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The Center

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two
primary objectives: _to develop a scientific knowledgé of
how. schools affect: the1r students, and to use this knowledge.
to develop better school practlces and . organlzatlon.

The Center works through three research programs to
achieve its objectives. The School Organization Program
investigates how school and classroom organization affects

. student learning and other outcomes. .Current studies focus
on parental involvement5 microcomputers, use of . time in
echools, ‘cooperative learning, and other organizational fac-

“ tors. The Education and Work Program examines the relation- |

ship between schooling and students” later-life occupational
and educational success. Current projects include studies
of the competencies reqnired in the workplace, thé sources

- . of training and experience that lead to employment, college

students” major field choices, and employment of urban
minority youth. . The. Delinguency and School Environments
Program researches the problem of crime, violence, vandal-
1sm, and disorder in ‘schools and the role that schools -play °
in dellnquency. Ongoing studies address the need to develop.
a strong theory of delinquent behavior while examining
school effects on de11nquency and evaluating dellnquency
preventlon programs in and outslde of schools..

The Center also .supports a Fellowshlps in Educat10n~
Research program that provides opportunities for talented
- young researchers to conduct and publish slgnlflcant ’

research and encourages. the participation of wornien and
m1nor1t1es in reseapch on educatlon. ' - )

This ‘report, prepared by the Delinquency and School”
~ Environments Program, uses a national survey of secondary
schools to- examine the relation between size and orderliness .
in secondary schools and to test alternative ‘theories link-
~ ing school disorder to school size. An earlier version of
this paper was presented at the annual meeting of the Ameri-
can Educational Research Association, Chicago, April, 1985.
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1

Educational. policy makérs,kpractitioners, and research-
ers need information about the effects of gschool size on-

-school climate and student psychosoc1a1 and academic out-
"comes. Policy makers need to.wei igh potentlal negative

effects of reorganization agalnst savings in operational

- costs, and planners need to understand the mechanisms

through which changes in school size affect student out-
comes. This paper uses a national sﬁrvey7of secondary
schools to examine :the relation between size and orderliness:
in secondary schools and to test alternatlve theories link-
ing school disorder to school size,

Ménning theory and social control theory, taken -
together, predict that larger schvols will- experience more

"disruption because a smaller proportion of the student popu-

lation will be inyolved in meaningful activities. According

- to manning theory, more students in large schools will Tack

a sense of belonging and obligation to the organization.
Hence, students will be freer to engage in delinquent activ-
ities. In additiom, previous research suggests that larger
schools experience more disorder because they are not man-
aged as effectively as small schools. Communication breaks
down, cooperation between faculty.and administration in ]
planning .and implementing effective programs is reduced, and

"school discipline policies and practices are. unclear in lar-
“=ger schools.»

This s;udy uses regression analyses and case studies of
schools that underwent shifts in enrollment to examine the

"tenablllty of each cf the foregoing perspectives, Results.

imply that school size: is related to school safety, and ‘that -
aspects of the school admlnlstratlon are_likely to link
schoo). size to school disorder. ‘Results lend no support to
speculations that school disorder arises in. large schools
because large schcols are more impersonal than small
schools

siii- ¢ SRR




School Size and”School”Disorder

'bLarge schools experience more disorder than‘small'schools. " Several

: theorles:imply various speciflc llnks»between school size and disorder,
“but thebimplied;linhs_have not been tested. Research on school_size is
tinely because largewprojected decreases in the high schoolraged popula—l
tion for many parts of the country for the next decade will requ1re edu—
cational planners and pol1cy makers to make dec1s1ons that w111 1nflu-

ence school size. ‘We need‘to examine the_effects of “ school size.on

school disorder for two reasoms: (a) Policy makers need l;;;;;;EEEE;‘~4¥4:::::::

~ about the effects on school climate and on stddent psychological and
academic functioning and, (b) educational leaders need to understand how‘
school size 1nf1uences school cl1mate;~what med1at1ng structures ‘can be

man1pulated to reap\the benefits offered \\\ichools of d1fferent s1zea

\ » . . - . ! . :
regardless of actual school 81ze7 : - T :

Y .

