,000; (3)
suburban areas, which are the noncentral ecity
sections of an SMSA; and (4) small town and rural
areas outside any SMSA. (Although portions of
noncentral city SMSAs can contain rural sections,
and although towns as large as 50,000 can be
found outside SMSAs, the areas defined are

predominantly suburban or rural.) The average
size of the farge cities in this study is arcund

1,200,000; smaller cities, 125,000; suburban
communities, 13,000; and rural communities,
2,500,

Two data collection instruments were used
in Phase I, the Principal's Report Sheet (PRS) and
the Phase I Principal's Questionnaire (PQ).

Report sheets were used by the principals or
their designees to record basic data on disruptive
or illegal incidents as they occurred or as shortly



thereafter as possible. One form was to be used
for each ineident occurring in the school's
reporting month.

To provide uniformity, offenses listed on the
forms are defined in behavioral rather than legal
terms. Thus, instead of "robbery," the description
used is to "take something from someone by force,
weapons, or threats,” The form also calls for
information on the level of seriousness of the
incident, its time and location, the characteristics
of the vietims and offenders, and to whom (if
anyone) the incident was reported. Of the 4,014
schools participating in the Phase I survey, 3,612
(909) returned 11,525 report sheets; 1,362 of
these report sheets indicated no ineidents.

The Phase I Principal's Questionnaire is a
short (25-question) instrument that seeks infor-
mation on means of prevention used, and those
recommended, by the schools in the sample. It
also seeks basic information on the school, such as
number of students, teachers, and classrooms.
Phase 1 Questionnaires were returned by 3,910
prineipals (97%).

Phase 1I Survey

For Phase II, a nationally representative
cluster sample of 851 junior and senior high
schools was selected; of these, 642 participated in
this phase of the study, giving a 76% response
rate. (In both Phases I and II, responses were
weighted to take nonresponse into account.) As in
Phase [, the sample was drawn from the four types
of locations (large city, smaller city, suburban,
and rural), and each school in the sample had a
randomly assigned reporting month. In contrast to
Phase 1, the Phase II data collection was
conducted on-site by field representatives, rather
than by mail.

One purpose of Phase II was to conduct
vietimization surveys of teachers and students, in
which respondents were asked to provide infor-
mation about their own experiences as victims of
personal offenses in school. Another was to
gather data from principals, teachers, and
students about themselves, the school, and the
surrounding community.

In Phase II five instruments were used. A
Principal's Report Sheet identical to that used in
Phase I was employed. Of the 642 schools
participating in Phase II, 582 (91%) returned 2,888
report sheets; 139 of the report sheets indicated
no incidents.
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The Phase II Principal's Questionnaire is an
expanded version of the Phase 1 Principal's
Questionnaire, seeking additional information on
school factors that might be expected to
contribute to (or reduce) erime and disruption in
schools; 623 prineipals returned these question-
naires (97%).

The Teacher's Questionnaire (TQ) was given
to all teachers present in each sample school
during the 2 to 3 days when field representatives
were gathering data., 1In all, 23,895 teachers
completed these instruments, which were self-
administered and anonymous. This represented a
76% response rate. Teachers were asked to
provide information on themselves, their schools,
their own experiences, if any, as victims of
robbery, personal attacks, theft, and rape during
the previous month. (Called the "Target Month,"
this is the same month for which the principal
filled out Prinecipals' Report Sheets|PRSs].
Teachers were also asked to provide vietimization
data for the month before the target month
(called the "Pretarget Month"). Except for
necessary minor changes, the same behavioral
definitions of offenses as on the Principals' Report
Sheets were used.

The Student Questionnaire (SQ) is in many
ways similar in scope and content to the Teacher's
Questionnaire. A random sample of about 50
students in each school provided background
information on themselves, their schools, their
experiences, if any, as victims of robbery, per-
sonal attacks, and personal theft in the previous
month (Target Month). The questionnaires were
administered to students in groups, each student
filling out his or her own. Altogether, 31,373
students returned guestionnaires, an 81% response
rate. As wixth the teachers, all student data were
anonymous.

Student Interviews (SIs) were held with a
randomly selected subsample of approximately 10
of the 50 students in each school who filled out
the Questionnaires. The Student Interviews were
undertaken after a pilot study showed that
vietimization questions on the Student Question-
naires yielded extraordinarily high rates. Each
interviewed student was asked whether he or she
had experienced a given offense in the Target or
Pretarget Month; if so, the student was asked to
provide detailed information about the incident,
very similar to the detailed information requested
in the Principals’ Report Sheets. As with the
Report Sheets, the purposes of obtaining this
information were to provide descriptive data
about the seriousness of offenses and to help

Unlike the Teacher Questionnaires, the Student Questionnaires did not include a question about rape,
which was considered too sensitive for a national survey of students administered in schools.
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ensure that the incident actually occurred when
and where the respondent initially said it did. In
all, 6,283 students were interviewed, an 83%
response rate.

Phase III Studies

A small purposive sample of 10 schools was
selected for more intensive, qualitative study.
Most of the Phase III schools have had serious
problems with crime and violence in the past and
have changed dramatically for the better in a
short period of time. A few continue to have
serious problems. Each Phase III report is a small
case study that focuses concretely on the ways in
which schools have coped or failed to cope with
incidents of crime and disruption and with what
conseguences.

Estimates and Error Margins

An understanding of the estimates in this
report requires a diseussion of survey error. While
this discussion is fairly technical, it is important
to show at the beginning of the report that survey
estimates are only approximations of reality
rather than "facts" about it.

Two kinds of errors are possible in any
estimate based on a sample survey—sampling and
nonsampling errors. '

Sampling errors occur because data are
gathered only from a sample, not the entire
population. However, the amount of sampling
error can be expressed by the standard error of
estimate. The standard error is a measure of the
reliability of an estimate made from a sample. If
a given survey were repeated many times, so all
possible samples of the same size and design were
used, the average estimate derived from all these
surveys would be the same as the real number in
the population, if there were no nonsampling
error. The chances are about two out of three
that the average estimate from all possible
samples would fall within the range of +1 standard
error of the initial estimate. Thus, if our survey
were to yield an estimated 1,000 offenses of a
certain kind, and the standard error were 100, we
could say that in all possible samples for the same
survey, the chances would be about 2 out of 3 that
the average estimate would fall between 800 and
1,100.

The range encompassed by +1 standard error
is called the 67% confidence interval. As the
range is increased, it becomes more likely that
the average estimate would fall within the
expanded range. Thus, the chances are about 9
out of 10 that the average estimate would fall
within +1.6 standard errors (ihe 80% confidence
interval) and 19 out of 20 that it would fall within
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+2 standard errors (the 95% confidence interval).

For the population estimates of erime in this
report, the 95% confidence intervals are provided.

Nonsampling errors in surveys derive from
many sources, among them the instruments, such
as questionnaires, and the survey methods. These
are discussed briefly below. (Other types of
nonsampling error and special data quality studies
conducted for this survey are discussed in
Appendix C.)

(a) The Principal's Report Sheet: One of the
strengths of this method is that Information is
collected when incidents ocecur, rather than later.
If a respondent is asked to look back over a period
of time and indicate the number of incidents that
took place during the period, memory loss is likely
to produce inaccurate results. The further back
the incident, the less likely it will be remembered;
on the other hand, the longer the recall period,
the more difficulty the respondent will have
specifying whether past incidents occurred within
or outside of a given period. To the extent that
they occurred outside the time period, the effect
would be to inflate the estimates.

Another advantage of the ineident-reporting
method is that it calls on the respondents to
provide detailed information about the incident,
including time and place, thus helping to assure
both that the incident actually occurred and that
it occurred where and when the respondent says it
did.

The reporting method employed here also
has limitations. Some prineipals might have been
reluctant to report incidents for fear that their
schools would "look bad" when compared with
others. Further, in many cases, a principal simply
might not have been aware of incidents oceurring
in the school. This seems especially true of
personal offenses in secondary schools, where
principals recorded far fewer inecidents than
teachers and students, and tended to record the
more serious ones (Chapter 1). Offenses against
school property seem to have been reported more
fully both because they are more easily
documented and because principals usually have to
account for dollar losses incurred by the school.

A special study in Indiana elementary
schools provided an opportunity to check incidents
reported by principals against those reported by
teachers using the same method. The teachers
filled out report sheets on offenses experienced by
their students at school and on property damage
or loss in their classrooms. For comparable
offenses, there were no significant dillerences
between the rates derived irom the teachers
reporis and those of the prineipals, exeept [or




personal theft (teachers reported more of it). The
special study thus gives added confidence to the
elementary prineipals’ reports.

Another possible limitation of this method is
that it takes time to fill out the sheets, which
might have discouraged full reporting. To see
whnether a shorter reporting period, placing less of
a burden on respondents, would increase the
number of incidents recorded per unit of time, a
special data quality study was conducted in
December 1976 and January 1977. A sample of
principals was asked to fill out reporting sheets
for 1 week only, rather than 1 month. There was

no significant difference between thé monthly
rates derived from the shorter and longer

reporting periods.  Evidently, decreasing the
respondent burden does not significantly affect
reporting.

Insofar as we have been able to assess the
incident reporting method, it seems that
elementary principals' reports are reasonably
accurate, that secondary principals' reports are
more uccurate for offenses against school pro-
perty than for those against persons, and that
differential respondent burden does not seriously
affect the results. It is very likely that most of
the report sheets represent real incidents that
oceurred in the month in question. It is also likely
that some incidents known to principals were not
reported. The Principal Report Sheet estimates
should therefore be regarded as conservative.

(b) Teacher's Questionnaire: The chief
strength of the Teacher's Questionnaire method is
that information was obtained directly from
persons who might have been victimized, rather
than from secondhand sources. Further, to reduce
any reluctance to report incidents that occurred,
a pledge of anonymity was provided. Finally, the
recall period for the Teacher's Questionnaire is
brief--1 or 2 months—and hence memory loss is
likely to be minimal. Most other vietimization
and self-reported offender studies have much
longer recall periods.'*

On the other hand, a self-administered
questionnaire is more liable to misinterpretation
than an interview, and the need for economy in
posing questions works against collecting the more
detailed information that would help verify
incidents. In addition, one ecannot be sure that the
incidents reported by a teacher as taking place at
school in a given month actually occurred there
and then. A tendency of respondents to report
incidents oceurring outside the specified time
period, called "telescoping," has been noted in
other studies. To mitigate this problem, the
teachers were asked to provide victimization data
not only for a Target Month (e.g., March 1976),
but also for the Pretarget Month (February), on
the assumption that, given the opportunity to
report distant experiences in the earlier month,
the respondent would be less_likely to telescope
them into the Target Month.}®

To assess the magnitude of the time-tele-
scoping problem, another date quality study was
conducted in December 1976 and January 1977. A
subsample of teachers was interviewed by
telephone, and special checks were employed to
prevent telescoping. For attacks and serious
thefts there were no significant diiferences
between estimates from the special survey and
those from the regular one, although estimates for
the smaller thefts did diifer. (There were too few
robberies to test the two methods.) Time-
telescoping, then, while still a problem, might not
be a major one. On the other hand, we have no
way of knowing whether incidents reported as
ocecurring at school actually took place there
rather than scmeplace else. The possibility of
such "spatial-telescoping" is, as far as we know,
unique to this study, and it is a subject calling for
more research.

(e) Student Questionnaire: The same
strengths and limitations apply to this method as
to the Teacher's Questionnaire. In addition, the
students in many cases probably had more diffi-
culty reading and understanding the questions.
(One of the reasons for condueting direct inter-

14For example, the National Crime Survey, conducted annually by the Bureau of the Census for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), has a 6-month reeall period; and a self-reported offender
survey conducted by Martin Gold at The University of Michigan's Institute for Social Research had a 3-
year recall period.

15Telescoping was a mejor issue in the development of the National Crime Survey. To guard against this
tendency, a me'.hod called "bounding" was developed. By this method, the respondent is initially asked to
report retrospectively on victimization experiences oceurring in a certain period of time. Later, the same
respondent is revisited and asked to report incidents oceurring since the previous interview. Incidents that
appear to be duplicates are then brought to the respondent's attention to see whether they are in fact two
separate incidents, one ocecurring within the more recent period and the other in the previous period. If
the two reported inecidents turn out to be one, it is placed in the earlier period.

The time and expense required to bound interviews would have been prohibitive for the Safe School Study,

and the need to know the respondent's identity for a return interview would have required parental
permission in the case of students. Further, it would have made a pledge of anonymity impossible.
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views with the subsample of students was to be
reasonably sure that they understood the
questians.) Reading ability was undoubtedly a
biasing factor but might not have been too
serious. In Chapters 3 and 4 we see that the
Student Questionnaire data behave in very consis-
tent and predictable ways.

In contrast to the Teacher's Questionnaire,
no victimization information was requested from
students for a Pretarget Month due to the need
for simplicity. Consequently, time-telescoping is
likely to be more of a problem than with the
Teacher's Questionnaire, and spatial-telescoping
may also be a problem.

As noted earlier, the number of offenses
reported via the Student Questionnaire in the
Pilot Study seemed unusually high. This finding
prompted the development of the Student
Interview as a more carefully controlled method
of data collection.

(d) Student Interviews: The interviews
appear to be the best source of victimization data
available in the study. They have most of the
advantages of the Teacher and Student
Questionnaires and few of the disadvantages. The
data collection method was fairly well controlled;
the recall period was short; a Pretarget Month
was used to mitigate the bounding problem; and
students were asked to answer a series of detail
guestions designed to confirm that the incident
oceurred as initially stated. Still, time and
spatial telescoping may have ocecurred.

To determine whether Student Questionnaire
or Student Interview estimates were more
accurate, another data quality study was con-
ducted from October through December 1977.
Partieipants in the study were students who
responded on both the questionnaires and the
interviews. Students who reported different
numbers of incidents in the interviews than on the
questionnaires were asked to explain the
differences and to indicate the actual number of
incidents that occurred, if any.

The estimates derived from this postinter-
view check were not significantly different from
those of the Student Interview, except for theits
of less than $1; but they were significantly differ-
ent from the Student Questionnalre estimates.
The results indicate that, for purposes of estima-
tion, the Student Interviews were better.

Because the sample of interviewed students
is too small to permit a multivariate analysis of
vietimization with these data, victimization
responses from the Student Questionnaire are used
for this purpose. Comparisons of the two data
sets show that while the levels of victimization
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derived from the questionnaire are much higher
than those from the interviews, the two data sets
correspond more closely in terms of variations
among students and among schools. For examplg,
both data sets show that students in junior high
schools are more likely to be attacked than those
in senior high schools and that boys are more
likely than girls to be attacked.

It seems, then, that minimum estimates of
offenses against school property can be obtained
from the Principals' Report Sheets, but that data
from these forms on offenses against persons
greatly underestimate the extent of the problem,
and are useful primarily as indicators of variations
across schools. The report sheets also provide
valuable information on the detailed character-
istics of the incidents recorded.

While the teachers' data quality siudy indi-
cates that the Teachers' Questionnaires provide
reasonably good estimates of attacks and serious
thefts, it also shows that minor thefts are over-
estimated and it provides no check on the robbery
estimates. As time-telescoping has been shown to
be a problem in other surveys, and spatial-
telescoping may be a problem unique to this
survey, ther safest assumption is that the esti-
mates derived from the teachers data are some-
what high, although we do not know how much.

The Student Questionnaire provides a wealth
of information about the experiences of secondary
students at school. The data are also useful as
indications of differences in vietimization among
students and schools, but not as the basis for
estimates of the extent of vietimization.

The Student Interview data are much better
for estimates of victimization, and they also
provide valuable deseriptive information on
offenses. Nevertheless, as with the teachers
data, we must assume that some time- and space-
telescoping has occurred and that the estimates
derived from the Student Interview data are also
high.

Some Comments on Procedure

In general, the percentage of respondents
reporting any offense of a given type seems to be
a more stable and reliable measure than the
number of such offenses per 1,000 (students,
teachers, schools). Therefore, 'in presenting
estimates, we will rely primarily on the percent of
students, teachers, and: principals who say that
any offense of a certain type occurred, rather
than on rates per 1,000. (Rates per 1,000 students
are presented in Appendix E.)

The statisties in this report have been
weighted to reflect each respondent's chances of



falling into the sample. Thus, if 1 teacher had 1
chance in 50 of being selected, while another had
1 chance in 200, the responses of the second
teacher would "weigh" 4 times as much as those of
the first in any calculations. In a highly stratified
sample such as this, weighting is essential to
produce data that reflect real situations, but it
creates some awkwardness in discussing results.
This occurs because the weighted data are
estimates of what the various responses would
have been had all principals, teachers, and
students been surveyed, rather than statements
about what those in the sample actually said. The
difficulty in discussing weighted estimates is
particularly evident in the case of opinion
questions. A literal discussion of the opinion
responses would require saying, for example, that
"an estimated X% of all students would have said
'The school rules are fair' had they been asked."
To avoid such tangled prose, statements of this
sort in the report will be reduced to "X% of the
students said. . . ."

Sometimes differences between estimates
from a sample do not reflect real differences in
the population from which the sample is drawn.
They occur merely by chance. The probability of
such chance differences, however, can be
specified. By using tests of statistical signifi-
cance we can tell, for example, whether a chance
difference between two estimates is likely to
oceur less than 5 times out of 100. If so, we can
say that the difference is statistically significant
at the .05 level. In this report, the .05 level is the
minimum criterion for statistical significance; any
difference likely to occur by chance more than 5
times out of 100 is regarded as not statistically
significant.

A Perspective on the Findings

The Safe Schocel Study represents the first
effort to collect extensive data on crime and
misbehavior in schools on a nationwide basis. As
such it breaks new ground and provides much
valuable information. At the same time it has
limitations that should be recognized. Many of
these have already been discussed, but two should
be emphasized.

First, crime statistiecs do not have anything
like the accuracy of economic statistics.
Behaviors are much more difficult to define and
count than dollars: record-keeping systems for
crimes are much less highly developed than those
for money and financial transactions; and people
are less willing to provide information about
crime than they are about finances. Estimates of
the amount of crime vary greatly according to the
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sources of information and methods used for data
collection. Estimates made from police records,
for example, differ greatly from those derived
from victimization surveys. In the case of the
NIE surveys, estimates of personal offenses from
two of the data sets (the Teacher's Questionnaires
and the Student Interviews) correspond rather
closely; while those from two other sets (the
Student Questionnaire and the Principals’ Report
Sheets) diverge greatly, being in one case much
higher and in the other much lower. After careful
essessment of the data sources and methods, we
have presented what we consider to be the best
available estimates, and have noted the
limitations of these, as well. Generally the data
are better as indicators of differences among
groups of individuals and schools than as estimates
of the amount of erime.  For the reader who is
interested in examining the data sets in more
detail, extensive computer printouts of school
crime estimates are available in Appendix E.

Second, in trying to understand why some
schools have more crime than others, it is im-
portant not to equate statistical associations with
cause and effect. In looking at the statistical
relationships among different measures, we can
say that certain variables seem to go together--
for instance, that high levels of school erime seem
to be found in schools that have certain
characteristics. However, data collected at a
single point in time cannot tell us that one set of
factors causes another—in this case, that a school
factor such as student composition is the cause of
varying levels of crime. One cannot be certain
which of two factors that appear together caused
the other, or whether both were caused by one or
more other factors., Evidence about factors that
simply appear together can be considered only
suggestive of causes at best, and causal
interpretation beyond this is a matter of educated
guesswork and plausible inference.

A Brief Roadmap of the Report

Throughout our presentation we will be
focusing on the risks of crime, viclence, and
disruption in schools—assessing how serious they
are in different schools (Chapter 1); where in
school (and when) the risks are greatest (Chapter
2); who is most at risk of being vietimized
(Chapter 3); what seem to be some of the school
climate concomitants of these risks (Chapter 4);
what kinds of factors seem to explain why the
risks are greater or less serious in different
schools (Chapter 5); the means of prevention
currently in use (Chapter 6), and those that
students, teachers, and principals recommend for
use (Chapter 7) to reduce the risks of erime.













Extent and Patterns of Crime
and Misbehavior in Schools

How serious a problem is crime, violence,
and disruption in American schools? Answering
this question is by no means an easy matter, since
it depends on what we mean by serious. If a little
over 1% of the secondary school students in the
country are attacked in a month, is that a serious
problem? Some people will argue that any
instance of violence is serious, especially in a
school. Others will want to know how serious the
attacks themselves are-~how many result in
injuries, how many of the injuries result in
medical treatment, and so forth. But even if we
have this information, we are still left with the
question of whether any given statistic or set of
statistics represents a serious problem.

Since there are no objective ecriteria in
terms of which a given level of crime and
misbehavior can be measured as serious or not, we
must approach the question in other ways. One is
to compare the risks of violence in school with
those risks in other places. Are students, for
example, more at risk in school than elsewhere?
Another method is to ecompare the extent of the
problem in schools in different periods of time. Is
the problem more serious today than it was in the
past, and is it currently getting better or worse?
A third way of measuring seriousness is to ask
knowledgeable people in schools whether they
think there is a problem, and if so, to what
extent? Yet a fourth way is to use some arbitrary
criterion which seems reasonable, but the
"validity" of whiech is simply a matter of opinion.

In this chapter we will use all of these
methods in an effort to characterize the
seriousness of crime and disruption in sehools.
Then we will go on to other questions posed by the
Safe School legislation:  The frequency and
incidence of crime in elementary and secondary
schools in urban, suburban, and rural areas; the
number of schools affected; the proportions of
students (and teachers) affected; the risks of
school erime in different regions of the country;
and the estimated annual costs of school crime.!
In addressing these questions we will rely
primarily on data from the National Institute of
Education (NIE) Safe School Study but we will also
employ data from the National Center for
Educational  Statisties (NCES), the Law
Enforecement Assistance Administration (LEAA),
and other sources.
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THE RISKS OF VIOLENCE AT SCHOOL AND
ELSEWHERE

Using information irom a recent study based
on National Crime Survey data from 26 cities, it
is possible to assess the risks of violence to urban
secondary students in and out of school.? The
data show that 36% of all assaults and 40% of all
robberies reported by people aged -19 occurred
in sehool.3 This is a sizable portion of all assaults
and robberies, but its magnitude is best
understood by taking into account the relative
amount of time spent in school by students. Most
school systems require students to attend school
about 180 days a year, a little less than half the
year. Leaving aside absenteeism (one of many
factors which will tend to make our estimates of
the risks at school conservative), let us say that a
secondary school student spends about half of his
days at school. Of course the student does not
spend all of his or her waking hours there. Let us
assume that the risks to a student are very low in
the morning before school; that he or she is at
school from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and is out of
sehool and active from 3:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.; and
that for most students the risks are very low after
9:00 p.m. By this reasoning we could figure that a
student spends about half of his/her active waking
hours at sehool. (Many students are at school
after 3 p.m., but then many students are also out
and around after 9 p.m.)




If a student attends school half the days of
the year, and on the average spends half of his/her
waking hours at school, then about 25% of the
student's active time is spent at school. Yet
during this time at school 36% of the assaults and
40% of the robberies of people aged 12-19 ocecur.
Clearly the risks are greater at school than
elsewhere. Moreover, the data and procedures
used here probably yield conservative estimates of
the relative risks of victimization at school, for a
number of reasons: (1) more detailed analysis
would probably show that students spend less than
25% of their active hours at school; (2) more
important, by age 19 (the oldest category
considered) most people have graduated from
school, and many in the 16-, 17—, and 18-year-old
category have dropped out; and (3) the question
posed in the vietimization survey asked whether
the offense took place inside the school building,
not simply at school.

Most of the diserepancy between the risks in
and out of school is accounted for by the younger
people in the survey, those in the 12-15 age range.
For youngsters in this age group reporting
vietimization, fully 50% of all assaults (48% of
the aggravated assaults and 51% of the simple
assaults) occurred at school, as did a remarkable
68% of all robberies. For those in the older group,
only 26% of the assaults and a mere 6% of the
robberies ocecur at school. For this older age
group, the scene of robberies clearly shifts to the
streets, where 67% of the total occur. For older
adolescents, then, the risk of assault at school is
about the same as, or somewhat higher than the
risks elsewhere (given the conservative elements
in the at-school calculations); and the risks of
robbery at school are considerably lower. But for
the younger students, the risks at school are
dramatically higher than those elsewhere. Even
considering that many people aged 16-19 are not
in school and hence that the risks of at-school
violence for these students are probably higher
than they appear, there still is a substantial
discrepaney between the in-school/out-of-school
risk ratios for younger and older students. The
younger adolescent's risk of violence increases
greatly when he goes to school, while the older
student's risk of assault increases only slightly and
his risk of robbery decresses.
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This does not mean, of course, that schools
are the most dangerous of all places for young
adolescents; the comparison is only between
schools and other places in general. For 12-15
year olds, the second highest proportion of
assaults (19%) and of robberies (17%) occurred on
the streets (exeluding areas "near home"). We do
not know what proportion of their waking hours
youngsters in this age range spend on the streets
away from home, but it is probably less than 17%-
19%. Whether this means that the streets pose
greater risks than schools for these youngsters
cannot be determined from available data.

For people aged 16-19, the streets clearly
present greatest risks of robberies. About the
same proportion of assaults (25%) ocecur in
schools, on the streets, and at vacation homes.
Again, it is difficult to estimate relative risks at
places away from school, because we do not know
how much time, on the average, is spent in each
place, and because we do not know how many of
those assaulted are students. However, the risk of
assault seems to be higher in streets than at
school, and the risk at vacation places is almost
certainly higher.

The tendeney for junior high schools to pose
relatively high risks of violence, compared to
other places, is probably not new, and is probably
due in part to the concentration in one place of
large numbers of youth who tend, statistically, to
commit more violent acts than people in other age
categories. Yet it is clear that more than age is
involved here.

Something happens to produce a greater
increase in the risk of violence at school (relative
fo risk in the community) for younger teenagers
than for older ones. This suggests, for one thing,
that there may be something about the schools
they attend that affeets younger students dif-
ferently from older ones, and in so doing, in-
creases their risks. Stronger evidence for this
contention is found in the multivariate analysis of
factors contributing to school violence (Appendix
A, Part 1), where we find that sechool factors seem
to weigh more heavily in explaining violence in
junior highs than in senior highs.

Data on the extent of crime in each of the States are found in the NCES Report in Appendix B. Since the

sample of schools in each State was small, the sampling errors associated with the state estimates are
relatively large, and the state data should be used only as order-of-magnitude estimates.

2Miehael d. Hindelang and M. Joan McDermott, Criminal Victimization in Urban Schools, Criminal Justice

Research Center, Albany, N.Y. 1977, Tables 2B, 2C, 2D.

Sa special analysis of offender data collected by Martin Gold of the University of Michigan also indicates

that 36% of all assault offenders say they attacked someone at school.

national, not simply an urban sample.

Gold's data are based on a



TIME TRENDES Y SCHOOL VIOLENCE ARy
VANDALISM

The second approach to the question of
seriousness involves comparing different time
periods to each other. Is there more violence and
vandalism in schools now than in the past? What
have been the trends over time? To answer this
question we rely on data from a number of
different sources, not all of which are consistent
with each other. But taken together they give us
a rough picture of trends over the last 10 to 20
years.

NEA Teacher Surveys

Survey information about victimization of
teachers has been gathered by the National
Education Association on a consistent basis over a
number of years.* 1In 1956, 1.6% of responding
teachers reported that an "act of physical
violence" had been committed against them in
school, by a student or students. By 1972, 2.2% of
teachers reported similar experiences during the
school year. In 1974 and 1976, 3.0% and 2.9% of
teachers reported being attacked. Translated into
actual numbers of teachers attacked, the 1976
percentage approximates 61,000 teachers in the
total public elementary and secondary teaching
forece of 2.1 million. Comparable figures in 1958
would have been approximately 18,000 teachers
attacked out of 1.6 million. (These are rough
estimates.) In general, therefore, the risk of a
teacher's being attacked has almost doubled since
1956, but it has not changed much since 1874.
With regard to property destruection, in 1974,
11.4% of the teachers reported having personal
property "maliciously damaged by a student.” In
1976, 8.9% reported similar experiences.

