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CEATTER C

~-_R IN HIGH SCHOOL:': AN ZUTRCU i

T <7 this report is fsap expresses o, stu . the fear of
zzins S - rt in'scﬁoo_. " -2 source of . I . Son s the.Safé"
Sche:. .o 2= was conducted b: the Nationz_ Z:ztiid | Zddcation &%
the 2 es r.ZTess. >Th¢_maj§r —~eport from zhat i, --y==T éffort has
alpe © o2 ;lishedr1bﬁf the queszion of stuéent “ez- an¢ apprehénsiverass
nds .= m= o caportant as to warrant Turther arzlys.s .- thz Study data: This
rec.., . SCUSES spgcifically o how_studénts o= zffec -e¢ by their pgrw
cep” ... tr: ey érq-in some sort of danger of be:. _; hurt or‘bothered'whiie /”
at s purposgnof this work is twofold: ¢ aiaming the nature ana o

prevz 2r-e ¢ hese perceptions and to describe soms conccmitants «nd ‘conse-

quer .ws “hat .ch a state of fear anc concern has for youth.
. g
Wh would ¥ =2 Concerned?

I3 .

during rezant decades, crime and violence i: zchools have received a

gcac deal o public attention;lnumerous studies =7 e prompted countless

;

art..:les ard books. 'As a conseduence 6f this per.zd deawareﬁess and repbrting
of ;nﬁantedgstudent acts, it has become evident ==zt much public confusion
== resul-=d from misunderstanding such terms as ' “ime" and fviolence" as
_hese are zpplied to students;-this in turn has le: .o misperceptions of.school

- ~lence. ror example; the public's idea of an "ac—z 11t" or an "extortion"

i: 7ot in keeping with usual application of these tsTms in public school

.1 Uu.s. Department‘oé Health, Education, and-Welfzre Violent Schools —- Safe

Schools: The Safe School Study Report to Ccngress Volume I (Washington,
5.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office) 197¢. An Abstract of the Study
is provided in Appendix B. f

o

.
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settings. To. the p_o_,c at ;arge ‘a crim.nal assau_t would zz = 11y be both

;/ , t?utal Td ?earful; .. ‘n most schoo” JlSEPlCtS Engbs in - . bot partie:s
o have»a"‘Aec to comba: “e’frequently < med "assaul““ noas zzult, ths
~atior. :stimates : assaults in sc:. :1s" vastly exceed th - Z1 problsm --
- d th4,>ubli¢ mistzr=:i- celieves thz. vicious confrontatic.. =zre a commol
*?”ﬁg.occurret:: :  -any U.S. scuools. HMisinterpretat i alsc distint.
;:;al terms'wr_- o frequently misapplied to student :--ilons. Hence

TS and the puzli - =y easily be:misled about the exter~ cf serious

- in scHools becau. = ~erms with' serious, criminal connotzcions are appliz:

3 _ons which, in th.:= settings, are usually not so.severs.

.is mispercepcic the seriousness of acts is frequently accompanied
v & =cond proplem: sroper definitions of offenses. For example, school
.d=: -:strators freque: | confuse such te*ms as burglary, theft, and robbtery

s

son-mzlicious propert ;estructlon and vandallsm, flghts and assaults; and

z> fcrth.

The third problex relating to the current lack of'knowledge about fezr
- ‘n schools is that the factors contributing to-fearfulness have never befaré

teen analyzed. aAlthough some schools have reputations as’breeding grounds

v

for fearful students, the causes of this phenomenon have been derived almost

wno]ly by coujecture. Understanding of those acts which lead to ﬁigh\?ear

-

"~ levels is partlcularly poor Does massive prouerty destruction in a school
’ .7
produce as much fear among students as that caused by a gang takeover: of a

part of the school or by an organized extortlon ring?

*
<

Due to misperception of tpe seriousness of offenses, and the improper

aefinition of acts, and the lack of understandiﬁg of what leads to fearfulness -
¢ A

\ student fear lacked a context adequate for detailed analytlcal discussuon. It

(Y

is the purpose of this report to provide such a context




Another reason for concern abcut fear in sraccls follows from the issues

. raised ebcve: the lack of public understanding >f “ear and its ccnsequences

has thos far prevented egucators from developir: i tervention strztegies that
deal effe:titely hith the phoblem; Since most —r-Irams addressinz crime and“
violence in schools fail even to separate offerzz. against perscns [rom offenses
AgalnS“ sroperty this-zlmost guarartees thzt ¢ . z efforts w.l .0t be whelly
successfzl and that they cannot purposefu}ly a_- :t reducing student fear

cof violencs in their sehools.
O
Another éroup of reasons for cohcern over f-ar in public scinools revolves
arounc the observation that student apprehen. v/ersss is slow tc build within
'a school -- and is, therefore, difficult to ooentily inuits ea: .y stages.
This pr.enomenon may be explained in many way . F:irst, many in-zchool problems

(such as‘fighting, shakedowns, aﬁd'"hassling’) arz freéquently zeen by youth as

[N

. 4 .
Jusual and tolerable aspects of teenage life. Seco-nd, youth experience a great

"deal of peer pressure not to dlscuss studeru—rel*:ed proble"s citn school

authorltles. Third, adults may not feel that the pzobleﬁs‘ such as. locker
" thefts, hazing, or threats) whlch students repert -o them are serious enough

‘for their intervention. Fourth, some of the.most Dervaelve low-level offenses

“oeny

(such as extortlon, drug vse, and threats) are the most difficult to prevent.

”»

In light of these realities, it is not dlfflcult to 1mag1ne how foundations
" for more serious acts (such as drug deallng, assaults against teachers, or

arson) become established.
.o B . ,i

There are twc unwholesome consequences to be faced by school adrinistrators

Q. ‘e

when offenses of any kind become routine in- thelr schools. First, students

-,

come to belleve that the sch“’; administration permlts these actions as

) socially acceptable, or that the school authorities are incapable -of preventing

r
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them. St —  cace students realize that school personnel lack the will
or abiliz - - -revent these minor offenses, they proceed further to test
possible -mzimesses in the SChOOL. The school will then begin to experience

+a wide r=mgz= of problems and high levels of fear. Such transgressions as o
. 7 . N L 4
loiterir= in the halls, vandalism, insubordlﬁatiOn and racial tension will

occur fsqueatly and without warping.
A

So, to cocunteract past confusion, ‘misconception, and lack of knowledge, we
have tri=d to provide some explanation, clarity, and newly analyzed data It .
is'oun =xpectation that this paper may serve as a base.for comparison for

future studies- of fear among high school students.

What kas Prev1ous Research Told us About Fear in Schools°

The llterature d1scusslng “he nature and exten* of youthful crime, violence,
and vandallsm in public. schools is plentlful ! there 1s even. an emerging o
literature dlscﬁssmng the crlmlnal.v1ct1mlzatlon of students.2 However,
1ncfbd1ng the Safe Schools report, there are only three major sources for S

research-based 1nformatlon about student fear in and of schools.

The most extensive study that'previously-addressed stbdents' fear of_crime
- was conducted by Michael Lalli and Leonard Savitz at Temple Un1vers1ty in
Phlladelphla. In their longltudlnal cohort study of approximately 1250 .
Philadelphia families (all of whom had a twelve year old mile Chlld 1n11970)

Lalli and Savitz discovered that although "Most boys (65%) believed that .

~- ’

-

v
!

1 Citations to the maJor llterature\can be found in: Rubel Robert J.
_ et al, (compllers) Crime and D1sruptlon i1 School: A selected Blbllograpbx
3 (Washington, D.C.: National Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal -

- Justice, U.S. Department of Justice) 1979.

LY

2 McDermott, M. Joan Criminal Victimization ib Urban Schools (Buffalo,
New York: State™piversity of New York) 1979; and Dade County Public
Schools Experiences of Teachers and Students with Disruptive Behavior

@ . in.the Dade Public Schools. (Miami, Florida: Dade County Public
ERIC - _ Shoolsl: 1976, ' [ | .




parts Qf the city just beyond‘the local neighborhood were dangerous; 43% of

fhe youths evinced the same fehr of their immediate aéea. School-related
settings were of consifierable concern to many boys; about one-quarter found the
- school building itself (halis and rocms) dangerous, aﬁd abeut half were fearful
of streets leading to and from school, and the schoolryar'd.1 (For fhe - ‘
adolescents filling out the questionnair?s, Lalli and Savitz defined ﬁdangerous
‘places" as ones '"where there?yas a good‘chaﬁce-thap yoﬁ would be beaten up or
robbed.") With reé%bd‘to schools,  these researchers found that 47%. of thé

respondents feared school yards; 28%;feared-school hallways; and 22% feared

2 .
clas§rooms,

By way of tommentary,.Lalli:§nd Sav?tz noted that "The pgrception sf the
schgaﬂ environmeng(as being danéerous‘could very well influence the students'
ability to do well in school.. A studéﬁt who feels that he is in danger of%.ﬁ
being beaten up or robbed in the school réom is not likely to devote full--

//// aft?ntion\té the teacher.” Also, the_pérception of theAschool»yard and halls

as dangerous may account somewhat for the high truancy rates which are recorded

by the~inner-city schools.>

PR

1 Savitz, Leonapd e"Intergenerationél Patterns.of the Fear of Crime."
Interim Report to the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency -~
Prevention, U.S. Department of dJustice (uripublished): 1976.

r

Lalli, Michael and Leonard D: Savitz "The Fear of Crime in the School
Enterprise and its,Cpnsequences." Education and Urban Society Volume
8 No. 4 (August)" 1976. . ‘ :

[

[ : :
3 Lalli, Michael and Leonard Savitz "Delinquency and City Life"
& : Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Law Enforcement and )
. Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, - °
e o U.S. Department of Justice: 1972 - '

Lalli and Savitz, "The Fear of Crime in the School ‘Epterprise and
" its Consequences." 92;513-'Regarding alternatives available to youth
for relieving stress caused by fear of other students in the school
7 * community, Lalli and Savitz proposed three genéral options.. First,-
families could move from neighborhoods with unsafe schools to ones-
 * whére schonls are considered safe. “8econdy students could affiliate
with larger groups of like-minded youth -- perhaps gangs -- in an
effort to secure greater personal protection. Third, students could
respond to the perceived threat—of danger by avoiding school altogether -- .

by truanting, * : o .

S
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The second study that "touches on issues of student fear and avoidance
was conducted in Dade Ccunty, Florida in 1976-.1 Although the primary focus

of this work is on the criminal victirdzation of students, a few of its

quesiions asked about fear and avoidance behavior resulting from what .
. . ] o . . « . ‘

victimization. . : -

- Among the most interesting findings were that about one-fifth of thé

»

--respohding_seeondary school students said tﬁat,their ability to learn in

class was affected by their fear of other students. Althougn elementary -
school students more frequently said their learning'was affected, the _
secondary schooi students reported that the interference was more dramatic‘
and obstusive: Similerly, senior high students reported their fear to be

more crippling than did younger students.

Other interesting findings from the Dade County stddy are these:

Y

. . 2
¥ The younger the child, the more likely he/she is to

~avoid places seen as dangerous.

-

*.\Nudibr high students tend to respond to danger or fear

N by having friends around them as a support system.

- % Older students are much less likely to report to others

the threatening behavior of other students. |

¥ Payment of extortion money for protection is reported by

some (1.5%) senior high students.

1. Dade County Public Schools, ‘op cit

T
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In sum, the bade County study‘depicts studentsvin elementary grades as ,h
being victimized and ekhibiting sdne fear and avoidance, but trusting in
'authorlty and reporting their problems to school personnel. To alleviate
the fear of being bothered or hassled Junlor high school students seem to
v‘flnd peer support more zffective than the;"offlclal channels." By the time
_students are in senior high»school, they have largely ceased relying on
school authoritles and ane:absorbing discomfltunes as they arise.

- Violent Schoouls -- Safe Schools is the thirdlfand most recent research

@

lxppOPt containing useful 1nfornatlon about student fear in schools. Although

we w1ll be cOns1der1ng the study data in flne detail in the second part of

this report,"lt is apposite to review the published findirgs.

ln considering elght school-related locatlons the Safe School Study
found that one third of the, large-clty Junlor hlgh school pupils said they
. \
avoided three or more of those sites. Although Junlon high students score

higher on measures of fear than do senlor hlgh school pupils, even among the

'latterf18% 1n large-cﬁty schools report av01dance of three or more places.

- %

In rural areas, * where cr1me,,v1olence and fear are presumably less frequent

2

than 1n large-clty surroundlngs, about 19% of Junlor and 11%‘of senior high

-

school students stlll report av01dance of three or mone places. The two'areas

- most often’avoided are bathrooms and‘places on school grounds.

It was also found that student fear is related to attendance. Fear-

—— -

‘induced absences are hlghest in largedclty Jjunior hlgh schools * where T.6%

n

of the students report hav1ng remalned_home out of fear, at least one day
during the precedlng month " At the other end of the scale 3.5% of the rural

senior high school studentsfso report.

P .1 . ’ \

t

" % the*Safe School Stu'y did not abtain any data from elementary school pupils.