‘The.positive.correlation-between school ‘size and;school‘disorder is

small, hut has appeared consistently'across studies. McPartland and .

McDill (1977)»showed that in a sample of 938~schools_hg!ing,&—nfﬁfh/f/////

gradeuand 792 schools'havin§ja twelfth grade; school size accounted.for

between two. and sixvpercent.of.the variance,in principal reports vathe ;i
sever1ty of behav1or problems in the1r schools after variance in problem

behavior - assoc1ated w1th school soc1oeconom1c factors was - controlled.

The Safe School Study (Nat1onal Inst1tute of Educat1on, 978) found that

‘school size was weakly but pos1t1vely related to violent school crime in.

five of the six types of schools exam1ned, and that 1t was positively




correlated with property'loss in-all schools.l In more. thorough analyses
'of the same data Gottfredson and Gottfredson (in press) found school
size ‘to be positively related to-teacher reports of~v1ct1m1zations in
‘311 Junior high schools and 312. senior high schools,‘and these associa—
tions remained for Junior high schools after community characteristics

_ :and externally—determined characteristics of the student’ population vere

statistically controlled.

'lSpeculations about the mechahismspunderlying the school size-dis-

ruption connection are abundant. Two themes appear in the literature:.

(a),'School administration‘is more. cumbersome andvhence less effective

in larger schools, (b) student participation in school activities is

lower 1n.1arge schools, so students have fewer meaningful roles and
hence are more alienated from the social order and freer to engage in

misconduct.

School administration. Several aspects of school administration

have'been linked,to disruption levels. NIE® (1978) and Gottfredson and
Gottfredson (1n press) concluded that school governance policies and
'procedures areiimportant‘determinants.of the level of disorder a school
fexperiencesr These studies provide persuasive evidence-that clear dis-.
cipline policies and practices and consistentlapplication of them are
associated with low levels of school-disruption. McPartland and McDill
(1977) also implicated school governancebpractices'when they suggested:
that the anonymity of large schools makes itmmore difficult for schools
1to_respond appropriately to student mishehavior. Students areleasily

lost -in the shuffle and left to theirlunsupervised activities.




The opposite predidfion is made bﬁIGarbérino (1978). He suggests

‘thatvbureauqrgﬁic»stfuctufes,and processes, such as incﬁeaéed-relianée“
on rules gndﬁregﬁlations‘fof govern?ﬁg behavior and'stricter schgdﬁles,
kﬁliengﬁe studgnts.in large sgﬁoolg. He associaﬁes the'presence:of a
strict and figmly enforced disc;piine codc with an impeésonal environ~ -
ment; andVHYpoﬁhésiies'thgﬁ ;he iﬁpergonai‘quﬁlity of relationships and
the inflexible"naturelof fhe administrati@n'intlgrge schdolswalso,éxténd
.fb school staff;‘créééing’low ﬁoralevand.an unyillingngss on the parﬁ of

-the staff to respond in innovative wayﬁ to problems.

Another differencé in admiﬁistrafive,practices éf small anJilargé
schoéls that ﬁight gffeCt,school disruption is the extgnt'to which stu—’v
dehté participaté.in school decisiommaking. Mchrtiand ;ﬁd McDill
(i9f7)_ahd'GarbarinoVt1978) suggest thétvstugent'access to decisiommak-
ing rolés may>he1p explﬁin school disruﬁtibn,;buﬁ this hypdthésis has "no
empirical suéport.,'ﬁoth-ﬁehcher and s;ﬁdenﬁ repofts pflétudght partici-
pation in school decisionmaking in a studY'of1642 schéols ﬁeré o8i-"