These NEA estimates are useful in giving us
a "feel" for the increase in school crime and
misbehavior. It must be noted, however, that
these estimates are restricted to incidents
directed against teachers. Even then, relatively
little information is available about the nature of
the incidents.
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Vandalism: The Stanford Research Institute and
Baltimore Great City Schools Studies

In a 1969 study of vandalism, Bernard
Greenberg of the Stanford Research Institute
concluded:

"Vandalism has always been a problem in the
community and particularly in the schools. But, in
recent years, with the inerease in racial tensions
and violence and student activism throughout the
nation, the rate of incidents in the schools has
reached alarming proportions."*

Greenberg estimated, for example, that the
total losses of 120 California school distriets due
to vandalism rose from $1.7 million in 1965-66 to
$3.0 million in 1967-68. In addition to the
quantitative increases in vandalism, qualitative
shifts were noted as well. In particular, more
arson occurred, in extreme cases destroying entire
schools. Breaking and entering into schools was
inereasingly done for the purpose of stealing
supplies and equipment. Burglary may have
become a bigger problem, in part due to the more
expensive and sophisticated equipment in newrer
and larger schools. Schools also were obliged to
pay increasing amounts for security measures. (It
was at this time that school security forces were
beginning to be formally organized.)

The available evidence suggests that vandal-
ism, including burglary and arson as well as more
casual property damage, continues to be a serious
problem; but it seems to be leveling off. Data
collected through 1974 by the Research Division
of Baltimore City Schools, for example, show that
in 31 large eities for which comparable figures
were available in 1971 and 1974, 18 districts
experienced inecreases in the costs of property loss
due to crime while 13 either experienced no
change or lower costs. Further, an increase in the
overall costs from $10.3 million in 1970 to $11.1
million in 1974 is more than offset by a 30% rise
in the Consumer Price Index in that period. More
recent evidence supports the conclusion that
property losses are leveling off.®

"Teacher Opinion Poll on Pupil Behavior," NEA Research Bulletin, April 1956; "Teacher Opinion Poll,"

Today's Education, January 1973; "Teacher Opinion Poll," Today's Education, September-October 1974;
"Teacher Opinion Poll," Today's Education, September-October 1976.

5Bernard Greenberg, School Vandalism: A National Dilemma (Menlo Park: Stanford Research Institute,

1969}

6Annual Report of Vandalism in Selected Great Cities and Maryland Counties, compiled by the Center for

Planning, Research and Evaluation, Baltimore City Schools for years 1970~71 and 1974. Also responses to
a separate survey conducted in March 1975 showed 40% of districts reported an increase in costs of
vandalism, 43% remained the same and the rest presumably experienced a decline in the preceding year.
See National School Public Relations Association, Violence and Vandalism: Current Trends in School

Policies and Programs, 1975.




Urban School Crime: The Bernard Watson-Temple
University Study

In a study of school erime between 1970 and
1975 in 15 cities selected especially to represent
urban situations where problems would presumably
be among the most serious, Bernard Watson of
Temple University concluded:

"Because of differing classifications and changes
in classification of criminal incidents, it is
difficult to trace trends within or across cities.
Weapons violations, however, appear to be on the
increase in most cities with the single exception
of Oakland, where they have been decreasing over
the years... Drug violations (including alechol
abuse) also appear to be generally increasing.
Again, Oakland is an exception. . ."

"A rather surprising finding for these cities is that
although there are fluctuations in the incidence of
vandalism, the overall trend in the six cities for
which long-term data are available is down. . ."7

Vandalism and Violence in Schools in the 1970's:
Report of the Senate Subcommittee to Investigate
Jduvenile Delinguency

As part of a broader investigation of the
problems of violence and vandalism in schools, the
Senate Subcommittee on Juvenile Delinqueney,
chaired by Senator Birch Bayh, conducted a mail
survey of school distriets having over 10,000
students in an effort to discern trends in school
crime between 1970 and 1973. The survey showed
increases of 37% for robberie,, 85% for assaults
on students, 77% for assaults on ‘eachers, and
12% for burglaries in that period. The
retrospective nature of the survey and the
handling of nonresponses (counted as zeroes) may
have yielded overestimates of the percentage
inereases in this period. 8

The Martin Gold-University of Michigan Survey

Gold conducted two carefully controlled
surveys of adolescent youth—one in 1967 and one
in 1972—to discover what proportion of the
responding youngsters had committed ecertain
delinquent offenses in 3-year recall periods.
Special tabulations prepared for NIE showed that
the proportions of youngsters who reported having
committed assaults, threats of injury, thefts, and

acts of property damage at school; as well as
those involved in gang fights, declined from 1967
to 1972. However, drug and aleohol use increased
in this period. The results of this survey tend to
confliet with those of the others, except in the
case of drug and aleohol use.

Reviews of these five sets of studies provide
valuable trend information. The first (from a
series of teacher polls) dealt with teacher
victimization and showed a significant increase
between 1956 and 1974, but no increase
thereafter. It also showed no increase in reported
destruetion of teachers' property between 1974
and 1976. The second combined a review of
school experiences with vandalism in the mid-
1960's (Greenberg) with a review of similar
experiences in the 1970's (Baltimore studies). The
former showed sharply rising costs of vandalism;
the latter pointed to a leveling off of any
increase. The third study (Watson) looked at
school ecrime in troubled urban areas; Watson
reported difficulty in finding discrete trends for
most offenses between 1970 and 1975 (a rise in
drug use and weapons offenses being an
exception). For vandalism, however, Watson's
study, like the Baltimore data and the NEA data
on property destruction, showed no increase in the
early to mid-1970'%s. The fourth study (the Senate
Subcommittee’s survey) showed sizable increases
in robberies and in assaults on teachers and
students, but a lesser increase in burglaries
between 1970 and 1973. The Subcommittee's
reported rise in teachers' assaults (77%) is higher
than that detected by the NEA survey between
1972 and 1974 (from 2.2% to 3.0%, an increase of
36%) but in the same direction. Further, the
Subcommittee's finding of a slight inerease in
burglaries (12%) is not inconsistent with the
findings of the Baltimore study, the NEA data on
property destruction, and Watson's data. That is,
no significant inerease in vandalism ocecurred in
the early to mid-70's. (Biases in response patterns
and memory loss by respondents could easily
account for a 12% shift.)

The fifth study (Gold) showed a decline
between 1967 and 1972 in proportions of
youngsters reporting having committed various
offenses in schools, except for drug and alcohol
use. While it might be possible to reconcile the
findings of the Gold study with those of the
others—given differing time spans and the

7Presen’ted by Dr. Bernard Watson in Oversight Hearing on the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention

Act, Hearings before the Subcommittee on Equal Opportunities of the Committee on Education and Labor,
House of Representatives, U.S. Government Printing Office. Coneclusions on trends were based on data

available in about half the 15 cities.
8

Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency, Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate,

Our Nation's Schools—A Report Card: "A" in School Violence and Vandalism, 1973.
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possibility of rapid fluctuations in the level of
delinquent offenses—it would nevertheless be
difficult. We have no ready explanation for this
apparent inconsistency.

Except for the Gold study, then, the data
are fairly consistent. They indicate an increase in
assaults on teachers from 1956 to 1974, but a
leveling off thereafter; an increase in robberies
and assaults in the early seventies; and an
increase in vandalism in the mid-sixties which
leveled off around 1970 or 1871. For the offenses
usually summed up in the terms violence and
vandalism, the data from these studies do not give
evidence that the situation is currently growing
worse.

Trends in the NIE Data

Data from the NIE survey lend additional
credence to this conclusion. Principals in the
survey were asked to indicate how serious a
problem vandalism, personal attacks, and theft
had been at their schools in each of the last school
years, 1971-1976. As can be seen in Figure I-1,

the proportion of respondents saying the problem
was fairly serious or very serious (out of five
categories) remains constant at around 8% or 9%
for each of the 5 years. When we look at these
seriously affected schools broken down by school
level and location, a more interesting picture
emerges (see Figure 1-2). Suburban and rural
schools, which by the sheer weight of numbers
dominate the national statistics (four of five
schools are in these areas), show little change
over the 5 years and little difference between
elementary and secondary schools. Among urban
schools, there are substantial differences between
the elementary and secondary levels and, more
interesting, a general trend toward improvement
is apparent, with two minor exceptions: large city
senior highs (1975-1976) and smaller eity
elementary schools.

Of course these are only subjective assess-
ments, and retrospective ones at that. Further it
can be argued that they have been made by
respondents who have an interest in showing that
improvement has taken place. Finally, it should
be noted that these are national averages which
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do not necessarily reflect the trends over time in
any particular distriet. In some systems the
situation may be getting worse; but according to
the principals, the cases of improvement out-
number the cases of deterioration. Allowing for
all the reservations, it seems safest to say that in
terms of the overall trend these assessments, like
the other studies cited, indicate that the situation
has not changed much in recent years. The
apparent improvement in urban areas can be
regarded as interesting and suggestive, but hardly
conelusive. It can be taken as one of several signs
that things may be improving--the other two being
Watson's finding that urban vandalism seems to
have decreased in six cities between 1971 and
1975 and the finding from the Baltimore data for
31 cities that school property losses from 1971 to
1974 did not keep pace with the cost of living.

All things considered, it can be concluded
that the evidence does not indicate the situation
is growing worse, and there are a few hints of
improvement.

Various explanations can be offered for the
increased amount of school violence and
vandalism in the middle-to-late sixties and early
seventies. In general, these were times of protest
and discontent, particularly among young people.
The protest against the war in Vietnam, together
with black militancy, ghetto riots, and a growing
youth movement were all prominent features of
the time, Protest and discontent, of course, are
not the same as violence and vandalism. The
more politically conscious protesters in these
movements were generally not violent in their
actions, although their rhetoric sometimes was
violent. But the deliberate and politically
conscious elements of a soeial movement often
reflect less self-conscious discontent among
larger numbers of people, discontent which
sometimes takes the form of violence and
property destruction. This appears to have
happened in the ghetto riots in the mid-sixties
(although these were attacks on property, not
persons)? and may alsc help to explain the rise in
violence and vandalism in schools, particularly to
the extent that these were directed against
teachers and school property.

Underlying much of the discontent among
young people in this period may have been an
important demographie change. The trends in
school crime and disruption suggest that there
may be some relation between these problems and
the size of the youth eohort in the 1950's, 1960's,
and 1970's. As "baby boom" children became
adolescents in the late 1950's and especially the

1960's, the amount of disruption in schools"

increased, both in absolute and relative terms. As
the crest of the wave passed and the size of the
cohort decreased in the 1970's, the amount of
disruption leveled off and may be showing modest
signs of decline. According to this line of
thought, both the greater number of students in
the 1960's, and the size of this cohort relative to
the rest of the population and to schools, may
have been factors in the growth of disruption in
schools. The growth of the youth cohort, relative
to the general population, seems to have been
accompanied by an increasing sense of group
consciousness.

We do not know to what extent the growth
and decline of the adolescent age cohort has in
fact affected the amount of disruption in schools.
But to the extent that it has, we would expect the
leveling off which began in the early 1970's to
turn into a clear decline.

That is a question for the future, however.
The question that we began with was, how serious
a problem are crime and disruption in American
schools? One answer is, considerably more serious
than it was 15 years ago, and about the same as it
was 5 years ago.

CURRBENT SERIQUSNESS A3 PERCEIVED AND
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS

The prineipals' assessments can also be used
to characterize the current situation in sechools,
and data from the Principals' Report Sheets
(PRSs) can be used to validate these assessments.
(Prineipals were asked to fill out one sheet for
each incident occurring in their schools during a
randomly selected 1-month period.) Table 1-1

TABLE 1-1

PRINCIPALS' ASSESSMENT: HOW SERIOUS A
PROBLEM WERE VANDALISM, PERSONAL ATTACKS,
AND THEFT IN 1975-76

Percent of principals saying:

No problem 25
A small problem 50
Moderate problem 17
Fairly serious problem b
Very serious problem 2
‘ ‘ 100%

Source: Principals' Questionnaire (PQ I,
Question 193 PQ II, Question 26)

n = 4442

9D&lvid Boesel, "The Ghetto Riots." — 19641968, Ph.D. dissertation, Cornell University, 1972.



summarizes the principals' ratings of how serious
a problem vandalism, personal attack, and thefts
were in their schools in the latest academic year,
1975-1976. Using these ratings we can say that in
three-quarters of the schools in this country,
principals rate crime as a small problem or none
at all. That reassuring figure needs to be
underscored.  However, another statistic also
requires emphasis—8% of the schools are rated as
having a fairly or very serious problem. That 8%
figure represents approximately 6,700 of the
nation's more than 84,000 public elementary and
seeondary schools.! °

As might have been expected, the larger
communities have the higher proportions of seri-
ously affected schools. The data are presented in
Table 1-2. As shown here, 15% of the schools in
large cities are faced with vandalism, attacks or
thefts to an extent considered serious by school
authorities; this compares to 11% of the schools in
small cities; 8% of the sechools in suburbs, and 6%
of the schools in rural areas. According to these
assessments, the problem is particularly acute
among large city secondary schools: for 1975-76

LEVEL OF SERIOUSNESS BY LOCATION:

principals in 18% of the junior high schools and
26% of the senior highs characterized the problem
as fairly or very serious (see Figure 1-2).

Two important points are illustrated by
these data. First, the great majority of schools
(85%-94%) in each type of community are rated as
not seriously affected by ecrime. And second,
while urban schools have a higher probability of
serious crime problems, most of the seriously
affected schools in the nation (68%) are located in
suburban and rural areas. Since nearly four out of
five of the nation's schools are located in suburban
and rural areas and only one out of five in urban
areas, the 8% figure for suburban schools with
serious problems represents some 2,444 schools;
the 6% figure for rural areas represents some
2,110 schools; the combined total for seriously
affected large city and small city schools is only
2,159; i.e., only 32% of all seriously affected
schools. We are not, then, talking about a
necessarily urban problem: school crime,
violence, and disruption is a problem that affects
large numbers of schools in every type of location.

TABLE 1-2

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE

AND NUMBER OF SCHOOLS*

Serious** -

5N

Large cities 15% €99
Small cities 11% 1,260
Suburban areas 8% 2,444
Rural areas 6% 2,110
A1l areas 6,}}13
Source: Principals’ Questionnaii*e

Nonserious*#* Total

o N e N

85% 4,949 100% 5,848

89% 10,238 100% 11,498

92% 30,043 100% 32,487

94% 32,537 100% 34,647
77,767 84,480

* Percentages and numbers are subject to sampling errors.

** %Sarjous" here COmbinesv the categories “"fairly" and "“very" serious problems.

**% "Nonserious" combines the categories "no problem,” "small problem,” and "moderate

problem,*

10These averages from the study sample are subject to sampling error. Given the large size of our sample,
the 95% confidence interval around each percentage is narrow. For instance, for the combined fairly and

very serious category, p = 7.9% * .8%, which represents for the nation as a whole 6,700 + 675 schools,
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As might also have been expected, a higher
percentage of secondary schools than elementary
schools are rated as having problems with crime
(see Table 1-3). Note that 32% of the secondary
schools are rated as having a moderate (24%) or
serious (8%) problem compared to 21% of the
elementary schools. Nearly a third of all
elementary schools are rated as having no crime
problems; this is almost twice the percentage of
secondary schools with no crime problems. When
one examines the figures for schools in the
combinad (fairly or very) serious category, it
appears that the same percentage, 8%, of both
elementary amciB secondary schools are placed in
this category. Does this mean that for the schools
with the most severe problem, we are talking
about approximately the same percentage of
elementary and secondary schools? Actually this
is not so. We shall return to these data shortly.

Seriousness As Measured by Number of Incidents

What evidence is there that the perceptions
of these principals are accurate? Strong support
for the validity of the prineipals' ratings is
provided by comparing these ratings to the

number of incidents reported for each school on
the PRS. 1!

As shown in Table 1-4 and Figure 1-3, there
is a very strong and significant relationship
between the mean number of incidents reported
and the prinecipals' ratings of seriousness (r=.996).
Note that the association holds for every category
of offenses: Table 1-4 shows that for every type
of offense, the mean number of incidents reported
per 100 schools increases as principals’
assessments of seriousness increase. The
relationship holds for the total number of
offenses, for all categories of offenses, and for
b;)th elementary and secondary schools (Table 1-
5).

However, there is one particularly intriguing
finding in these data analyzed by school level:
evidently elementary and secondary schools have
different standards for assessing seriousness.
Note that elementary schools rated as seriously
affected report on the average only 240 incidents
per 100 schools; among secondary schools, 278
incidents per 100 schools is the mean for schools
rated as having only a "small" erime problem.

TABLE 1-3

PRINCIPALS' RATINGS OF SERIOUSNESS OF CRIME PROBLEMS IN THEIR SCHOOLS
DURING THE YEAR 1975-76, BY. SCHOOL LEVEL

No Problem Small
Elementary 32 47
Secondary 17 50

Source: Principals' Questionnaire

(in

percentages)
Moderate Serious* n
13 8 3057

24 8 1393

*"Serious" here combines the categories "fairly" and "very" sarious problems.

11

The comparisons shown in Table 1-4 and Figure 1-3 are of (1) principals' ratings of the seriousness of the
crime problem in their schools for academic year 1975-76 (the school year immediately preceding our
survey), and (2) mean number of ineidents reported by principals per month for the Spring of 1976 (and not
for the full 1975-76 school year). This was necessary because we had no PRS data for the Fall of 1975:
our survey had not yet begun in the Fall of 1975, and retrospective data would not have been acceptable
for the kinds of information we wanted. (Such retrospective data probably would have been highly
inaccurate and lacking in a substantial amount of the detail we needed about each incident.)

PRS data for the Fall of 1976 would apply to the 1976-1977 year and therefore did not seem to be
appropriate for comparisons with ratings for 1975-76. 'To determine whether or not we were reasonable in
using only the Spring 1976 data, we correlated the 1975-76 seriousness ratings with the month-by-month
mean number of vandalism incidents in the PR3 data. The correlation was positive for the Spring months
(r = .4), negative for the Fall (r = -.75). We therefore, felt justified in using only the Spring 1976 data for
the comparisons.
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Secondary schools rated as having ‘serious" "seriousness" is bound to be related to
problems report in an average month as many as expectations: in elementary schools, where
706 incidents per 100 schools. This was not a criminal offenses are generally unexpected,
finding. One's judgment of almost any significant amount of violence or

TABLE 1-4

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS PER 100 SCHOOLS, BY SERIQOUSNESS OF CRIME PROBLEM

(AS REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS FOR A TYPICAL SPRING MONTH, 1976 )

Seriousness of crime

Type of Fairly “and

Offense* No Problem Small Moderate Very Serious
School Property 24 67 120 177
Disruptive/damaging 1 11 24 28
Personal violence 12 29 81 110
Personal theft 8 24 50 82
Victimless offenses 4 6 11 18
Total 49 137 286 415

Sources:  Principal's Questionnaire; Principal's Report Sheet

* This categorization and the offenses in each category are discussed
later in this chapter.

Y total=117.7x + 39.1 r=,996 p<.005

TABLE 1-5

MEAN NUMBER OF OFFENSES REPORTED BY 100 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

SCHOOLS DURING ONE SPRING MONTH (FEBRUARY-MAY 1976), BY
SERIQUSNESS OF CRIME RATING FOR SCHOOL YEAR 1975-76

Seriiousness
Fairly and
No Problem Small Moderate Very Serious
Elementary 30 92 143 240
Secondary 115 278 454 706

Sources: Principal's Questionnaire; Principal's Report Sheet
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unlawful activity is likely to be judged as
"serious"; in secondary schools, where a certain
amount of this kind of activity is expected, a
considerably larger number of TIncidents are
required before the crime problem is rated as
serious.

Is there some less subjective measure we
might use, that can be applied uniformly across
both the elementary and secondary school data to
estimate the relative seriousness of the problem
across school levels? We can get some idea of the
difference between elementary and secondary
schools in seriousness of the problem by using the
arbitrary criterion that a school must report five
or more incidents a month before it is rated as
having a serious crime problem. Using this
standard, we can see that only 3% of elementary
schools fall into this category compared to 20% of
secondary schools, and that although less than a
third of all schools in the nation are secondary
schools, nearly three-quarters of all seriously
affected schoois are among them {(see Figure 1-4).

Figure 1-4 also shows that, by this arbitrary
criterion, 8% of the nation's schools are seriously
affected by crime (the same proportion as in the
principals' assessment) and that locational
differences among these seriously affected
schools are very similar to those among schools
judged as serious by the prineipals, ranging from
15% in the large cities to 4% in the rural areas.

There is a general pattern, then, that runs
through almost all of these data—higher
proportions of secondary than elementary schools
seriously affected by crime, and increased
likelihood of a ecrime preblem with increase in
community size.

We have asked how serious a problem crime
and disruption are in American schools. We have
found that for urban youngsters of secondary
school age, especially young adolescents, the risks
of violence are greater in school than elsewhere;
that violence and vandalism are a more serious
problem today than, say, 15 years ago, but about
the same as 5 years ago; and that around 8% of all
schools—roughly 6,700 of them--are seriously
affected by crime, ranging from 15% of those in
large cities to 4%-6% of those in rural areas, with
secondary schools having more of a problem than
elementary schools. At this point we need to fill
in the picture with information about the number
of offenses ocecurring in schools, the proportion of
schools affected by crime, the cost of crime to
schools, and other related matters.

NUMBER OF OFFENSES: TOTAL AND AS
REPORTED TO POLICE

If you ask how many offenses occur in
American public schools, the first answer must be
that it depends on whom you ask a8d how you ask
them.

% of all schools 8% (6896 + 156)

0% 10% 20% 30%
SCHOOL eL 3% (1843 146
LEVEL JH 19% {2063 + 108)
SH 20% (2989 * 142)
LOCATION  Large 15% (867 + 76)
Small 1% (1298 + 180)
Suburban 10% (3328 +215)

Rural _4%_ (1402 + 108)

SOURCE: PRS

FIGURE 1-4

PERCENT OF SCHOOLS AT EACH LEVEL AND LOCATION
REPORTING FIVE OR MORE INCIDENTS IN A MONTH
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If you were to ask the police, you would get
one answer, indicating a relatively small number
of crimes in schools. If you were to ask the
principals (as we did), you would get another
answer, indicating a larger number of offenses,
some reported to the police and some not. If you
were to ask students and teachers about their own
experiences (which we also did), you would get a
third answer, indicating a very much larger
number of incidents. And regardless of whom you
ask about school crime, the way in which you get
the information--roughly, the survey method—is
going to affeet the responses and the estimates
that are derived from those responses. All of this
is not to say that nc reasonable estimates can be
made, but it is to emphasize: (1) that they are
estimates from a sample survey, not counts of the
population, and as such are subjeet fo both
sampling and nonsampling errors; (2) that
assessing estimates of this sort is a difficult
matter, requiring much attention to the sources
and quality of the data; and (3) that the estimates
should not be regarded as Secientific Truth but as
the best estimates that can be arrived at, given
the various strengths and limitations of the
sampling procedures and data collection methods.
(Some of these are discussed in the Introduction.)
The problems involved in trying to make accurate
estimates of the amount of erime in the country
are familiar to anyone who has deall extensively
with erime statistics. It should be noted, too, that
we are on firmer ground when comparing
differences in crime rates among schools (e.g.
urban, suburbam, rural) or among teachers or

students than when trying to estimate the level of |

crime.

With these reservations in mind, let us turn
to the estimated number of offenses in sehools.
These come from the Principals’ Report Sheets
and are probably conservative.

Figure 1-5 shows the number of offenses at
school estimated from the PRS data for a typical
month, together with the proportion of the total
that were reported to police by the school.
Accompanying each estimate in parentheses
( ) is the 95% confidence interval, whieh can
be regarded as the margin of error due to
sampling.

According to these estimates, there are
some 157,000 illegal acts committed at school in a
typical month. It is immediately apparent that
going to police records would not give us the full
picture: of the 157,000 incidents, only about
51,00, or one-third, were reported to police.
Dsnta from NCES, which used a different survey
rmethod to obtain information from principals,
¢how an average of about 56,000 police-reported
offenses per month. While there are differences
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in the estimates for the various categories of
crime in each study (the NCES Survey had fewer
crime categories with relatively more offenses in
each category), these two sources provide a rough
estimate of around 50,000 school-related offenses
reported to police in a typical month. On a per-
school basis, that would be a little more than one
oifense reported to police by a school every 2
months; two or three other offenses known to the
prineipal would go unreported in the same period.

The data in Figure 1-5 suggest the extent
and patterns of underreporting to the police:

(1) The extent of underreporting varies with the
type of offense.

(2) Four types of offenses against the sehool are
more likely than not to be reported: 7 out
of 10 break-ins, 6 out of 10 bomb incidents,
and at least half the cases of trespass or
theft of school property are reported. For
most other offenses against the school, the
proportion reported varies from a little
more than one out of five to approximately
one out of three.

(3) Most offenses against persons are not
reported: police receive reports of
approximately 1 out of 3 robberies, 1 out of
4 personal thefts, 1 out of 6 attacks, and
only 1 out of 20 fights. Only group conflicts
are well reported: nearly 7 out of 10 are
reported by school authorities to the police,
but the number of such confliets turned up
in the survey was very small, and the
estimates derived from the sample are not
very reliable.

(4) So called vietimless offenses tend to be
more highly reported than most offenses
against persons: 55% of the drug incidents
and 35% of the cases of aleohol abuse are
reported to the police.

The principals, of course, tend'to report the
more serious incidents to the police, as evidenced
by the finding that:

(1) The costs of offenses against the school
which are reported to the police tend to be
. substantially higher than those not reported
(see Table 1-6), from more than two times
higher (in mean costs) for break-ins to
better than 12 times greater for personal
thefts. The only exception is in the case of
bomb incidents. Not only were those
reported to the police less costly than the
others, but among those not reported the
median cost is higher than the mean,
suggesting that some particularly costly
bombings went unreported.
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Of the various offenses against persons, involve injuries. The one category of
robberies and fights reported to the police offenses against persons that does not show
fit the pattern and tend to be more serious this pattern is physical attacks, where there
than those not reported. As shown in is no significant difference between the
Table 1-7, 9% of the robberies reported to seriousness of reported and unreported
the police involved weapons, compared to incidents.

only 2% of those not reported; 12% of the
fights reported to the police involved

weapons, compared to 3% of those not _ With the exception of bomb incidents and
reported; likewise, the robberies and fights  ~ attacks, then, principals are more likely to report
reported to the police were more likely to the more serious incidents to the police.

TABLE 1-6

COST (in dollars) OF OFFENSES RECORDED
BY PRINCIPALS

Reported Not Reported
Total to Police to Police
Mean* Median** Mean Median Mean Median
Theft of School Property 150 40 229 90 69 15
Breaking and Entering 183 40 219 70 98 8
Property Destruction 81 20 193 69 39 15
Fire Setting 85 0.39 273 2 31 0.31
Bomb. Of fenses 16 1 11 1 24 31
Personal Theft 101 14 327 50 26 10
Robbery 6 0.35 13 1 3 0.31

Source; Costs estimated by principals in the PRS.
* The mean is the average cost per incident.

** The median represents the cost figure that half the cases fall below and half above.

TABLE 1-7

PERCENT OF OFFENSES INVOLVING
WEAPONS OR INJURY

% of Those % of Offenses Not
Reported to Police * Reported to Police
% Involving Involving Involving
Weapons Injury Weapons Injury Weapons Injury
Robberies (165) 4 15 9 . 29 2 8
Attacks (1,814) 12 &5 11 43 9 45
Fights (2,156) 4 26 12 37 3 25

Source: Principals' Report Sheet
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ATTACKS WITH WEAPONS ATTAGKS WITH INJURY
n=280 n=879

83% Were Not Reported 83% Were Not Reported

17% Were Reported f§ 17% Were Reported S8

5/6 of all attacks involving 5/6 of all attacks
weapons were not reported involving injury were not
to police. reported to police.