. .
- A i



When relating fear-lnduced absences to avoidance of school locations,
we flnd that four tlmes as many youths who report avoiding locations also stayed

home at least one"day the prev1ous month, out of fear, as did students who

avolded no areas of the school.

Patterns of fear and avoidance are also d1scussed by Savitz and by McDermott .
Savitz, as ‘we have already noted, discovered th“, about one-- fourth of his sample
of‘boys f'ound the school building itself -- th;'halls and.rooms ~- to be
dangerous places About One-half of the youth feared the streets leading to
and from thelr schools; many students feared the school yard. ! McDermott's
'results constitute an interesting counterp01nt to the more usual research

findings. Of the 270, 000 cases of criminal v1ctxmlzatlon she examined, only

2% of students and 3% of téachers registered "fear of reprlsal" as the reason -

they did not 1nform pollce about larcenies, robberies, assaults or rapes of

whlch they were the v1ct1ms 2

In concluslon, then, we see that sc1ent1f1cally acceptable research stud1es
have presented mere gllmpses of student fear in schools, but have -- to date _—
never investigated it in any depth. We do know that some students are so
fearful that at ‘times they do not even come to school; that restrooms are

among the most feared places in any secondary school and that large-c1ty

. junior hlgh schools are the most fear-lnduclng locatlons in which a student

could find him or herself.

What has not been known -- untll this thorough analys1s of the Safe

School Study data ~- is prec1sely whlch factors s1ngly or in combination,

increase or decrease the likelihood that a student in any given locatlon will

sense’ fear While at schoolf

'

1 Savitz, Leonard “Intergeneratlonal Patterns of the Fear of Crime."
¢ : _2 Clt- ’ . :

2° McDermott; 4. Joan Op. Cit.



How Do Schools Currently Address Criwe andlyiglsg2g7

Simply put, schools and school districts Rg¥® one of three dlrectlons
when confronted with problems of violent or pOteﬂtlglly violent aCthnS of
students: they ignore the problem, call the PQ13Ce, Or develop an internal

capabillty to address the situation.

The first approach ==~ ignoring the probiéhy ~~ Was the mest prevalent one
"ih the 1960s and early 1970s: 'Frombmény stygiyg s Well aS from testimony |
collected by the Senate Subcommittee to InVEStig@te Juvenile Delinquency in
its 1975 Hearings, we learned. that teachersS ofteﬂ réSisted telllng prlnclpals
of their problems fonzgear of belng cons1dered JQple to GOntrol thelr class— )
rooms ; pr1nc1pals, for their parts, refralned f{oh reporting the range of
mlsbehaV1ors to the central offlce staff fop Pyrallel reasons. The school
'-dlStPlCtS, then, were largely unaware of the SN AR ) and extent of serious
offenses committed in their schools. This s}tuatloﬂ began to change at
about the same time'as offices of ‘school sQcUD{tY Weble formed in cities across

N

the colntry in the early'1970s}

. The. second approach -~ calling the pollGQ o~ 9temmed in part from the
'fact that 1mpxoved‘report1ng methods establlﬁﬁed by newly—formed scnool
securlty offlces forced pr1nc1pals to glve néw 5Xp03ure t0 offenses. occurring
in the1r schools. That is, - as reportlng regipflents. became stricter, the .
'_school district offlces became 1ncreas1ngly ZANYAN of incidents at each local
school. It became more and more dlfflfult fon Phlﬂclpals to d1sregard ; ‘
acts s but they reallzed that if they repCrt&q thege acts to the police, then
their off1c1al respons1b111t1es were sharéq, 1{ Not. altogtther abrogated. Thus
“the act of calling the pollce in the early 19705 wAS more. stress-reduc1ng

than stress-produc1ng, as 1t had been in earllgf years. Indeed, as long as

19



10.

‘police were involved, incider=s could be passed off as further examp}es of

the increasingly violent nature of society in general -~ and of the increasing

violence of students in one's school in partlcular

Between "1968 and 1974, the third option -- developing an ability within

the school district to respond to cases of violent and criminal student actions --

was generally restrlcted to large cities.® However, by 1979 virtually all
cities with internal problems of crlme and violence had developed some sort

of planned response. A common response was to create a school securlty offlce
These vary significantly from city to city, but as a general rulé have some
reSponsibility for personal and property security} Many cities have seclrity
officers statloned within schools, whlle others use a crisis_team approach;

many c1t1es have intrusion detection systems monltored at a central location,

. while others involve city police in nighttime patrols. No program “known-

Vr}

to the writers focuses on fear of crime on a school system-wide-basis:

All school systems use suspen31on and other d1sc1p11nary measures. In

addltlon, large school dlstrlcts have an array of programs des1gned to 1nvolve

‘many of the’ "rougher" youth in productive act1v1t1es é&;the other nand the

.

smaller and less well- flnanced school systems have no such coordlnated effort,
and 1n them school security is the prlmary means for handllng major student

and school "problems".

What Does This’ Document Contain?

ThlS report presents the most detailed analysis of student fear in schools
publlshed thus far. As prev1ously noted, the underlying data were gathered by

the Natlonal Institute of Educatlon as part of a Congress1onally mandated

. 1 : ) AN
study. . _ N

Y

E The report to Congress is available free of charge from the Public ) .

Affairs Office, National Instltute of Education, Washlngton D C.
20208
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The Study sample consisted of 31,373 questicnnaires (an 82% response
rate) filled out by students attending 582 public secondary schools (a 91%.

response rate). Additionally, 6,283 of the students' (an 83% response rate) -

participated in follow-up interviews. We have treated these data with the

aim of developing information -about student fear in schools. |

The Safe Schools Study contains neither physiological nor observational

data on individual students; hence, preoccupation with danger of physical '

harm or harassment was inferred from answers to questionnaire items focusing

\

on av01dance fear-lmpelled absence and self reports of fear Analysis

of patterns of questlonnalre responses permltted us to measure the degree/pf
students® fear of being hurt or bothered while in school settings -- as

-

expressed by the students’ themselves.

\ It is our hope that educators will be able to use the nery;develpped
measuring instrument'and the information presented'here in planning*effective

programs aimed at reducing fear and violence in schools.

In the next three chapters we descrlbe how fear among 1un10r and senlor N
hlgh school students was measured and present the most lmportant flndlngs o

obtained by this study.

Thus Chapter II enumerates the characterlstlcs of those students most apt
, ( .

to s1gnal fear by the1r questlonnalre responses ’

1' Appendix A contains the student questlonnalre items which prOV1ded
the data upon which-this report 1s based. It also describes the
technlque of combining them intd an Apprehen81veness Scale score.
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o | Chapter III directs our attentlon to the nature of the school setting and
of the neighborhood~the environment in which both very fearful students and
those totally free of fear live. Here the reader w1ll also flhd a summary of’
the attitudes expressed by the students toward people in thelreenvaronment,

e.g. their tegghers,‘principals, fellow students.

Chapter IV systeﬁ%titally treats those conditions or events that contri-
bute to the probability that a given student, or group ofﬁstudents will be ¢ -

. afflicted by'fear.
v ' ' - . ' o \_h

The last-Chapter of this paper is addressed to school Officials who;Qiéh'

to diagnose and reduce fear among their students; it also contains a diecuSSibn
of therapeutlc approaches con81dered potentlally effectlve by the writers. . A

set of three Appendlces is attached for the convénlence of the_ reader.




CHAPTER II

MEASURING STUDENT FEAR: WHO IS AFRAID

v

;
&

Prior to the ‘Safe School Study, no researcher had questioned a large
nationwide sample ol students about factors affecting fear in public

lschoéls. When the Study team arrived at the estimate that some 3.7 million

" secondary school Studenté were "moderately or-Very apprehensive” while at

school-an estiﬁate corroborated iqdebendentlf by the Gallup Youth Sufvey -
Qe degided to subject the relevant~data td deﬁailed systematic analysis. We
reasoned .then tﬁatuthis surprisingly lange:number,'if it wére to become
pdb};ciknowledge, Qould‘lead both decisién-makers.aﬁd;school authorities

to plan for remedial action. It was also clear that merely knowing the

]

’_'magnitude of the social problem'was'not sufficient information for effective

glanning{ By examining(empirical~data aﬁswers_had to be provided to the

following questions:
1. Who are the most.probableaﬁgctims of fear?

2. To what conditions.or events (in the life spaée"of.the
students). is fear related? S

~

3. . What. are thé concomiténts.or ngide-effects” of fear?

_,Before focUSing oﬁ"thése basic questiong'a‘methbdolpgical problem had

to be_sblved: that of deriving from the existing data a satisfactory megggre

2
Ly

" The*Gallup Youth Survey of October, .1977 (coniducted by the Gallup -
o Organization,~lhc.,"Princeton, New Jersey: material usedﬂhere'with
. permission) found that 18% of a national ‘sample of secondary school
“students feared for their personal safety while at school. This
corresponds closely to the Safe Schools Study finding-that 17.4%
> of secondary school students were apprehensive of harm or being
‘bothered at school. (The 17.4%,figure yields the estimate of 3.7
million students). " - o ' '

Since the Gallup Youth Survey was conducted by a different technique
(telephone interviews), and with different samples, we view it

as an independent confirmation of our findings. Furthérmore, the
distributions of fear between subgroups ' (race, age, sex) are
virtually identical in both surveys.. '
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of fear. The Scale of Apprehensivehess;1 based on responses to three“““j'
_questionnaire items, fulfilled the requiremeht of assighing eyery”respOhdent
to one of four categorles-hot apprehen51ve (score 0), slightly 1), moderately
(2}, verv apprehensive (3). Having applled the Apprehehs1veress Scale to

‘responses of some 30,000 students, we can here specify what klhd of student is

most susceptible to fear at school.

What Kinds of Students are Most Apprehensive?

Age: Student fear is much more prevalent at the junior high school’
level than aMong senior high stuoents. The .chance of a junior high school

student being moderately or very apprehensive is 1 in 4, uhereas the chzance
of a senior high school student exhibiting that same degree of fear

is 1 in 7. Considering enrollment differences-in-junior and

.in senior highs, the .risk rates translate to about 1.7 million junior
and 2.0 mlllloh senior hlgh youth affllcted by moderate or severe fear of

apprehehs1oh in the publlc schools in this couhtry

+

It is useful to note that the Gallup Youth Survey (previously cited)
=1‘tabulated its data by age of respondeht Gallup found that 22% of the
13-15 year olds and 14% of the 16-18 year olds were fearful while in school.
Our fihding, then,’that 13.8% of the sehior high students are‘apprehehsive

n

corresponds with the Gallup flhdlng, our figure of 25% for the junior high

students . 1s higher thah Gallup's because our surVey ncluded chlldreh in T -

1 fully ‘described in Appendlx A, where we also explaln why we chose
;"Apprehen51vehess" rather thah "Fear" as the dimension measured
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~ ) ’ - S .
ighly apprehensive pre-thirteen age group. 'The relz"" : apprehension :
~ates for our study and for Gallup's aré listed in Tz Tow .
N )
TABLE 1

Apprehensiveness in Junior ;
and Senior High Schools

(percent of students) : ‘
N
/’
A
' Safe School Study ’ Gallup Survey
: : 13-15 years 16-18 years
Degree of _dunior Senior . (Junior - (Senior
Apprehensiveness High * " High- - ¢ High Ages) ‘High Ages)
v B f“)’ .
' Nene | 434 60.4
Slight 31.6 - 25.8 ., ‘
- f ) .
Fearful 25.0 13.6. 22.0 13.8
(moderately .
or very)
~ | Race:. Our data (and Gallup S Youth Survey) show that 1n both Junlor and in

vsenlor high schools, relatlvelymmore mlnorlty students than wh1te ‘students are
A
- fearful. Data reflecting thls_conclu510n are presented in Table 2 below.

.

TABLE 2 | R - :

Apprehens1veness among Minority and White
Students in Junlor and’ Senior ngh Schools
e B

-

- Race -« Percent Apprehensive Students:
~ Junlor-ngh Schools Senlor ngh Schools';
Minorities* | 274 t0 28.2 ) o 15 5 t0 18.8 ~
White PR E 3.0
- A . . Z .