- tively correlatéd with the 1eve1 of disfuption aaschool expefiendes
(thtfredson and Gottfredson, in press). ﬂig the junior high schools in
this study,’teﬁcher reporté tetaih their significance after community
characteristicé,'characteristiés of'the §tuden£ p&#ulatioﬁ which aie
exté;nally determined; and.§choo1 staffing,eresourcés, aﬁd si;g are éta-
tistically contrgllea. In another study of 44 schools (Gottfredson,
1985), teacher and student‘reporté of student infiuencé in decisionﬁakf
ing were not Bignif{qgntly felated to school gafefy, classroom érdefli—
ﬁess dr teacher yictimizatioﬁs. Neither was sfudent influence signifi-

.cantly related to school size. It is unlikely that increasing students’




" roles asvschool decisionmakers within the range typicallv found in prac-—

. tice in secondary schools would reduce school disorder.

The Gottfredson and Gottfredson results imply that other aspects of
school adm1n1stratlon——low levels of coordlnatlon between faculty and
aqninistration and confusion ahout‘school pollc1es—~may lead to school
disorder. Therassociations'between‘these schoolfcharacteristics and

¢

disorder also hold up when statistical controls'are“applied;

‘Some research”linkslthese administrative practices to school size.
Eberts, Kehoe .and Stone (1984) show that teachersf percentions of.sev—'
eralwaspects of the school adninistration,are.significantly;more posi¥
tive -in smaller elementary schools: .They reported nore often that the
school”s programs are well—planned and clear, that the teachers in the
school.work well together, that the administrators keep lhe'teachers
well—informed, and that confllc*s among 1nd1v1duals are 1dent1f1ed
faced, ano not allowed to fester. Wlnkler (1980) found school size to'
be related to teacherfslck leave, especiallyufor absences on Fridays ano“;
Monoays. If_We can'assume-that teacher ahsenteelsm results in~nart,from
pocr adninistratiue practices, Winkler's finéings suggest a link betveen».
Tschoolsivze and school administration. Related research shows the num—

tber of full;time teachers in a school to be relatedrto communication
‘w1th1n the school (Brxdges and Halllnan, 1978) and to structural charac—
teristics of the teach1ng JOb such as cross—grade teachlng, joint teach-
ing, frequency of,communlcatlons.regard;ng educational 1ssues, and fre- -

quency of teaci:r conferences regarding classroom activities

(Abramowitz, 197" 1,




'Sthdeﬁt participation. A second géneralithéme,links ééhool size ﬁo"'
ﬂisordeé via level of partiéipation in extracurricular activities. In
émall_schools,;a greater Pégportion of;students are involved in extra-
‘éufriculér activitiés (Baird, 19@9;>Barkef and Gump; 1964;‘Downey,‘1978;,
Grabe, 1981; Kleinert, 1969; Wicker, i969). Participation iﬁ extracur-

: r{culér gctiviﬁies and membership in organizations wiﬁh a,high pfes; for
ﬁa;ticip&tion afe thebr{zéd to incéease students” sense of qelf*vorth
and resppnﬁiﬁility (McPartland andzchill, 1977). Garbarin§ (1978) adds
thatzafte;native (nonacademic) schogiﬁeﬁpefiénceé\may_be especially
potent restraints against delinduént behavior for 'marginal" students
-who have academic difficulty; fartiqipation in school activities may
. give these students the opportunity to experjence s;ccesé and deve10p>a
sense Qf peréonal identity and commitmept to school. In the absence of
-such expérienpeé, students éever their allegiance toithe school and a
climhteqqf nbrmiéssness allowé misbehavior to flourish. Thé'detrimental‘
effects of large sdhool environments;fpr pgrticipation in extracurricu-
lar activitiés and fqr gense of obligation among margina1'studentg is

documented in Willems (1967).