PERCENTAGE OF ATTACKS WITH WEAPONS OR INJURY
REPORTED TO POLICE BY SCHOOL

FIGHTS WITH WEAPONS FIGHTS WITH INJURY
n=89 n=598

85" Were Not Reported 93% Were Not Reported

15% Were Reported 7% Were Reported

The great majority of
fights involving injury
were not reported to police.

M  More than 5/6 of all fights
B involving weapons were not
8 rcported to police,

PERCENTAGE OF FIGHTS WITH WEAPONS OR INJURY
REPORTED TO POLICE BY SCHOOL

SOURCE: FRS

FIGURE 1-6
REPORTING OF MORE SERIOUS OFFENSES TO POLICE
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Even when we look at only the more serious
violent offenses, we still find a substantial amount
of underreporting. This can be seen from data on
attacks, and fights. Figure 1-6 shows the
percentages of the more serious violent offenses—
those involving weapons or injury—reported and
not reported to the police. These data indicate
clearly that most sericus attacks and fights went
unreported. Five out of six attacks with weapons,
attacks with injury, and fights with weapons were
not reported by the school. Of the fights with
injury, 94%-—almost all—were not reported. (A
majority of robberies involving injuries or weapons
were reported to police, but the small number of
serjous robberies recorded in the survey makes
these estimates unreliable.)

Even if we raise the level of seriousness and
include only those offenses involving injury at
least serious enough to be treated by a doctor, the
picture changes only in emphasis. Of the attacks
requiring medical treatment, 70% were not
reported to police; of the fights, 90% were not
reported.} ?  According to these data, the great
majority of serious violent offenses at school are
not reported to police by the school. We do not
know to what extent others report them, but it is
still striking that 7 out of 10 burglaries are
reported to police while'7 out of 10 attacks
requiring medical treatment are not. The fact
that principals usually have to account to the
central administration for property losses, but not
for personal injury, may be a factor in this
disparity. Moreover, the situations that lead to
personal violence are often very complex. A
principal may not be able to assess blame for the
incident; the people involved may be friends and
willing to let the incident drop; there may be
further complications because of adverse parental
involvement, and so on. Further, school principals
are not unigue -in the tendency to avoid involving
the police. Other studies have shown that people
in general are reluctant to eall in police unless the
offense is serious.

Nevertheless, the nonreporting of violent
offenses in schools is a finding that deserves
consideration by school districts. The schools and
police have traditionally had an arms-length
relationship, and much can be said for schools'
handling of their problems internally, if they are
not too serious. But districts in which violence is
a serious problem may find it useful to assess and
enforce reporting requirements and, in planning
efforts, the rethink the respective roles of the
police and the schools, especially with regard to
the question of when the police should become
involved and when not.

Just as police records would give a very
inadequate picture of the extent of school ecrime
and disruption known to the prineipal, so the
principals' records (the PRSs) are very inadequate
reflections of cerfain kinds of offenses oceurring
in their schools—-those directed against people
rather than against the school. This is made
dramatically clear by a comparison of the number
of violent ineidents oceurring in schools as re-
ported by principals on the one hand, and by
students on the other. If all the violent incidents
recorded by principals are combined, the
estimated number is about 35,000; of these, about
24,000 occur in secondary schools in a typical
month. Yet according to data from students who
were interviewed, around 525,000 attacks,
shakedowns, and robberies occur in public
secondary schools in a month, aimost 22 times as
many as were recorded by principals. It is
understandable that the great majority of these
incidents never come to the principal's attention:
two-thirds of them involve no injury and only 3%
require medical treatment. Most of them
probably would not be regarded as crimes in our
everyday understanding of the term: as offenses
worthy of arrest and adjudication. This does not
mean that they are irrelevant, for in many ways
they are an important part of the texture and
fabric of the lives of students in many schools—
casual hitting snd shoving, threats spoken or
implied which force you to hand something over
("Hey kid, loan me a quarter!™), small things taken
foreibly in the course of an argument, and the
like. Society in general tends to tolerate this sort
of behavior more among young people than among
adults, and some schools are more tolerant of it
than others. What the interviews seem to be
picking up here is a great number of relatively
minor incidents that are so much a part of every
day life in some secondary schools that they are
not really noticed and remembered—except by the
vietims. Yet they have a great deal to do with
the overall tone and climate of a school, and it is
likely that a school climate characterized by
hundreds of minor incidents is also one in which
major offenses are more likely to ocecur.

Part of the diserepancy between the esti~
mates derived from the prineipals’ reports and
those from the students' is also probably due to
biases in the two sets of data. In addition to not
being aware of these incidents, the principal
might: (1) regard as too trivial to record an
incident which a student would report in an in-
terview; (2) be unable or unwilling to teke the
time to fill out a report sheet; or (3) be unwilling
to record an incident in order to keep his or her
school from *"looking bad.” The effect of all these

12The['e: were 228 attacks and 121 fights requiring medical attention. There were, however, only eight

reported robberies that required medical attention, and this number is tov zmall to permit generalization.
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possible  biases would be to produce
underestimates of the number of offenses known
to the principals.

Turning to the students, on the other hand,
we do not know whether an incident reported by a
student actually took place when and where the
student said it did. If it were reported as
happening in the last month and actually took
place 3 months ago, or if it were reported as
happening at school and actually oceurred some-
where else, the effect would be to contribute to
an overestimate of the number of violent
incidents oceurring at school in a month's time.

All things considered, it is clear that PRS
data grossly underestimate the number of personal
offenses occurring in schools. We will use PRS
data to discuss offenses against the school, but in
discussing offenses against persons, we will rely
on vietimization data from the Student Interviews
(SIs) and the Teacher Questionnaires (TQs). (This
approach was intended in the initial design of the
study.)! > In the discussions that follow we will
focus primarily on the number and proportion of
schools, students, and teachers affected by
different types of offenses in a typical month. By
focusing on schools and people, rather than on
incidents, as the primary units of analysis, we can:
(1) reduce the amount of potential error in the
estimates presented; and (2) discuss school crime
and disruption in terms of risks to schools and the
people in them.

We have classified all offenses into three
broad categories depending on the target of each
offense. Therefore, we discuss offenses against
the school, offenses against persons (students and
teachers), and victimless offenses (drug and
aleohol abuse).

OFFENSES AGATNST THE 8CHOOL

While this section focuses on the number and
proportion of schools affected by crime in a
typical month, information on frequenecy,
incidence, and seriousness is also supplied, where
relevant, for each type of offense.

The PRS data provide us with information
about eight categories of offenses against the
school. Four of these are offenses directed at

1

school property: breaking and entering, trespas-
sing, theft of school property, and willful destrue-
tion of school property. Four others are offenses
aimed primarily at disrupting the school's
routines, but as an incidental side effect these
acts may also cause some damage to school
property. Included in this category of
disruptive/damaging offenses are: setting of
fires, false alarms, and bomb incidents (both
actual and threatened). We also include here a
general category of disruption of school activities.

Figure 1-7 and Table 1-8 indicate the pro-
portion and number of schools affected by these
eight different types of offenses in a typical
month. (The 95% confidence intervals, indicating
the margin of error due to sampling, are
represented by the short bars at the end of the
longer ones.) The diseussion also refers back to
the numbers of offenses presented earlier in
Figure 1~5. Let us consider that offenses one by
one, keeping in mind that these estimates are
conservative.

Trespassing

In a typical month's time, one out of every
nine schools has at least one case of trespassing.
Our estimates suggest that nearly 14,000 cases of
trespass occur in more than 9,000 {or nearly 11%)
of the nation's more than 84,000 public
elementary and secondary schools. For those
schools that encounter trespassing, the frequency
of this offense is, on the average, nearly 1.6 cases
a month, or more than three cases in 2 month's
time.

Breaking and Entering

A typieal schools' risk of break-ins is con-
siderable: 1 out of every 10 schools is broken into
within a month's time. In a typical month, we
estimate that more than 11,000 break-ins oceur in
more than 8,000 (or nearly 10%) of the nation's
schools. Breaking and entering seems io oceur
much more frequently in schools than elsewhere.
The estimated annual rate for school break-ins is
about five times as high as that for burglaries of
commercial establishments, which represent the
highest rate category reported by the National
Crime Survey.!* The fact that schools as a rule

3Williams, Moles, and Boesel, D. Safe School Study: Coneepts and Design, 1974.

1

4This comparison derives from the following: Acecording to NIE data, there are an estimated 11,034 cases
of breaking and entering in a typical month. Since data were gathered in nine different months, a 9-month
rate can be calculated (11,034 x 9 = 99,308). If we assume that break-ins oceur at the same rate during
the three summer months, the annual estimate would be 132,408. This divided by 84,834 = 1.56, or 156
break-ins per 100 schools. National Crime Survey data for 1975 (the latest published to date) show an

annual rate for retail stores of 32 per 100, 156+32 = 4.87.
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TABLE 1-8

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS EXPERIENCING ONE OR MORE

OF THE LISTED OFFENSES IN
A TYPICAL MONTH '

Offenses Against School: Estimated
Number of 95% Confidence
School Property Schools Interval
Offenses (out of 84,834) (2 Standard Errors)
Trespassing 9,210 ; 1,252
Breaking and entering 8,067 - 1,308
Theft of school +
property 10,352 5 1,484
. Property destruction 24,155 - 2,184
Disruptive/Damaging
Offenses
Fire setting 1,738 ; 416
False alarms 2,159 ; 614
Bomb offenses 926 3 500
Disruptive behavior 2,918 - 536

Source: Principals’ Report Sheet
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are relatively unprotected and are thoroughly
familiar to many people may help explain their
high burglary risks. Nor are the costs of these
incidents trivial: the average cost of a school
burglary is about $183. (For costs see Table 1-6.)

More than 90% of all schools will have no
break-ins in this time period. But those schools
that are burglarized are likely to have, on the
average, 1.4 break-ins a month, nearly three in 2
month's time. For some of these schools, the
incidence rates are higher; for others, lower. In
Chapter 5 we will consider some faciors that
seem to account for the differences in property
losses among schools.

Theft of School Property

School thefts affect an even greater number
of sehools than either break-ins or trespassing.
Our data suggest that in a typical month more
than 13,000 thefts of school equipment, supplies,
and other school property take place in more than
10,000 schools, i.e., more than 12% of the nation's
schools. The risk, then, is that one out of every
eight schools will have something stolen in a
month's time. Nearly 88% of all schools are likely
to experience no school thefts at all in this period.
However, the 10,000 or so schools that do
encounter thefts will have, on the average, 1.3
ineidents per month. Moreover, the average cost
of a school theft is substantial—around $150.

Property Destruction (Vandalism)

Incidents of vandalism are more frequent
and more widespread than nearly all other of-
fenses against the school combined. They occur
more than three times as often as cases of tres-
pass or school theft, and nearly four times as
often as break-ins. An estimated 42,000 cases of
property destruction oceur in school in a typiecal
month, affecting more than 28%, i.e., more than
24,000, of the nation's schools. A typical school's
chances of being vandalized in a month are
greater than one in four, and the average cost of
an act of sehool vandalism is $81. (By way of
contrast, false alarms, fires, and bomb offenses
affect fewer than one school out of 40 within the
same period and involve median smaller costs.)
While nearly three out of four schools do not
experience vandalism in a month's time, those
that do are likely to have, on the average, 1.75
incidents a month, seven incidents over a 4-month
period.

The disruptive/damaging offenses against
schools, to whieh we now turn, have substantially
lower incidence rates than the prone.ty offenses
considered above.
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Fire Setting '

According to our estimate, more than 2,000
fires are set in schools in a typical month. Only
2% of the schools in the nation (around 1,700
schools) appear to experience this problem. The
risk to a typical school is 1 chance out of 49 in a
month's time. Those relatively few schools that
have an arson problem appear to have, on the
average, slightly more than one fire a month.
Most of these fires, however, appear to be of
little consequence. While the average (mean) cost
of the fires reported in the PRS data was $85 the
median cost was only 39¢--that is, half of the
fires did less than 39¢ worth of damage. These
figures indicate that the cost of most fires in
school is trivial; many of them are probably
wastebasket and trash fires intended to disrupt
the school routine rather than to destroy property.
This is not to say that enormously expensive cases
of arson do not occur; but they are sufficiently
rare that none was encountered in this survey.
The most expensive case involved $7,000 worth of
damage.

False Alarms

False alarms are more frequent than fires,
affecting a slightly larger number of schools.
Nealry 3,000 false alarms are set in schools in a
typical month in approximately 2,200, i.e., around
2.5%, of the schools. False alarms are a problem,
then, for only 1 out of every 40 schools. This
figure represents a very small minority of sehools.
The 2,200 or so schools that have this as a
problem experience an average of 1.3 false alarms
a month, or four false alarms over a 3-month
period.

Bomb Offenses

Of all offenses against the school, bomb
incidents (threatened or actual) are the least
frequent, An estimated 1,100 or so of these
incidents occur in a typieal month in fewer than
1,000 schools, a little more than 1% of all schools.
Only 1 out of every 100 schools, then, experiences
any bomb incidents in this period. On the
average, slightly more than one incident a month
oceurs in those relatively few schools that report
any bomb incidents. Most bomb offenses are
threats rather than actual bombings; half of the
bomb offenses resulted in less than a dollar's
worth of damage. The intent of most of these
incidents, then, would seem to be, as in the case
of arson, to disrupt the school routine rather than
to cause damage or injury.

Disruptive Behavior

More than 5,000 incidents of such behavior
are estimated to ocecur in schools in a typiea!
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month, with nearly 3,000 (3.4%) of the schools in
the Nation reporting such incidents. This is a
catchall category. Though the term is widely
used, perceptions of what is disruptive may, and
probably do, differ by region, type of community,
level of schooling, and in many other ways. The
data should be regarded as principals' perceptions
of student behavior which they find very
troublesome. If these estimates are accurate,

then, on the average, 1.6 of these incidents ocecur
per month in the 3,000 or so schools affected by
this kind of behavior, more than three such
incidents over a 2-month period.

S st s A e tver ¢ EOUEYT § g AR A BTIY
e RATES BY LEVEL, LOOATION, AND

In discussing the various offenses against the
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school, we noted what the risks are for schools in
general—1 out of 4 that a school will be van-
dalized in a given month, 1 out of 10 that it will
be broken into, 1 out of 8 that something will be
stolen from the school, 1 out of 100 that it will
have a bomb incident, and so on.

Clearly, some schools are more at risk than
others. In part, this is likely to reflect

differences in school-related factors. But also,
we would expect to find differences among groups
of schools, varying by school level and location,
following the same patterns noted earlier for the
distribution of schools seriously affected crime,
violence, and disruption. In fact, when we
examine the data on individual categories of
offenses, we find that the pattern holds, but with
some significant modification. As shown in Figure
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1-8, the expected differences can be seen between
elementary and secondary schools: in all cases
except bomb offenses, significantly higher
proportions of secondary than of elementary
schools experience offenses against the school in
the span of a month. ® (Because of the small
number of bomb offenses reported, differences
would have to be relatively large to be detected.)
However, the differences by school location are
not as great ss might have been expected (see
Figure 1-9)." ©

For property offenses, the risks are probably
greater for schools in large cities, but the
differences by location are not great. The risk of
break-ins or theft of school property is not
significantly greater (p<.065) in ecities than in
suburbs, although for breaking and entering the
difference between large cities and suburbs
approaches significance. The fac: that breaking
and entering, trespassing, and theft of sehool
property all show higher mean (%) risks in the
large cities suggests that there may be a
locational pattern here. Further support for this
pattern can be seen in the rates per 100 schools
for these offenses (see Appendix E): there we see
a definite tendency for the rates to be higher in
the large cities.

For disruptive/damaging acts and vandalism
the pattern is somewhat different. These aggres-
sive aets against the school appear to affect
schools almost equally across a wider range of
locations. There are no significant differences by
location in the percentage of schools likely to be
affected by vandalism or bomb offenses; only in
the case of fires and false alarms do we find any
significant differences—in this case, lower risks in
rural areas.

The NCES data provide additional confirma-
tion that school property loss is not.necessarily a
large city or even an urban phenomenon. NCES
provided estimates of total and per-pupil costs for
repairing and/or replacing school property lost as
a result of crime; separate estimates were
provided for cities, suburbs, and rural areas' ’ (see
NCES Report, Appendix B). These data show that
suburban schools account for 57% of the total
national costs (despite the fact that suburban
schools represent only 38% of all schools) and that
the per-pupil cost is greater in suburbs than in
other areas, even urban areas.

15For table of significant differences, see Table B-1.1.
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1

For table of significant differences, see Table B-1.2.

The point need not be elaborated further. Tn
all the data on offenses against the school, the
differences across locations tend to be relatively
slight. This suggests as one pcssibility that such
acts may be more .a funetion of school
characteristies than of community size. Indeed
we find in the multivariate analysis (Appendix A)
that sechool factors seem to weigh more heavily.

In requesting information about school crime
incidence rates, the Safe School legislation
referred to "all regions of the ecountry.”
Therefore we have examined these data by region
to see if the risks are significantly greater in
some regions than in others. The data are
examined separatelv for each of the four main
regions defined by the Bureau of the Census—
Nort)heast, North Central, South, and West (Figure
1-10).

The Prinecipals' Report Sheets (PRS) data
show a distinet regional pattern for the school
property offenses. Schools in the Northeast and
West generally are more at risk than those in the
North Central and Southern regions!® The one
clear exception to this pattern is breaking and
entering in the South, where schools are as much
at risk as in the West.

While a school in the Northeast or West has
about one chance in three of experiencing some
vandalism in a month, a school in the North
Central or Southern region has about one chance
in four or five. A school's chances of having
something stolen in & month are about 1 in 7 in
the Northeast and West: in the North Central and
Southern regions risk is about 1 in 10.

For the disruptive/damaging offenses the
numbers of incidents recorded are often small,
and the regional differences in several cases are
not significant. But the tendency, if any, is for
schools in the Northeast to have u greater risk of
false alarms, fires, bomb threats, and disruptive
behavior than schools in the other regions.

COSTS

The Safe School legislation requested
information about the costs of replacing or
repairing school property lost or damaged as a
result of crime in the schools. Estimates in the
literature generally run from $50 million to $600

7NCES uses the phrases "Metropolitan, Central” (what we are referring to as "urban"), "Metropolitan,

Other'" (what we are calling "suburbs"), and "Nonmetropolitan" (our "rural areas™).

18

Table of significant differences for regional differences is provided in Table B-1.3.
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million, most of theni eclustering in the $100
million-$200 million range. The higher figures
include not only repair and replacement costs but
also the costs of employing security guards and
other preventive measures ageinst school crime,
violence, and disruption. Those security costs
may amount to as much as half the total of each
estimate.! ®

NCES specifically gathered data on repair
and replacement costs.2? The NIE survey, while
not specifically designed to address this question,
gathered additional information on the costs of
each property-related incident in the Prineipals’
Report Sheets, and we can use some of these data
to arrive at estimates to compare to the NCES
figures.

The NCES data provide estimates of the
cost of replacing or repairing supplies (including
books), equipment, and the school's physical plant
lost or damaged as a result of unlawful activity
over the 5-month study period (September 1974~
January 1975). They estimate a total cost of
nealry $90 million in that period (see Appendix B,
NCES Report). Of that total, approximately 66%
went to repair/replacement costs for the physical
plant, 24% for equipment, and 9% for supplies,
ineluding books. The average per-pupil cost
comes to $2.05.

If we assume that the costs are likely to be
approximately equal throughout the year, then we
can extrapolate the 5-month $90 million figure
over a full year to give us an estimate of
approximately $216 million a year. If we assume
further that most of the significantly higher
estimates in the literature include security costs
which make up half or more of the total, then the
NCES data can be considered reasonably
consistent with these other estimates.

Additional information about costs is
provided by the NIE survey. According to these
data, the cost of offenses against schools in a
typicel month is about $7.8 millien. On an annual
basis, making the same assumptions as above, we
arrive at a figure of around $94 million.

19

It appears, then, that the NIE cost data
suggest estimates that are somewhat less than
half the figure estimated by NCES. We cannot be
certain why this is so, but there are a number of
possible explanations. One is that NCES cost data
did not come from the sample schools themselves;
rather district-wide costs were used as a basis for
generating estimates. This approach may have
made it more difficult to distinguish costs due to
crime from those due to other causes, thereby
artificially inflating the estimates of schos 1 erime
costs. The incident-by-incident approach .ed by
NIE does not have this disadvantage. On the other
hand, the NCES district-level approach provided
coverage of a much larger number of schools than
the NIE survey and therefore was better suited to
"picking up" rare but costly events, especially
major cases of arson. Other studies, such as the
Baltimore vandalism survey cited earlier, list
arson as a primary factor in school erime costs.
As noted before, the NIE survey did not uncover
any major cases of arson, the largest costing
around $7,000. The NCES survey, on the other
hand, turned up several cases of major arson,
running into the hundreds of thousands and even
millions of dollars. Dollar figures of this
magnitude in a sample, when weighted to reflect
the whole population of schools, can have a great
impact on the final estimate, and it seems likely
that these large fires account for much or most of
the discrepancy between the NIE and NCES
figures. Hence it seems reasonable to accept the
NCES figures as more reliable, if perhaps a little
high, and to conclude that the annual cost of
school crime is somewhere around $200 million.

OFFENSES AGAINST PERSDONS

Vietimization of Students

The Student Interviews (SIs) and Student
Questionnaires (SQs) asked secondary school
students about their experiences, if any as vietims
of personal theft, attack, or robbery. As
discussed earlier, the SI data are more reliable as
a basis for estimating incidence levels, but the
estimates are probably somewhat high. 2!

Robert J. Rubel, The Unruly School: Disorders, Disruptions, and Crimes (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath

and Co., 1977), p. 77. Educational Research Service, "Losses Due to Vandalism, Arson, and Theft in Public
Scehool Systems, 1972-73," ERS Research Memo, July 1974.
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The NCES data are based on information supplied by the approximately 4,200 school distriets in which

their approximately 8,000 or so sample schools were located. For details about the NCES sample and

procedures, see Appendix B.
21

As discussed in the Introduction, the SI data come from a sample cf approximately 10 students in each of

642 secondary schools participating in the Phase II survey-—6,283 students in all. The interviews asked
about their experiencer in the preceding 2 months. For estimation purposes, only the data from the more

recent month are used.



Based on the SIs, estimates of the
percentage of sccondary school students
vietimized in a typical month are provided in
Figure 1-11. We turn now to the data on each of
these offenses.

Personal Theft

Based on the S{ data, we estimate that more
than 11% of secondary school students have
something worth more than $1 stolen from them
in a month's time. (Thefts under $1 are excluded
as trivial.) This represents some 2,400,000
students.?? Personal theft is very widespread: in

78% of the Phase II schools surveyed, at least 1
out of 10 students interviewed in each school
reported having had something stolen in a month's
time.

How serious were these personal thefts in
terms of losses incurred? We have two different
sets of data on this question: one from the SIs,
the other from the PRS (see Figure 1-12).
According to interviewed students, four-fifths of
these thefts involved losses of money or
possessions worth between $1 and $10; the other
fifth involved thefts of items valued at $10 or
more. Principals, however, present a different
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65% of Thefts
Involved Losses
Greater Than $10 @

FIGURE1-12

COST OF SECONDARY SCHOOL THEFTS,
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS, PRINCIPALS
_ {PERCENT OF THEFTS)

2 e
22The more precise figures are 11.3%+ 1.2%, or 2,400,000 + 273,000 students.
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picture, for they tend to record only the more
serious losses: the PRS data from secondary
school prinecipals suggest that almost two-thirds of
these thefts (rather than only the one-fifth
reported by students) involved losses greater than
$10. The average dollar loss for personal theft
recorded by principals was quite high—$101, and
the median figure for the PRS thefts indicates
that half of the cases recorded involved losses
greater than $14. The students are clearly
reporting a larger number of relatively minor
incidents: the theft (or loss or disappearance) of
small amounts of money, books, notebooks,
sweaters, gym shoes, and other things commonly
kept in lockers, or carried to class.

Physical Attacks

An estimated 1.3% of secondary school
students are attacked at school in a month, a
proportion representing more than 280,000 stu-
dents.?® Data on the seriousness of these attacks
are presented in Figure 1-13. According to in-
terviewed students, more than two-fifths of the
attacks (42%) involved some injury to the
students. The presence of some injury may be
used as a basic criterion of seriousness. While an

STUDENTS' REPORTS

38% of Attacks
Involved Injury
Without Doctor’s
Treatment

4% Involved
injuries With
Doctor's

Treatment

58% of Attacks
Involved No
Injury

SQURCES: Siand PQ

*Singe these are reports of secondary school principals only,
the injury figures are not the same as in Table 1-7, which
includes reports from botb elementary-and secondary principils.

attack that results in no injury may be frightening
or discomforting to a student, in most cases such
an incident would not ordinarily be regarded as a
crime. The proportion of attacks resulting in
some injury is substantial, but in most of these
attacks—38% out of the 42%—the injuries were
minor. Only 4% of all attacks involved injuries
serious enough to require medical treatment.
Again, as noted in our discussion of personal
thefts, principals' reports present a somewhat
skewed picture of the seriousness of personal
attacks. The data show a tendency for prinecipals
to report more serious ineidents, though it is less
marked here than in the case of personal thefts.
Higher proportions of the incidents they report
involve injuries (53%, compared to 42% of the
attacks reported by students), but the difference
between tha two data sets is most marked in the
proportions of attacks requiring medic?
treatment, as reported by the two sources. The
proportion reported by prineipals (12%) is three
times as high as that reported by students (4%).

Robbery_

An estimated one-half of 1% of all
secondary school students have something taken
from them by forece, weapons, or threats in a

PRINCIPALS’ REPORTS®

12% Invoived
Injuries With
Doctor’s
Treatment

41% of Attacks
Invoived Injury
Without Doctor's
Treatment

47% of Attacks
Involved No
Injury

FIGURE1-13 S

SERIOUSNESS OF SECONDARY SCHOOL ATTACKS,
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS, PRINCIPALS
‘ (PERCENT OF ATTACKS)

23The more precise figures are 1.3% + .4%, or 281,649 + 76,045 studeats.



typical month, representing more than 112,000
students altogether.?* Seventy-six percent of the
robberies involved losses of less than $1.
Figure 1-14 illustrates that most of them involved
no injury to the vietim (89%); 9% involved minor
injury; only 2% entailed injuries serious enough to
require a doctor's attention. Once again a
tendency exists for principals to record the more
serious incidents. While 11% of the student-
reported robberies involved injury, twice as large
a proportion of those reported by principals (23%)
involved injuries. The median cost of robberies as
recorded by the principals was still only &53¢.

While not minimizing the seriousness of
these events, it is clear that most of them are not
robberies in the usual sense of the term. They are
not stickups or muggings for the most part, but
instances of petty extortion—shakedowns—which
for some student vietims become an almost
routine part of the schoolday. For such students
the situation is often more like paying tribute to
minor territorial chieftains than like being robbed
at gunpoint in the streets.

STUDENTS’ REPORTS

2% lnvolved
Injury With
Doctor's
Treatment

9% of Robberles
1ovolved Injury
Without Doctor’s
Treatment

89% of Robberies
Involved No
Injury

SOURCES: SQand PQ

“Since thése are reports of secondary schoo! principals only,
the injury figures are not the same as in Table 1-7, which
includes reports from both elementary and secondary
principals.