% Minorities include: A51an-Amer1can, Spanlsh—Amerlcan,
Black; Amevlcan Indlans and Alaskan Natlves

D
‘u" X



Sex: Whereas younger male and fémale students oW approximately -
. equal Tear scores, senior high school gir! exhibit greater apprahensiveness

- than co boys. Once agaln the Gallup Sur: :y. reached the same conclusions. It

P

1sgour hypothe81s that the greater fear scores of the senior high school

women zre due to apprehension over encounters of a ‘sexual nature. |

~Grades in School: The Safe Schools Study asked students about their“
grade point average for.the previous semester ~. The re;gtionship batween grades

and apprehenslveness is shown in Table 3. nghly apprehen31ve students are

_ con31derably more likely to get below average grades (D's ard F's) than hlgher

| grades.
K D | ““ABLE 3
Apprehen31veness and Grade Avesrage
(percentages)
" | Achievement - Degree of Apprehensiveness : e
" | Level ) : o : -~ Total
' 1 None¥* Slight* Moderate*  High®* -~ Sagple
—— s , , :
High (a's) 17.3 206 {180 |.c 132 | 8.2
- Abové average (B's) 39.3 - |39.2 - |37.9 33.0 | 38.9
Average (C's) Cd 3 333 |33 | 382 | 35
Below average . .'. B - .
ﬁD'S and F's) T.T .6‘9 i 8.7 15.6 7.8
. “en

¥ Differences between dlstrlbutlons.ln adﬁacéntucolumns arce
81gn1f1cant beyond the .01 level. (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test)

oy
,




T \as they did in overall graoe performance. o -

We must insert one wcrd of caution here: there zre methodological -
caveats associdted with trese findings . Students tend to claim higher:
~ grade averages than they;actually obtaina‘ 1 Note, for instance, that |
57.1% of all respondents assigned themselves abovelaverage grades. Assuming
that the exaggeration in the pos1t1ve direction is equally dlstrlbuted
regardless of the respondent S degree of apprehensiveness, we conclude
that students "sllghtly" affected (that is, those who avoid one place or
another 1n1school,o. who worry occasionally about being hurt or bothered
'by others) show the best srade averages, €ven higher than the unappre-
hensive students But as apprehen51veness 1ncreases grades decline; a

‘ steep drop is registered by- the small group (n=815) of. very apprehenSLve

students.

Closely connected w1th overall sCholaétic achievement is an individual's

eadlng,ablllty_ As can be seen in Figure 1,.the gragned lines for grade'

averages and for readlng abilities are qulte similar. It is particularly
" 1mportant to note that the small group of very apprehens1ve students

"rated themselves mUch 1ower than other respondents in readlng ablllty -
-+

e

1 PreV1ous studies have shown that many who clalm above-average
grades are really average students. Hence the two groups nay
be .combined. To obtain the best estimate. of the academic
‘profile of a’given sample, subtract ‘the "below average!
percentage from that of -the "high" (or from "much above o
average"). . Here the percentages are: 9.6, 13.7, 9:4, and Jee
=2.4 (readlng the columns in Table 3 from left to rlght) S

[4)

oo
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" The flndlngs presented here suggest that preoccupatlon witk being hurt

or bothehed\igpedes the‘;earnlng process. However, they do not solldly
support thls argument SlAce we only have one-time survey data we cannot
exclude the poss1b11~1/ that scholastlc deficit and fearful state of mind .

are related in other ways, €.8. that those students who cohsidered themselves

t

apprehensive were poor readers and/or had lower grades even before exposure
) - , - :

to fear-producing environments, or that both kinds of negative effects may

be traceable to one common Causg.

<

»

Number of Close Friends: Whereas one in nine students who are without
fear have bUb two close friends at school one in six of the combine: group

. of moderately and very apprehens1ve youths are in that s1tﬁat10n

.

-

TABLE 4

“APPREHENSIVENESS AND.NUMBER OF
CLOSE" FRIENDS AT SCHOOL

. - . Percent Hav1ng no.more- :
Degree of Apprehensiveness than Two Close Friends at School
- " None ' 172
N o . : ) : - ¥
" Slight v "o - - 13.0
_ o %
. Moderate , T “16.3
~ High . A |- - I
- A1
i » !
& . - )
* Increases in proportlons are stat1st1cally s1gn1f1cant L

at. the .01 level . U

’ I

::Eﬂ{ |
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.the relation between apprehensiveness and the lack of close f'iends
constitutes another case in which analytic dlfficulties-arise _We are
unable to tell whether people who fear for the1r safety have trouble .
maklng friends, or whether the very fact of hav1ng few frlends (and thus
llttle soc1al support) leads to apprehens1veness Whlle we belleve the

latter explanatlon would,be more plau51ble in the grec-=r number of

S
e

L4

_1nstances we recommend further research on th1s phenomenon

Parents' Educatlon Students. expres31ons of apprehens1veness in..
school” tend to be related to the1r parents' levels of education. Generally,f. v
as the amount of"~ parental educatlon 1ncreases, the .extent of the Chlld s’ff i |
fear decreases " This can be seen in’ Table 5 (right hand column) ﬁhere theu

Iffmean fear scores of students 1ncrease as. the level of parental educatlon
_d1m1n1shes; We nust cautlon, though, that thls f1nd1ng poss1bly JUSt
> reflects the-fact that parents with d1fferent educatlonal backgrounds send.
their chlldren into dlfferent educatlonal env1ronments That 1is, chlldrenn
. of parents with hlgher-educatlon may -- on a natlonal bas1s -- have less

reason to be fearful for theiraoWn safety because those chlldnen are .

generally in suburban schools

"donverSely, parents w1th llmlted formal educatlon may llve in urban '

" areas and ifnmer cities where the schools are 1ndeed places to be feared

26
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, - TABLE 5
« . : T ./V
- ) Apprehensiveness of Students and
L _ : Educational Achievement of Parents
' (percentages)
Educational Achievement Degrée of Apprehensiveness giiﬁegezgr
OS one or both parents . Noné Slight. Moderate High 1C0 students ¥¥
Some College "o st |22 |13 2.2 60.6
. 1 \ - B '
* 4Completed HS. 56.6°126.4 | 14.4 2.6 63.0
- Bth gﬁadﬂ or less - - 51.4.{29.6 [ 15.2 3.8 71.3
nknown* - 48.1 129.9 | 18.3 3.7 77.5
¥ Ip -ludes-students llVlnc in a household without parents

or stepparents.
¥ ‘CchUlated by ass1gn1ng welghts of 0-3 to the categories

of Not Apprehen31ve through Very Apprehensive, calculating
the means, and then multiplying by 100.

Parental Responses: It is interesting to note that the higher the appre-
-hensiveness of students about their schools, the less freguently thelr parents
will.express understanding and concern about school-related problems. This
point,is displayed in Figure 2, alcng with information showing that punishment
as a response would be more frequent among parents of very apprehensive youth

- than among those of non-apprehensive youth of their children got -into

trouble with teachers.

>

In statlng that fewer apprehens1ve youngsters ge* ‘their parents' ear

when they brlng up. trouble at, school -~ Or that they are more. llkely than

<
| ~ other students to be punlshed for dolng SO ~= we do do not mean to 1mply that -
the _home env1ronmeqt contrlbuted to thelr apprehen31veness in school although
' . ?such a. pos,1b11ty cannot’be excluded) On the other hand, our data on the
l . 1nteract10n between chlldren and parents - from the perspectlve of the chlldren
certainly do ot lead to the conclus1on that the apprehens1ve students' dark
o ylew oﬁ_llfe in school may'be offs et by strong famlly support ’%

.._‘(,.-1._;-'_\’ ‘.. ' '..
LR T L o
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own planning abilities. In both of these and in a third questionnaire item,

23,

Internal-ﬁxternal Control: It appears that there is a negativesrelation-
ship between a student's fear and his or her feelings of self-worth. That is,
students who are moderately or highly apprehensive alsé less .frequently
express confidence in'theiﬁ\control of their‘immediate environment. Table 6
summarizes student responses to three qﬁestionnaire items designed to measﬁre
a youngster's perception of personal controi. It should be noted that wheﬁeas
Seveﬁ out of tep students shbscribe to the Protestant .ethic, (hérd wofk will
be rewarded), just over one-half of the_students have ¢ idence in their

i

fewer apprehensive students take a positive stance.

TABLE 6 | . !

Apprehensiveness and Internal-External Control
(percent agreeing with statements)

. v Slightly or not Moderately or All

Statement : Apprehensive , Highly Apprehensive Students
If I study, I will| , 72.6%% ' 68.2 : 71.8
get good grades. '

: i }
If I plan things 54, 2¥¥% ' - - 49,2 - ' 53.4
right, they will ‘
come out OK,
Every time I try 20, 6%¢ 3.4 S 24.6
to get ahead, ' r— '
-something or
someone stops me.

¥%  Difference significant at .01 level.

Previous Victimization:  As can well be imagined, there is a strong relation-

'ship bétWeen'the fear expressed by a student and that student's personal experience

of physical victimization.'-Figure 3 demongtrétes that the percentage of those
robbed and/or assaulted increases.dramétically as students report higher levels
of fear and anxiety.
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The relationship between previous victimization and apprehensiveness
plays such an important role among determinants 6f student fear that it had .to
be mentioned here-at least briefly. A more complete treatment of it is reserved

for Chapter 1V.

FIGURE 3

Degree of Apprehensiveness
and Previous Victimization

30

28.5

NONE ; SLIGHT -  MODERATE HIGH

DEGREE OF APPREHENSIVENESS .

~J

-f;}(!-.,



question, "whO"iS most -apt

- or very)uappfehensiVe.than do schools in any other 1o“c.at'i,on.'1

25,

CHAPTER IIT -

» THE STUDENTS AND THEIR ENVIRONMENT

Tﬁe pveceding chapter discuéséd the distribution of fear émpng students
bglogging to Pezdily idéntifiable subgroups. In trying to answer the initial
n’co be Qpprehensive?",VWe reported for instance that-
éll other things being equal-a junior high student e#hibited‘a probébility of

1 in 4 of being feafful while the parallel figure for a senior high school student

‘was only 1 ip 7. We also showed that other characteristics (race.and sex) n.y

increase or d€crease a person's relative probability of being fearful.

Since most instances of recent victimization, the last variable treated

_-in the preceding chapter, occurred within the'confines of the school of the

reporting student, it is obvious that the students’ environment needs be

exa~ined for its féap_apousj_ng potential. ‘Thus we will look through the

‘student  repOrtsS at the school setting, the teachers, the principal, as well

as the students' immediate neighborhood and the amount of crime occurring

there.

"~

A T,

What Do Ve kaow About the Schools Attended by Fearful Students?

Location of School: Table 7 presents.a comparison between schools located

_in central cities of\%arge metropolitan areas ("Large City" schools) and schools

in other are2s,
- N . |

i

The forMer &roup Contains more students who report being (moderately

The four 1ocational. categories are delimited here as they were in the
" Violent SchOols -= Safe Schools publication (Volume I, p. 23), viz.

7) Larges City: central cities of Standard Metropolitan .Statistical -
Areas (SMsA's) having populations-over. 500,000; (2):Small City: central
cities of SMSA's with populations of 50,000 - 500,000; (3) Suburbs:
Noncentral city sections .of an SMSAj (4) Nonmetropolitan Small town

- land. rural areas’ outside any SMSA. When schools in large and small cities
_lare copbined, they are referred to as "urban," ‘

I L e : ','3]‘._::- - o T a




TABLE 7 -
'Student Apprehensiveness by Level and School Location
{in Percent of Mdderately or Very Apprehen51ve Students)

v

, Location
Level of school " Large Small Suburbs i Nonmetropelitan B
o ) Cities |- . Cities e _Areas
" Junior High _ S 32.2 26.7 23.6 23.2
Senior High : “19.6 14.0 12.0 .2

' Years at Same School' Students who have spent less than a-year in the
school at the time of respondlng to the questionnaire are cons;derably more

apprehensive: ‘than students who have had longer £o become accustomed to the1r

' surroundings. Data corroborating this generalization appear in Table 8.

b 3 -

A TABLE 8

. ke

Apprehens1veness and Leng:h oy Enrollment
in Present Schopl (in percent of Aoderateiy or Very Apprebensive Students)

{
. Years in Present School
Level of School : e .
' : Less than 1-2 3-4 5+
One Year :
Junior High = .. 30.2 | 24,2 18.4 | 24.1
Senior High - ]2 13.0 1.4 14 .4
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It is curious te note one point which_migﬁt at first éppeér to
contradict the’finding jgst described; apprehensiveness increases again after
four years in one school. But these findings are indeed scill consistent.
‘ ) P .

For students in the last group have presumébly been held back to repeat one
'of moré grades., It islour hypothesis that these youths are highly visibie,
‘may bekoutsidqrs in their "né@”'class}.éna are singled out by other students.
This ganging up may, in turn, lead to higﬁer levels of fear and apprehension
than would be expected‘for youth who navé established themselves over several

i
years.

The relationship between apprehensivénéss and the time a student has
spent in the present school reappears when reassighmenﬁ dde to expulsion

and reassignment for desegregation are examined.

i

TABLE 9
Apprehensiveness Among Students Expelled
From Another School,and Those Reassigned . e
Under Desegregation Orders '
- {percentages) '
. Degree of Apprehensiveness
None Slight - Moderate of High
Expelled 136.3 | er.s 35.9 -
Assigned for AR = A . . .
Desegregation 34.2 34.7 31.1
© |A11 Others | s5.0 5 | 217 B |
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The data in Table 9 permit us to cohpare the fear scores of those
expelled and reassigried to those of the general student population:_,wheregs
36% of the youth reassigned because of expulsion and 31% of the youth re-

) ~ . . , .
«w  assigned because of a desegregation process register moderate or high.fear -

3
-

~levels, only 17% of the general pobdlationsexpress such apprehensiveness., By

way 6f tentative explanation, it should be noted.that the desegregaﬁed and

i

the expelled share an importaht characteristic: both groups contain relatively

large numbers of newcomers to the school -- students known to have attended
the school -less than one vear. Although any.person‘moving into a new’erviron-
ment is iikely to be uneasy until new friends are mad®, we suggest that- the

anxiety of relocated pupils, may be augmented by their own suspiciongég ‘
. ’ Y

-being unwelcome”among students who‘already were attending the school.