Sociai éontrol thebry (ﬁi?schi, 1969) and ﬁanning theofy~(Ba;ﬁer.
aﬁd.Gump, 1964) exﬁlain why schools ofrdifferent sizes migkt expérience
dif ferent degrees of disruption. According to Hirschi, bondfng to the
social order proQides a resﬁraiﬁt against engaging in délingueﬁt activi-
v'fies.'xAttachment'to others, involvement in convengiqnal activiti%a,'.
belief in the vali&ity of laws, and coﬁmitment to»socially appropriate
:édals hold individuals "in chéck"—fbonded ybuths have too much to lose

by misbehavior.




Manning theory illustratesuhow school size might affect level of

participation in conventional activities: People within a behav1or set-
ting récruit the requisite number of persons to'keep an aCtivityufunc—
tioning.' Behavior‘settings inismallrschools mote freduentlyvfall helow .
the number'of students necessary for optimal functioning than those in |
' large schools. Therefore, students in small schools are subJect to
greater pressure to participate and pressure to participate in a greaterrj
variety of‘act1v1t1es than are students 1n large schools. Thus, stu-
dents .in - small schools are hypothesized to respond to the 1ncreased
pressure to participate by a).participating in more activities and .in a
wider variety‘of activities; b) achieving greater tunctional importarce
within the setting; c) feeling;a greater sense of~indiyidual responsi;'
hility to maintain the activity;land-d) creating a greaterifunctional

<

self-identity. ' _ e

Manning theory hypothesizes that smaller school’environments‘pro:v

, , .
mote more pressure for youths to beconepinvolved,in-more and a greater.
variety of activities ‘because there are fewer studentsiaVailable‘to £ill
the necessary slots'to'run.the activities, This‘pressure creates_ai
. ) . ‘ ¢ :

sense of obligation within;the'student to "pitch in." The student com-
nits his, or her time and energy to the activity and becomes invested in
it. The student develops;attachments.to the students’and adults With(
yhom he or she is working, Social controlhtheory hypothesizeslthat'
‘involvement in the-activity-and the commitment andaattachmentithat'

develop as a , result.of the 1nvolvement provide- effective restraints

against delinquent behav1or. Manning theory (Baird 1969; Barker and’

_Gump, 1964 Downey, 1978; Grabe, 1981 Kleinert, {;69 Wicker, 1969) and

&

t : .
1 . e . e




800181 control theory (Go:tfredson, 19845 H1ndelang, 1973 H1rsch1,

1969 Wlatrowsk1, Griswold and Roberts, 1981) have rece1ved cons1derab1e

”

emplr;cal‘support.

7oA °

Specific;éxaﬁination; of'the?effeqt_of involvement in extfacprricu—
lar_activﬁfiés (Dawkins.gn&‘ﬁraddoék, 1982;.D. Got;f£edsoﬁ,‘i984)19ﬁ |
Sélf-?eporﬁed delinquent behavior suggest a smglilbut siénificant ﬁega—
tive Effect.. The Dawkiné-aﬁd Braddoék ?tudy.bxaminé& onl& participation
'1n sports, andvcontrolled for some background character1st1cs and some
behav1ors.pnd att1tudes rglated to dellnqpency. The . Gottfredson study
éxﬁmined7fwo ngtional-longitudinai‘sampleﬁ and :eported tha;_part1c1pa—
tion in exfracurriculér gcfivitieg'deCféQses‘pqme kipdsvof delinquenc;
".for some age groups, eveﬁ wbenﬂbfior“delinqﬁenﬁ ;ctivitieS'are statisti-

z

cally controlled. The largest effects of particfpation dre on a scale:

measuring delinquent behaviors in school--items ranmging from "smoked in °
school" to "hit a teacher." -

o
’