STUDENT VICTIMIZATION BY LEVEL AND

LOCATION

Analysis of the SI victimization data by
school level is shown in Figure 1~15. As
illustrated, a student's risk of being attacked or
robbed in junior highs is significantly greater thean
in senior highs. The proportion of junior high
sehool students reporting attacks (2%) was about
twice as great as that of senior high students
(1%): therefore, a typical junior high student has
around 1 chance in 50 of being attacked at school
in a month's time, a senior high student around 1
in 100. The proportion of students robbed in
junior high schools is larger than that in senior
high schools: 1% compared to .3%, a statistically
significant difference. By these estimates, a
junior high student stands around 1 chance in 100
of having something taken from him by force or
threat of force in a month; a senior high student
less than 1 in 300. For personal theft, the risk is
about the same in junior and senior highs: in both,
a typical student has about one chance in nine of

PRINCIPALS' REPORTS™

4% involved ¥
Injury With
Doctor's

Treatment

»

19% of Robberies
involved injury
Without Docto:'s
Treatment

77% of Rohberies
Involved No
Injury

FIGURE 1-14

SERIOUSNESS OF SECONDARY SCHOOL ROBBERIES,
AS REPORTED BY STUDENTS, PRINCIPALS
{PERCENT OF ROBBERIES)
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The more precise flgures are .6% +.2%, or 112,236 + 50,721 students. Given the relatively small number
of incidents reported in the SI data (n~99), the samplmg errcr here is very large: the chances are 95 out of

100 that the average estimate from all possible samples would fall between 61,505 and 162,967.
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having something worth more than $1 stolen from
him or her in a month.??

But is the risk of the more serious forms of
these offenses greater in senior highs? To answer
this question, we considered not only the SI data
but the 8Q data as well, since the larger sample
size of the SQ made it more likely that school-

" level differences among the very small proportion
of seriously injured students would be detected.
Using both sets of data to compare the risks of
the more and less serious forms of personal theft,
attacks, and robbery in junior and senior high
schools, we found that the patterns were very
similar in the SQ and SI data indicating higher
risks in junior high schools. However, the
differences between junior and senior highs for
the more serious offenses are statistically
significant only in the SQ data. (See Appendix B-
1.5.) Given the small number of serious thefts,
attacks, and robberies reporied in the interviews,
the 1lack of statistical significance 1is not
surprising. The similarity in pattern of both data
sets, though, strongly suggests that for all offense
categories excent theft, the mean percentages of
viectimized students are greater in junior highs
regardless of seriousness. Only for thefts
involving losses of more than $10 are the risks
greater in senior highs, and even then the

differential is not large. The observed difference
may be due to senior high sechool students bringing
more valuable things to school.

The number of students interviewed was too
small to enable us to detect significant
differences by location. However, some
differences by location are suggested by the SQ
data, from a much larger sample. These data
show significant differences across loeations for
robberies and serious attacks, but not for thefts or
other attacks. Where significant differences do
exist, urban areas, especially large cities, stand
apart from other locations as having the highest
proportions of vietimized students.??

Further confirmation of these differences by
location is evident in the PRS data on violent
offenses per 1,000 students (Appendix E). In these
data, the incidence of personal violenee in schools
is directly related to community size, and the
pattern is strong and consistent. Even in cases
where relatively few schools report any aggressive
personal offenses (robbery, group conflict, and
weapons  possession), the differences are
statistically significant at the .05 level. There
would seem, then, to be a greater likelihood of
violence against students in urban areas than
elsewhere,
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 FIGURE 1-15

PERCENTAGE OF SECONDARY STUDENTS
VICTIMIZED IN A TYPICAL MONTH, BY SCHOOL LEVEL

25

26

For table of significant differences, see Table B-1.4.

61

See Appendix E, SQ percentages of students vietimized,




MULTIPLE VICTIMIZATION OF STUDENTS

Students who are vietimized once at school
are much more likely than others to be victimized
again.  (Appendix B, Table B-1.10.) Being
attacked once in a 2-month period increases a
student’s chances of also being robbed about five
times; likewise, being robbed at school increases
the risk of also being attacked five times. Some
youngsters, of course, tend to get picked on,
regardless of where they attend school. But part
of this multiple vietimization is also probably
explained by differences among schools: schools
with higher levels of violence are more likely to
have students who are victimized repeatedly. The
worst situation must be that of a particularly
vulnerable youngster in a particularly violent
school.

Students' Fear and Avoidance

A problem that is more widespread among
students than vietimization at school is the fear
and avoidance of places which it engenders. A
serious violent act at school, like that of a stone

thrown into a pond, has a ripple effect. From the
point of impact the effect ripples outward,
gradually diminishing with distance and time. To
be sure, schools are not ponds and education does
not take place in perfect calm; at its best
education requires vigorous interaction among
teachers and students. But it also requires a civil
order, which, like the surface of the pond, is
disrupted by a serious violent act. Included in
these ripple effects are fear and avoidance of
places at school, and, more broadly, a reduction in
the ability of teachers to teach and students to
learn. In some schools the occurrence of violence
is not ocecasional, but almost continual, and the
outward reverberations from many violent aects
impinge on each other, creating a general
turbulence in which little or no education takes
place and in which students and teachers look to
themselves for protection.

We asked students to indicate, on a list of
places at school, whether they stayed away from
various locations because someone might hurt or
bother them there. (Admittedly, interpretation of
the question is made difficult by the phrase "or

Areas
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bother," which was intended to measure such
things as harrassment by other students, but which
could also refer to many other sources of worry.
Nevertheless the main emphasis of the question is
on avoidance and harm.) As Figure 1-16
illustrates, 16% of all students said they avoided
three or more places for these reasons.
(Restrooms were mentioned most frequently: 22%
of the students said they avoided one or more.)

The figure also shows that junior high
students are much more likely than senior high
students to avoid three or more places and that
urban students are more likely to do so than are
students in other locations.

We also asked students how often they were
afraid of being hurt or bothered at school. One-
fifth of the students said that they were afraid at
school at least sometimes. Three percent said
that they were afraid most of the time; for these
students, as Figure 1-17 illustrates, differences
across locations are slight for all secondary
schools, but are greater for junior high sechools.
Seven percent of the junior high students in large
cities are afraid most of the time, 4% in suburban
and rural junior highs, More marked than the
differences across locations, however, are those
between junior and senior high schools. Five
percent of the junior high students, as compared
to 2% of those in senior high, reported being
afraid most of the time they are at school.

Four percent of the students reported
staying at home in the last month because
someone might hurt or bother them at school (see
Figure 1-17). The tendency for big cities to have
the highest proportion is once again evident, and
differences among other locations are slight, as
are differences between school levels.

Even the small percentages of students
reporting such fear and avoidance represent.large
numbers of students in the population. The 3% of
the students saying they are afraid at school most
of the time represent better then half a million
secondary school youngsters (574,709 *61,742).

There is a strong and clear relation between
these measures of fear and avoidance on the one
hand and student vietimization on the other, as
demonstrated in Chapter 4. Students who are
vietimized are more likely than others to express

fear, to stay away from places at school, and to
avoid school altogether. What is true of
individuals in this case is also true of schools: at
both levels and in all locations there is a sig-
nificant positive correlation between school
violence on the one hand and student fear and
avoidance on the other (Appendix B, Table B-1.6).
Understandably, violent schools also tend to be
schools where students are afraid.

VICTIMIZATION OF TEACHERS

Like the students, secondary school teachers
were asked about their experiences, if any, as
vietims of personal theft, attack, or robbery in
the month prior to their participation in our
survey.?” In general, the percentages of teachers
reporting personal theft, attacks, or robbery also
resemble those of the students, as can be seen
from Figure 1-18,

Personal Theft

A teacher's risk of being vietimized by theft
appears to be about the same as a student's: 12%
of the teachers reported having something worth
more than $1 stolen from them in a typical month.
This represents some 128,000 secondary school
teachers. A typical teacher's chance of having
something stolen in & month is about one in eight.2®
More than one-fifth of these thefts involved losses
of more than $10 (see Figure 1-19).

Physical Attacks on Teachers

An estimated one-half of 1% of the teachers
are physically attacked at school in a month's
time.  Although this proportion is small, it
represents some 5,200 of the nation's 1 million
secondary school teachers.?’ According to these
data, a teacher's risk of attack at school is less
than half that of a student--1 chance out of 200 as
compared to 1 out of 80. However, attacks on
teachers are much more likely to result in serious
injury. While only 4% of the attacks on students
required treatment by a doctor, 19% of the
attacks on teachers required medical treatment.
A teacher's chances of getting seriously hurt, if
attacked, are almost five times as great as a
student's (see Figure 1-19).

27The TQ data come from the responses of 23,895 teachers in a sample of 642 secondary schools. The
estimates derive from teachers reporting their experiences for the month before the survey was conducted
at their schools. Eight different sechool months were randomly assigned to the 642 participating schools.

28The more precise figures for personal thefts are 12.1% +.9%, or 128,000 + 10,000 secondary school

teachers.

29’I‘he more precise figures for attacks are .5% + .1%, or 5,200 + 1,274 secondary school teachers.
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19a Theft of teacher’s property, 19b Percent of physical attacks
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thefts greater than $1)
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Robberies

As with students, a little more than half of
1% of all secondary teachers are estimated to
have had something taken by force, weapons, or
threats at school in a month, representing some
6,000 teachers in the Nation. A teacher's chances
of being robbed at school in a month are around 1
in  170.°° Approximately one-quarter of the
robberies reported by tcachers involved losses of
more than $10 (see Figure 1-19).

Rape

The estimate of the proportion of teachers
raped in a month is very low and is presumed to be
very unreliable, both because small numbers of
responses in a sample yield unreliable estimates,
and because rape vietims may be very reluctant to
report the experience. Based on our data, it is
estimated that 4/100ths of 1% of the female
teachers are raped at school in a month's time.
This represents around 400 teachers, but the
sampling error alone is so large that the real
number could be anywhere between 0 and 800,
making the unlikely assumption that there are no
other sources of error than sampling. About all
that can be said is that based on these estimates,
the risk to teachers of being raped at school is
very small.

Multiple Vietimization of Teachers

Like fiwir student counterparts, teachars
who are vietir:ized in one way are also much more
likely to be vietimized in other ways (see Table B-
1.9). For example, a teacher who is attacked once
in 2 months is more than twice as likely to have
something stolen as a teacher who is not attacked
(63% as compared to 24%), and 16 times as likely
to be robbed (13% as compared to .8%). These
figures deserve some emphasis since they suggest
that while teachers in general are not in much
danger of being attacked or robbed at school, the
risk of further victimization faced by teachers
who have bien vietimized once increases
tremendou.fiy While teachers in general have
about 1 chdnee in 125 (.8%) of being robbed in a 2~
month period, the risks faced by those also
attacked in the same period rise to 1 in 8 (13%), a
12~fold inerease in risks. We may recall that the
risk for a student, being viectimized once in &
similar period increases the risk of further
victimization about five times. The reasons for
this diserepancy in risk increase between teachers
and students is not immediately apparent,

30

More striking than the increzsed risks of
attack and robbery are those associated with rape.
As noted earlier, 4/100ths of 1% of the nation's
female secondary teachers are raped in a month.
In 2 months, the rate is about 8/100ths of 1%—
still less than 1/10 of a percent. Yet, speaking in
terms of probabilities, if a female teacher is
attacked once in a 2-month period, the chances of
also being raped in that period shoot up from less
than 1 in 1,000 to almost 1 in 10 (9.5%), more than
a 100-fold increase in risk. If the teacher has
been robbed in that period, the risks are somewhat
higher—almost 1 in 8 (11.8%): being robbed at
school increases the risks of being raped almost
150 times.3!

Again, we do not know how much of the
increased risk for once-victimized teachers is a
function of individual characteristies and how
mueh a funection of school characteristics. Some
teachers may be attacked repeatedly because of
the way they treat students, or because they seem
personally vulnerable, or for some other reason
related to the teacher as an individusl. Others
may be vietimized repeatedly because they teach
in schools in whiech the level of violence is high.
Teachers for whom both of these are factors, e.g.,
personally vulnerable teachers in violent schools,
are no doubt often in serious trouble,

INCIDENCE
LOCATION

PATTERNS BY LEVEL AND

Analysis of the TQ vietimization data by
school level are shown in Figure 1-20. As shown
here, a teacher's risk of being attacked at
school is twice as great in a junior high as in a
senior high®?(.8% as compared fo .4% of teachers
reported attacks at these two levels).?® For
robberies, the differences between school levels
are significant only in large cities, where junior
high school teachers are more vulnerable than
those in senior highs. For personal thefts, the
pattern is even less pronounced. The mean
percentages of teachers victimized by theft are
slightly higher in junior high schools, but the
differences between the two are rot statistically
significant.

It is sometimes argued that while a teacher's
risk of being attacked is in general greater in

The more preeise figures for robbery arr .6% * .1%, or 6,000 + 1,500 secondary school teachers.

2lGiven the large sampling errors associated with the rape estimates, these figures should be regarded

only as representing orders of magnitude.

32por table of significant differences, see Table B-1.7.

33The more precise figures for attacks are .8% + .2% in junior highs compared to .4% + .1% in senior highs.
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junior than senior high schools, the risk of en-
countering serious offenses is greater in senior
highs. Our data lend sore support to this con-
tention in cases of robbery and theft but not
attacks. (See Appendix B, Table B-1.7.) The risks
of robbery and theft in general are the same in
junior and senior highs, but the chances of
encountering robberies or thefts which result in
losses of more than $10 are significantly greater
in senijor high schools, Further, a teacher's risk of
being attacked in junior high school is about twice
as great as in senior high; but the chances of being
hurt badly enough to require a doctor's treatment
are about the same at both levels. There is, then,
a tendency for the risks of more serious offenses
against teachers to be greater in senior high
schools but the tendeney is not very great.

The familiar pattern of incidence rates
increasing with community size is repeated in the
data on teacher vietimization (Figure 1-21).%
Urban areas showed the highest percentages of
thefts, though there was no significant difference
between large cities and small eities (Appendix B~
1.8).  The rates were lower in suburban areas
and lower still in rural areas. The proportions of
teachers reporting attacks decline markedly as we
move {rom large cities to smaller cities to suburbs
to rural areas. A typical teacher in an urban high
school stands 1 chance in 55 of being attacked

within a month's time, while a teacher in a rural
senior high school has 1 chance in 500, For
robberies, large cities once again show the highest
percentages and the rural areas the lowest. The
typical teacher in an urban junior high school has
1 chance in 77 of being robbed while his or her
counterpart in a rural junior high has only 1
chanee in 500.

The data for teachers, then, resemble the
data for students in showing greater risks in urban
areas and in junior high schools. Of course there
are also great differences among schools in a
given type of location, and a teacher's risk will
depend on the particular school in which he or she
teaches, Teaechers in some urban junior high
schools, for example, will have much lower risks
than those in others. There are likely to be some
school factors at work here, a point we shall
return to in Chapter 5.

Teachers' Encounters with Student Hostility

The data on teacher vietimization reveal
only part of the problem experienced by teachers:
our data suggest that teaching in secondary
schools, especially in urban areas, is often made
difficult and unpleasant by hostile encounters with
students.
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34por table of significant differences, see Table B-1.8.

35%0r table of significant differences, see Table B-1.8.
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In addition to asking questions about
teachers' experiences of attack, robbery, and
personal theft, the TQ included questions about
forms of student hostility that teachers might
have experienced: having students swear or make
obscene gestures at them or being threatened with
harm. To judge from the data presented in
Figure 1-22, being sworn at by students, at least
occasionally, comes with the job of teaching in
secondary schools. Almost half of the teachers
surveyed said that students had sworn at them or
made obscene gestures in the last month, among
them two-~thirds of those in large cities and two-
fifths in rural areas. Of course, we do not know
the ecircumstances under which the remarks or
gestures were made. Many cases may have
involved disputes between teachers and students,
with the students, feeling unfairly treated,
retaliating in one of the few ways available to
them. In some cases the feachers may have
insulted the students. Other instances may have

never intended seriously. Still the percentages
here are rather striking, and they seem to say a
good deal about the day-to-day problems of
teaching in secondary schools.

More serious are threais against teachers
(Figure 1-23). Asked whether any students
threatened to hurt them in the last month, 12% of
the teachers reported that this had happened to
them at least once or twice.

In both the data on instances of swearing or
making obscene gestures and the data on threats
against teachers, we find that junior high schools
show higher proportions of such hostile encounters
than senior highs, and the percentage of teachers
affected increases with community size:
relatively smaller numbers of teachers
experienced these forms of hostility in rural

entailed casual, offhand, or humorous remarks areas; substantially larger percentages
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encountered abuse in large cities. The differences
between school levels are relatively large in urban
areas and small or negligible in suburban or rural
areas. The problems are most serious in urban
junior highs where, for instance, over a typical
span of a month or so, better than one-third of the
teachers (36%) reported being threatened with
harm.

Some insight into the effect of these hostile
encounters is provided by data on a related
question in the TQ about teacher responses to
student misbehavior. The teachers were asked
how many times in the last months they hesitated
to confront misbehaving students for fear of their
own safety: 12% of the teachers indicated that
this had happened at least once or twice (see
Figure 1-23). The percentage is the same as for
teachers who reported having been threatened
with harm, although they are not necessarily the
same teachers.

Clearly, many teachers who have been
threatened fear for their safety and this affeets
their interactions with their students. One can
imagine how mueh more of an effect
vietimization experiences can have on teachers in
relating to students. The combined effect of
hostile encounters and victimization must be
serious indeed for teachers unfortunate enough to
be the targets of student aggression.

A higher percentage of teachers in urban
areas hesitate to confront misbehaving students
than elsewhere. However, there are no significant
differences between junior and senior highs here:
senior high school teachers are just as likely as
those in junior highs to hesitate in confronting
misbehaving students. Given the higher incidence
of verbal abuse and threats in junior high schools,
why are there not more junior high school
teachers avoiding confrontations? Available data
do not provide answers to the qiestion, but a
reasonable guess would be that the greater age
anc size of the senior high school students
increases the likelihood of hesitation on the
teachers' part. As shown in Chapter 4, insults and
threats against teachers are associated with
substantially increased risks of victimization.
Both are symptomatic of hostility and eonfliet
which are not limited simply to verbal exchanges.

In seriously affected schools, they are likely to be
part of a general turbulance in which violent acts
arc common. As with student fear and avoidance,
the association between violence, threats, and
insults is characteristic of schools as well of
individuals. Schools in whieh insults and threats
are common are also schools in which violence is
common, {See Table B-1.6.)

It appears, then, that the incidence of
teacher victimization and encounters with student
hostility tends to follow- very much the same
pattern as student vietimization:
students and teachers, personal theft seems, on
the whole, to be equally risky in junior and senior
highs and in all locations; violent offenses, on the
other hand, are far more likely in junior highs than
in senior highs, especially in urban areas,
Moreover it seems that extensive personal
violence in a school is likely to be just one part of
a negatively charged social environment in which
many things go wrong.

VICTIMLESS OFFENSES

Drug and alcohol use among teenagers in-
creased dramatically in the late sixties and by the
early seventies had become commonplace among
older adolescents. In 1972, around 75% of all
senior high school students had consumed some
alecohol and around 40% had tried marijuana.
Among junior high students, approximately 50%
had tried aleohol, while 16% had tried marijuana.
In addition, smaller proportions of students had
tried inhalants (e.g., glue), hallucinogens (e.g.,
LSD), stimulants, depressants, and opiates (e.g,
heroin). *¢

We do not have good estimates of the actual
use of drugs or alcohol at school. Principals’
reports, whether in the NIE or NCES Surveys,
almost certainly understate the amount of usage
among students. Further, since these are
vietimless offenses, the victimization approach
would not work, and a survey of self-reporter
offenders was deemed impractical in public sehool
settings. Hence, we have relied on the opinions of
students about the availability of aleohol and
drugs at school to give us some idea of the
patterns in different types of schools.

'see Drug Use in America:  Problem in Perspective, Second Report of the National Commission on

Marijuana and Drug Abuse. U.S. Government Printing Office, March 1973. These figures represent a

synthesis of some 200 surveys completed until 1972,

The findings might still be regarded by some as

conservative. A 1976 survey showed 53% of high school seniors had tried marijuana. See Lloyd Johnston
and Jerald Bechman, Monitoring the Future: Continuing Study of Life Styles and Values of Youth,

University of Michigan. In the Gold Study the reported use of marijuana and other drugs increased
ninefold between 1967 and 1872. The spectacular percentage increase is due in large part to the almost

negligible proportion of youth reporting such behavior in 1967.

Delinquent Behavior," op. cit.

See Gold, "Changing Patterns of

for both’
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Secondary students in the Safe School Study
report that beer or wine and marijuans are widely
available in their schools. Almost half of the
students (47%) said that marijuana was fairly easy
or very easy to get at school, and 37% said the
same of aleohol. (Figure 1-24.) Senior high
students are about twice as likely as those in
junior high to report ready availability of these
substances at school, but differences across
locations are minor. While students in rural
schools are somewhat less likely to report the
availability of marijuana (40%), it seems clear
that, according to student perceptions, the
availability of these substances at schooc! is not
particularly an vurban problem, or even =8
metropolitan one; it substantially affects schools
in all areas.

Student reports of the availability of heroin,
on the other hand, indicate that it is much harder
to get at school than marijuana or aleohol, as
would be expected, that availability is about the
same in junior and senior high schools, and that
schools in smaller communities have less of a
problem with it than those in large ones.

However, the difference between the reports of
large city students (14%) and those of rural
students (8%) is small, given what we know about
major cities as centers of heroin distribution.

The slightness of this difference underscores
that we are dealing here with student's judgments
rather than more objective data, and that the
responses are no doubt affected by their
perceptions, opinions, and circle of contacts:
what i5 considersd easy for one student to obtain
may be considered hard for another. Still, these
reports are suggestive of the extent, school level,
and location of the problem.

NCES data (Appendix B) further emphasize
that drug and alcohol use are not particularly an
urban problem. Indeed, suburban schools show
higher rates than urban ones. The NIE data from
principals (Appendix E) agree that alechol use is
as widespread in the suburbs as in the cities,
though they do show higher drug rates for cities.
The NIE principals' data, like the students', also
show senior high schools having higher rates of
drug and alcohol use then junior highs.
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All the relevant sources examined agree
that drugs and aleohol are more prevalent among
senior high than among junior high youth. With
one minor exception, the Safe School Study data
(both NIE and NCES) indicate that aleohol and
drugs in school are not specifically urban
problems—they are prevalent  throughout
metropolitan areas and are found in rural areas as
well.

SUMMARY

We have focused in this chapter on the
incidence and seriousness of school crime,
violence, and disruption. We have used several
approaches in an effort to determine the overall
seriousness of the problem: comparing risks in
school to those out of school; comparing the
extent of crime at present with its extent in the
past; considering principals' assessments of the
problem in their own schools; and applying a
reasonable but arbitrary objective measure of
seriousness. We have also considered numbers of
offenses; numbers and proportions of schools,
teachers, and students ¢ "fected; extent of injury
and loss caused by various offenses; and annual
costs of school crime. In presenting these data,
we have indicated where the risks of crime are
highest by education level, location, and region.

Our most salient findings can be summarized
as follows:

& Risks of assault and robbery to urban
youngsters aged 12~19 are greater in school
than out. Most of this disparity is accounted
for by 12- to 15-year-olds, whose risks at
school are much higher than elsewhere.

® Crime in schools is a more serious problem
today than 15 years ago, and about as
serious as 5 years ago. Increases in the
sixties and early seventies have leveled off,
and there are some hints of a decline.

® 8% of the schools in the nation, about 6,700
of them, are seriously .ffected by crime,
violence, and disruption.

o Higher proportions of secondary than of
elementary schools have a serious problem
with erime.

® The percentage of schools seriously affected
ircreases with ecommunity size, from 4%—
6% in rural areas to 15% in large cities..,

® While the likelihood of a school's having a
serious crime problem is greater in urban
areas, the majority of schools with serious
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crime problems are found in suburban and
rural areas. Only 32% of the seriously
affected schools are located in urban areas.

At a minimum, 157,000 cases of erime and
disruption oceur in American public sechools
in & typical month.

50,000 offenses a month are reported to
police by schools.

Two-thirds of the assaults requiring medical
treatment are not reported to police by
schools.

Our best estimates of incidence rates for
each category of offenses in a typical month
are:

Trespassing: 9,000 incidents affecting 1 out
of 9 schools.

Breaking and Entering: 11,000 incidents
affecting 1 out of 10 schools. A school's risk
of burglary is five times as high as a store's;

the average cost of a school burglary is
$183.

Theft of School Property: 13,000 incidents
affecting 1 out of & schools; the average
cost is $150.

Property Destruction (Vandalism): 42,000
incidents affecting 1 out of 4 schools,
clearly the most frequent of all offenses
;ommitted against schools; average cost,
81.

Fire Setting: 2,000 fires, affecting 1 out of
every 49 schools, mostly trivial trash and
wastebasket fires.

False Alarms: 3,000 cases, affecting 1 out
of every 40 schools.

Bomb Offenses: 1,100 incidents, affecting 1
out of 100 schools.

Disruptive Behavior: 5,000
alfecting 1 out of 30 schools.

incidents,

Personal Theft: the most widespread of
offenses against persons, affecting 1 out of
9 secondary school students (2,409,000 a
month) and 1 out of 8 secondary school
teachers (128,000 a month); in 78% of the
Phase II schools, at least 1 out of thz 10
students interviewed in each school reported
something stolen in a month. Most thefts
are minor.




Attacks: they affect 1 out of 75 secondary
school students (280,000 students a month)
and 1 out of 200 secondary school teachers
(5,200 teachers a month). For students,
most attacks are not serious, 4% requiring a
doctor's attention; for teachers, they are
more serious, 19% requiring a doctor's
treatment.

Robberies: they affeet 1 out of every 200
secondary school students (112,000 students
a month) and 1 out of 170 secondary school
teachers (6,000 teachers a month)., The
amounts of money involved are usually
small; injury is rare. Many robberies are
probably instances of petty extortion.

Students and teachers who are vietimized in
one way are also much more likely to be
vietimized in other ways.

Lesser but more pervasive symptoms of
hostility and disorder abound. According to
our estimates:

About 3 million secondary school students
(16%) avoid at least three places at school
because they are afraid.

about half a million secondary students (3%)
are afraid at school most of the time.

Approximately 125,000 secondary teachers
(12%) are threatened with physical harm in a
month; about the same number hesitate to
confront misbehaving students for fear of
harm.

Verbal abuse of teachers is commonplace in
secondary schools; half the teachers
reported this happening to them in a month,

Offenses against the school are significantly
more of a problem in secondary than in
elementary schools. Property offenses
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appear to be more of a problem in urban
areas, but the differences across locations
are not pronounced.

@ Vandalism, disruptive/damaging offenses,
and aleohol and drug use affect schools
almost equally throughout metropolitan
areas, and affect rural schools only a little
less.

® Considering the distribution of offenses in
different areas and different types of
schools, we find that the risks of school
offenses are higher in the Northeast and
Western States than in the North Central
and Southern States.

@ Personal theft seems to be equally
distributed across school levels and
locations.

® Personal violence is distinetly different,
posing the highest risks in junior high
schools, especially in urban areas.

® The annual cost of replacing and repairing
school property lost or damaged as a result
of school crime is around $200 million.
Suburban schools seem to account for i
disproportionately large share of the total.

Are school crime and disruption serious
enough to warrant policymakers' attention? We
think so. Despite hints that the trend in school
erime may be turning downward, the problem at
present is as serious as it has ever been, and the
statistics cited above are sufficiently compelling
to make it eclear that the educational
policymakers should not take a wait-and-see
position. Further, while the risks of particular
offenses are higher in some locations and regions
than in others, school erime is not specifically an
urban problem or a Northeastern problem; it is
nationwide in scope.










Time and Place of Offenses at Schools e

Common sense tells us that crime is not
randomly distributed across time and place. We
hear of "high crime areas" where the risks of
being victimized are disproportionately great, and
"high erime hours" when police patrols are beefed
up in an effort to reduce the expected high risks.
By analyzing where and when the risks are
greatest, police departments have tried to
increase the efficiency of their efforts to prevent
crime and apprehend offenders.

Since school crime tends to have much in
common with that in the surrounding community,
it seemed reasonable to look for the same kinds of
risk patterns in the data on school ecrime,
violence, and disruption. (The sources of data
used in this chapter are presented in Table B-2.1,
Appendix B.)!