As with other analyéés ofﬁone-time survey data, we muéf add here, a
word of caution. In thé absence of measures taken before thé transfer, w§
‘cannot ascribe a higher level of apprehensivehess Solely_to post-transfer:
problems. Our conclusion should merely be considered as indicating another

_probable contributor to student fear in scheol. . _

How do the Fearful Students View their Schools and their Teachers?

Perception of Fair School Environment: Qur data permit us to draw
conclusions about fear levels in relation to the perceivéd fairness of the

~.

school.

S First‘df-all, we:direct aptention toward the student's perception
of the'school's.fairness towards raciai minQrities; students were asked
whether they agreed that,the treatment of raci.l minorities "in this échool"
was fair. As shdwn in Table.10, fhé probabiliﬁy of agreeing with this state-

ment was negatively related with the respondeﬁt{§"level of apprehensiveness,

27
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with two-thirds of all respondents concurring that treatment in this regard
was fair. But when respondenté/were separated by race or ethnicity, the

detailed figures told a more iéterest' story.

e

\/.‘?"‘:" '

TABLE 10
N N\Xr‘; . ' R .
”7 b Apprehensiveness and the)Treatment 4
I - of Racial Minority Groups "In This School" ™ - '
(percent agreeing that tredtment is fair)¥ o
. |Degree of ‘ : i; Percent ’ '
{Apprehensiveness ' Agreeing '
None o . 70.7 -
Slight o 65.2
** | Moderate 58.9
) : | High : 52.2°
All Students 4 6649 T e—

¥ Excludes nonrespondents and those saying "no minorities here."

\

As expected, many white students (71%) believed their schools treated

minorities fairly, while just over a half (53%) of the black students and

—_—

three-fifths (59%) of "other" (mostly Hispanic).members of minority groups

expressed this opinion. (See Figure 4).

AN

However, in each group, level of apprehensiveness strongly influenced
the'prdbabiiity that a respondent would consider the treatment of minorities

to be fair. The findings displayed in Figufe 4 support the hypothesis that

-
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regardless of racial or m1nor1ty status, as apprehens1veness _nJreases fear

students state that rac1al minority groups are treated falrly at their school 1

Apprehensive‘white students are twlce as likely as unapprehensive white
students (10% vs. 4.9%). to con31der that the treatment of m1nor1f1e at their
school//s?unfalr This flndlng r nforces the argument that apprenens1veness
pgr.§§ (regardless of race) is related to a more hostile perception @f.the N ,

school environment.

Attitudes Toward School: Many students who are fearful of the'School ' .
settlng develop hostile attitudes towards the school other students, and
classes they must take. While all percentages in Table 11 are low,‘the

negatlve responses increase in proportion to the respondents' feellngs of

-5

I

ft- 1nsecur1ty As studentsy levels of apprehenslveness rise, the1r resentment

ii'*of fellow students intr:Lses dramatlcally Three times as many moderately

‘ 'Aapprehens1ve students dlSllke their peers as do fearless oneg; one 1n'e1ght
very apprehen31ve students express this polnt of v1ew as opposed to one 1n ‘

forty five unapprehensive respondents.
it

T

TABLE 11

Apprehensiveness and Student
-~-Attitudes Towards School

(percentages)
A Degree of Apprehensiveness

Students Who Don't Like - ' :

: o None S&ight Moderate High
This School | 95 T4 - 0.1 [ 156
The Students 9.2 3.3 6.5 | = A2
The Classés Taken 9.4 . 10.0 1mo | 152

- . )

1 It could be argued that the view of the apprehens1ve students mPv be
the most realistic onejy ‘for they empathize with the other underdogs.
Note, for instance, that the highly apprehen31ve whites show a lower .
_ percentage in the graph than the unapprenensive or sllghtly apprehensive
Q ) respondents among "other" minorities.
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Perception of Teachers: Our findings régarding students' peréeptions
of teachers-are consistent with common sense: teachers are more oftéﬁ blamed
'by apprehensive than'by unapprehensive students for ailowing disruptive or
threatening conditions to exist in the‘classroom. The propoftion of
respondents saying that teachers almost never Reep'order‘rises in steady
. progression from 4 ,8% for‘unapprehensive youth to 12.9% among very-apprehensive

youth,

s o

A téacﬁer's failure to maintain oédér is more freqﬁenfly considered
a serious matter by apprehensive than by fearless students (as mzy be inferred
from students' answers to the question "Which one of these -things should your
teachers work hardest to do?"). Seven out of eight students consider the
- teacher's primary function to be that of promoting acade@ic or vocational goals
either by motivating studeﬁts;to learn or by transm;ttégg knowledge or useful
skills. Only a minute proportion (4%) of all respondents viewed "classroom
chtrol" as the teacher's "ﬁumber one" responsibility.1 Ir summary, the
| higher a studaﬂt{é level of apﬁrehensiveness, the more apt he or she is to
say that:
A) the teacher's most important function is phat of

keeping control in class; ' . . (

B) the teacheglalmost never maintains such order;

~—

a\‘\
d

C) the student does not like the élasses he or she'i§_paking =
Anotber reason that students subject to appreﬁension dislike their classes

.may be.tﬁgt these studénts believe that teachefs treat them unfairly. The

proportion of_students saying that teachers are almosp never fair rises with .

level %; apprehensiveness from 8.4% (not aébrehensive) to 15.7% (very apprehensive).

.
LI —

1 However, among apprehensive students, this judgement was made more
“than twice ‘as often as it was among fearless ones. \

[ . -

O
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While apprehensiveness clearly has a negative impact on students' views
of their teachers' fairness that same feeling does not seem to influence

their perceptions of the principal. How the students rated the fairness-

unfairness o: their teachers and principals is summarized in Table 12.

K - . TABLE 12

Apprehensiveness and opinions of Fairness of Teachers and Prircipals

(in percentages)"

' Degree of Apprehensiveness

TEM RESPONSE - - -

: . 'None Slight. ~ Moderate ngh
Teachers are fair:' ‘
almost never .| 8.4 - 9.2 10.5 15.7
- B . . . ,
The Principal is fair: ’
disagree 14.4 11.7 12.6 16.8

Despdte the fact that students are likely to have much 1e§é daily contact
with their principal than with their teachers, principals -are called unfair
by -‘more students than are tea”hers (13. 5%'vs 9.1%). However, the relative
number of judgments that tneir prlnrlpal is unfair does not increase with
student apprehensiveness. Thus, while many more apprehensive students than
ethers ascribe unfairness to their teachers the pr1nc1pal is labeled unfalr
‘somewhat more often by studentsAin:the extreme categories of !EEZ or not >

apprenensive.’ , s

) ' ¢
Perception of Social Friction within the School: That apprehensiveness .

and the perception of the school envirdnment as hostile are positively related,
g

/18 ‘again documented by our inguiry 1nto students observatlon of dlssen81on -

{»,.

betWeen Pacial,.ethnic, or social subgroups within the school. Here relatlvely

Q\/ﬁf\(
k¢




'datavare presented ‘in Figure 5. ' i ' = ' L

34,

" more apprehensive than unapprehensive. studénts seem to be aware that members

of the subgroups "dc not get along. well'" Further, this respense may be an
1nd1cator of the relctlve 1n01dence of such aspects of soc1al frlctlon as

affluence'vs poverty, or students dlffenlng natlonalltles The relevant

Dissension betwesn the wéll—to-dd and the less well-off was observed

by one student out of nine; ane in eleven. viewed interaction between_students

- of different races as -less than friendly; and only one in- twenty-three

respondents said that different‘nationalities_did not get along well. 'These

ratlos establlsh the relatlve prevalence of the three types of social disharmony

o

_w1th1n the school ‘as seen and reported by our national.sample of high school

students* ~Figure 5 clearly shows that as students ‘become 1ncreas1ngly more
fearful more and ‘more of them perceive all three types of social friction.

It is 1nterest1ng to note that only the 1eve1 of apprehens1veness of the
individual answer'lno the ouestlon seemed to matter. Interclass dissension.
was observed by all three racial/ethnic groups. Less disharmony between |
races and between nationalities was noted by white than non-white respondents:

here again, with minority status held constant, the more apprehensive the

&

students the more they view social interaction negatively.

-

How Does the Neighborhood Affect Student Fear?

Analysis -of student responses relevant to thisatopic brought forth no

K4

- surprises. Findings presented here reflect common sense notions regarding

the'intenrelationshlp between schools "and their nelghborhoods. Specific
' . - L ' T
findings are set forth below. .

‘1{) ‘ , : <
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3

Schools .in areas where students come from High-Crime Neighborhoods:

iFigure‘6'shows that neighborhoods where students réport incidents of violent

3

cr1me are those that -also generate h1gher proportions of apprehens1ve indi-

V1duals than do areas where no crime or llttle crime is observed It should ’

_be noted that the comb1ned percentages of ”moderately" and "very" apprehens1ve
'students increase frOm 14% to 23% and then to 33% as the level of cr1me observed
”by the respondents rises. Furthermore th1s progress1on which is- shown

'graphlcally in Flgure 7 " holds equally for large and for small c1t1es and

for suburban’ areas - amd is even somewhat more marked in nonmetropolltan

-

“'areau (NOTE The degree of nelghborhood ‘crime was determlned on the bas1s

:'of’students responses to three speclflc questlons in the questlonnalre,-

:no outs1de 30uUrce .was used to verlfy the relat1ve safety of the nelghborhood )

f : rNelghborhood Inf“uenco on, Students: The influence of a highfcrime
1 nelghborhood on students who must pass through, 1t to get to school 1s easy

. to 1mag1ne When stpdents who are moderately or very apprehens1ve at the1r

schools are compared to nonapprehens1ve students regardlng their sense of ‘the

, communlty surroundlng the .school, ObVlOUS perceptual dlfferences appear. - Of"

3

. tnose in our sample who reoresented the 3. 7 million moderately or- very

apprehens1ve youth in this country, 11% say they are afraid on the way to e

--'school at least once a" week this compares to. only about 1. 5% of the non—

aporehens1ve youth who fear the1r school s ne1ghborhood !

1. Thus, all- other things- belng equal those who worry about ‘being hurt or
bothere at school are seven times as likely to experience fear on the1r
way to schoul. The students' responses are consistent and live up to
expectation, but they do not provide a clear indication of where their !
fears of harm originate. The above statistics would suggest that, ,many )
derive their apprehens1veness from the school settlng, especially th0se_ﬁ
who were victimized there or who witnessed aggression committed against . a\
their peers. However,-as one may infer from Figure 7, quite a number ‘of
students acquire the1r fearful outlook within their immediate neighbor-
hood (see next sectlon) and, llterally, bring it to school with them. |

- : 1

v {1 - )
~ . ks
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Crime in the Immediate Neighborhood: No_observer of the American

© . scene will be surprised to learn that schools in central cities are

¢

attended by students from areas wi'h much higher 1nc1dence of street crime
L

than the suburbs have. Since reported crime varies greatly among schools in

-

" ‘the same type of location, (foh jnstance, the percentages of students reporting
street*crime ranged from 4% to 72% in large city senior hiéh scHools) we .
-dec1ded to examlne the relation between crime in the street and the. mean level
of apprehens1vensss in school on a school-by-school basis. Such analysis

s

reveals sighificant pos1t1ve correlatlons in junior and senior high schools
"' . . (\

in the four types of locations, i. e. in all eight groups of schools. - Ihe

hlgher the percentage of students reportlng,any of the three criminal acts

-for their nelghborhoods (act1v1ty of fighting gangs; robbery of their parents;

or burglary of thelr homes in the last year) the higher the mean fear score”-

- for the'respective schiool. The information from this analysis is displayed

in Figure 9.

This Figure leads us to conclude.that the relztive number of students

reporting stréet crime affects the'fear level in junior high schools

. N
(except suburban ones) much more dramatically than in sgnior high schools.

Indeed, as the proportion of such reports rises from 30% to 70%, the mean

_fear scores (per 100 students) rise from about 80 to 130.

]
»>

When many students in a school perceive crime in their neighborhoods --

and register relatively high fear scores —- the mean score for the entire

ot

school is bound to be rather high.

In order to develop a sharply focused, picture of the impact of neighbor- B
f
hood crime or fear levels at schools, we must separate the direct and 1nd1rect
impacts of observed neighborhood crlme. By indirect, we mean the effect on

students not reporting any direct experience with neighborhood crime. So we
L . = ..

C 4
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must ask: does the proportion of students who report crime in their neighbor-
hoods affect the level of apprehensiveness of those students in the same

school who do not so réport and also have not been victimized in the last month?

To perform the rather striﬁgént kest needed to answer this question,\ﬁe fifsf
divide 'schools of each type according to the percentage oé_street zrime ’
reports into equél high,'medium, and low subgrOups. We then calculate school~ 
by-school, the mean fear score for thqse remaining students who were not
subject to physical aggression (e.g.,éssaulp or robber&) while at §chobl.