Less direct! ev1dence about the effect~of part1c1p8t1on on school
_ d1sfupt1on connects 1nvolvement in- extracurr1cular act1v1t1es w1th bond-
ing to ‘the social order: Otto (1976) showed that part1c1pat10n in
éxtracurricular activities is positively and gignificantly related to
edpéafiqnal.attainmént‘net of éffgcts of socioehohomic:sfétug, dbiLity'
and academic petforﬁ#née in schools;' Hanké'aﬁdlscklhﬁ& k1976) found a
-positiyelgffect only for ﬁbﬁathlétic extfgcurriCular“éctiVifies;f Their
1resuit§ suggest that pérti;ipaﬁipn invé;her acti§ifie§-indréésés‘gr#des,

friendshiﬁs with collegerouﬁdkpeers, discussions with teachers and -

counsqlofé'ébout'c&llege; and number 'of years of education obtained. -
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VThese analyses-also control for social and educational background, abil-

.

ity, and educational expect&?éons. Gottfredson (1984) also found

‘involvement in'éxtracurriz?far activities ‘to be positively and signifi-

cantly related to commitm

nt to educational goals.
To summarize, school size is weakly but positively related to
school disruption. Possible explanations for this association are: .

I.  School administration practices are more cumbersome and less effec-
. . v . 4

tive.in large than in"sméil gchqolé."Weak mapageméﬁé.le;ds‘fo
a) the absence‘bf a'cléar discipliné‘po}icy which i§ firmi? and
.consiétently eﬁforced;. |
Tb) low levels of‘commuhication and coopergtion betwgen the'schoo1
administration and the féculty, apg“ | A
. ¢e) confpsion amoﬁg étdff aﬁoqt'pfganizatiQnél‘goals, pélicies aﬁd
';bfaptices. | - | | “
Thése.conditions<1egd fd iow~ﬁbra1e and a failure of‘;choolt
. staff to work.toéeﬁher to design andcimp;emgnt effeptive st;ategies

to reduce school disiuption; Eigure 1 diagrams this pefSpective.

TI. Student participation in extracurricular activities is lower and

t

‘leqs.vﬁriéd.in>lafgé than jn,smalL schéois. Membééspip in an )
-‘organization which exerté little qf no pressﬁre'to participate
'resﬁlts iﬁ low levels of participation And‘in.afienatéon.' Aliena—-
,’_tion_afﬁeqfs 395901 disorder direc;ly'beéause élieh&ﬁed youtﬁs are
. not iﬁtégr§te& enough into thé‘sécial o;der—tolben;fif’from.sociﬁl

constraints. It also affects school disorder indirectly via its

* B . . ' . o ' - . . . L. ' . !
effects on participation. Low levels of participation result in
N . N ¢ .

- . '
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- ScHooL ‘SIze AND ScHOOL ORDERLINESS.

s




- a) low commitment of time and talent and sense of responSibility to
the organization; |

'b)'low attachment to others; and
c)"lowifunctional selfjconCept,
'These factors contribute to delinduent activities. Figure 2' shows
this'perspective,';‘ B S |
. ¢ - .

_III. The effEcts of low. rates of participation on marginal students are

‘more detrimental than for other students because marginal students

haye-ieW'other avenues by which to experience success in school.
"The present.research examines the plausibility of each of these

1ideas as.an eXplanation of the observed relationship between school size

and school disruption.

Method o L
Regression‘analyses_relating measures ofhschool disruption to
‘school size and the theoretical variables linking disruption‘to‘size‘
vere performed‘using the SchooljAction*Effectiveness Study”(SAEs)
teacher andfstudent school survey'data}' Principal surveys prov1ded
additional measures of school characteristics.~ SAES data were collected
l_as part -of the national evaluation of the Office for- Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention 8 Alternative Education Initiative (G. Gott-
fredson, 1982 Gottfredson, Gottfredson and Cook, 1983). Sixty—nine
"schools in seventeen cities were funded to operate alternative education'a
.proJects and- to demonstrate the utility of this- approach to Juvenile-
'delinquency-prevention.j,The participating schools were‘located in Chi--:
cago, South:Bronx, Harlem,,Cométon (CA),:Charleston.(SC),.Houston,‘ |

LY
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- F16ure 2
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| . - SociAL INTEGRATION
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ScHooL S1ZE AND ScHooL ORDERLINESS
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> Measures

»

Miami, an@ St. Paul (MN), Kalamazoo and Plymduth (M1), Pasadeﬁa (ca),

four towns in southern New_Jérsey, Ponce (Puerto Ripa), Christiansted

(Virgin Islands), and a rural Indian reservation in Wisconsin.