The search proved well worth the effort.
Several significant patterns were uncovered and
are deseribed in this chapter, Three broad
categories of offenses are discussed—offenses
against the school (both property offenses and
disruptive/damaging ones), violent offenses
against persons, and theft of personal property.
For each offense, the timing of incidents is
discussed: time of day, day of the week, and
(later in the chapter) time of the year. In cases of
personal violenes and personal theft, we note the
places at school where these offenses were
committed, and take special note of those places
where the risks are highest. Finally, cyclical
patterns of incidence over the school year are
discussed. The findings are summarized and some
of their possible policy implications explored. The
focus throughout the discussion is on risks—when
and where the risks for particular types of
offenses are greatest—and on the types of policy
options that should be considered to reduce those
risks.

OFFENSES AGAINST THE SCHQOL:
OCCURRENCE

TIME QOF

In thinking about offenses against the
school, it seemed useful to categorize them into

1Data on offenses against the school came from

the Principals' Report Sheets; data on offenses
against persons came from the Prinicpals' Report
Sheets, Student Interviews, Student Questio~
nnaires, and Teachers' Guestionnaires.
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two broad groupings. (We previously introduced
this category scheme in Chapter 1,) One set of
behaviors involves acts directed against school
property, whether rooted in feelings of aggression,
or desire for gain, or both., Included here are
break-ins, thefts of school property, trespassing,
and deliberate property destruetion (vandalism).
A second set of behaviors, which we have called
"disruptive/damaging” aects, is directed primarily
against the school's routine and may also involve
property damage as & secondary effect. These
offenses ineclude the setting of fires, false fire
alarms, bomb threats, and some actual bombings.

1t seemed reasonable to expect that offenses
against school property, such as break-ins and
vandalism, would occur most often in the absence
of witnesses, Therefore, we expected to f{ind
most of these offenses committed on weekends,
before or after school, and during vacation
periods. It seemed even more evident that acts
directed against school routines (disruptive/
damaging acts) would require the presence of an
audience and therefore should be expected to
oceur most often during the schoolday.

Analysis of incidents reported by principals
shows preeisely the expected pattern (see Figure
2-1). Only 2% of all reported break-ins and only

26%-28% of all other school property offenses




occurred during the regular schoolday; the
remaining 98% of the break-ins and 72%-74% of
all- other school property offenses occurred when
witnesses were least likely .io be present--on
weekends, before or after school, and during
vacations. The pattern for disruptive/damaging
acts was also as anticipated: unlike the property
offenses, most of them (62%-73%) occurred during
the schoolday.

If school authorities are to plan preventive
measures 2fficiently, they will need to know more
than the simple distribution of incidents over
different broad time periods. More useful is an
understanding of the differential timing of risks
for these two categories of offenses.
Understanding the risks per unit time is especially
helpful for planning the allocation of preventive
measures whose costs are time-related, as in the
employment of watchmen or other security
personnel. Throughout our discussion of risks and
the differential allceation ¢. preventive measures,
it should be kept in mind that this technical
planning approach may not be adequate to the
needs of schools unless it is part of & more
comprehensive school governance policy which
emphasizes administrative leadership and student
commitment to the school. This subject is
discussed in Chapters 5 and 6.

4
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In order to ascertain risks, a number of
celeulations were made based on the data
presented in Figure 2-1. Since the term
"nonschool hours"” is frequently used, it should be
clarified. "Nonschool hours”, as used here, include
only two time periods: (1) weekends, and (2)
weekday periods when school is not in session
{before or after school). Vacations are excluded
from our discussion. The execlusion seemed
warranted since relatively small numbers of
offenses were ecommitted during these times.

To illustrate how the risks were calculated,
let us consider the data on break-ins. As shown in
Figure 2-1, only 2% of the break-ins occurred
during school hours, while 93% took place during
nonschool hours (other than vacations); we can
say, then, that 46 times as many break-ins
occurred during nonschool hours. To determine
what these figures mean in terms of relative risks
during the two time periods, the percentage of
break-ins likely to oceur per hour in each period is
calculated; the relation between the rates in the
two periods is expressed as 4 ratio.? Using this
procedure, we determined that the risk {per hour)
for break-ins during nonschool hours was 10 times
greater than during school hours.® (The small
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2 . .
Our calculations assumed that there are approximately 30 school hours per week (approximately 6 hours
per day for 5 days) and 138 hours per week of nonschool hours.
3With 2% of the break-ins in a 30-hour period, we calculated that 0.067% of the break-ins occurred per
hour during school hours. With 93% of the break-ins taking place over a 138-hour period, it was calculated

that there are 0.67% of the break-ins per hour during nonschool hours. The relative risk ratio for non-
school: school hours, then, is 0.67:0.067, or 10:1.
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TABLE 2-1

RELATIVE RISKS FOR VARIOUS OFFENSES AGAINST THE SCHOOL,
8Y TIME PERIODS

a

Schoo] Hours (S} vs. Benschool Hours (NS)

tooschool Hours: Weekend (WE) vs. Weekdays (WD)

Offense Scfmg#r}iiggrs Non’sécgggnfgiuurs E‘% @M Xdeekend anggﬁsg?yﬁours %i“:‘:__p% ‘&e—]ﬁ_{i‘{ﬁ_—wﬁ
School Property Offenses
Break-ins 2 93 46.5:1  0.1:1 51 a2 l.2:1 2.3:1
School Theft 26 69 2.7:1 L7:1 38 31 L2: 2.3:1
Trespassing 27 70 2.6:1 1.8:1 a4 26 1.7:1 371
Property Destruction 28 59 2.5:1 1.951 38 31 1.2:1 2.3:1
Disruptive/Damaging Acts NS:S SHNS WDHE HDIHE.
Bomb Incidents 73 27 2.7:1 i2:1 1 26 26:1 13.8:1
Fires 69 30 1.3:1 10,5:1 13 17 131 0.7:1
F;]se Alarms 62 36 1.7:1 8:1 12 24 2:1 1151
;J::e: Principals' Report Sheets
number of school-hour break-ins may have risks for school and nonschool hours, the right half

involved such things as forceful entry into supply
and equipment rooms, into seldom used annexes,
ete.)

It seems obvious that security resources for
preventing break-ins should be allocated to
nonschool hours. But whiech nonschool hours?
Again, referring to the information in Figure 2-1,
51% of the break-ins cccurred on weekends and
42% during the week in the periods before and
after school. What are the relative risks for the
weekend compared to the weekday nonschool
hours? There are only 1.2 times as many breaking
and entering incidents on the weekend; however,
taking time into account,’the risk (per hour) of a
break-in over the weekend is more than 2% times
the risk in nonschool hours during the week.®
Hence, in .schools which reflect the national
pattern, maximum efficiency can be achieved by
giving weekends a higher priority than weekdays
when it comes to the deployment of measures
designed to prevent burglaries. This is especially
the case where personnel costs are involved, since
wage and salary expenditures are proportional to
the amount of time worked.

Tomparable caleulations for all other
offenses against the school (as well as for break-
ins) are summarized in Table 2-1. The left half of
the table is useful for understanding the relative

for understanding the relative risks for weekend
and weekday nonschool hours.

Let us examine the left side first (sechool vs.
nonschool hours). Note the risk ratios for break-
ins and for disruptive/damaging offenses. As
expected: (1) for break-ins, the nonschool period
is considerably more risky than school hours (the
risk is 10 times as  high); (2) for
disruptive/damaging acts, the risks are higher
during school hours (12 times higher for bomb
offenses, 10.5 times higher for fires, 8 times
higher for false alarms).

More surprising are the risk ratios for school
property offenses other than break-ins (school
theft, trespassing, and vandalism). While 2% times
as many of these offenses are committed during
nonschool hours as when school is in session, the
risks during school hours turn out to be higher
because of the shorter time period during school
hours: the ric. of schoe! thefts is 1.7 times
greater (per hour); the risk of trespass, 1.8 times
greater; the risk of vandalism, 1.9 times greater.

The presentation on the right side of Table
2-1 underscores the higher risk to school property

4In this case, the figures we are using are 48 hours per weekend and 90 hours during the week before and

after school.
5

With 51% of the break~ins occurring over the 48-hour weekend period, 1.06% of the break-ins occurred per
hour over the weekend. With 42% of the break-ins occurring over the 90-hour weekday nonschool-hour
period, 0.47% of the break-ins occurred per hour during this period. The relative risk ratio for weekends
relative to weekday nonschool hours, then, is 1.06:0.47, or 2.25:1.
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on weekends relative to the weekday periods
before and after school. The weekend risks are
more than twice as high for break-ins and all
other school property offenses. The weekend risk
is also higher for fires, while false alarms present
roughly equal risks in the two time periods. Only
for bomb incidents are weekday nonschool hours
riskier than weekends, and here the risk is
considerably higher (13.8 times greater).

For schools which refleet the national
pattern (an important qualification), several sorts
of inferences might be drawn from this set of risk
profiles:

1. Weekends should be given first priority in
the allocation of security measures to
prevent burglaries (some of these are
discussed in Chapter 6). Weekday nonschool
hours should be given second priority.

2. To reduce disruptive/damaging acts (fires,
false alarms, bomb offenses), first priority
should be given to efforts during regular
school hours, second priority to weekday
nonschool hours.

3. The timing of school property offenses other
than break-ins (trespassing, theft,
vandalism) is somewhat harder to deal with.
On the one hand, the most efficient per-hour
allocation of manpower to reduce these
offenses would be during regular school
hours. On the other hand, 2/3 of the
offenses oceur during nonschool hours when
the risks are greatest on weekends. This
suggests a strategy which would combine
measures to reduce break-ins and other

property offenses during nonschool hours,
giving first priority to weekends and second
priority to weekday periods before and after
school.

Let us consider further the idea of a risk
profile and its possible utility. School systems
wanting most efficiently to allocate security
resources (whether personnel or equipment) would
want to know when and where the risks of various
offenses are greatest. The analysis discussed
above can give us a general idea of the risks
associated with different times, but the picture
provided is not equally valid for all schools. For
example, when the time-of-incidence data were
analyzed separately by school level
(elementary/junior high/senior high) and commu-
nity type (large city/sinall eity/suburban/rural),
some interesting differences were detected.
Table 2-2 shows that for all schools combined,
51% of break-ins occurred on weekends; however,
junior high schools have a disproportionately high
share of their break-ins on weekends (59%) and
high schools have a disproportionately low share
(43%); smaller cities and suburbs have a
disproportionately high share of school break-ins
on weekends (69% and 64% respectively), and
rural areas have a disproportionately low share
(32%). In senior high schools and in rural areas,
apparently, an unusually high proportion of the
break-ins ocecurred during the week in nonschool
hours. Clearly, then, the risk profile varies for
each set of schools. The analysis of national-level
data, even when broken down by location and
school level is not suitable for local planning; it
can only show broad patterns and illustrate an
analytic approach that school systems may find
useful.

TABLE 2-2

PROPORTION (%) OF BREAK-INS THAT OCCURRED OVER THE WEEKEND

Metropolitan
Large Smaller Rural A1l
Level Cities Cities Suburban Areas Areas
Elementary 59 69 67 .29 51
Jdunior High School 53 72 60 50 59
Senior High School 46 58 58 29 43
A1l Levels 57 69 64 32 51

Source: Principals' Report Sheets
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As a second illustration of this kind of
variability, data on vandalism, trespass, and theft
of school property were broken down by school
level and location. For all schools taken together,
only 27% of these offenses occurred during the
regular schoolday. However, as shown in Table
2-3, secondary schools (especially senior highs)

experierniced g much higher proportion of property.

offenses durifig schoel hours than did elementary
schoois, and larger communities experienced a
higher proportion than smaller communities. In
general the higher the level of the school and the
larger the community, the greater the need for
precautions against school property offenses

TABLE 2-3

PROPORTION (%) OF OFFENSES AGAINST INSTALLATION
(VANDALISM, TRESPASS, SCHOOL PROPERTY THEFT)
THAT OCCURRED DURING REGULAR SCHOOL HOURS

Metropolitan

Large Small Rural Al
Level Cities Cities Suburban Areas Areas
Elementary 22 10 10 11 12
dunior High Schoaol 50 40 42 31 40
Senior High School 65 59 50 37 49
AN Levels 37 27 29 22 27

Source: Principals’' Report Sheets
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OFFENSES AGAINST SCHOOL PROPERTY AND AGAINST
PERSONS, BY DAY OF THE SCHOOL WEEK
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during the regular schoolday.

Again, then, we have found risk profiles
varying for different sets of schools. If planning
of preventive strategies is to be based on this
approach, it may be advisable to have risk profiles
for each school in a given district. The
development of such profiles might use the kinds
of ineident analysis procedures we have been
illustrating.

There is one additional body of information
that can be uncovered through another kind of
incident analysis. Some particularly interesting
findings appeared when we analyzed rates for
these various offenses by days of the week.
Figure 2-2 shows the percentage of incidents in
each offense category committed on each day of
the school week. Note that both break-ins and
other school property offenses peak on Mondays.
Evidently the attractiveness of weekends for
these acts extends to the first day of the school
week: 28% of weekday break-ins and 25% of the
weekday incidents of other enti-installation
offenses oceurred on Mondays.

Disruptive/damaging acts show a rather
different pattern:  the proportions oceurring
Monday through Friday are 19%, 33%, 13%, 14%,
and 17%. For some reason these offenses show an
unusually high peak on Tuesdays (33%), with much
lower percentages on all other days. This is due
mostly to the seeming preference for Tuesday by
those who make bomb threats and start fires (41%
of the reported bomb threats and 34% of the
reported fires occurred on Tuesdays).

To summarize the overall nattern for
offenses against the school: break-ins and other
school property offenses occur most often on
weskends and on Mondays before or after school;
disruptive/damaging acts occur mostly on school
days with a particularly high peak on Tuesdays.

VIOLENT OFFENSES AGAINST PERSONS:
AND PLACE

TIME

Four types of violence against persons are
reported by school authorities. These are acts in
whieh force, threat, or a weapon is used, and they
include: robbery, assault, fighting between
individuals, and group conflict. We have
additional data on robbery and assault from
student and teacher victims.

The timing of personal violence appears to
follow a pattern the reverse of that noted earlier
for school property offenses. According to
principals' reports:

(1) Most personal violence at school (80%)
oceurred during the regular schoolday. Most
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school property offenses occurred before or

after school or on weekernds.
(2) The day-by-day incidence rates for personal
violence start low on Monday, rise toward
the midweek, and return to a low point again
by Friday. In Figure 2-2, note the
symmetrical shape of the line representing
incidence of violent aects against persons.
Note, too, that the line representing school
property offenses follows the opposite
pattern, from a high on Mondays, to a
midweek low, then rising again by Friday.
The two distributions are almost exactly
complementary.  Exeluding weekend and
vacation episodes, then, this would mean
that for those schools having about the same
number of school property incidents and acts
of violence against persons, the day-to-day
total does not change much during the
school week: the sharp decrease from
Monday in ftrespass, school thefts, and
vandalism is accompanied by an equal rise in
violence against persons until midweek when
the trends proceed in the reverse manner
towards Friday. The relatively constant
number of offenses, however, should not be
taken to mean that the same set of
preventive measures can be employed with
equal effectiveness every day of the school
week. Rather, it would seem wiser to design
preventive strategies around this kind of
more detailed information about the
regularly rising and falling incidence rates
of these different kinds of offenses.

The reported figure that 8(% of the violent
incidents at school occurred during school hours is
an average for all schools. How much variability
in this figure is to be expected among schools
analyzed by level and community type? As shown
in Tuble 2-4, the propertion of violent offenses
against persons ocecurring during school hours
increases with school level in every type of
community, from 659% in rural elementary schools
to 93% in large city senior high schools. Among
secondary schools, large cities have the highest
proportion of violent offenses during the
schoolday.  Schools in rural areas report the
lowest proportions of violent acts against persons
during the schoolday. The data on means of
prevention used by school authorities indicate that
most such efforts are concentrated in regular
school hours. What these personal violence data
suggest, however, is that additional efforts during
nonschool hours may be useful, particularly in
elementary and rural schools that have a problem
with violence.

The data we have discussed so far indicate
that for violence the incidence pattern by day of
the week starts low on Monday, rises on Tuesday




and Wednesday, and then decreases on Thursday
and Friday, only to recur again the following
Mondey. Information of this kind could be of
some help in considering how to allocate
preventive measures, but even more useful would
be details about when during the day and where at
school the risks of personal violence are greatest.
Some data on these questions are available from
the interviews with students who were the victims
of personal violence.®

According to these interviews, the student is
safest when he is in class, and the classroom is the
safest place in the school. Table 2-5 indicates
that when the schoolday is divided into three time
segments-——during class, between periods, and
during lunch--the smallest percentage of assaults
and robberies (22%) occur during class. These
data alone tend to understate the relative safety
of the time students spend in class: taking time
into account, the risk profile is even more
striking. Assuming that the time for lunch and
the total time between classes are about equal (30
to 35 minutes), we can use the statistics in Table
2-5 to show that more than half of all personal
violence (58%) took place in about an hour's time.

during class, in sharp contrast, is spread out over
a period of perhaps five or more hours. In senior
high schools, the contrast is particularly striking:
here, only 20% of all personal viclence occurred
during class, compared to 65% in the 1 hour of
nonclass time. In senior highs, there is an
especially high proportion (40%) of personal
violence in the brief period between classes.

In terms of relative risks (per hour), we can
say that in general the secondary school student's
risk of experiencing personal viclence is 13 times
greater during lunch and between periods than in
class.” The risk is highest between periods, when
the student has 14 times as great a chance of
encountering personal violence as in class.” For
the high school student, the risk between periods
is 20 times greater than the risk during class; for
the junior high school student, the risk between
periods is nearly 11 times greater.®

The data on when during the schoolday the
student is most likely to experience personal
violenee also suggest where in the school the risks
are greatest. This suggestive evidence is
confirmed by data from both the student

The 22% of all personal violence that occurred interviews and prineipals' reports. Our findings

TABLE 2-4
PROPORTION (%) OF PERSONAL VIOLENCE TAKING PLACE DURING SCHOOLDAY

Metropolitan
Large Small Rural H AN
Level Cities Cities Suburban Areas Areas
Elementary 72 77 o 76T 65 73
dJunior ‘High School 86 82 80 73 80
Senior High Scheol 93 . 90 86 79 86
A1l Levels 82 83 73 73 80

Source: Principals' Report Sheets

6’I‘hese data (as reported in Tables 2-5, 2-6, and 2-7) were derived from Student Interviews, which were
conducted in secondary schools only.

7If 58% of the inecidents oecurred in 1 hour per day, and therefore § hours per week, then the average rate
for the nonclass time is 11.6% occurring per hour. If 22% of all incidents occurred over the 5 hours per
day (25 hours per week) spent in class, then 0.88% of the incidents occurred per hour of class time. The
nonclass:class time ratio is 11.6:0.88, giving a risk ratio of 13:1,

8If 32% of the incidents occurred over a total of a half hour between periods per day, or 2.5 hours between
periods per week, then 12.8% of the incidents happen per hour of the between-periods time. If 22% oc~
curred over the 5 hours per day of class time, or 25 hours per week, then 0.88% of the incidents oceurred
per hour of class time. The between periods:class time ratio is 12.8:0.88, giving a risk ratio of 14.5:1.
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are summarized in Table 2-6 (both junior and

senior highs considered together) and Table 2-7 TABLE 2-6
(Seniol‘ high schools alone). In seconda[‘y SChOOlS, PLACES WITHIN SCHOOL -WHERE ASSAULTS
the largest proportion of violent incidents AND ROBBERIES OCCUR

occurred in hallways and on stairs, the places of
greatest aectivity in the time between periods
{which, as we saw. was the highest risk time

(JUNIOR AND SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS)
(By Percent)

segment during the schoolday).  Senior high Place Percent*

students report an even greater proportion of

viclent incidents ocecurring here (43%) than do Hallways and stairs 31

prineipals (35%). Again we see that, considering

the amount of time spent there, the risk in the Classrooms 18

classroom is relatively small.  According to

students in senior high school 13% of violent Restrooms 11

incidents occurred in classrooms, in all secondary

schools, 18%. Cafeteria 11
According to high school prineipals, the Locker room/gym 14

proportion of incidents occurring in eclassrooms

was higher—25%. This discrepancy, however, is Athletic field 9

not too important; the main point is that both

students and principals agree that a relatively Other 8

small proportion of incidents occur in classrooms
given the amount of time spent there. It should
be noted that the classroom is a riskier place for

teachers than for students, in part because Source: Student Interviews

teachers often remain in classes after students L.

have left. Classrooms during class accounted for *Number of incidents reported by

24% of the violent offenses against teachers; an students = 330. Total percent in table

additional 14% took place in empty classrooms. is greater than 100% due to rounding.
TABLE 2-5

TIME OF OCCURRENCE OF ASSAULTS AND ROBBERIES
IN JUNIOR AND SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
(By Percent)

Junior Senior ATl

Time  High School High School Secondary*
During Class 24 20 22
Between Periods 26 40 32
During tunch 26 25 ' 26
Total During Schoolday 76 85 80

Source:  Student Interviews
*Number of incidents reported by students = 365.

gln high schools: if 40% of the incidents occurred over a total of a half hour between periods per day, or
2.5 hours between periods per week, then 16% of these incidents occurred per hour of between-periods
time. If 20% occurred over the 5 hours per day of class time, or 25 hours per week, then 0.80% of these
incidents occurred per hour of class time. The between periods:class time ratio for high schools, then, is
16:0.8, giving a risk ratio of 20:1.

In junior high schools: if 26% of the incidents occurred over a total of a half hour between periods per
day, or 2.5 hours between periods a week, then 10.4% of the incidents oceurred per hour of between-peri-
ods time. If 24% occurred over the 5 hours per day of class time, or 25 hours per week, then 0.96% of
these incidents oceurred per hour of class time. The between periods:class time ratio for junior high
schools, then, is 10.4:0.96, giving a risk ratio of 10.8:1 or nearly 11:1.
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When one compares students' and principals'
reports of where violence occurs (Table 2-7), the
most striking discrepancy is between the
relatively high frequency of violent encounters
reported by high school students in restrooms and
the rather low proportion of such incidents
reported by principals. To students, restrooms
outrank classrooms in terms of the proportions of
attacks and robberies occurring there, even
though much more time is spent in classrooms.
Principals, however, report fewer incidents of
personal violence in restrooms than in any other
location in the school. Evidently information
about violent incidents in restrooms often does
not reach the principals. Since nearly one-sixth of
all violence encountered by high school students
oceurs in restrooms, many students consciously
avoid them, as we saw in Chapter 1. For some
reason, the use of restrooms for attack or robbery
is less of a problem in junior high schools,
according to the reports of students, althcugh fear
of using restrooms is also evident among junior
high youngsters.

Hallways and stairs are clearly the places of
highest risk in secondary schools. Considering the
amount of time spent there, other places that
would seem to pose substantial risks are the
restrooms, cafeteria, locker rooms, and gym.

As we might expect, the pattern for
violence is somewhat different in elementary

schools. (Of course violence in elementary
schools is generally less serious than in secondary
schools.) According to principals' reports, as
illustrated in Figure 2-3, hallways and stairs were
the sites of considerably less violence in these
sehools (only 10% of all such incidents oceurred
here). This is quite reasonable sinece elementary
school students spend relatively little time in the
hallways and on the stairs: most elementary
schools are organized around = seif-contained
classrooms where students remain most of the
day, taught for most or all of the time by a single
teacher. The largest proportion of violent
encounters for elementary school students was in
the playground or on the school athletic fields.
This is clearly the area where elementary school
students are exposed to the greatest risk; 40% of
all such incidents in elementary schools occurred
in these outdoor play areas despite the fact that
the children spend relatively little time there. In
contrast, a smaller percentage (36%) of violent
incidents took place in classrooms where students
spend an average of five out of every 6 hours of
the schoolday. The risk profile in elementary
schools seems reasonably manageable: typically,
the first step to be considered should be to
provide more supervision for the school's outdoor
play areas.

Secondary schools in which violence is &
serious problem, especially in the rush between
classes, may be able to learn something from

TABLE 2-7

PLACES WHERE INCIDENTS OF PERSONAL VIOLENCE
OCCUR IN SENIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

Student Interviews Principals' Report Sheets

‘Percent Rank

; Percent* Rank
Hallways and stairs 43 1 ‘ 35 1
Restrooms 16 4
Classrooms 13 3 25 2
Cafeteria 9 4 11 4
Locker ‘room/gym | 9 5 | 8 5 |
Parking Tot and other " 6 6 13 3

4 7 8 6

Athletic field

*Total pecentage exceeds 100% due to rounding and multiple a‘nSWers'.‘ :
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elementary schools.  One way to reduce violence
in the halls is to reduce traffic in the halls. There
arc a variety of ways in which this eould be done.
For example, it is nof necessary for every student
to change classrooms for each different subject.
For core subjects which all students take,
teachers could move from room to room in close
sequence, the the teacher in one class remaining
there until the next teacher arrived. Some junior
high schools are using core teacher systems, in
which a single teacher teaches several basic
subjects, such as English, history, and social
studies, to a single class of students in the morn-
ing, while studentis move to electives in the

% OF INCIDENTS

100

afternoon. But whether the emphasis is on
reducing traffic in the hallways or eontrolling it,
it is evident that the halls pose a problem for
many schools,

Having discussed the time and place of
personal violence in schools, let us turn to
personal theft.

PERSONAL THEFT: WHEN AND WHERE
Of all the offenses against persons occurring

in schools, the most frequent is theft of personal
property without use of force or threat.! ®These

Athletic Field
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Cafeteria
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Classroom
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Note: Percentagesdo not total to 100% because only incidents
occurring in three main locations in each type of school

are included,

SOURCE: PRS

FIGURE 23

PLACES AT SCHOOL WHERE MOST VIOLENT INCIDENTS OCCURRED,
‘ BY LEVEL OF SCHOOL
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offenses are generally less serious in nature than
incidents of personal violence, and less costly than
theft or vandalism of school property. Still, given
their high inecidence, they are a problem, and
knowing when and where thefts occur may be
helpful in planning measures to reduce them. The
timing of personal thefts appears to be quite
similar to the pattern for personal violence that
we described earlier:

(1) Most cases of personal theft oceurred during
the regular schoolday. According to
prineipals' reports, 85% occurred during
school hours; according to students
interviewed, the figure is 79%. Even if we
use the figure from the student data, it is
clear that at least four times as many
personal thefis occurred during regular
school hours as during other times at school.
On a per-hour basis, it turns out that the
risk of having something stolen during school
kours is 20 times greater than that of having
something stolen at school at other times.} *

(2) The day-by-day incidence rates for personal
theft tend to follow the same pattern
described earlier for personal violence: the
relative number of thefts rises from Monday
towards Wednesday and then decreases
sharply towards Friday.

The student interview data provide
additional details about the timing and location of
personal thefts at school. More than half of them
(54%) occurred during classes. Only around one-
sixth (18%) took place between classes, and there
was relatively little theft (7%) during the lunch
period.

Does this suggest a risk pattern for personal
thefts that is different from the pattern for
personal violence? The difference is one of
degree. When time is taken into account, the
periods between classes still present the highest
risks; the time during classes are still the safest.
The (per hour) risk between periods is more than

4

. three timds greater than the risk during

classes;' 2 even the lunch period is slightly (1.3
times) riskier than class time.'?

For personal thefts and personal violence,
the timing of risks appears to be somewhat
similar. The pattern also appears to be consistent
for place. As might be expected, the hallways and
locker rooms, the usual locations of student
lockers, were the prime targets of personal thefts,
accounting for nearly 60% of all these inecidents
reported by students. Note again (as for personal
violence) the prominence of hallways as a high-
risk location. Classrooms, where students spend
most of their time in school, were of only
secondary importance: 32% of the reported thefts
were of students' belongings kept in or under desks
or in otker locations inside -the classroom. (For
teachers, however, the classroom was the highest
risk location for personal thefts: nearly four out
of every five thefts of teachers' belongings took
place in classrooms [44% during class and 35% in
empty classrooms], )

The similarity in incidence patterns for
personal violence and personal theft can simplify
the planning of preventive strategies. In terms of
relative risks, the hallways are obviously key
locations and the periods between classes, critical
times. In a particularly troubled school, gaining
control of the hallways may be the first step
toward regaining control of the school. Reason-
able measures to reduce the traffic in hallways
are likely to reduce incidents of both personal
violence and personal theft. When students are in
the halls. extra supervision by administrators and
faculty would seem advisable. And, during class
periods, regular monitoring of the halls may both
help reduce locker thefts and minimize the
chances of classes being disturbed by students who
are not in class.