__The means for all schools Eelonging to the same subgroup are shown in Table..,
13.. N
TABLE 13

Fear in School and Neighborhood Crime

Fear levels of students who were not victimized at school and did-
. not report neighborhood crime (per 100, students)

' Averages of schools vhere the proportion of stres
"{ Ievel and Iocation | crime reports vas: . )
Junior o o) Iow Medium High
Large City s 92 - 100
Small City 78 . g3 81
Subd . | 68 6. .76
Ngnme tropolitén 64 . S ) : .84
Senior |
arg PR - 66
large City - 57 : 62 ‘
Small City 48/ 52 . 50
sibwd | .38 a3 o2
Metropolitan .- 43 ' | 2. _ ﬂ |

E;BJ!;‘ . . V. 4(3
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The data presented in Table 13 support the argument that the larger

the'relative number of students who come from crime-ridden areas, .the
hlgher the apprehen31veness of those who were neither victimized in school
in the last month nor reported crlme in their neighborhoods. 1 In most schools

(except in junior highs 1n'1arge ceqtral cities) the overwhelming majority

‘of the student body.-consists of nonvictimized students from crime-free

neighborhoods; therefore, we may reasonably claim that those students coming
to the school from crime-ridden neighborhoods strongly influence thefclimate%

of fear at the school.

Indeed, in .all but nonmetropolitan schools this factor is so powerful
as.to obscure the effect of the victimization rate on the nonvictiﬁized

who'do not report street crime. A multiple regression analysis relating this
- :

~ factor and the percentage of students victimized to the level of apprehensive-

ness of other students in a given school leads to the coefficients listed

in Table 14,

These coeff1c1ents seem to tell us that the relatlve number of students
who have observed crime-in their nelghborhoods (fighting gangs in actlon,
their homes burglarlzed or their parents robbed in-the past yeaq plays a
dec1s1ve role in determlnlng the level of appreﬁenslveness of the school's
student body These youths establish a climate of fear in:school not only
because thy bring it with them from their own environment,hbut also,we might

conjecture,because they serve as role models for others who in turn adopt

! The statistical analysis of the arrangement of means in Table |,
14 is thus:. since the data in each cell were obtained independently,
the probability of observing a perfect.pattern in a row (such as
that in the top row) is one in six. The probability of obtaining
five or more perfect patterns in eight instgnces (as is the case
in Table 13) is less than half of one, percent. ‘

4



TABLE 14

/

——

Victimization, Neighborhood Crime, and.

their Correlations with the Fear Level of .

Nonvictimized Students who Reportel no
Street Crime

Percent vVictimized  Percent Reporting, Both Indepen- '

.School Level (per school): simplé Crime (per school) Qenkvariablesé-
and Location correlation coeff. simple corr. coeff. mult. corr. coeffi.
Junior High Scticols | |
: Small City -0 ' L .42
Suburb . .23% o 345 , 37,
Normetyopolitan . 38%% , S} _ “ .49

Senior High Schools _ S )
yarge Clty | .20 Coa | .34

Small City 0 . W25 . - 25
Suburb ‘ o 30%H 31%H 41

" Normetropolitan 21 S W8 .25

o

* _ The hypothesis that the gorralation (rho) equals zero - L
can be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

‘The. hypothesis that the gorrelation uhd)eQWus:mro ,)

*e
~ can be rejected at “the .0l level of significance.

e e e e e = e e o o - — 2 e ——— 4 @ ——
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their caupion and fearfulness. It is éiSo probaﬂle (although we-can present
no corroborative evidence from bﬁr data) ﬁhat some students from neighborhoods
wh ’yaggression is mosq rampant’ acquire aggressiﬁé"patterns of behavior

{wh &r as self—defen;e, role modeling,ﬂo?iﬁhrough mbre subtle processeS)
which may appear menacing to’ others: in schoél;( This?behavior>is then likely

to raise the entire student body's level of apprehensiveness thus further

§

intensifying the spread of fear.

School'Locationwand Pfopbrtioﬁ of White Studenté: As diécussed much earlier
(Téble 2), white sfudents are on the average 1e$s feérfu} than minori*y students;
moreover, this generalization holds even when sex of respondent and educational
level of.s;hool are held conétaﬁt. Therefore; onegmay expéct
that the hiéker the percentage of white students théllower the school's
fear level in c5mpabison with similar schools. Thisebegative correlation
between the school leveliof fear énd:the proportion ofiwhite stddénts attending
it was observed in all subgroups of schools bﬁ% it waszparticularly marked

“in all four types of urban schools, as shown in Table JS,

1 The difference in fear scores is due to some extent to white students'
- less frequent experience with victimization at school and street crime .-

in their neighborhoods. When the experience with threatening events
is made.equal for white and non-white students, by statistical means
as in the middle column of -Table 15, the negative relationship between
‘the percentage of whites and the school fear level diminishes only
slightly, except in large city senior high schools. (The entry of
-.25 is the only coefficient in the table that is not statistically"
significant this means that in these schools. the negative relation-
ship does not hold when experiences are equated.) ’

T



TABLE 15

Level.of School Fear
and Pr'opor'tlon of White
Students in Urban Schools

Zexro-order Partial Number of
Correlation @ Correlation?® Schools
‘Junior High Schonls .. _ - o
Large City o -.524 V,L -.454 55
. Small City . =.593 Y- 452 49
Senior High Schools o ' - :
 large City © -.454 -.250 52
Small City._ -.581 . .| =-.517 foo | 45

* The partial. correlatlon statistically ellmlnates the effects of
differentlal v1ctimlzatlon and FGWXTeGEWPGQDCFwE -
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. CHAPTER IV
AN ‘ANALYSIS OF FACTORS AFFECTING STUDENT FEAR

Up to now, we have p?esented'information on a string of factobs which

hav% been found to affect students' fear in and of their schools. We have

~ discussed these 1nd1v1du£11y in order to establish wich some clarlty Wthh
P 3
factors are more likely than others to eontrlbute to student fear in schools.
It is the purpose‘of this secti~n to reexamine a few’of the elements alneady

discussed in réiation to those primany factors which strongly,ihfluence fear-

levels in schools. There are four such prlmary factors: the grade'level of

the student; the location of the school recent v1ct1m1zatlon of the pupil

while at school; and crime in the immediate nelghborhood, as reported by

the students.

Grade Letel of Pupil: As_pretiously shown.in Table 1 junior high
students are'mucﬁ mo;e apt_than senior high school students to express
apprehensiveness: 25%;of the former were "moderateiy" or "very"_fearful,
whereas only 13. 8% of the senior high sehool students so reported. Further-

, more they register hlgher fear scores than older students when race and sex
of respondent are held constant; i.e. hlgher proportlons of Junlor than senior

~ high youth -- whether-male or female, and of whatever race -- are more fearful.

Both from the 1nformatlon developed by the Gallup Survey (see page 19)
and from student data of the Sale School Study we kmnow that fear decreases

with more years' experience in a school (except for those few who had to

. &
repeat Qigrade).

\
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Again we see (in Table.é, p._31) that when‘students are divided by the plight
of junior high students, number oé years spent in the same‘school;'eagh

respective junior high school group contains many more apprehensive students;
we also note that those who have been in the same junior high school for 3-4
,yéars, and haVe therefore profitéd from maximum familiarity with the Scﬁdoi ‘

encironment, are nevertheless worse off than the least class in senior high

school, the newcomers.

School Location: As previously demonstrated (Table 7, p.”31), large ,

central cities are beyond a doubt the location of .schopls containing the

largest proportion of fearful youth: 32.2% in junior, 19.6% in senior high schools.

Recent Victimization: ‘Students whd were.robbed and/or attacked at schbql .

during the preceding month are-naturally-likely to be apprehensive lest they

incuf another act of‘aggression. That previous v1c,1mlzatlon influences

students' fear levels Qas briefly mentioned on p. 30 (in Flgure 3) The -
data from Flgure 3 may be transformed into a dlrect comparlson of v1ct1m1zed

and nonv1ct1mlzed students in terms ‘of level of apprehensiveness. Flgure . L
10 shows how powerfully recent v1ct1mlzatlon affects fear among high 1
s;hool students; note, for instance, that the proportion of highly appre—..
hensive students quintuplés after victimization by attack or’ robbery |
(10.9% vs. 2.2%). Butdtdé~impact of past aggression on fear level is not

tﬁe same in junior and zenior high'schobls. (See Table 16).

“

~.
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TABLE 16

Apprehensiveness and Victimization in Junior
and in Senior High Schools

. {percent of apprehensi%g students)

3 LﬁVEL | Robbed and/or Assaulted in Preceding Month
YES NO
“Junior High 52.4° 21.3 . L
Senior High 42.0 ' o lé.B
All Students’ - 47.5 : 15.0

As we have said';epeatedlx}‘whether:bne compargs
;studenfs robbed and/or assaulted or those not victimized in
the preceding month, apprehehsiveness is more frequent in
junior than in senior high schools. Ho@ever, in senior highs
the effect of victimjzation is'more.powerful: ;Table16
. shows that -as a result of victim;zatiqn, a senior high-student'ﬁ
probability of being apprehensive increaseéﬁfrom.l2%'to 42%
(3 /2 tiges),.while that df a junior high stﬁdent rises only

2 1/2 times (from 21% to 528). |

The percentage of apprehensive youth listed in the bottom row of

Table 16 (47.5%) refers to all victimized students. Those subjected

to both -robbery and assault show a higher percentage of apprehensiveness
(56.4%), as do those reporting several instances of either type of
aggression. But not even in the most. extremeé group -- those 136
students subjected to five or more assaults in the preceding month --
were all victims apprehensive (only 96 out of 136, or 71%).

/7\*
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The strong ‘positive relationship between victimization and apprehensiveness- .
holds equally for youngsters of both sexes, as iridicated by the distribution

of mean scores per 100 students shown in Table 17.

TABLE 17

Apprehensiveness and Victimization by
Sex of Respondent and Level of School

(mean fear scores per 100 students) +/

Robbed and/or Junior High School Senior. High School
hAssaulted in . -~ Male Female Male Female
Last Month % _ :
| YES 145.3 146.3 125.5 125.3
74.8 %% 78.5 _ @7.1 ﬁ* 56.4

NO

+ For meaning of Meén Fear Score$ see Figure 10

¥%*  Differences between these scores are significant at the .01 level.

v

Datavpreseﬁted in Table 17 helb explain some apparently inconsistent findings
‘mentioned earlier (p. 21). We said that more girls in senior high school
‘exhibited some fear than did boys, despite the.fact that fewer giris than
boys in 6ur sample had been vicﬁimized (3% versus 7.2%). The reader's '
attention is directed to the bottom line cf fable 17, where the fear scohes
of those studeﬁfs are listed wha were not subjected to robbery and/or assault.
Among senior high, the fear scores of girls are much higher than those of
boys (56.4) versus 47.1), while in junior highs the scores of nonvictimized - - -
boys and girls are much closer to each other.. We hypothesize that the higher .

.fear levels of nonvictimized high school females may‘be related to anxiety

~over the threat of sexual attack; for the Violent Schools -- Safe Schools

report ang the Gallup Youth Survey agree that boys are almost“threevtimes

more likely than girls to be attacked; a ratio unaffected by grade level.

N
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The overall effect of victimization on level of individual apprehen-~
siveness is clearly ﬁowerfdlL it raises the fear scores in junior highs by -

some- 90% and by about 145% in senior highs .(percentages based on data in

Table-17). In fact, personal experience of attack or robbéry is the single

most important-determinant of irdividual apprehensiveness detected in this
- study.

Interestingly enough, attacks or robberies occuring at school do not only
raise the level of fear of the individual victims but élso, by théir ffequenCy
generate anxiety among those not yet stricken, and thusvééﬁtribute to'éf
climate of feaf within the whole. student body. That the relative fregquency
of acts of aggression against students affects the nonvittimized students
in the same school is shown conclusively in Table 18fbeiéw.,. |

TABLE 18
Mean Fear Scores of Nonvictimi:.d Students

in Schools with Low and High Proportions of
Victimized Students¥

Level of School and ‘ School Location
Proportion Victimized

Large City Small City Suburban Nonmet.

Junior Highs: ‘

Proportion LOW* 94 81 66 71
.| Proportion HIGH 110% 84 75 84

Senior Highs: _ .

Proportion LOW 52 - 52 ' 40 49

Proportion HIGH . 75 52 56 26

- For the meaning of Mean Fear Scoxes see Flgure 10.