A TIME/TREND ANALYSIS: DO OFFENSES
OCCUR IN ANNUAL CYCLES?

The day-by-day incidence rates of all
offenses plotted in Figure 2-2 suggest a

1OSee Chapter 1 for a discussion of the estimated incidence of personal theft.

lllf 79% of the at-school thefts take place during 30 school hours, the percentage per hour would be 2.63%.
For the remaining 21% occurring in the 138 nonschool hours, the per-hour percentage is .13%. The ratio
2.639%:0.13% = 20:1.

lzlf 54% of these incidents ocecurred during the 25 hours per week of class, then 2.16% of these incidents
ocecurred per hour of class time. If 18% occurred during the 2.5 hours per week between periods, then
7.2% of these incidents occurred per hour between periods. The class:between periods incidents per hour
ratio, then, is 7.2:2.16, giving a risk ratio of 3.3:1.

13If 7% of the thefts oceurred during the 2.5 hours per week of lunch, then 2.8% of these incidents occurred

per hour of lunch time, compared to 2.16% per hour of class. The lunch peried:class period ineidents per
hour ratio is 2.8:2.16, giving us a risk ratio of 1.3:1.
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periodicity in the data, in this cese recurring
weekly cyeles. For break-ins, a high incidence
pegins on Saturdays, lasts with a slight abstement
through Monday, remains low during the week, and
then returns to a high again on the weekend.
Other recurring cycles are also apparent for the
other offenses we have considered.

Given this weekly periodicity, it seemed
reasonable to look for longer cycles in the data as

presented here in standardized form; i.e., as
deviations from the average morth, with the
standard deviation of the distribution of the 8
months as the unit of the vertical axis.
Standardization permits the combining of
distributions, e.g., those originating from
different respondents and instruments, giving each
component distribution the same weight. This was
particularly important here since the incidence
rates reported came from Principals' Report

14

well. Two significant patterns were uncovered Sheets, Student Questionnaires, and Teacher
and are presented graphically in Figures 2-4, 2-5, Questionnaires. Personal violence, then, as
and 2-6. depicted in Figures 2-5 and 2-6, should be

understood to include violence directed at both
teachers and students.
These graphs are based on average incidence

rates in each offense category for each of the As shown in Figure 2-4, break-ins and other

months for which data were available.! "Data are school property offenses follow roughly similar
chtandard )
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THE: EXPERIENCE OF TWO SEM:STERS

Data were collected for the months of Januarv to May and September to Decembter. January data, how-
ever, were not included in the month-by-month analysis. The reason for this was that although some data
were collected from principals during January 1977, the number of observations was small and the
sampling error large.

The May data were handled in a particular manner that warrants some explanatlon The reporting period
in May 1976 was curtailed in agreement with school officials, thus covering only the first 3 weeks of the
month (to May 21st). In order to make this month comparable to the others as a unit of analysis, the mean
number of school days was caleulated (from responses to the Principals' Questionnaire) for May for those
that reported any incidents. The frequencies were then multiplied by the ratio of mean school days to
reporting days; by assuming that for any reporting school the last week in- May would be the same in
experience as the average of the preceding three, we have corrected for under-reporting and made May a
full comparable month. The multiplier, incidentally, did not quite reach 4:3, since some schools reported
fewer than 20 school days for May, probably in anticipation of Memorial Day, falling on the last Monday.
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patterns, During the spring semester, offenses
stay at or below thée mean. (The one
unexplainable exception here is the unusually high
rate for school property offenses in March, a rate
way out of line given the rest of the pattern.) In
the fall semester, the incidence rates for break-
ins and other school property offenses proceed
almost in a straight line from a low in September
to a high in December. Thus, most instances of
school property offenses--breaking and entering,
vandalism, trespass, and theft of school property—
are concentrated in the last 2 months of the
calendar year.

Figure 2-5 gwves us equally useful
information about the annual pattern for violence
directed against persons. From a very high level
in February, the relative monthly frequency of
personal violence drops systematically (only April
is somewhat out of line) toward the decrease in
#5211 months, reaching its low point in December.!

Figure 2-6 combines the data from Figures
2-4 and 2-5 and reveals the following pattern of
incidence: for five of the 8 months shown, the
two types of offenses occur in a complementary
fashion, For example, in February the number of
violent incidents was much above average, running
the line for violence up past the +1.5 mark; the
line for school property offenses for the same
month descends almost to -.9, indicating that the
monthly freguency was way below average. There
are 5 months in which the deviations run in
opposite directions and are roughly of the same
magnitude—February, May, October, November,
and December.

Figures 2-4 through 2-6, then, support the
assumption that the incidence of both school
property offenses and personal violence are
cyclical in character. The relative monthly
frequencies of personal violence descend regularly
from February on (with one unexplainable
reversal) and thus seem to be governed by a single
yearly cycle. Offenses against school property
are distributed in a pattern that shows two cycles
per academic year, with the break between the
cycles coming during the summer vacation,

15

Information of this kind ecan be of
considerable help to school authorities in planning
the allocation of security resources. Measures
designed to prevent personal violence would seem
to be needed in particularly heavy concentrations
early in the calendar year, with lesser and lesser
amounts in successive months, with the smallest
efforts of all in the last 2 months of the calendar
year. Preventive measures against school
property offenses appear to be needed in
particularly heavy doses during November and
December, precisely the same months when the
lowest allocations are needed for prolection
against personal violence. If a given school has
available to it a lismited quantity of a given kind
of security resourca--for instance, a specific
number of days per year that municipal police will
patrol the school grounds or that parent
volunteers ur resident custodians will stay inside
the sehool at night--then this sort of information
can guide decisions about when best to use these
limited resources, Incident analysis by school
systems, whether by titne of day, day of the week,
month of the year, or location in the school, can
be a useful toc! for planning measures to protect
the school, its students, and staff against school
crime, violence, and disruption.

SUMMARY

We have attempted throughout this chapter
to illustrate the utility of inc’?-nt analysis as a
guide for planning the allocation of preventive
measures--when various kinds of measures are
most needed, and where. The distribution of
various categories of offenses over different time
periods and locations in the school was considered.
Several caleulations were made of relative risks
to suggest when and where security resources can
be used most efficiently. These analyses have
shown that:

@ The risks of personal violence, personal
theft, and disruptive/damaging acis against
the school are highest during regular school
hours in the middle of the sehool week.

A methodological note about the underlying data is in order. Three sources were used: the Principals’

Report Sheets with the combined frequencies of attacks, robberies, fights, and phyzical participation in
group conflicts per month standardized to obtain one set of monthly z-scores} teachers' reports of assaults
and robberies standardized separately, and means of the two z-distributions used to represent the month-
by-month experience of the teachers; and the same procedure used with the victimization reports derived
from Student Questionnaires. The three z-distributions were added and divided by three, thus giving each

set of informants equal weight.
component distributions elosely agreed.

1

For six out of eight months, the respective z-scores in the three

6The measures shown in Figure 2-6 for offenses against the installation were derived from the respective z~

distributions in Figure 2-5 weighting the Yother" vis-a-vis breaking and entering by a 6:1 ratio to com-
pensate for the difference in actually observed frequencies of the two categories.
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The risks of breaking and entering are
highest on the weekends and secondarily
during other nonsehool hours.

More than 2/3 of the school property
offenses other than break-ins (theft of
school property, vandalism, and trespassing)
also occur on weekends and during other
nonschool hours, even though the per-hour
risk of these offenses is greatest during
regular school hours.

Violence against persons rises from Monday
to Wednesday and then drops toward Friday;
the pattern for personal theft is similar,

School pruyerty offenses present the mirror
image of uffenses against persons, occurring
with particular frequency on weekends and
Mondays. Thus, the two types of incidents
are complementary over the days of the
week.

For some unexplainable reason, fires and
bomb threats are most likely to ceccur on
Tuesdays.

The proportions of school property and
violent personal offenses occurring during
school hours vary with school level and
location. Urban senior high sechools
encounter larger proportions of their
property and violent offenses during the
schoolday than do other sehools. (This is not
to say that the risk of these offenses is
greater in urban senior highs; the statement
concerns the distribution over time of
whatever incidents a particular kind of
school has.)

For students the risk of violent encounter is
greatest during the time between classes,
especially in senior high schools.

Hallways and stairs show the highest
proportion of assaults and robberies, and
measures to reduce or control traffic in the
halls should be considered.

Taking into account the amount of time
spent there, classrooms are the safest places
in school,

According to students who have been the

‘vietims of personal violence, in high schools

the restrooms are high risk places for
personal violence. Hence, students tend to
avoid them.

in elementary schools, the outdoor play
areas present the greatest risk of personal
harm.
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® More than half of all thefts occur during
class. However, when time is taken into
account, the time during classes appears to
be less risky for personal theft than either
the time between periods or during lunch.

® Lockers and classrooms are the sites of most
thefts.
® Break-ins and other school property offenses

show similar eyclical patterns over the year:
incidents tend to occur with particular
frequency toward the end of eacl: semester,
especially in November and December,

@ Personal violence tends to occur in a single
cycle, dropping from the highest level in
February toward the low of December in an
almost orderly curve.

@ The trend lines for school property offenses
and personal violence tend to be comple-
mentary through the school year, the one
rising when the other is falling.

If school authorities were to use this kind of
information in their planning, it might be possible
to increase the efficiency as well as the
effectiveness of available preventive measures.
Preventive strategies can be designed around the
high-risk concept which permits the heaviest
concentrations of available resources when and
where they are needed most; low-risk locations
and time periods cculd be given less attention.
This approach can be used for different types of
offenses, requiring different preventive measures.
Planning along these lines would have the
advantages of:

(1) Increasing the efficieney of security
operations (gaining the maximum amount of
prevention for each dollar or hour of
prevention resources allocated)

{2) Increasing their likely effectiveness (through
use of focused strategies designed around
what we know about the incidence of each
particular type of offense)

As discussed in Chapter 6, this essentially
technical planning approach should be part of a
broader school governance program which
emphasizes the development of administrative
leadership and student commitment to the school.
In seriously affected schools, the problems of
erime and violence cannot adequately be handled
by technically-oriented seecuritv programs alone.
If the leadership of a school is inaderuate, the
teachers unhappy, the students turr-. off and
discontented, then the efficient allcga lon of




security resources by itself merely becomes a
more efficient way of carrying on battles with
students (who, as noted in Chapter 3, are
responsible for most offenses at school). There is
considerable evidence that students bent on
causing trouble for the school can find ways to
outwit their opponents. Without a change in the
school elimate, greater efficiency on one side may
merely beget greater efficiency on the other.

However, given adequate governance and
student commitment, the selective allocation of
prevention measures to high-risk times and places
can be useful. For local planning purposes, of
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course, national-level data are not adequate.
School systems wanting to utilize this approach
should begin with the collection of incident data
from schools, perhaps using the Principals' Report
Sheet method employed in the Safe School Survey,
and then conduct risk analyses similar to those in
this chapter. The first question to be answered is
which schools have the highest risks of various
kinds of incidents? Thereafter the analysis would
foeus on the differential risks of various times and
locations at school, as above. The collection and
analysis of risk data, then, may be of considerable
use to school distriets in which school crime and
disruption are a substantial problem.
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Victims and Offenders'

In planning preventive measures, decisions
about who (or what) is to be protected, and how,
are likely to reflect assumptions about the char-
acteristics of offenders, or vietims, or both. To
illustrate, let us considzr the implications of the
assumption that offenses are generally committed
by outsiders--"intruders" as tney are often called.
Sehool authorities who hold to this view are likely
to allocate substantial resources for the
protection of the sehool's perimeter. During
school hours as well as nonschool hours, gates are
likely to be locked, all exits but one bolted and
patrolled, and all enfran:s through the one open
door closely scrutinized. Anyone who has visited
public schools in high crime areas will recognize
this pattern. In many cases, even students are
screened when they enter the school or move
about inside and are requ’red to carry and show
plasticized ID cards to school authorities on
demand.

If erime and violence in school are traceable
primarily to the unlawful activities of outsiders,
then such measures—as unpleasant as they may
be--may be necessary. But what if most sueh
crime is being commit.:d not by outsiders
intruding, but by students already inside the
school? Then the heavy allocation of resources to
such perimeter-guarding measures might no longer
be regarded as either necessary or desirable.

While looking for evidence to test the
validity of the ‘"intruder" hypothesis, we
considered several other assumptions that have
been made about the sources of school erime and
violence:

1. That a substantial portion of violent
offenses in schools are committed by groups,
such as gangs, rather than by individuals.?

2. That robberies and attacks generally involve
older students preying on younger ones.

3. That sehnol violence is often interracial in
nature.

Our evidence suggests that most of these
various assumptions are mistakcn and do not
provide a valid picture of victimization patterns
inside our nation's schools. If preventive
strategies are to be effective, they must be based
on information about victims and offenders that
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has been documented rather than merely assumed.
Of course, as was emphasized in the last chapter,
national averages cannot be used directly for
planning purposes by local school distriets. But
such data can provide some idea of what the
results of local surveys might show; and the
questions asked and analytic methods employed
here may be useful to districts collecting data for
planning ways to reduce crime in schools.

In this chapter we explore the question: who
is being vietimized by whom? Our focus will be
primarily on personal violence, although some
information about those who commit offenses
against the school is also available. We will
consider data that bear on all four assumptions
mentioned above: that school violence is
traceable to outsiders, to groups of youngsters, to
older children preying on younger ones, and to
interracial confliet. The survey also produced a
good deal of information on the characteristies of
the students and teachers who were vietimized,
and these findings will also be presented. Finally,
the most salient points will be summarized and
their implications for the design of effective
preventive strategies considered.

Before we proceed, a few notes on method
are in order. The data presented in this chapter
came from several sources. We relied most




heavily on information that came directly from
students and teachers who had been victimized.
Thus, most of the information to be discussed
came from the Student Interviews (SIs), the
Student Questionnaires (SQs), and the Teacher
Questionnaires (TQs). Additional information was
also derived from the Principals' Report Sheets
(PRSs).

In considering the data on student
victimization, we have two sources to rely on, the
questionnaires and the interviews. As noted in the
Introduction, it was evident in the pilot study
conducted for the survey that the vietimization
rates from the SQ data were much higher than
those from the SIs. Among other things, students
answering the questionnaire may have reported
incidents that occurred some time ago or in places
other than school. This was less possible in the
SIs, since interviewers asked a series of questions
designed to establish the time, location, and
circumstances of the ineidents.

A speeial Data Quality Study was conducted
to determine the validity of these two data sets.
(For a description of this Data Quality Study, see
the Methodology Report in Appendix C.) The
results indicate that for estimating levels of
victimization, the SI data are more accurate.

Still, despite the high levels of incidents
reported, the SQ data have a decided advantage
over those from the interviews: the large number
of questionnaires administered (over 30,000 of
them) makes them more reliable for measuring
variations among schools and individuals. Data
from the smaller sample of SIs have larger samp-
ling errors and therefore tend to be more erratic
measures of these variations.? Given the
relative strengths and weaknesses of the two data
sets, we have tried to compare data from both
where possible. In the figures particularly the
reader can see that the questionnaire data display
a good deal of consistency and regularity, and
show patterns that tend to be supported by the
interview data. Data from these sources as well
as from the PRSs and TQs are presented in tables

and figures that appear in the text of this chapter
and in Appendix B.

Data about the characteristics of vietims,
on the one hand, and offenders, on the other, had
to be analyzed in somewhat different forms. We
have a great deal of information from students
and teachers who had been victimized. Con-
sequently, we can try to describe what the whole
poptlation of ‘"vietims" looks Ilike—what
proportion of them have this characteristic or
that one, how many of them think this way or that
way, and how vietimized students and teachers
compare in these respects to other students and
teachers who have not been victimized. We are
not in such a strong position on offenders. Less
information is available about them, and whatever
information is available was reported by others—
either the principal reporting for the school or the
teacher and student vietims.

Since the information about offenders is
provided by second parties rather than by the
offenders themselves, the unit of analysis is the
incident rather than the offender as a person. We
have no way of knowing whether the offender
reported by a student vietim in a certain school,
for example, is the same as the one reported by
another student or by a teacher in the same
school. Therefore, we are unable to describe the
population of offenders-—-how many have which
characteristics; we can simply indicate what
proportion of incidents were committed by
offenders with particular charaeteristies.

Two other notes are in order: first, while
students and prinecipals were asked to give
information about offenders on all incidents
reported, teachers were asked to provide this
information on the last or only incident.
Consequently, we have a good deal more
information about offenders in instances of
student victimization than teacher vietimization.
Second, to maximize the number of incidents
available for analysis from the SIs and the TQs,
(thereby reducing sampling error), we have used
their reports for 2 months (the "target" and

1For indieations of statistical significance of differences not supplied in this chapter, see tables in Ap-

pendix B. All tests of statistical significance for this chapter were t tests for proportions and were
performed using the actual weighted percentages and the unweighted sample size of individuals responding
to the item in question. For the convenience of the reader, however, we have rounded the percentages
and displayed averaged sample sizes in all tables in the text.

2For instance, see Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency of the Committee on the Judiciary,
United States Senate, Ninety-Fourth Congress, The Nature, Extent, and Cost of Violence and Vandalism in
our Nation's Schools: Hearings, April 16 and June 17, 1975. (Washington: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1976), pp. 93, 136-137, 143, 149-153, 162-163.

This is especially true of reported robbery vietimization, which is responsible for most of the rank-order
diserepancies between the SQ and SI data.
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"pretarget" months) rather than for the last month
alone. Therefore, the victimization percentages
will be higher than those in Chapter 1, which were
based on data from the last month only.

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENT VICTIMS AND
OFFENDERS

Student Status of Offenders

Preventive strategies designed to keep
"intruders" from entering the school assume that
offenses in the school are usually committed by
outsiders; relative safety is believed to require
Keeping students inside the school and others who

TABLE 3-1

PERCENTAGE OF EACH TYPE QF OFFENSE,
BY TYPE OF OFFENDER

Offenses Against the School

do not belong there outside.

Our data, however, suggest that rather than
locking most offenders out, these strategies seem
to lock the offenders in with their potential
vietims. Except for trespassing and break-ins, the
great majority (74%-98% in the PRS data) of all
reported offenses for which information about
offenders is available were committed by current
students at the school in question (see Tables 3-1
and $-2). Even in the case of breaking and
entering, slightly more than half (56%) of these
offenses were committed by ecurrent students.
This pattern holds regardless of whether the data
examined are based on the PRSs, SIs, or TQs (no
information about offenders is available in the

SQs).

Trespassing

Breaking and entering
Theft of school property
Property destruction

False alarm

Fire setting

Bomb offenses
Disruptive behavior

Offenses Against Persons

Personal theft
Fights

Attacks

Robbery

Weapons possession
Group conflict

Victimless

Drug sale, use
Alcohol use

Source: PRS

*Inc1udes only those offenses for which information about offenders

was available.

Current Non-
Sample n* Student student

785 17 83
87 56 44
255 74 26
666 83 17
84 90 10
67 S0 10
69 a3 17
586 83 17
646 85 15
2,118 98 2
1,746 91 9
161 82 18
192 92 8
64 , 87 13
651 95 5
245 92 8
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Recognition of Offenders

If most violent offenses in school were
committed by outsiders, the victims would gen-
erally not know the offenders. Yet in most
attacks and robberies of students at school, the
offenders are recognized by the victims and are
often known by name (see Table 3-3). This
pattern is even more usual for attacks than for
robberies: in most attacks, the vietim knows the
offender by name; in most robb..:es, the vietim
does not. Evidently, the people you Kknow are
more likely to attack you than to rob you;
robberies are more likely to be committed by
strangers.

TABLE 3-2

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE
COMMITTED BY CURRENT STUDENTS

% of % of
Attacks Robberies

PRS 91 82
(1,746) (161)

SI 9?2 94
(224) {109)

TQ 88 *
(108) (9)

() Sample numbers
* Number of offenses reported too

small to permit calculation of
percentage estimates.

TABLE 3-3

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE,
BY RECOGNITION AND NAME ACQUAINTANCES

% of % of
Attacks Robberies
SI: Offender (n=228) {n=131)
seen before 86 62
SI: Offender known
by name 75 47
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Number of Offenders

If there were any question that individuals
rather than groups of youngsters are responsible
for most violent offenses in schools, the data
clear up the matter. The majority of reported
attacks and robberies in school involved only one
offender (see Table 3-4). The individual-offender
pattern was even more characteristic of robberies
than attacks and was especially likely to be the
case in attacks of teachers. Multiple offenders
were more likely to be involved in attacks of
students (40%) than in robberies (30%). Only a
small proportion of attacks on teachers (20%)
involved more than one offender. As was to be

TABLE 3-4°

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE,
BY INDIVIDUAL OFFENDERS

% of % of
Attacks Robberies
SI 60 70
(227) (125)
TQ 80 *
(116) (11)

*Number of offenses reported too small
to permit calculation of percentage
estimates.

TABLE 3-5

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE,
BY SEX OF BOTH VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS

Attacks Robberies
{n=224) {n=125)
Males victimizing
mates 66 72
Females victimizing 88, 85
females 22 13
Males victimizing
females 9 14
Females victimizing
males 3 1
100% 100%

Source: = SI



expected, multiple-offender attacks on students Both the 8Q and SI data indicate that, with

were considerably more likely to result in injury minor exceptions, the risks of victimization by
to the vietims (51%) than those committed by either attack or robbery tend to decline as age
individual offenders (25%). ) and grade level increase. The data are presented
in Figures 3-2 and 3-3 and Appendix B. (See
Sex Tables B-3.3 and B-3.4.) 1In both figures the
patterns are more clearly evident in the SQ data

Most violent offenses (attacks and robberies) than the SI results. This is as we would expect:
against students involve vietims and offenders of the more erratic results from the interview data
the same sex--usually males vietimizing males are no doubt a consequence of their much smaller
(see Table 3-5). This was true in 88% of the sample numbers. The pattern is particularly clear
attacks and 85% of the robberies.” In the small in the grade level data (Figure 3-2): 7th graders
number of cases where victims and offenders are are most likely to be attacked or robbed, 12th
of different sexes, the offenders are usually male graders least so. The age data (Figure 3-3) are
and the vietims usually female; only 3% of all generally consistent with this finding.%’
attacks and 1% of all robberies involved the
vietimization of boys by girls. TABLE 3-6

All the data sources show that a much PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE,
higher proportion of attacks are committed by BY SEX OF OFFENDER
males than females (Table 3-6). In terms of risks, % of Y of
boys are more than twice as likely as girls to be Attacks Robberies
attacked or robbed at school (Figure 3-1 and —_— —_—
Appendix B, Table B~3.1). The ratio is about the PRS: ,
same as that reported for males and females in .Ma1e 79 87
the general population by the National Crime Fema 21 13
Survey.® Rather interestingly, attacks by males mate (2,570) (325)
and robberies by males were not much more likely ? .
to involve injuries than those by females. (See ST
Appendix B, Table B-3.2). Male 75 86
Age and Grade Level Female (2%2) (1%3)

If it is true, as some have assumed, that TQ:
studant victimization generally involves older C o *

; Male 78

studeni:ts preying on younger ones, then we would Female 29 *
expect nur data to show two patterns: (1) that the (109) (7)
risk of vietimization is greater for students who
are younger and in lower grades, and (2) that
offenders are likely to be older than their student *Number of offenses reported too small to
vietims. We find, however, that only the first of permit calculation of percentage estimates.
these patterns is evident in our data.
4

The TQ is the only data set that is not consistent with the general pattern trat a higher proportion of
robberies than of attacks involve male offenders. But the N here is extremely small (N=7).

50rimina1 Victimization in the United States, U.S. Department of Justice, No. SC-NCP-N-3, May 1976, pp.
17-18.

6Note that the SI data correspond closely to the SQ pattern for robberies, but the correspondence for

attacks is very rough. The SI data on attacks show an apparent rise between ages 12 and 15 which is not
evident in the SQ data; however, the apparent rise is not statistically significant. In deseribing our
findings in the text, we will generally be discussing the SQ date unless some particularly intriguing
patterns in the SI data seem to warrant comment.

7Our data on robbery victimization appear to be generally consistent with the National Crime Survey data:
in their data, the robbery victimization rates for youngsters aged 12-15 were higher than for youngsters
aged 16-19. QOur data are not, however, consistent with their data on assaults: they found youngsters aged
12-15 to have a lower rate of assault vietimization than the 16-19 age group; our data showed the reverse.
Whether this discrepancy is due to differences in the two surveys or to differences between students at
school and young people in general is unclear. For the National Crime Survey data, see Criminal
Vietimization in the United States, p. 16.
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STUDENT VICTIMIZATION BY-SEX OF STUDENT
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For statistica.ly significant differences and sample sizes, see Appendix B, Table B-3.1,
100




It is interesting that students 19 years old
and above have a much higher probability of being
victimized than students a year or two younger.®
The apparent explanation is that these older
students have failed a year or more at school,
many of them are probably in trouble with the
school, have difficulty getting along with their
younger classmates, may at times themselves be
the aggressors, and may at other times be the
targets of aggressive behavior in response to their
provocations or by virtue of their marginal status
at school. ’

1%

% Attacked

10%|—

Q%T———

5%

4%

Percent Victimized at Least Once

3%

2%

1% F—

o I O S N

{sh

(sQ)

Younger students, then, are more likely to
be victimized, but does this mean that they are
being preyed on by older youngsters? Not
according to our data. Interviewed students were
asked to estimate the ages of the offenders they
encountered. If their estimates are accurate,
then contrary to the assumption that student
victimization involves older students preying on
younger ones, these data indicate that violent
offenses tend to involve vietims and offenders
similar in age (see Table 3-7). This was true in
three—quarters of both the attacks and robberies.

% Robbed

{(sQ)

] ! (sh

——

7 8 g 10 11 12
Grade of Student

SOURCES: SQ and SI

~{
o]

3 10 11 12
Grade of Student

FIGURE 3-2

STUDENT VICTIMIZATION BY GRADE OF VICTIM

8Only the interview responses for attacks fail to show this, again probably because of the small sample

number.

101




14%
13%
12%

11%

-
o
&

Percent Victimized at Least Once

TABLE 3-7

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE, BY RELATIVE AGES OF

VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS

Attacks Robberies
(n=230) (n=122)
Vicrims and offenders
of same age* 76 75
Offenders older than
victims , 16 19
Offenders younger than
victims _3 6
100% 100%
Source: SI
*Age categories are < 12, 12-14, 15-17, 18-20, 21+.
L Attacked " Robbed
- (50)

(sn

€11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19+ =11 12 13 14 15

Age of Student

SCURCES: SQand St

FIGURE 3-3
STUDENT VICTIMIZATION BY AGE OF VICTIM

v
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(In those cases where victims and offenders were
not close in age, the tendency was for older
students to pick on younger ones; however, this
oceurred in only 16%-19% of the cases. The
reverse pattern of younger students attacking or
robbing older ones characterized only 6%-~8% of
the incidents.)

Why are the younger students in the lower
secondary grades most likely to be involved in vio-
lence both as vietims and offenders? There are a
number of possible explanations. Some experts
believe that early adolescence is a volatile age for
biological reesons, and that as youngsters
become biologically mature they become less
prone to violent behavior. Others stress the
socialization process. As youngsters grow older,
society inecreasingly teaches them how to behave
in socially acceptable ways. Moreover, the
definition of what is acceptable changes with age;
for example, fighting is tolerated among children
but, as a rule, not among adults.