+ LOW and HIGH refer tc the lowest and highest 25% of thée schools in each group
arranged according to the percentage of respondents who reported an attack _
or robbery at school in the past month. After this classification, the mean fear
score of all nonviétimized students in each school was calculated; the table
shows the mean of school means in the group, multiplied by 100 to avoid decimals.

it The probability that in eight independent comparlszons "High" will exceed "Low"
at least seven times is, .035. (When the two variables, proportion‘victimized
and mean fear level of honvictimized students, are matched school-by-school,
all schools except those in-small cities show p031t3ve correlatlons
significantly above zero.) ' :

o
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; Crﬁme in the Immediate Neighborhood: As previously shown, neigh-
borhood;crime plays a major role in whether or not fear will exist among
seconda}y school students (see Figure 9, Table 13 and Table 14), As-neted
even though most students have not themselves veen v1ct1ms of street crime,
students fPOW/hlgh—Clee nelghborhoods consistently report hlgher levels of
‘personal apprehensiveness than do youth from low—crlme nelghborhoods - nd
the higher the percentage of students who observed ne;ghborhood Clee, the
_higheb the‘average fear leyel of the nonvictimized students who do not
report stﬁeet:c;ime, and henee of the student bod?lof the.SChool._ in all
but nosmetropolitan schools, this effect is so marked that it even exceeds‘

the impact of the incidence of victimization on the fear level of the

nonvictimized, itself a powerfui determining factor.

Combined Impact of the Major Factors

When‘the combined impacts of reported neighborhood crime, recent

v1ct1mlzat10n, and school locatlon on 1nd1v1dua1 fear level of students are

subJected to s1multaneous analysis (Table 19) we can assess~the relatlve L

effect of each factor on student fear while taking the other two factors

into account.

\

L
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'. | ' TABLE' 19

Abbrehensiveness by Previous Victimization C:
Neighborhood Crime Level and Location of School
: (In percent of
students who were.apprehensive.) -

A: Assaulted and/orinobbea in Preceding Month
el s 'Locatfpn of School '
Crime 1in . T ) . .

Student's Large Small o ~ Nonmetro-  All
Neighborhood |- Cities: -Cities  Suburban politan Areas
None | a6 | 48 42 . 42 44
Low - 51 50 42 ‘ 49
High 61 60 57 57 58
A1l 53 51 47 44 48

B: Not Vietimized in Preceding Month
Nome | 18 | 1 | 1 | 12 12
Low 25 | 19 19 20 : 20 .
of magn ) 30 |27 (% ) 2oL
A1l 22 i 16 14 14 15

Inspection of Table 19 makes_it‘evident that the percentages in the upper
portion of the tableiare of a different order of magnitude from those in the
- lower one. This contrast reinforcee our argument that recent victimization

T is the most powerful factor that the study reveals as affecting fear. When
: . -

.

we proceed to read percentages down the columns, we also note that crime in the

student's neighborhood plays the second most important.role ih_Qetermining

apprehensiveness. Last;fupdn going through the rows from left to right, we

conclude that urban areas are more affectéd by fear than other school locations.

¥
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Al] other things being equal, junior high school students show higher
fear'levels than those in senior high; we have documented in several tables
that this geheraliZatioh holds under various conditions. (For ihstahce; from

Table 16 one can compute that Table 19, had it been doubled in size, would have

’shown 21% apprehens1ve for nonvictimized Junlor highers and 12% among senlors

1hstead ‘of the 15% apprehensive for all victimized appearing in the bottom
rlght -hand cell Ahong the‘victimized “the differences in fear level of junior
and senior hlgh schoolers are smaller about +10% away from the means for all

students listed 1n_Table 19A.) The patterns of proportloh apprehens1ve were.

.similar;enough for both levels to combine them into a s1ngle table that is easyv"v

to interpret.
Thus ‘it should be remembered that the following four factors affect fear
among high school students in descending order of 1mportahce 1. previous‘

victimization, 2. neighborhood crime, 3: level of the school ahd 4. location

N

The figures in lable 19 are relative freduencies which ihdicate how
mahy studehts 1n a given group are apprehensive; how@ver, they can alsc be
used to estimate how an 1hd1v1dual's probability of belng appreheh31ve would
change as an effect of a varlable Whlle any student s chance of belhg

fovee he 3ive triples after he or she has beeh robbed or assaulted (from

15% to 48%), it quadruples after v1ct1mlzatloh for a.studeht from a suburban

neighborhood without crime (from 1l% to 42%). If.a student comes from a

high crime area in a large-city and has‘not been victimized in the last

month, hevor she is 66% more likelyAto'be fearful than a large-city youth from
a crime-free heighborhood (30% to’18%); and for a student in a hohhetropolitah.
area, this same 31tuatloh causes the chances of fear almost to triple (from
12% to 22%). Thus we are able to calculate odds much as might an actuary
workingvfoh an insurance cdmpany; as the actuary determines the probablllty

i | , NG



of an event's occurrence from reported experience, under various combinations
. .

of .precipitating conditions, so we may predict the probability of an indivi-

dual's feeling apprehensive depending on different combinations of the three

variables. - |

Whereas. the preceding analysis”focused'on the fearfulness of.individuals,
this final section w111 use the school as the analytical unit. Here we inguire '
how some school-related characteristics influence the fear level of schools
of the same 1eve1 and type of location. The regression coefficients (beta

coeff1c1ents) derived by eight stepW1se multiple regreSSion analyses are

presented in Table 20; the coefficients show by their magnitude and direction

which variable'affects the fear'levels’of the schools in the group:

The table should bearead in two directions, vertically and horizontally:
in either direction, numbers closest to +1:0 or -1.0 indicate the "strongest"'
relationships. 'Vertical reading (down the columns) will highlight the indepen-
dent variahies that most importantly account for fear in”a,type of 1ocationr
Horizontal reading (across the rows) will'reyeal both the locations where

the independent. variable plays an important role and the number of times it

surfaced as-an important factor.

Most of the relationships observed in the 1nd1v1dua1 analys1s of appre-

A}

hen51veness reappear 1n somewhat different form in Tablc 20, which deals w1th

. the 1nstitutiOha1 analys1s of fear by shOWing what factors contribute to the fear

1eve1 of a school. Thus in Table 19 we saw that recent v1ctimization and being

¢

exposed to crime 1n one's neighborhood made it probable that the student

1 When we refer to the effect of a factor we intend it in the statistical
sense, not in the 1ogicai one. We have refrained from calling even such
a powerful factor as recent victimization a "cause" of fear, for the
concept of causality requires one-to-one relationships which do not exist
anywhere inour data. Even the highest percentage in Table 19, (61%)
implies that almost 40% of the respective group do not respond to the
three conditions with apprehensiveness. Clearly,othen, we are not in a
position to assert causality, but-can draw inferences based on,relaus *"1y
high levels of probability that we are right o N
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would be fearful at school while-the institutional equivalents (% Victimized,‘
' : ) S
% Reporting Crime) are seen in Table 20 as affecting the fear levels of many

schools. ' N
\

\

Two comments’éx\ﬁ‘i% order with respect to the findingslappeariqg in
Table 20. First, given the numbers of schools and of independent variables

included in the eight analyses, we corsider the multiple correlation co- .

¢fficients (R2's) to be of satisfactory magnitude. ' (The F-values shown for

s ‘ -

the test of BZ are such that all are significant except for small city senior

highs.)

Second, the influence of the elevén independent variables listed in Table
20 explains 33% to 44% of the total variance in the four grouii of senior

high schools and between 49% and 63% of the variance at the junior high

'school 1eve1;

However, the top three of the 1ndependent varlables -- percentages

rep®rt1ng crime, proportlon V1ct1mlzed “and proportlon of whlte students --

-

have so strong an effect on a school's fear level that only two op three of

the remaining eight are even of secondary importance. ! The impact of the

top three is somewhat smaller in non-metropolitan senior high schools, where
level of apprehensiveﬁess is pésitively"related to the average size of a class
in a given school (ife. the larger the class, the hlgher the fear level). A
similar 81tuatlon obtains among 1arge city senior highs, wnere the effect

of the three major variables is overshadgwed by that of two factors at the
bottom of the table-#10, the percentage‘of students reading ag least dne year
below grade, and #11, Excess of White Teachers (defined as percent white
teachers minus percent white students). It is also interesting to note that

the size of' school (i.e. its enrollment) appears prominently in the Table

1 In small city schools, the percentage victimized has no effect on school
fear level the only exceptlon to the above generallzatlon &

b
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TABLE 20

Standardized regfession coefficients (beta) with
the school mean of apprehensiveness as the dependent
variable and .

eleven independent variables

'”whmber of schools

Junior High School Senior High School
.{Independent Large Smallu Nonmetro- Large Small : Nonmetra-
° (Variable . City City Suburb politan City _City Suburb politan
,i, 1. }Péréent Reporting ,'j.v ’ -
. Crime ia Neighborhgod 518,253 .203 420 146 .318  .188 178
| 2. Percent Victimized | 255 JBB9 . .31 3 154 047 .395- ° .263 "
.3, Percent White StudeLts ..436 ~.803 -.207  ~.286 168 -.567 -.320 =174
| 4. condition of guilding, L057  .133 -.069  -.132 IRTTRRY 1,085 -.017
5. vears as Principal 025 B .o Bod 213 .52 -04 =081
6. . Principal's Age 154 . .132 170 024 -.047 =,204 _..068 '  -.013
7, ‘ﬁnrollment -.030 .042 ~-.075 170 058 -.105 .79 .196
8. siudgntiweacher Ratio 08L -.060 .10l =210 .063 -.030 010 - 260
'y, Average ‘Size of Class -.039 =046 149 -.052 059 4052 -.066 300
10, Percent Studenté Reading '
» "at least- one year , 4
| below grade -.035 .036 .237 085 .307 .-.076  .052 .014
i1, Excesc of White Teachers  =.026 =.511 -.047" -.098 ,299 -.138 -=,136 034 -
Iy N 630 . 548 .486 519 439 420 373 .33
EES b 6,662 5.261 9.381 6908 ; 2.809 2.508 5.579 3.154
55 49 121 75 59 45 115 B2
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only once, rariked third among influential variables n suburban SGnidf
high schools. -This finding is surprising, for the Safe School Study had
led us to believe that the p?sitive relationship between school size and

school violerice would also hold for student fear.

In this part of the report, we ha&e been examining a ﬁumber of factérs
that influence student féar in public sécondary-schools. We have looked at
them both singly and in vafious combinations. In the final part of this work,
we Will examine some of the implications of our findings and propose a method

for iﬁentifying and coping with those factors which may lead to fear.

5o



‘' CHAPIER V
WHAT SHOULD EDUCATORS KNOW ABOUT

REDUCING FEAR IN SCHOOLS?

vSummary of Flndlngs
Our data have shown that phys1cal aggress1on has an extreme psychologlcal
effect on ‘the student body of Amerlcan secondary schools; 1t creates E subgroup
of youngsters so adversely affected by fear as to merit the label of "soc1ally
and educatlonally d1sadvantaged " For example our data p01nt to about 3.7
million apprehen51ve students in public high schools. .We know that students
are frequently led by apprehensiveness to avoid some school locations, andw‘(\
. that in extreme cases, fear of the school setting makes students avoid school
altegether. . c
v But‘this study has discovered that‘fearful youngsters-differ importantly
' from others in more ways than by the1r avoidance patterns We know, for
_example that the apprehensive student is more likely than others to have
 fewer friends in school and will have less social support at home than un-
apprehensive students. Should trouble begin in school -~ and such trouble
more frequently involves apprehensive students than unapprehensive ones =-- the
former's parents will less likely be willing to ljgten-tgqtheir children's
slde of the story and more4likely to punish them. On the average, feanful
students recelve lower grades. than dd others, anu they'are more'llkely to
rate themselves below average in reading ability. For many apprehensive
students, the school has an aura of hostlllty, with llttle promlse of
academlc reward or safety from aggression; more of them than of fearless students
percelverteachens as unable to keep order in class or to teach interesting
subJects. Larger prdportions of fearfulvthan nonfearful students detect

"-,s001al friction among fellow students; 1ndeed the apprehen31ve student

regardless of race, is less apt,than_the ugapprehensive one %o rate the school's

b %3
6 .
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treatment of racial minorities as fair
étudents

Thus, more than others, apprehensive
youth will tend to dislike their school, their t°achefs and their fellow

their control

In general, such adolescents see themselves as suspicious of their
surroundings and helpless to modify ¢onditions of a game which appears beyond

What are the Implications for Educators?

Apprehensiveness among students has ‘an obvious impact upon the business
of education: £ '

t reduces concentration on assigned tasks, creates an
atmosphere of mlstrust and undermines schuol splrlt

ddmlnlstrator S 1nab111ty }o reduce fear Levels nas the

More,éubtly, the school

direct effect of
/

Pl .
telling students that staff are nét in control of the school's SOClal cllmate -
that student disorder is more powerful phan the adult call for order

Teachers and administrators should be able to identify fear-impelled
behaviors through any number of proxies

Student- avoidance of certain school
areas -- especially bathrooms -- should be such an indication; and increases in
overall absentee rates should be another

As stress-producing behaviors build
up in the school, student complaints are likely to beéome frequent

As the
students are likely to form defensive cliqueé and begin vigilante action
against some of the perpetrators.

stress-producing behaviors then evolve into extremely fear-producing ones,

P
i
i

i

By then, the direction of parental .
complaints will have shifted thQse wiil now.be going to the superintendent,‘
hot the principal. And local news media will probébly have pyéduced stories
about the school's problems. Tfa%sfen and -absentee rates will be hiéh In
extreme cases, substitute teacheréiwill refuse assignments to.such schools,

o

while teacher absences due to "111@eés" will be p"oportionallj much ﬁughef
than the school district average. |

i
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' Central office personnel in large cities who wish to identify‘schools
with potentially hlgh fear levels should look for junior hlgh schools in
high crime areas conta1n1ng high percentages of minority youtn and high
percentages of students. who have been victims of personal v1olence For their
part, central office staff in small cities should locate those schools with

low percentages of white students with white teachers.