A third explanation focuses specifically on
socialization in schools and stresses the diffi-
culties faced by youngsters of junior high age in
making the transition from the more homogeneous
and homelike environment of elementary schools
to the more heterogeneous and broadly societal
environment of secondary schools, where they
have to cope with other youngsters from different
neighborhoods and social backgrov.ds. As time
goes on they learn how to get along, or at least to
avoid trouble, according to this line of thought.

A fourth possible explanation is that junior
high schools, by separating younger students from
the’ moderating influence of older, more mature
students, may compound the potential for
violence. In this view, junior high schools are seen
as narrowly age-based institutions which
segregate and confine young peoble during a
period of life in which aggressive behavior is
commonplace.
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Yet a fifth explanation is that many problem
students in junior high school drop out of school as
time goes on, leaving the senior highs less
troubled by their presence.

It is not possible, given our data, to test
each of these hypotheses. Trying to sort out the
effects of biological and social maturation on
school violence is beyond the scope of this study.
However, we do have some data that bear on the
last three explanations. The data indicate, for
example, that with one interesting exception, the
longer a student attends a particular secondary
school, the smaller are his or her risks of being a
viectim of violence at school (Figure 3-4 and
Appendix B, Table B-3.5). This suggests that
learning the ropes in a school may reduce the risks
a student faces. (The increase in victimization

-risks for students in the 5+ category will be

discussed shortly.)

More interesting are data which bear on the
fourth hypothesis—that junior high schools, by
segregating younger students from older ones, also
remove them from the moderating and soecializing
influences that the older students could have. We
examined the risks of violence to 7th, 8th, and 9th
graders attending schools which were comprised
of different grade combinations. The risks to 7th
and 9th graders in comprehensive high schools
(grades 7-12) were significantly lower than to 7th
and 9th graders in junior high schools (Table 3-
8).% This difference persisted even when location
was taken into account. These findings, together
with the evidence that most violence occurs
among victims and offenders of the same age,
suggests that the question of grade combinations

TABLE 3-8

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ATTACKED/ROBBED
IN THREE DIFFERENT TYPES OF SCHOOLS,
BY GRADE LEVEL

Middle
Grade Schools
7 14.1
(2,781)
8 11.1
(2,494)
9 13.7
(92)
10 *k
11 *%k
12 *%k .

Source: SQ

Junior High Senior High

Schools Schools
15.4 * 11.0
{3,724) (345)
11.9 11.1
(3,964) (371)
9.4 - 7.5
(2598) (2437)
*k 4.9

(4,151)

*k 4.6
(3,806)

o | 2.8
’ (3,135)

*Difference significant at p <.05 level {(multiple t tests).

**Jample numbers less than 20.

( ) Sample numbers

9We wondered if this might be explained by community type: perhaps most comprehensive high schools
including grades 7-12 were located in rural areas and it was the rural location rather than the grade
organization of the school that accourted for students' greater safety. However, additional analyses have
shown that this pattern continues to = ..l even when rommunity type is controlled.
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and their relation to school violence i5 a line of
investigation well worth pursuing, although the
results are not conclusive enough to serve as a
basis for policy recommendations.

Statistical analysis seems to cast doubt on
the "dropout" argument: after accounting for
other relevant factors, the number of students
who drop out of school has no relation to the level
of violence in schools (Appendix A, Part 1). This
finding receives further support from another:
after taking into account other factors such as
how well the school is run, the proportion of
students identified as” "behavior problems" by
teachers bears little relation to the amount of
violence in school. This finding is discussed
further in Chapter 5.

Race and Ethnic Background

1t is often assumed that most of the violent
incidents in school are interracial. The Student
Interview data, however, indicate that a slight
majority of the violent incidents actually involve
vietims and offenders of the same race. Table 3-9
shows that 58% of the reported attacks and 54%
of the robberies involved victims and offenders of
the same race, while the remaining 42% of the
attacks and 46% of the robberies were interracial.
Considering that an estimated 27% of ali
secondary students are members of racial
minorities, it seems at first sight that there are
more interracial incidents than would be expected
by ehance—that is, more than would be expected
if every student in a given sehool had an equal
probability of being attacked by (or an attacker
of) every other student, regardless of race. It is
interesting to find, then, that the proportions of
attacks and robberies that are interracial are not
significantly greater than expected by chance

alone.! ¢ This is an important point. On the one
hand, the everyday perception that there is "a lot"®
of violence involving youngsters of different races
is supported by the finding that close to half of
these violent incidents are interracial. On the
other hand, the data do not support the
assumption that these attacks or robberies are in
general racially motivated, since about the same
proportions would be expected by chance. This is
not to say that racially motivated incidents don't
oceur; obviously they do. Some schools have more
than the expected (by chance) proportion of
interracial incidents while other sehools (in which
there are a disproportionate number of intra-
racial ineidents) have less.

The likelihood of an attack being interracial
changes markedly with the ethnic background of
the vietim (see Table 3-10). It appears that the
smaller a given ethnic group, the greater the
chances of being attacked by someone of another
group. According to these data, most attacks on
Hispanic youngsters are by non-Hispenies, while
most attacks on white youngsters are by other
white youngsters. One possible explanation for
this tendency for members of small groups to be
attacked by members of larger groups can be
found in the notion of "turf control.” According
to this hypothesis, the numerically and socially
dominant group in a school may be able to pick on
members of smaller groups with relative impunity.

TABLE 3-9

PERCENTAGE OF OFFENSES OF EACH TYPE, BY RACIAL SIMILARITIES OF
VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS

Victim and offender
of same race

Victim and offender
of different races

Source: SI
10

% %
Attacks Robberies
58 : 54
42 4
100% 100%
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This notion will be further explored later in the
chapter.

It should be pointed out, though, that the
explanation may also reside merely in statistical
probabilities. Theoretically, if every person had
an equal chance of being an offender, we would
expect Hispanic youngsters, whose numbers are
small, to be attacked most often by non-
Hispanics, whose numbers are very large. We
would also expect white youngsters, other than
Hispanies, to be attacked most often by other
white youngsters, since, on a chance basis, there
would be so many potential white offenders
ground. In any case, a substantial majority (69%)
of the attacks against white youngsters are
committed by other white youngsters. Therefore,
the notion that attacks on white students usually
involve assailants of a different race is not
supported by the data.

For robberies, however, the evidence is less
clear. Of the robberies reported by white
students (n=79), about half (51%) involved an
offender of the same race, and about half (49%)
involved an offender of a different race. It was
noted above that robberies seemed more likely
than attacks to be interracial. This appears to be
especially so when the victims are white. (The
numbers of robberies reported by black and
Hispanic victims were too small to permit
generalization.)

Still, when one examines the data by vice-
tim's race or ethnic background, it becomes clear

that white students do not fare poorly compared
to others. As shown in Figure 3-5, there are no
significant differences between black, white, and
Hispanie students in their risk of being attacked
or robbed at school. With the exception of
American Indian students, there are no significant
differences among ethnic groups in their risk of
being attacked at school. With regard to robbery,
Indian students again face the highest risks, and
white students the lowest. (See Figure 3-5 and
Appendix B, Table B-3.6.) Data from both the SQs
and SIs indicate that the risks of attack and
robbery faced by American Indians are
significantly higher (p .05) than for any other
group. Sample numbers of Asian-Americans were
too small to permit meaningful eomparisons.

Controlling for the level of eriousness of
incidents—either the amount of money lost in a
robbery or the degree of injury suffered in an
attack—white students are generally in a better
position than others. Whites have less of a risk
than any other group except Asian-Americans of
being robbed of more than $10; the risk for black
students is three times greater; for Hispanics,
more than 2% times greater; for American Indians,
nearly 3% times greater (see Table 3-11). In cases
of attacks, white students are less likely than
students of other groups (except Asian~Americans)
to require medical treatment.

It is interesting to compare our data on the
victimization of black and white students to the
findings reported by the National Crime Survey.!!

TABLE 3-10

PERCENTAGE OF INTRA- AND INTERRACIAL ATTACKS,
BY ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF VICTIM

%
% Attacks by
Attacks by Offenders
Offenders of a
of the Different
Same Race Race ~ Total
Ethnic background
of victim:
Hispanic (n=40) 29 71 = 100%
Black (n=27) 58 42 = 100%
White (n=131) 69 31 = 100%
Source: SI

! Criminal Vietimization in the United States, p. 14.
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Our data on attacks are consistent with theirs:
according to the National Crime Survey, the
victimization rates for assault in general are not
higher for blacks than for whites, although the
rates for aggravated assaults are higher.
However, our findings on in-school robberies
differ from theirs on robberies in general. The
National Crime Survey found that blacks generally
have much higher rates of victimization by
robbery than whites. Apparently being at school
evens out the risks of being robbed for the two
groups, either by lowering the risk for blacks,
increasing it for whites, or both. The other
possibility is that the appai .nt difference between

9% —
% Attacked

8% —

7% —

6% —

504 — (sQ

{Sh

Percent Victimized at Least Once

l I l

robbery risks at school and in th. general
population are due to different characteristics of
the two surveys.

Evidently a student's risk of being
victimized is related to his or her racial/ethnic
background. Even more important, it would seem,
is the student's race/ethnicity in relation to the
racial composition of the school.

Table 3-12 presents the SQ data'® on
student attacks and robberies analyzed separately
for schools with different racial compositions—
predominantly nonwhite (less than 40% white)}, in-

% Robbed

(sQ)

| [ | | (sl

American Black White Hispanic Asian
Indian

Race of Student

SQURCES: SQ and SI

American Blagk White Hispanic Asian
Indian

Race of Student

FIGURE 3-5

STUDENT VICTIMIZATION BY RACE OF VICTIM

12Tne SI data generally show the same patterns but‘rcveal fewer significant differences, probably because of
the smaller sample size (and even smaller sizes when the data are analyzed separately by racial compo-
sition of the sehool) and relatively large sampling ertors.
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tegrated (40%-70% white) and predominantly
white (more than 70% white). We find that when
the data are considered for all students together,
the racial composition of the school hes some
relation to the inecidence of robberies (which tend
to be less likely in predominantly white schools),

data are analyzed separately for white and
nonwhite students in these schools, a decided
racial association is evident: white students are
significantly more 1likely to be attacked in
minority schools (Table 3-13). Minority students
are more likely to be attacked if they attend

but none to the incidence of attacks. When the predominantly white or integrated schools(Table 3-
TABLE 3-11

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ATTACKED/REQUIRING MEDICAL TREATMENT AND ROBBED OF MORE THAN $10,
BY RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKGROUND*

Sample % %
n Attacked/Doctor Robbed > $10
Indian (1,058) 1'8ab 2'0x
Asian  (579) 1.8aC 0.2y
Hispanic(2,121) Z‘la 1.6X
Black  (5,139) 2.3, 1.8,
White  (20,835) 0'9c 0.6y

Source: SQ. Percentage estimates high; to be used for comparative purposes only.

*CoTumn figures sharing a common letter subscript
do not differ significantly at the p<.05 level
(multiple t tests).

TABLE 3-12

PERCENTAGE OF ALL SECONDARY STUDENTS ATTACKED OR ROBBED,
BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL*

% White

Students Sampie

in School nx* % Attacked % Robbed
<40 (4,753 4.7, 6.4,
40-70 (6,588) 4.5, 5.7,
>70 (19,156) 4.2, 4.1y

Source: SQ. Percentage estimates high; to be used for
comparative purposes only.

*Column figures sharing a common letter subscript do not
differ significantly at the p<.05 level {multiple t tests).

**Averaged sample number. In no case was difference between
n's greater than 40.
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14).Apparently,regardless of one's own racial/ethnic
background, the risk of being victimized tends to
increase if you are not part of the dominant
racial/ethnie group in the school's population. The
notion of "turf dominance" suggested earlier

receives support from the data. On the other
hand, the assumption held by some that conflict is
greatest in integrated settings, especially when
they reach the 50-50 tipping point, is not
supported by our data.!?

I A

TABLE 3-13

PERCENTAGE OF ALL WHITE SECONDARY STUDENTS ATTACKED OR
ROBBED, BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL*

% White
_Students Sample
in School nxx % Attacked % Robbed
40 6
< (696) 7.0a 7.8X
40-70
(3,700) 4.2, 5.7x
0
>7 (16,052) 3.9, 3.6y
Source: S$Q. Percentage estimates high; to be used for compara-
tive purposes only.
*Co}umq figures sharing a common letter subscript do not differ
significantly at the p<.05 level (multiple t tests),
**Averaged sample number. In no case does difference between
n's exceed 21.
TABLE 3-14 ,
PERCENTAGE OF ALL NONWHITE STUDENTS ATTACKED OR
ROBBED, BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL#*
% White
Students Sample
in_School _n)** % Attacked % Robbed
<40 (3,965) 4.1a 6.0X
40-70 (2,758) 4.7, 5.7,
>70 (2,531) 5.9, 7.0,

Source: S5Q. Percentage estimates high; to be used for compara-
tive purposes only.

*Column figures sharing a common letter subscript do not differ
significantly at the p<.05 level (multiple t tests).

**Averaged sample number. In no case was difference between
n's greater than 26.

13I‘he only instance in which higher victimization rates seemed to oceur in integrated schools was in the SI
data on attacks of white students. However, since all other evidence runs contrary to this finding, we
assume that the finding in this one instance is a fluke in the SI data.
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It was noted earlier that while the risks of
attack in general were about the same for white
and minority students (other than Indians), the
risks of serious attack were greater for minority
students (except Asian-Amerieans). Is the same
true of serious offenses in white and minority
schools? Table 3-15 indicates that it is.

The risks of serious attack and robbery are
more  than twice as high in predominantly
minority schools (less than 40% white) than in
predominantly white schools (more than T70%
white). Taken together, these findings suggest
that while minor violence is not substantially
associated with racial or ethnic status, more
serious violence is. Further research on this
subject is required.

Almost all of our discussion so far has
focused on the student as the victim of attacks
and robberies in school. We now turn to a second
group in schools that has been the target of
personal violence, the teachers. Are some
teachers more likely to be vietimized than others?
Let us consider the data on teacher victims.

CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHER VICTIMS

While student demographic characteristies
are often strongly related to the risks of being

vietimized at school, this does not seem to be the
case with teachers. Differences in vietimization
probabilities among the various demographic
groups are generally not significant; where signifi-
cant differences exist, they tend to be weak or
inconsistent. It may be simply that the teacher's
status as teacher——which entails eertain authority
relations, for example--is a more important factor
influencing the probability of viectimization than
any demographic characteristic. (Teacher
demographic data are presented in Appendix B,
Tables B-3.7 through B-3.10 and Table B-3.15.)

Males are no more likely than females to be
attacked or rcbbed at school. Younger teachers
are no more likely than older ones to be attacked,
ond while for robberies there are a few significant
differences by age, there is no consistent pattern.
Length of time teaching in the present school is
not related to the probability of being attacked,
and the few significant differences for robbery
again appear to be haphazard. In fact, the only
demographic variable consistently related to a
teacher's risk of vietimization s grade level
taught, and then only for attacks: teachers in
grades 7, 8, and 9 are more likely to be attacked
at school than those in grades 10, 11, and 12. As
we have already seen (Chapter 1), junior high

TABLE 3-15

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ATTACKED/REQUIRING MEDICAL TREATMEWT
AND ROBBED OF MORE THAN $10, BY PERCENTAGE OF WHITE
STUDENTS IN SCHOOL*

% White
Students Sample
in School n
<40% : (4,975)
40-70 (6,826)
S70% (19,572)

% Attacked/ % Robbed
Doctor >$10
2.2a 1'8x
l.7a l.ly
1.0b . .7z

Source: SQ. Percentage estimates high; to be used for comparative

purposes only.

*Column figures sharing a common letter subscript do pot differ
significantly at the p<.05 level (multiple t tests).
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school teachers are more likely to be attacked
than those in senior high schools.

Several characteristies of the classes and
students taught by teachers, and the schools in
which they teach, do seem to be associated with
their risk of vietimization. The probability of
teacher victimization is greater if the teacher
has: large classes (over 30 students); relatively
large numbers of low-ability students, under-
achievers, and behavior-problem students; and a
relatively high percentage of minority students,
regardless of the minority (see Appendix B, Tables
B-3.11 through B-3.14). The risk of a teacher ever
having been attacked or robbed is also greater in
schools with higher proportions of minority
students. As shown in Tgble 3-186, the percentages
of teachers attacked and robbed are smallest in
predominantly white schools, significantly higher
in integrated schools (40%-60% white), and
significantly higher again in predominantiy
nonwhite schools. The risk of robbery is three
times greater in minority schools than in pre-
dominantly white schools; the risk of attacks on
teachers is nearly six times greater.

Racial or ethnic background of teachers did
not initially appear to make any difference in a
teacher's probability of being victimized (see
Appendix B, Table B-3.15). When we examined

the data for the teacher sample as a whole, the
risks of attack or robbery did not appear io be
significantly different among racial/ethnic
groups.!®

However, these data take on a different cast
when examined in relation to the racial
composifion of the schools in which these teachers
worked. As shown in Tables 3~17 and 3-18, white
teachers confront substantially higher risks than
others when they are teaching in predominantly
nonwhite schools. A white teacher, for example,
is seven times more likely to have been attacked
in a minority school than in a predominantly white
school; and in & minority school the risk that a
white teacher will have been attacked is more
than twice as great as the risk for a minority
teacher. Clearly, then, the racial or ethnic
background of a teacher relative to the
racial/ethnic composition of the student body is a
factor of some consequence in affecting his or her
risk of being attacked or robbed. Since 89% of
the teachers are white, the teachers at risk do
tend to be white teachers working in minority
schools.

One policy implication of these findings
might be that more minority teachers be assigned
to predominantly minotity schools. This is ob-
viousty one of those areas in which other desired

TABLE 3-16

PERCENTAGE OF ALL SECONDARY TEACHERS ATTACKED OR ROBBED,
BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL*

% White
Students Sample
in School nE*
<40 (3,268)
40-70 (4,262)
>70 (11,788)
Source: TQ.

% Attacked % Robbed
2.8, 2.1,
l.2b l.ly
O.5C 0.7Z

*Column figures sharing a common letter subscript do not differ
significantly at the p<.05 level (multiple t tests).

**Ayeraged sample number. In no case is difference between n's

greater than 25.

14

There were no significant differences between whites, blacks, Hispanies, and Asian-Americans. Only

Indian teachers appeared to have a significantly different (lower) risk of being robbed; however, the
number of Indian teachers participating in the survey was so small (n=76) that the data are likely to be

highly unreliable.
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TABLE 3-17

PERCENTAGE OF ALL WHITE SECONDARY TEACHERS ATTACKED OR
ROBBED, BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL*

% White
Students Sample
in School n** % Attacked % Robbed
<40 (2,048) 3.5a 2.3x
40-70 (3,426) 1.3b l.ly
>70 (11,063) 0.5c 0.7Z
Source: TQ.

*Column figures sharing a commor letter subscript do not differ
significantly at the p<.05 level (multiple t tests).

**Averagad sample number. In no case is the difference between n's
greater than 20.

TABLE 3-18

PERCENTAGE OF ALL NONWHITE SECONDARY TEACHERS ATTACKED OR
ROBBED, BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF SCHOOL*

% White
Students Sample
in School nx* % Attacked % Robbed
<40 {1,143) l.Sa 1.9X
40-70 (775) 0.8b 0.8y
>70 (598) 0.8b O.Gy
Source: TQ

*Column figures sharing a common subscript do not differ
significantly at the p<.05 level {multiple T tests).

**Average sample number. In no case was difference between
n's greater than 10.
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social ends--among them the racial integration of
teachers—may confliet with a measure that might
reduce some of the violenee in schools.
Coordinated desegregation of both students and
faculty would, in the long run, also be consistent
with these findings (see Chapter 5).

SUMMARY

We have considered in this chapter the
evidence on several key characteristics of of-
fenders and their student and teacher victims in
inecidents of attack and robbery occurring in
schools. Our most salient findings can be
summarized as follows:

o Except for trespassing and break-ins, the
great majority of all reported offenses were
committed by current students at the school
in question. Clearly, then, most school
violence is not committed by outsiders
intruding into the school.

o In most attacks and robberies, the offender
is recognized by the victim and known to
him or her by sight, or by name, or both.
This, too, seems to run counter to the
assumption that school violence is
committed by outsiders.

? Most reported attacks and robberies com-
mitted in school involved only cne offender.

° Most violent offenses involve vietims and
offenders of the same sex--generally males
victimizing other males.

© In general, the risk of vietimization is
greater for secondary school students who
are younger (11-13), and in lower grades
(grades 7-8); the risk tends to decline as age
and grade level increase. However, co! trary
to the assumption that attacks and robberies
in school involve older students preying on
younger ones, most violent offenses involve
victims and offenders similar in age.

® The longer a student has attended a school,
the less his/her risks of violence there.

® 7th and 9th graders ere safer in compre-
hensive high schools than in junior highs or
middle schools.

® A majority of violent offenses involve
vietims and offenders of the same race.
While the proportion of offenses that are
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interracial at first seems high (42% of the
attacks and 46% of the robberies), these
percentages are not significantly greater
than would be expected by chance.

® For attacks and robberies in general, the
risks faced by white students are not signifi-
cantly different from those faced by min-
ority students. For serious attacks and
robberies, huwever, minority students have
higher risks.

® For attacks in general, the risks in minority
schools are not significantly greater than in
white schools, though the risks of robbery
are. For serious attacks and robberies the
risks in minority schools are also higher.

] White students are more likely to be at-
tacked or robbed if they attend schools that
are predominantly nonwhite; minority
students are more likely to be attacked if
they attend predominantly white schools.

® Teachers are more likely to be vietimized if
they teach in junior high schools; teach large
classes with relatively large numbers of low-
ability  students, underachievers, and
behavior-problem students; have a relatively
high percentage of minority students; and
teach in predominantly nonwhite schools.
White teachers face greater risks than
minority teachers in predominantly nonwhite
schools. Race and ethnic background, then,
when considered in conjunction with racial
ecomposition of the school, are factors in
accounting for differential risks of teachers
being attacked or robbed in sehool.

What does all this suggest about the kinds of
preventive strategies that are and are not needed?
Those medgsures designed to keep intruders out of
the sehool during the regular schoolday are clearly
likely to have little if any effect on the incidence
of attacks and robberies occurring in schools, at
least in terms of national averages. Such
measures may still be necessary for some schools
in some ecommunities. Almost equally ineffective,
it would seem, will be those strategies designed to
keep older and younger students apart. Indeed, if
anything, the data suggest that there may be some
advantages to including 7th, 8th, and 9th graders
in comprehensive high schools, although the
evidence is sketchy and further research is
required. Measures designed to reduce interracial
conflict would be helpful.
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Victims’ Attitudes and Experiences

Having discussed some ot the objective
characteristics of the victims of violence in
schools, let us turn to the more subjective dimen-
sions. What are the attitudes, perceptions, and
experiences of students and teachers who report
being attacked or rebied at school? How do they
think, and what do “they feel? Are they, as we
would expect, more afraid than others? How do
they view the environment around their schools?
What do they think of the schools themselves and
the people in them? For the students, how well
are they doing in school? More broadly, what can
be said about the way they view themselves, their
lives, and their futures?

The Safe School Study provides data from
the Student and Teacher Questionnaires with
which to answer these and related questions. This
analysis requires comparing the responses of
student and teacher victims with those of
nonvietims.! For such comparative purposes, the
5Qs are preferable to the Sls because their larger
numbers appear to make them a more reliable
measure of relative differences. Nevertheless,
the interview data lend some support to the
findings, and the degree of
correspondence between the two data sets will be
indicated in the tables. Data on both attacks and
robberies are presented. With few exceptions,
differences between attack victims and
nonvictims resemble those between robbery
vietims and nonvictims, For the sake of conven-
ience only the attack statistics are cited in the
text. As in the last chapter, the period for which
attacks and robberies are reported is 1 month for
the SQs and 2 months for the TQs, and SIs. Since
the tables are longer and more complex than those
in other chapters, some will be placed in Appendix
B rather than'interspersed with the text.

In response to many of the questions, such as
those about fear at school, suspensions, and
academic failure, only a relatively small
proportion of either victims or other students
reported such experiences. But we are interested
in relative tendencies: are students who are
vietimized more likely than others to be fearful at

school, to have been suspended, or to have failed
academically?

One fingl note. Repeated use of the term
"vietim” tends to create the impression that the
experience of victimization somehow defines a
student (or teachers) once and for all as primaril
a vietim and secondarily a person with other
characteristics. Obviously this is not the case.
Those called vietims here are first of all young
people--boys and girls, students--who, according
to their reports, were attacked physically or
robbed at school. Or they are teachers, men and
women of various ages and backgrounds, with
families or without, and so on. The term victim is
used because it is the variable of interest in this
analysis, but it should not be understood as the
essential characteristic of the people involved.
Now let us focus on the experiences and attitudes
of the vietims of violence in schools.

LAl tests of statistical significance presented in this chapter were t tests for proportions and were
performed using the actual weighted percentages and the unweighted sample size of individuals responding
to the item in question. For the convenience of the reader, however, we have rounded the percentages
and included the total number of attack and robbery vietims and nonvietims in all tables in the text. (The
number of vietims and nonvietims varied only slightly depending upon item nonresponse.)
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STUDENTS REPORTS OF CRIVE IN THEIR
NEIGHBORUOGDS

We would expect ‘o find that student
vietims of attack and r¢ .~y at school are more
likely than others t live in high-crime
neighborhoods, on the assumption that their
schools are also more likely to be located in these
areas (see Chapter 5). The data support this
expectation (see Table 4-1). Substantially larger
proportions of vietims reported parents having
been robbed on the streets of their neighborhoods
and their homes having been broken into the last
year. Larger proportions also reported the
presence of fighting gangs in their neighborhoods.
In all probability, the victims of violence at school
are more likely to be victims of violence in their
neighborhoods as well.

Fear and Avoidance

1t is not surprising, then, that the vietimized
students tend to be afraid on the way to school
(see Table 4-2); 23% of those having been
attacked reported being afraid at least once or
twice a month as opposed to only 5% of the other
students. The vietims are also more likely to be
fearful at school: 18% of the attack vietims
reported being afraid there most of the time,
compared to only 2% of the other students.
Overall, 56% of the assault vietims reported being
afraid at school at least sometimes.

Fear engenders avoidance: students vieti-
mized by assault and robbery tend to avoid places
at school more than others (see Appendix B, Table
B-4.1). Two or three times as many victims as
nonvietims reported staying away trom specific

places because of fear. At least 44% of the
vietims reported avoiding restrooms at school, as
opposed to 21% of the other students. Compared
to others, the student vietims of assault and
robbery are also more likely to carry some sort of
weapon ("bring something to school to protect
yourself”). Of the attack vietims, 29% reported
doing so at least sometimes, while 9% of the
others reported this.

Since they were attacked or robbed at
school in the previcus month and are often afraid
there, it is understandable that a higher propor-
tion of victims should report staying home
sometime in that month for fear of being hurt or
bothered at g~hool. Fifteen percent of the attack
vietims reported- doing so, but only 4% of the
other students stayed home. In general, whether
out of fear or for other reasons, the victims miss
school moresoften than the other students.

Social Ties

Both neighborhood and sehool, then, must
appear to many of these student victims as rather
alien and hostile places. This impression is
reinforced by the finding that student victims
have fewer external sources of social support than
most students (see Table 4-3). Those who report
having been attacked or robbed at school tend to
have fewer friends: 19% of the attack vietims
said they either had no friends at school or only
one or two, 12% of the other students so reported.
Consequently, those victimized by assault or
robbery are less likely to turn to friends for help,
and more likely to turn to a formal source of
support, such as a counselor, or to a teacher.

TABLE 4-1

STUBENTS' REPORTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims

In the last year has either of your parents been {n=1,629) {n=28,882) (n=1,770) {n=28,685)
rubbed on the streets of your neighborhood?

Yes *4 5 13 *f 5
ggmége Iast’year has anyone broken into your

Yes *g 8 . 19 >t 8
Are there fighting gangs in your neighborhood?

Yes *+ 20 36 ¥+ 20

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<.0l (t test)

tindicates that Student Interview dats also show a significant difference (p<.05).
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TABLE 4-2
STUDENTS' FEAR, APPREHENSION, AND ABSENTEEISM

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims

How often do you fee) afraid that someone will {n=1,629) (n=28,882) {n=1,770) (n=28,685)
hurt or bother you on tha way to school?

At least once or twice a month 23 * 5 21 *+ 5
How often are you afraid that someone will 3
hurt or bother you at schooi?

At least sometimes 56 * 18 51 *} 18
How often do you bring something to school
to protect yourself?

At least sometimes 29 >t 9 28 *t 8
0id you stay at home any time [1a5t mnnth]
because someone might hurt you or bother
you at schaol?

Yes N 15 * 4 13 * 4
In the Tlast four weeks,/bow many days of
school did you miss?

Morz than 10 days * 5 * 2 12 * 4

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<.01 (t test)
+Indicates that Student Interview data also show a significant difference (p<.05).

TABLE 4-3

INDICATIONS OF STUDENTS' SOCIAL SUPPORT, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS
% of Attack % of Attack # of Robbery % of Robbery

Victimg Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims

How many close friends do you have at this {n=1,629) (n=28,882) {n=1,770}) (n=28,685)
school?

0-2 19 *t 12 15 * 12
Kho would you go to first if you needed help
with a personal problem?

A school counszlor 11 * 7 14 * 7

A teacher 5 * 3 6 *® 3

A friend 25 * 29 21 *+ 30
If you got into serious trouble at schoal with
the teachers, how often would your parents do
the fo1low1ng? .

Listen to your side

Almost Never 19 *t 11 20 w4t 11
Come to school to take your side

Almost Never 36 * 30 37 ¥ 30
Punish you

Almost Always 39 * 31 39 * 30

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<.01 (t test)
tIndicates that Student Interview data also show a significant difference (p<.05).
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Should they get into trouble at school, the
student vietims are also less likely than others to
think that their parents would listen to their side
of the argument or come to school to support
them, and more likely to think that their parents
would punish them. In terms of tendencies, then,
the gradually emerging picture is one of the
victim as a youngster who perceives his life as
harder than most: he or she is more likely to live
in a tough neighborhood, to be afraid much of the
time, to have few friends, and, perhaps; to come
from a more punitive home environment.
Moreover, other experiences at school do little to
relieve the situation.

Academic Performance and Behavior at School

While students who have been victimized are
more likely than others to say that there is a lot
of competition for grades in their schools (see
Table 4-4), they are also more likely to say that
their own grades are low or below average (for
attack victims, 14% as compared to 7%), more
likely to rate themselves as well below average in
reading ability (7% to 4%), and more likely to
have failed a grade or more (19% to 12%).

Not only do the vietimized students tend to
be doing poorly academically but they are also
more likely to be in trouble with the school
(see Table 4-5). Twenty percent of the attack
vietims reported being suspended from their
present schools, as compared to 11% of the other
students; 2% of attack vietims reported having

been expelled from another school, as compared
to 1% of those not victimized. (Four percent of
robbery vietims report having been expelled.)

These findings and several others, such as
the possession of weapons at school, suggest that
the vietims of attack and robbery are also more
likely to be offenders. They tend to be youngsters
in trouble, and part of the problem may be that
they get into fights and other situations in which
the chances of being victimized increase.

Attitudes Toward the School

Under the circumstances, we would not
expect the student victims of violence to be as
happy with their schools as other youngsters, and
they are not. Compared to others, students
vietimized by attack or robbery tend to say that
they do not like their school, the students, the
principal, or the classes (see Table 4-6). Propor-
tionately, three times as many vietims said their
schools were "not nearly as good" as other schools
in the area. Their assessments of the teachers
and principals are consistently more negative than
those of other students. They are less likely to
say, for example, that the principal is doing a
good job, is fair, or is friendly. They are also less
likely to say that the teachers are teaching them
what they want to learn, or that the teachers are
fair or interested in the students (see Appendix B,
Tables B-4.2 through B-4.4).

TABLE 4-4

STUDENTS' ACADEMIC STATUS, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

Is there a Tot of competition for grades in this
school?

Yes

At the end of the last semester, were your
course grades mostly:

Below average {mostly D's) or
Low {mostly E's or F's)

How would you rate yourself in reading
abitity?

Well balow average

Have you ever had to repeat a year in school
because you failed?

Yes

LSS U

Source: Student Quastionnaire
o *pe,0l {t test)

% of Attack™ % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=1,629) (n=28,882}) {n=1,770) (n=28,685)
56 * 52 59 + 52
15 +t 7 14 * 7
7 * 4 9 4 4
19 * 12 18 * 12

tIndicates that Student Interview data alse show a significant difference (p<.05).

118

I R N S S



TABLE 4-5
STUDENTS' REPORTS OF SUSPENSION AND EXPULSION, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
ggxgoﬁu ever been suspended from th.is (n=1,629) (n=28,882) {n=1,770) {n=28,685) k
Yes 20 *t 11 17 = 1
Wny do you go to this schoovl and not some
other school?
I was expelled from another school 2 * 1 4 * 1

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<.01  (t test)

tIndicates that Student Interview data alse show a significant difference (p<.05).

TABLE 4-b

STUDENTS' bISSATISFACTION, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvict ims Victims Norivictims

ggﬁ'\ge}}kgo you like the following: (n=1,629) (n=28,882) {n=1,770) - {n=28,685)
This school 17 x5 9 vooov g
The students 11 * 3 11 > 3
The principal 24 * 17 26 * 1%
The classes yau are taking 16 * 10 R * 10

Source: Student Questionnaire

*p<.01  (t test)

tindicates that Student Interview data also show a significant différence (p<.05).

The vietims are more likely to see the rules
as unfair, inconsistent, and arbitrary, and to
report paddling and demeaning treatment of
students in their schools (see Appendix B, Table B-
4.5). If these perceptions are accurate, students
who are victimized tend to live in more punitive
environments--at school, as well as at home—than
other students. Their school environment is also
more likely to be characterized by conflict.

Measures of Conflict at School

A larger proportion of student vietims than
of others report racial, ethnic, and class confliets
in their schools, and say that racial minorities are
not treated fairly at school (see Table 4-7). (Both
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the victims and other students agree, however,
that minority groups are treated more fairly at
school than in the country as a whole.)

These assessments should not be regarded
simply as reflecticiis of more negative attitudes
on the part of the student vietims. They may also
be quite realistic appraisals of schools which are
badly run and in which a good dea! of violence and
illegal behavior occurs. For example, student
vietims are about twice as likely as others to say
that heroin and stolen articles are very easy to
get at their schools (see Appendix B, Table B-4.6).
Vietims who think the cards are stacked against
them may not always be incorrect in their
assumptions.




Ethies and Qutlook

The victims of assault and robbery tend to
express ethical values contrary to the law or the
accepted rules of the game—another indication
that victims in some circumstances may be
offenders in others (see Table 4-8). For example,
they are more likely to say that if they could get
away with it they would take money from other
students, cheat on a test, spray paint on school
walls, &nd skip school. They are also more likely

£

to endorse statements such as "If you want to get
ahead, you can't always be honest," "Taking things
from others doesn't hurt anyone," and ironically,
"People who get beat up usually asked for it."
(See Appendix B, Table B~4.7.)

In broader terms, the victims of assault and
robbery at school tend to see themselves as
victims of life. In a small way, this is evident in
their inclination to feel that no one lstens to
them in class (see Table 4-9). But the sense of

TABLE 4-7

STUDENTS® REPORTS OF HOSTILITY AMONG GROUPS AT SCHOOL, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

How well do theé following people
get along at your school?

Students of different races Not Well

Students of different nationalities Not Well

Students without much money
and students with money Not Mell
How much do you agree with each

of the following Statements?

Racial minority groups (Blacks,
Spanish-Americans, etc.) are
treated fairly in this school Disagree
Racial minority groups (Blacks,
Spanish-Americans, etc.) are

treated fairly in this country Disagree

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<, 01 (t test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=1,629) (n=28,882) (n=1,770) {n=28,685)
3

18 *f 8 19 * 8
10 *f 4 11 * 4
20 *t 11 20 * 11
12 * 7 12 * 7
33 * 29 31 * 29

tIndicates that Student Interview data also show a significant difference (p<.05).

TABLE 4-8

STUDENTS' REPORTED WILLINGNESS TO COMMIT CRIMES OR RULE
INFRACTIONS, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

Would you do any of the foljowing things
if you knew you could get away with it?

Yes response to:

Cheat on a test Yes
Sprray paint on school walls Yes
Take mobey from other students Yes
Skip school Yes

i

Source: Student Questionnaire
*p<, 01 (¢ test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=1,629) (n=28,882) (n=1,770) (n=28,685)
23 * 19 25 * 19
10 * 4 11 ¥ 4
9 * 4 9 + 4
28 * 24 27 . 24

tIndicates that Student Interview data also show a significant difference (p<.05).
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inability to control their own destiny is drama-
tically evident in the response of the victims to
the statement, "Every time I try to get ahead,
someone or something stops me." Forty-one
percent of the attack victims agreed with that
statement, as compared to 25% of the other
students. Victimized students were also more
likely to disagree that "If I study hard I will get
good grades,” and "If I plan things right, they will
come out OK."

1t is perhaps consistent with this sense of
powerlessness that a higher (though still small)
proportion of victimized students said they
planned to join the armed forces after leaving
high school. And, asked how much school was
helping them get ready for what they wanted to

do later, the vietims were more likely to reply
"not at all" (see Appendix B, Table B-4.8). In
many ways the experiences and attitudes of
teachers victimized at school resemble those of
the student victims, probably, in part, because
they are in the same schools.

TEACHERS EXPERIENCES WITH CRIVE AND

MISRIHAVIOR

Teachers who have been attacked or robbed
at school are more likely to report vandalism,
personal attacks, and theft in the neighborhood
around the school. Indeed, 56% of the attack
vietims reported that these were fairly or very
much a problem, as compared to 20% of the other
teachers (see Table 4-10). Teachers who have

TABLE 4-9

STUDENTS' SENSE OF INTERNAL-EXTERNAL CONTROL, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

How easy would it be to do the following
things if you wanted to?

Have your ideas listened to

in class Not Easy
How do you feel about each of the
following ideas?

Every time 1 try to get ahead,

something or someone stops me Agree

If I study hard, I will get

good grades Disagree

If I plan things right, they

will come out O.X. Disagree

Source: Student Questionnaire
*pe.01  {t test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=1,529) {n=28,882) {n=1,770}) {n~28,865)
31 A 18 32 *4 19
41 *f 25 46 *t 28
13 * g 14 * 9
12 * 10 14 * 10

+Indicates that Student Interview data also show a significant difference {p<.05),

TABLE 4-10

TEACHERS' REPORTS OF HIGH CRIME IN SCHOOL NEIGHBORHMOOD, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

In your opinion, how much of a probiem
are vandalism, personal attacks, and
theft in the neighborhooed surrounding
your ‘school? :

Fa{rly much or very much

Source: Teacher (uestionnaire
*p<,0l - (t test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery ¥ of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
{n=273) {n=19,051) (n=211}) {n=19,157}

56 4 20 53 * 20
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been victimized are two to five times as likely to
regard places at school as unsafe (see Appendix B,
Table B-4.9).

More than others, teachers who are victims
of violence at school also tend to have frequent
hostile encounters with students {Table 4-11). No
less than 90% of the teachers who reported being
attacked also reported being sworn at by students
in the previous month; 48% of the other teachers
reported this. Of those vietimized by attack, 60%

were also threatened with harm at least once in
the previous month; only 11% of the other
teachers so reported. Understandably, those
victimized are also more likely than other
teachers to hesitate in contronting misbehaving
students for fear of their own safety.

Perceptions of the School

Teachers who are vietims of assault and
robbery further resemble student vietims in their

TABLE 4-11

TEACHERS' REPORTS OF VERBAL

ABUSE, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
In (the target or pretarget month), did any (n=273) (n=19,051) (n=211) {n=19,157)
students swear at you or make obscene remarks
or gestures to you?
At Jeast ance or twice 90 + 48 74 48
In (the target'or pretarget month), how many
times did any students threaten to hurt you?
At least once or twice 60 * 11 37 N 11
In (the target er prefarget month), how many
times did you hesitate to confront misbehaving
students for fear of your own safety?
At least once or twice 45 * 12 33 * 12
Source: Teacher Questionnaire
*p<,01  {t test)
TABLE 4-12

TEACHERS' REPORTS OF HOSTILITY AMONG GROUPS AT SCHOOL, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

How much does each  of the following statements
describie your school?
A1l students ‘are treated equally Not At All

In your opinion, how well do the following
groups get along at your school?

Students of different races Not Well
Students of different nationality
backgrounds Not Well
Students of different socio-

economic groups Not Well
Teachers and students Not Well
Teachers and administrators Not Well
Parents and teachers Not well

Source: Teacher Questionnaire

*pe.01 (t test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=273) (n=19,051) {n=211) (n=19,157)

15 * 6 14 * 6

14 * 5 13 * 5

7 * 2 8 * 2

10 * 4 10 * 5

6 ® 1 10 * 1

22 Cx 9 27 * 9

7 * 2 11 * 2
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assessments of their schools (see Appendix B,
Table B-4.10). In general, they do not like them.
They are much less likely than other teachers to
say that the principal is friendly or fair, or that
he/she shares decisionmaking. They also tend to
feel that all students are not treated equally at
school, and, like the student victims, they are
much more likely to note confliet in the school-—-
not only racial, ethnie, and class conflict, but
conflict between teachers and students,
administrators and parents (see Table 4-12).

As with the students, these differences
between the perceptions of teacher victims and

nonvictims probably reflect real differences in the
schools in which they teach. It is no surprise,
then, that vietimized teachers tend more then
others to say that teachers in their school are
unable to maintain eontrol in elass (see Appendix
B, Table B-4.11).

Attitudes Toward Students

The teachers were asked a series of 10
questions from the "Pupil Control Ideology Secale"
designed by Willower {Table 4-13). Each of the
statements to which the teachers responded
reflects a negative attitude toward studenis—

TABLE 4-13

TEACHERS' REPORTS QOF AUTHORITARIAN ATTITUDES,1
BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery

Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
Following are 10 statements about schools, teachers,  (n=273} {n=19,051) (n=211) (n=19,157)k
and pupils. Please indicate your personal opinion
about each statement by circling the appropriate
number at the right of each statement.
Pupils are usually not capable of solving Strongly
their problems through logical reasoning Agree 5 * 2 10 * 2
Beginning teachers are not likely to
maintain strict enough control aver Strangly
their pupils Agree 7 5 10 * 5
The best principal gives unquestioning :
support to teachers in disciplining Strongly
pupils Agree 23 18 25 * 18
1t is justifiable to have pupils Tearn
many facts about subjects even if Strongly
they have no immediate application Agree 21 * 8 9 9
Being friendly with pupils often leads Strongly
them to become too familiar Agree 5 4 11 * 4
Student governments are a good "safety
valve" but should not have much influ- Strongly
ence on school policy Agree 4 2 2 2
If a pupil uses obscene or profane
language in school, it must be Strongly
considered a moral offense Agree 16 * 6 15 * b
A few pupils are just young hoodTums Strongly
and should be treated accordingly Agree 19 * 8 22 * 8
A pupil who destroys schoe' material Strongly
ur property should be severely punished Agree 26 * 18 32 * 18
Pupils often misbehave in order to Strongly
make the teacher look bad Agree 7 * 3 8 * 3
Source: Teacher Questionnaire
*p<.05 (t test)
lFrom Willower's Pupil Control Ideology Scale.
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generally harsh, authoritarian, and demeaning. On
every item a higher proportion of victimized
teachers than of others endorsed the statements.
Harshly authoritarian teachers may provoke
violence by students. On the other hand, teaching
in violent schools may engender authoritarian
attitudes in teachers.

Understandably, victimized teachers are
more likely than others to say that they do not
want to keep teaching the kind of students they
have now, and indicated they would rather move
than continue teaching at their present schools
(see Table 4-14).

SUMMARY OF VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS

Student vietims are more likely than others
to come from high-crime neighborhoods, to be
afraid at sechool, to avoid places there, and to miss
school. They have fewer friends and less social
support at home than others, and are more likely
to turn to school counselors and teachers for help.
They tend to be youngsters in trouble, apart from
their victimization experiences, They are more

likely than others to have been suspended from
their present school or expelled from others, to
have trouble academically, and to hold to ethical
values not sanctioned by society in general. More
than others, they tend not to like muech of
anything about their schools, In general, they
tend to see themselves as pawns in a game over
which they have no control.

The picture of the school and its surround-
ings drawn by the victimized teachers is similar to
that of their student counterparts. More than
other teachers, they report that crime is a
problem in the neighborhood around the school and
there is a lack of safety at school. Like the
students, their assessment of their schools tends
to be much more negative than that of other
teachers. Their view of students is also more
negative. Like the vietimized students, they are
probably accurately deseribing school and
neighborhood environments in which violence is
fairly common, and in which efforts to reduce
violence are generally ineffective. Therefore
many want to move to other sc¢hools and to teach
other students.

TABLE 4-14
TEACHERS' DISSATISFACTION WITH THEIR STUDENTS AND SCHOOL, BY VICTIMIZATION STATUS

How much do you disagree or agree with each of
the following statements?

Disagre2/Strongly Disagree

I want to keep on teaching the
kind of students I have now

I want to continue teaching at
this school rather than move

Source:
*pe.,01

Teacher Questionnaire
(t test)

% of Attack % of Attack % of Robbery % of Robbery
Victims Nonvictims Victims Nonvictims
(n=273) (n=19,051) (n=211) (n=19,157)
38 * 16 39 * 16
22 * 8 19 * 9
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The Schools’ Role in Reducing

Crime and Misbehavior

This chapter summarizes the results of a
statistical analysis of data from the schools in the
Safe Schools Study. The preceding chapters
examined the association between personal
characteristics of teachers and students and their
experiences as victims of robberies and attacks at
school. Now we shift the spotlight from the
individual and focur on the role of the school.
Since the school is - environment where school
crime oceurs, any peliey initiatives which alter
that environment presumably affect the amount
of erime that oceurs.

The statistical analysis is presented in
Appendix A. The technique uses multiple
regression equations to locate those school
characteristics which are most consistently and
strongly associated with the amount of ecrime
occurring in a school. In the course of construet-
ing these equations, literally hundreds of variables
were considered and most rejected. The question-
naires were written in order to test a variety of
theories about factors that cause school crime.
The reader who is interested 1n fully
understanding this analysis should examine the
appendixes in detail.

THE RESEARCH METHOD

Although this chapter is intended as a non-
technical summary of the main findings of our
analysis, it is still necessary to begin with a brief
reference to some of the technical issues. One
sueh issue involves measuring each school's crime
rate, given the inconsistencies in the rates
obtained by different methods in the survey. The
reader by this point is well aware that students in
face-to-face interviews were considerably less
likely to report being victimized than they were
on written questionnaires, and that we have some
reason to believe that the Student Interviews (SIs)
are more accurate, and the Student Questionnaire
(SQ) responses inflated. Nevertheless, we have to
use the questiormaire data for the analysis of this
chapter because its larger number of responses
gives more reliable estimates of the differences
between schools.

The statistical study analyzes the impact on
one factor while holding constant the effects of a
number of others--in technical terms, this is a
multivariate analysis. A multivariate analysis is a
useful method of study, providing that we keep in
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mind the way it difters from an analysis that looks
at only one possible cause of crime, and also that
we keep’in mind the limitations of the method.

Multivariate analysis identifies tfactors
which are characteristic of high-erime sehools and
shows which of these factors are and are not
related to school crime when schools are matched
on the basis of other characteristics. When this
oceurs, interpretation of the statisties 1is
sometimes difficult. As an example, 22 school
characteristics were identified as being related to
school erime in our multivariate analysis. One
faetor which we might expeect to find in such a
list, but which is not there, is tiie number of
"problem students" dealt with in the school. Each
teacher was asked for a count of problem students
in his or her class and, not surprisingly, we find
that schools which have more problem students
also have more crime. However, the importance
of this count of problem students becomes
irrelevant when other school factors are
considered simultaneously. What exactly does
that mean? First, it does not mean that "problem
students" do not cause difficulty or that high-
erime schools do not have morz problem students.
What it does imply is that it cannot be true that
school crime is mainly caused by an easily
recognized cadre of serious offenders whose
behavior is intractable. If this were the case,

there would be nothing the school could do if it
had a large number of such students, and the

relationship between the number of
Y

¥

problem




students and the level of crime would persist no
matter what other school factors were considered.
Apparently the numbe: of students in a school who
are chronic troublemakers, or are believed to be
by the teachers, is not a fixed or uncontrollable
characteristic of the school. For example, if most
of the students say the school rules are fair or
that rules are strictly enforced, the teachers will
say that there are fewer problem students in their
classes. Whether this is because potential
troublemakers are less likely to "aet out" if the
rules are strict and fair or whether teachers are

less likely to define students as troublemakers
when school rules are firmly and fairly enforced,
we do not know. But whatever the case,we can
conclude that the school is not the impotent
vietim of the number of chronic offenders in its
student body.

The poliey implications of this finding are
ambiguous. On the one hand it is still probably
true that a school could reduce its crime rate by
simply expelling those students causing the most
trouble.  Although our data cannot say how
effective such a policy would be, our data do
indicate that there seams to be a large number of
schools in the United States that have reduced
their erime rate without resorting to the expulsion
of problem students.

The major problem with a statistical
analysis such as this is that it cannot guarantee
that the factors identified as characteristic of
low-crime schools are in fact "causes" of the low
crime rate. To consider another example: The
data show that schools whose teachers have
intensive association with fewer students in the
course of a week have less violence than schools
in similar neighborhoods, with similar ethnie
compositions and student attitudes, whose
teachers have extensive contact with a larger
number of students eacéh week. For one thing, it
is possible that the data are mistaken; we may
have somehow miscalculated the amount of
teacher-student association. In addition, it may
be that had we identified some other school factor
and taken that into account, we would have found
the relationship between extensiveness of
association and school ecrime disappearing.
Finally. there is always the possibility that the
relationship between extensiveness of teacher-
student association and school crime exists
because a high crime rate causes a school to alter
its staffing pattern so that teachers are brought
into assoeiation with more students. This last
explanation seems highly unlikely, but it is a
possibility to be considered.

For all these reasons, the statistical analysis
cannot guarantee that an administrator who

reduces the number of students per teacher will

find a corresponding reduction in crime. In this
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particular example, we think it is at least rather
likely that the school crime rate would go down if
this step were taken. But this coneclusion is based
on more than simply the results of the statistical
analysis. It represents a culling of other
information about schools, a knowledge of the
views held by professional educators and
educational polieymakers, and a reading of the
general literature on juvenile delinquency. The
analysis is as muech influenced by the writings of
social secientists and educators as it is by the
statistical data presented here.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SCHOOL SECURITY
PROCEDURES: A RESEARCH PROBLEM

This particular analysis does not address the
question "How effective are security procedures
(such as hiring security officers or installing
burglar alarms) in reduecing school erime?" The
question is not addressed because it is impossible
to answer with these data. We have already noted
the problems in analyzing data and interpreting
the results in terms of factors influeneing school
crime. The analysis of the effect of any school
characteristic is difficult and complex, but
analysis of the effects of procedures explicitly
intended to reduce crime is, for all practical
purposes, not possible. It is ironic that the more
closely related a school characteristic is to sechool
crime, the more difficult the analysis becomes.
But this is exactly the case. The problem is that
if we consider schools that have security
personnel and compare them to those that do not,
we will find that schools with security officers
have higher crime rates than others. Does this
mean that security guards cause crime? Of
course not. Even if we carried out a multivariate
analysis like the one done in this report, we would
still find that schools with guards appear to have
more crime.

The problem is that we cannot statistically
match a school with security guards to one
without guards. Even though we can find two
schools of identical ethnicity, similar student
attitudes, and similar community crime rates, one
with and one without security guards, the one with
the guards is likely to have a higher crime rate.
The school with guards may have introduced them
because in the recent past it had a serious crime
problem. Even if the guards were successful in
reducing the problem, we should not expect them
to have reduced it to a level below that of a
similar school which did not have the problem. In
other words, security personnel do not cause
crime, but crime causes schools to hire security
personnel, and our multivariate analysis cannot
distinguish between these two explanations.

No matter what we do, the data will always
make it appear that the apparent "effect" of




security guards is to increase the amount of
erime. There has been a great deal of debate
among educational statisticians about this par-
ticular type of problem. Many believe that there
is no solution in a single survey such as this one,
and recommend that repeated data collections
~ over several years be used. Others have pointed
out that even with & longitudinal data collection
plan, serious problems still continue to surround
such questions. Some researchers believe that
new, sophisticated statistical techniques can be
used to solve the problem. The scientific
community does agree, however, that the most
effective way to deal with the problem is to carry
on an experiment. In this case that would mean
assigning security personnel to schools not on a
basis of nor mal assessment of need but in a purely
random fashiun. These kinds of experiments are
routinely used in medicine and the biological
seiences and are becoming more common in
educational research. However, time and
resources did not permit such an experiment for
this study. As an alternative, we have relied on
principals’ assessments of the effectiveness of
security measures (see Chapter 6) and on their
descriptions of the sueccessful programs imple-
mented in their schools (see Chapter 7).

The Phase III Case Studies have also been
used to gain an understanding of the value of
school security personnel and devices. But the
statistical analyses of the school crime rates do
not aid us here. For this reason, we will con-
centrate in this chapter on analyzing more general
school characteristics which might be related to
school crime. While the problems of interpre-
tation remain evident, they are less serious when

we analyze a school characteristic which is not
explicitly intended solely to reduce school erime.

To return to our earlier example, we have no
reason to believe that schools which have high
student/teacher ratios (or large ~lasses) have
them because of local crime waves. It seems
more reasonable to say that large classes are a
cause of ecrime rather than that crime causes
large classes. In this case, there are technical
problems in the analysis, but at least there is not
an insurmountable barrier to interpretation.

THE RESULTS

The role of schools was studied using 12
separate analyses. First, two categories of school
crime were defined: student violence, defined as
the proportion of students in a school who

. reported being attacked or robbed; and school

property loss, defined as the value of property lost
through theft, burglary, vandalism, or arson. For
each of these two types of crime, six separate
analyses were done——one each for junior high
schools and senior high schools in metropolitan
central cities, suburban metropolitan schools, and
nonmetropolitan schools. (For brevity, we refer
to these as urban, suburban, and rural, although
these terms are not precisely correct.)

A large number of variables representing a
number of different kinds of hypotheses were
tésted, and only those variables were used which
had a consistent effect. In the end, 10 variables
were located which were consistently related to
student violence, and 12 variables which were
consistently related to school property loss (see
Tables 5~1 and 5-2). The two lists have some
variables in common, and despite the fact that the

TABLE 5-1

CHARACTERISTICS OF SECONDARY SCHOOLS WITH LOwW
RATES OF STUDENT VIOLENCE

Student violence is lower in:

Small schools.

s_n.t:.wml—'

fewer different students each week.

8. Schools where students say that classes teach them what they want to learn.

Schools where students rate classrooms &s well disciplined, where rules are ,
strietly enforced, and where the principal is considered strict, A

6. . Schools where students consider school discipline as being fairly administered.
7. Schools where there are fewer students in each class and where teachers teach

Schools whose attendance areas have low crime rates and few or no fighting gangs.
.. Schools that have a smaller percentage of male students. ‘
Schools that are composed of higher grades.

e
A i

9. Schools whose students consider grades important and plan to go on to college.
10. Schools whose students believe they can influence what happens in their lives (,;57

by their efforts, rather than feeling that things happen to them which they

cannot control.
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others are different, they can all be organized
according to certain common themes.

Looking at the factors identified in Tables
5-1 and 5-2 does not permit us to write a simple
recipe for reducing school crime; but taken
together, the factors present a conception of
school crime which we think is valuable in
understanding its origins and in designing
effective preventive strategies.

Effects of Neighborhood and Student Body Char-
acteristics

One factor which influences the amount of
erime in a sc