In addition to these broad implications, some areas of conjecture also

. suggest themselves Flrst for large—c'ty senlor h1gh schools, the 1mportant

‘) varlagles affectlng fear levels appear to be readlng level and excess of white
L-teachers Hypothetlcally, then, teachers in schools with h1gh percentages of
youth'Who'readkat leastvone year below grade level might be likely to pressure

* students to lmphoYe'(caUSing the youngsters to feel stress) or to demonstrate

_ their‘sense of hopelessness about the students' futures (also producing such

stress).

<

[

v Second a suggestlon arlses from the data for d1str1ct adm1n1strat0rs'
‘whose charge 1ncludes nonmetropolltan senlor ‘high schools which conta1n large
classes and wh1ch experlence hlgh levels of student V1ct1mlzatlon Such adminis-
tratorc should be alert to the- poss1b111ty that their sthools are more likely
to house higher proportions of apprehensive youth than would be found in other -

schools. . ™ ‘ 2

But merely:knowing the profile of apprehensive youth is a far cry from
‘knowing what to do to alleV1a : the problem. Fortunately, however, solutions

to this.issue~do tend to flow out of an understanding of the predicament; the

K]

data about student fear pro&ide insights that are translatable into inter-

Vent}on,strategies to supplement'fundamental and established approaches for
reducing fear in public schgols. ”

‘w

4.
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What Can Schools Do To Reduce Student Apprehensiveness?

Clearly, the easiest way to reduce the fear of crime is to demonétrate
that such fear is baseless. If the school is'egperiencing high fear 1evelé

' )
due to high crime levels, it stands to reason’/that crime reduction is clearly

in order. If, on the other hand, a high fear level exists independent of an

obvious high crime level, an education/public’ relations/school spirit improve-
ment progrim is required. Because each approach must be carefuily designed to
match the needs of each local schoel or sehool district, we can here only out-

line the general parameters of those methods we have just mentioned.

khile crime reﬂt::‘on programs can be effected through any number of
approaches, one that is commonly used by school districts involves the develop-
ment and analysis of Wiﬁcident profiles.”1 This strategy arose out of the
realization that intervention in and/or prevention of unwanted behav1ors can-
not occur until the parameters of such behaviors are understood. The first
step in creating an incident profile is to establish a clear definition of
criminal behaviors and to separate from these all classes of non-criminal
rule-infractions. The second step involves delineating categories of offenses
-~ listings of kinds -of incidents which particularly concern a school or school
dlstrlct (for example: assaults, student vs. teacher' or assaults student
vs. student with harm or assavlts, outsider vs. student, and so forth). The
third step calls for recording critical information about each incident that
occurs in a school (perhaps on cards;) such information should include whom
and what a given incident irvolved and when and where it occurred, and:also,

what disposition was made. The fourth and final step in incident profiling

is the actual development of the profile; this process is best done after

numerous incidents have been logged for a particular category. Then it is

T For a complete treatment of incident profiling, see Robert J. Rubel
(ed.) Identifying Your School's Crime Problems: Simple Steps that
Precede Costly Action. (College Park, Maryland: Institute for
Reduction of Crime, Inc.) 1978. b

(!
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necessary to pull out cards which deal with a given type of incident, and from

1

them to prepare a brief generalized rarrative dﬁ the incident. (Such a
description might read thus: "Most student-on-student aSsaults_occur
immediately before or after school in areas where busses are loaded snd are
perpetrated by repeat offenders against students of the same sex and race, Zbut

lower -grade level. Most incidents result in no serious injury, and occur as

a spinoff of petty extortion attempts...")

’

Once incident profiles have been produced, police or school security
specialists can be called upon to provide technical advice ?egarding crime
reduction approaChes that fit the specific situation; However, even persons
‘with no previous law enforcement experience can in a general way begin to
reach interpretive conclusions from these profiles; the following examples
will serve to illustrate how such.understandings can, at the broadest levei,

be achieved. For instance, if crimes against persons appear to occur more

-often than any other'kind.of incident, then one might deduce that underlying
problems in the school include racial tension; outside disruption to the
~order of the school; a need for better lines of communication with students,
a need .for greater ‘teacher 1nvolvement with pupils; or a need to involve

3
students in security planning. On the other hand if crimes against property

are found to occur most frequentty, then one might most reasonably decide on
such intervention approaches as a burglar alarm system, improved communications
with staff concerning securing personal property; improved custodial attention
to building security at night; or possibly, a COmpreﬁensive school secufity

system which focuses primarily on property protection.

R :
A list of resources potentially useful to schools seeking assistance in

addressing school-based crime and violence problems is included in Appendix C

1

of this report.
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Public-awareness/school spirit improvement efforts at ameliorating student

perceptions‘of dangerous persons andbplaces usually require the development

of the incident profiles we have just described, for those mailserve to prove:

that actual danger-does not exist. Such evidence will enable .staff and students

to haye)discussions capable of generating all the ideas necessary to launch

a school~improvement program. The administration should enter into meetings

with students and staff with the foreknowledge that: (a) the students'

perception of fear-inducing situations may not accord with either the

staff's or the administration's perceptions; and (b).unless these meetings
~are conducted in a way that allows students to feel "ownership"'in the. school, .

little lasting good will be realiéed. For as the literature on’ school-based

crime and violence freguently emphasizes students' feelings of pride in

'and ownership of the building and all it represents tend to constitute a maJor

variable associated with neat and orderly schools

This last point is most important, for_meetings'between youthful students
and adult staff are frequently dominated by the latter. This leads students
:to the discouraging conclusion that the concern or program under discussion
is being forced on them by the teachers and administrators. Meetings intended
Simultaneously to- improve school spirit and to reduce an amorphous feeling
of apprehensiveness among the student body must therefore be carefully
orchestrated; these must be geared'to producing in students a sense that they

are'making valuable contributions to the solution of a shared prcblem.

cher Suggestions for Reducing;Student Apprehensiveness

As previously mentioned the proportion of moderately or seriously
apprehensive students in a schenl directly affects the school s overall socialt
climate. The principal goal of the administration of a ser”ously afflicted

'school is thus to chip away at situations which lead to apprehensiveness. The




3data\presented in this repori suggest a ndmbér of useful approaches.
0 Improve neighborhood police. patr ols before and after
‘school hours, if the school is located in an area
which studenté regard as fear-induced, for our data

show that fear -of neighborhoods influences fear-levels

in SQhools. .
) \

o Develop methods to make new students feel welcome and

' 5

not threatened, ¢for our data indicate_that students-
new to a school are more appfehehsivé than students

: who have attended it 'for a while.

o’ Fof studerits with iow grade averages, supplement
‘general counselling services so as to CIVef individual
apprehensiveness. . The data show that apprehensiveness
frequently occurs together with booﬁ'reading and achieve-
ment levelé.

o Provide crisis counseiling services for student§ who
are victims of crimeé_(espécially of violent, pgrsonai
crimes) while in school. s repeatedly mentioned in this
report, previbué victimization sharply increases the

" likelihood that a student will be fearful while in

< school.

0 Involve parents in discussions of student apprehen-
siveness, for 1t appears from our data that apprehen31ve
students frequently»do not fecelve home support that
could help mitigate effects.of threatening in-school

. situations.
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o} Give.students opportunities aﬁd encouragement to have
a real voice in thes govetnance of scﬁoole‘and claserooms
for the aata indicate'thet slightly over ore-half of alll‘
secondary scheel students feel they cannot control their

own lives.

Implications for Further Research

This report is based on infermation collected for the Safe School Study.
Any secondafy analysis of data assembled for other purposes may have‘certain“
n_advantages but also is likely to have some limitations. Strengths of this
study are the ability to draw on a large{natienally—representative sample
of students who Were asked a wide range of queseions about themselves, their
families and friends, and thei; schools. Only a small part of these data were
useé in the présent analysis. Iﬁ fact, ehe information obtained from students
and cempanion questionnaire data from their teachers opens up a rich‘mine for

P

others who may wish ‘to explore them further. \

+

But the limitations of thiscziﬁay are no less important ;n planning
future research. The Safe School Study was a croes-sectional quéstionnaire
-survey; It lacked the longitudinal dimension which might have shown:the
development of fear, conditions which aefually preceded it, and fear's
consequences. Inferring cause and effect-in the present case has been'difficult,
and the teit lias repeatedly noted where alternative explanations of findings

¥

may be plausible.

In addition, mofe subtle methods of inquiry would be helpfel. Interviews.  v
could yield éofe precisefend complete infobﬁatioh based on the tespohaent‘é" -
particulae circumstances. Observafien of_studenﬁs,in school ard elsewﬁe;e
could also.add_rich insights into the process Qf;beeomihé afrai@,‘andathe

ways that fears are played out. - . . ) (

~J -
e
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The apprehensiveness scale itself could aiso be improved. The questions
asked stohents whether they feared being hurt or bothered while at school.
However, the fear of being bothered is really quite oifferent from the
fear of being hurt. Further refinement of questions would therefore be
profitable; this could more closely pinpoint Whether particular instances of
fear involved,apprehensiOn over being hurt or being bothered, and it could
‘more prec}sely.identify stress-inducing acts. Approaches to this form of
research might 1nc1ude informal interviews with students’ (and perhaps w1th

staff), and 1n-school observations tc help identify fear-lnduclng situations.

One might also ask what are the relative strengths of fear-inducihg
variables. This report has demonctrated that some varlables are important
to some groups, while other varlables are more 1mpor|ant to other groups.
For example, we have seen that although in large-city junior hl%? schools

neighborhood crime, the percent of white students,'ahd previous -victimi-

‘zation are the chief variables affecting apprehensiveness Ievels in school,

s students’ reading at least one year be;ow grade level, and excess of white
teachers over the racial mix of students. In each case it would be ihteresting
to know in addition how school environments - the social structure and processes

of interaction in schools - act to increase or decrease fear ‘levels.

Clearly distinguishing antecedents and consequences of fear will require’
careful cOnceptualization as well as more adequate research designsa Several
"domalns of varlables are candidates for causes based on Thls analysis. '
" These include aspects of the school environment, the Junlor high school

experience, the mix of students present, nelghborhoud crlme and the student S

own characteristics. It is also possible that a number of v1ct1ms are
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offenders too who may be fearful of retaliation. Some information on

personal misconduct would be useful to check on this possibility.

A range of areas might profitébly be examined as possible consequences
of aprrehensiveness for students. These includé;effects on learning, other
activities iﬁ'school, peer relations, parent and teacher awareness and support.
Effects on learning in the classroom are particulérly germaine to thé educa-
tional toll of fecr whether it is distfactiOn from studies, avoidance of
"essential areas of the schaqol or missing schbél;completely. Here again, obser-
vational studies could be most beneficial}' In considering effeﬁts on the
learning and interpebsonél'relationSaof fearful students, some conceptualization
of the role of their intraphysic states may also prove userul. For example,
is the identified lack of a wmense of control over one's future a product of
fear? .If so, it might restri:t p. rticipation of'various kinds and prove |
fo be a kéy intervening variable. Further multivariate analyses will help

to show how different variables operate together, but prior conceptualization

— . may-dictate.different kinds of multivariate analyses.

- .

Yet another area might be to\éxahine the schéol‘rather than the student
to sze how échqq¥§ réspord tahclimates of fear. A number of suggestions have
Dbeen made in Cﬁapter'v for ways to combat fear based on crime and other faCtofs.
Studies of the'school"66cision-making ﬁrocess, the practices instituted to
respond to student fears and tﬂeir ~"facts on fear levels would be valuable
additions to the $cant literature. Similar questions here and in the brevious
areas could be raised”ébout fear among teachers wherc even less is known than
about fear-among students. A large number of experimental studies based oOn

these ideas could explore which kind of reactive procedure is effective,

where and under what conditions.
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Every list of implications for further}research has an open-ended

quality to it. ‘The reader may see other topics, approaches and conceptualiza-

tions to follow Qp. " Their power in each caée lies in their.ability Lo explain

fear-related events through emp%rical analysis. ‘We have argued that fear

has a strong relationship to thé student's interpersonal relations and

éducaﬂional bfogress.' We hope tpfi’others will soon be aple to specify these

~connections in more detail, building cn the inf@rmation provided in this

repdrt.
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APPENDIX A

-

A SCALE T9 MEASURE APPREHENSIVENESS AMONG
HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS: DEVELOPMENT AND USE.

s

Wi‘hin the framework of the Violent Schools -- Safe Schools:
study a questionnaire was administered to over 30,000 students in
over 600 public junior and senior high schools from February to Mav
1976 and from September, 1976 to January. 1977.

“

The three questionnaire items that:-form the Apprehensiveness Scale
-are reproduced here together with the percentage distributions of the
responses. !The number of responding students was 31,373.

'16. Do you stay away from any of the follow1nq plaﬁes because
someone might hurt or bother you there?

3
The shortest route to school.......... 8.1
Any entrances into the school..... eeee . 9.2
Any hallways or stairs. in the school - 8.9
Parts of the school cafeteria...... ee. 9.3
Any school restroCmS...ceceveeveccesss 21.3 -
Other places inside school building... 12.7
School parking 1ot................,... 11.5
Other places on school»grounds.. ..... . 16.8

17. How often are you afrald that someone will hurt or bother
you dt ‘schuol? : -

% .
Most of the time....c..... e eevosenen . 2.7
Sometimes...cce oo ceervecoas ceeen 17.3
AlMOSt NEVEI....eeipneeacovensrosncasans 41.3
Never....... T ceeons 37.9
: NeA.eeceoos ceemesseesceccsesosaone ceese

v/
24. D1d you stay at home any time (last month) because someone

might hurt you or bother you at school?
]

YeS ooooooooooooooooo ‘e e e 0 o0 0 ,....‘.....g.. 4
No(orNA) ..... ceeeen A -

\

Since the resporises to item #16 did not fall into a scalable fornat wi

decided to measure the degree of avoidance by counting the number of

" listed placed avoided by individual students.. The resultlng distribut
appears below in TABLE A-1l. .



TABLE Aa-T

‘Question: . "Do you stay away from any of
the following places because someone might
hurt or bothér you there?"

—
No. of Places
Avoided %
None 61.9
1-3 22.6
3-5 12.6
;ﬁ 6-8 2.9 ]
g 100.0 -

when item #17 was correlated with a number of attitudinal items, it,
was found that those "almost never" afraid did not differ in their
responses from those never afraid and from those who did not answer
the question at all. Hence, these three categories were combined for

scaling purposes.* 1In other words, we broke the distribution.into the

positive(+), "afraid", group (i.e. those saying sometimes or most of

the time) and the negative(-) remainder. ) o
Similarly, avoiding no place at or around school was considered the
negative answer in item #16, with those avoiding one or several
places the positive (+) group. Absence from school for reasons of. /
fear during the last month (#24) formed of course a natural dichotomy
The nonrespondents were included in the negative group In this
manner, break peints in-the three distributions were derived that

~ were satisfactory for the construction of a Guttman-type scale

. without doing violence to the meaning of the response categories that

to be combined.** ' The three questions were entered into the scalogram
analysis with the followirg nroportions of positive answers:

#16, AVOids at least one place (in or arcund school) "because
someone might hurt or bother you there”, 38.1%.

#17, Is sometimes (or most of the time) afraid that "someone
will hurt or bother you at school"”, 20%.

#24, Staved at home any time {dquring last month) "because some-
one might hurt you or bether you at school", 4.3%. '

* That the "almost never" and "never” afraid were as alike as\peas in
a pod (in their otner responses) is hardly surprising given the
difficulty of distinguishing between the two categories when, the
guestion is asked in the present tense. . _

- %% Two other cutting points, i.e. in #16, avoids one place or two, in
417, afraid most of time, were tried but rejected as less satisfactc

o : . O! S :




Wwhen the three dichotomized items were interrelated, the patterns
shown in TABLE A-2 emerged. ‘

, TABLE A-2

Apprehensiveness Scale Patterns and Scale Scores

'ltem Item . ‘ - Item ) Scale
#16 $17 - 424 ’ 2 Score
e i
¢ - - - 54.9 0
+ J - - 22.5 1
+ + N - 13.1 2
+ + + 1.4 3
- + - ! 5.1 "1 ’
- - + 1.5 2 7
+ - - o+ 1.0 3
- Co+ + .3 3

¢

We have separated the "error" patterns, amounting to just under

8% of the total, frcm the "perfect" scale patterns in order to
show what scale score we assigned to them in the actual process of
measurement. The coefficient of reproducibility, Rre ‘when
computed & 1la Guttman was Rprep = .973, when calculated by the more
. stringent "One Score, Onz Prediction" rule*, Rrep = .946.

By combining** the scale and error patterns and eliminating rounding
error we obtained the following distribution of scale scores:

Score ' % : Degree of Apprehensiveness
0 54,9 Not apprehensive’
1 27.7 'Slightly'apprehensive
2 14.6 Moderately apprehensive
3 i 2.8 Very apprehensive
100.0

i

/

* As deécribed'by Karl Schuessler in Analyzing Social Data, Boston:
Hougton Mifflin, 1971. pp- 329-330. - o - ' R

*% The three bottom rows of error patterns could have been scorgd

1,2,2, thus transforming the scale into a simple %ndex counting

_ the number of +'s. Cuaceptually, an item (#24) with so extreme
a split (eserves more weight than the other two. : :

O ‘ i a ‘ 8_}




‘The reader will note that all three items composiing the scale

contain the terms "hurt" and "bother you": the former impljes
a threat to physical safety and thus may be expected to gen€rate y

fear. The meaning of "bother", while varying regionally| denotes
even at its strongest a lesser hazard, an annoyance, irrjitation,
or trouble; its anticipation may rxender a pergén nervous or pre-
occupied but not fearful. This was our rationale for 1 beling
the psychological dimension measured by the scale as ap?rehen- ,
siveness. : A

Instructions for Use’ of the Apprehensive Scale
‘Persons haviAg data processing equipment of their dispogal can.
obtain the scale scores.of individual respondents automatically
by way of the following specificatiohs*:

COUNT 016Y=016.1 TO Q16.8 (1)

COMPUTE ~ APPSCALE=-1 i -/ ‘ A - :
IF ~ (Ql6Y EQ 0 AND Q17 GT 2 AND Q24 NE 1)APPSCALE

IF . (Ql6Y GT 0 AND Q17 GT 2 AND Q24 NE 1)APPSCALE

IF ' (Q16Y EQ 0 AND Q17 LE 2 AND Q24 NE \l)APPSCALE .
IF "~ (Q16Y GT 0 AND.Ql7 LE 2 AND Q24 NE l)APPSCAKB
- IF , (Q16Y EQ 0 AND Q17 GT 2 AND, Q24 EQ 1)APPSCALE

IiF - ~ (Q16Y GT° 0 AND /Q17 LE 2 AND (;24 EQ 1)APPSCALE

IF \ (Ql6Y GT 0 AND Q17 GT 2 AND Q24 EQ l)FPPSCALB

iF 0 AND Ql7 LE 2 AND Q24 EQ 1)APPSCALE

(016Y .EQ

‘

' ) - W ( ' .
For the benefit of persons who wish to derive scale scores by coding

and hand-tally we -summarize the procedure, described on the precediﬁg‘
pages, as operations on filled-in questionnaires. ' '

- . ’

1. Count the number of "Yes" circled in item #16 a-h, code "o
if none, "+" if one or more.** S

20" In #17, code."+"if "1" or "2" is circled, if not "-"/

3. 1In #24, code "&" if "1" is circled, if not "-".
4. Match the pattern obtained against table A-3 of scale scores
and record the respective score on the questionnaire.

b . i
I [ 4 H t

<

* As per SPSS, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences,‘ﬁ;Y.
McGraw  Hill," 1975, : . '

. . :
#** In' coding directly on the questionnaire, if the number of "yes"
gircled is entered. {since one may wish to know which respondents
avoid many places), care should be taken not to obscure these -
numbers or the circles in the rows which tell us what places are-
most frequently avoided. :

v
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' TABLE A-3
,)h ’ '\_ 2

Apprehensive Scale Scores '

Pattern BScore
. #16 #H7 24
- - ’ -~ 0
- + - 1
- - + 2
- + 2 + 3
+ - - 1
+. . + - 2
= . + - + 3
+ o+ + 3

Note: Patterns have been reordered 1o simplify viesua: matching.
After the first decision is made, the coder need look at
four rows only. -
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APPENDIX B

ABSTRACT OF THE SAFE SCHOOL STUDY

The Safe,School Study was underteken by the National Institute of Education in '
resonse t0 Congress’ request that HEW determine the number of schools affected by
crime or violence, the type and seriousness of those crimes, and how school crime can be
acevented. The study is besed on a mail survey of over 4,000 schools and on an on-site
<:~vey of 642 schools, and case studies of 10 schools. Pr mc1pals teachers, and students

contributed 1o the study

R*. ;s 6f Crime at Sc}_]ool

Although school violence and vandalism increased during the 1960's, they have
jeveled o:f since the early 1970's, and there are some hints of 1 decline. Still, about 8% of
the nation's schools (6,700) hav:: a serious problem with crime. Secondary schools are
‘more likely to have a serious problein than elementary schools.

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

- Ex;ent of the Problem: Voo '.:.flal Violence

About 2.4 million secondary school ‘students (11%) have somethmv stolen from them .
in a typical month. About 1.3% ol 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, atout 1,000 of whom are
seriously ¢nough ‘injured to require medical attention. Around 6,000 have something taken
from them oy force, weapons, or threats. :

Young teenage.s in cities rur: a greater risk of violence in school than elsewhere,
-exeept in high crxme nexghbothods There, schools are safer than the surrounding com-
mumtxes. - o ' )

Extent of the Problem: Véndalism’ ~

Over 25% of all'schools are sub]ect to vandalism in a given month. The averege cost
of an act of vandalism is $81. Ten percent of schools are burglarized, at an average cost
per burglary of $183. The annual eost of school crime is estimated to be arcund $200
mililon. ‘

Other Factors in Schogl Violence

Most offenses are committed by current students. Victims anJ offenders are gen-

- erally of the same age and sex (usually male). In a majority of eases, victims and
" offenders are also of the same race. The incidence of interracial violence -

is- not sxgnxtlcantly greater than would be expected by chance alone.




APPENDIX C

| RESOURCES
URGANIZATIONS

NATIONAL CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF CORPORAL PUNISHMENT AND ALTERNATIVES IN THE SCHOOLS:- - - -

833 Ritter Hall South; Department of Psychology; Temple University; Philadelphia, PA 19122.
The Center is dedicated to the study of school discipline and the dissemination of
information about corporal punishment and alternative means of discipline in the schools
Their publications are inexpensive and useful. 4

NATIONAL ORGANIZATION ON LEGAL PROBLEMS OF EDUCRTIONf”SdOI”StW:'7th“Ave:1wTopeka;~Kansasu6660~
. NOLPE 1is a valuable resource for those interested in keeping trxack of lega:
issues that pertain to the handling of discipline and crime cases in public schools.
Their publications include in-depth monographs on specific topics; the School Law Journa
¢ and NOLPE Notes, a monthly publication.

CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND: 1520 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.; Washington, D.C. 20036. -
CDF is a youth-advocacy organization with a long-tcrm and specialized interest in
suspensions and expulsions. They have produced a number of teadable and sensitive
works in this-area and in ‘a range of other areas.

CONSITIUTIONAL RIGHTS FOUNDATION: 6310 San Vicente Blvd.; Los Angeles, CA 90018.
The Foundation is particularly active in the area of Law-Related Education. They have
now implemented their program in a number of school systems across the country. Their.
course curriculae have rece§;ly been published by Scholastic Books in New York under
the title: CRIMINAL JUSTICE and CIVIL. JUSTICE within the Living Law series. These
particular works are designed for use in secondary schools. , .

NATIONAL COMMTTSLEE FOR CITIZENS IN EDUCATION: Suite 410; Wilde Lake Village Green; Columbia
Maryland 20740. . - - ' ' )
In addition to firoviding a telephone hotline (800-NET WORK) to help parents sharc
snformation, this organization has a valuable publication dealing with citizen invdlveme
with helping schools reduce crime and violence. : :

COMMUNITY RELATIONS SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE: 550 11th St. N.W. wash. D.C. 20530.
The Community Relations Service has prepared a number of putlications that are useful
for ‘schools and for school districts. Further, the CRS has Regicnal offices that
provide assistance to all parts of the country when school systems have desegregation-
related problems. : ' :

CENTER. FOR IMPROVED LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS: Box 730, College Park, MD 20740.

: This non-profit Center serves to hely schools ard school districts o
maintain safe and secure school environments. They offer workshops, .
on~site assistance, and;publications. There is a small research division
also located in this. Cen¥er. The area of speciality is criminal offenses
committed in schools, not disciplinary infractions. - ' K

©

. PUBLICATIONS -

Sehool Adhinis?%ator's Diébipline and Corirol Update Croft NEI Publications; 24 Rope Ferry
. Road; Waterford, Connecticut 06385 is a particularly useful newsletter. Information is-
timely, well written, and'presented'concisehy. Generally, issues include an

interview with an educational icader on a topic-related to the theme being carried by .
the newsietter that month. For example, the May, 1979, issue carried an ‘interview with -
pr. Irwin Hyman, the Director of the National Center for Study of Corporal Punishment,
discussed above. ; . « o . 4 }

Creative Discipline American Friends Service Committee, Southeastern Public Education Progr:
401 Columbia B1dg.; Columbia, S.C. 29201. ' This monthly publication is a goldmine of
resources and programs. The theme is very positive, and programs throughout ;he,;ount14
are presentzd -- usually one or two programs per issue. Alterratives to suspension, ar

methods of developing positive student outlooks are recurring themes. = - . \
B c oo O . .