'%lternatiVe" schools, i.e., extremely small schools serving a spe-
gial.studént pOpulation;'and elemenfary schools were excluded.from this

study. The issue of school size and ‘school disruption is most central

- to secondary schools,‘énd’preliminary analyses indicated that including

_the (smallerb elementary schools in the study produced ambiguous *

results. Forfy—two of the sixty-nine SAES échooLs are retained for this

StUdy'-

Surveys of students and teachers in ‘participating schools were con

ducted in.the Spriﬁg_oftl982. The tedcher~éqrvey was administerea to -

o

.all teachers in the pér;icipating schools. The student sample consists.
'priﬁarily of students selected randomly from grades 6 through 12 of the
“schools” student populatioms. Each ye&r approkimatgly 200 students were:

- randomly selected from each school. "Also, all students who were pért,df

IAn_expefimentﬁl.manipulation'within each school (about 10% of the total
sample) were included in.the surveyisamplé; ‘Student - survey responses

are weighted in all ééhoolfieyelrapalyseS’by the inverse of the sampling

probability. School averages are therefuce representative of the

schools'vpopulations;f -

The item content and psychometric properties and the scales

‘included in the-SAES'éurveys are described in detail elsewhere (Gott--

rlZJ
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f:edéon et al.,‘1983§ Cottf;edson, 1985). ,“Climate scales" are scales
“based oﬁ teachers” and: students”’ repo:té-of their Fnyiréﬁmenté,. Indivi-
duglgvafiafion within scﬁoqls was cbnsidered error variance ip the'coﬁ—
st;uction.of thé§e sqales (i.e,? the school means for: each item'inithé
scale were summedutc'form the'séale score) . Hoﬁogeneit; coefficients

*

'reportedvfor these scales are aipha caefficients'calculated from the

correlations among items éggregatedvto the .school level. They represent.k

the ratio of true score to total variance in the scales for the measure-

;ment'of schools rather than individuals.

Other scales in the study measure characteristics of individual

teachers and students in the schools. " The scales are constructed at the

v

individualhlévei (i;e.;.the'itemp are Bummed,fér each individual).

‘These scales-also,appear iﬁlééhodi—levélAanalyses; _Tﬁey_should be -
interpreted as averégé étud;ﬁf and teache: ch§racteristidB. vReliabili—'
ties reportgd.for these sca;és afé‘alpha reiiabilitiés Eomputed using
thé'individﬁal.és'thg Qnit of analysis. The measureé used in this sfudy

are as follows:

Disruption Measures -

)

.Student victimization. Students reported instances of personal
victimization that had occurred in the last month, Items range in seri-
ousness from "Did anyone steal something worth less than $1..." to "Did
anyone threaten you with a .knife or gun?" The resulting five-item scale
has a reliability coefficient of -.69. _ ’ S

Teacher victimization. This is similar to the student measure
~ described above. Teachers reported on incidents that ranged in serious-
ness from obscene remarks or gestures. to physical attack. The resulting

8-item scale has a reliability coefficient of/;ii;////;///,

LA N\




. tried to steal something worth more than $50" and

School safety-—student reports.

It also asks -if students feel safe
Its re11ab111ty is

in the school..
fear someone will hart them.

- School safety--teacher reports. (Climate ‘meas
scale measures teachers” perceptions of the safety
asks, for example, how safe the classrooms, halls,
Its reliability - coeff1c1ent is .94.

Self-reported serious dellnquency‘

(Climate measure) This is a
13-item scale asking if students stay away from any of a list of places

at school or if they

4. -

ure) This 10-item
of their schools. It
restrooms, etc. are.

€

This scale is composed of items

ask1ng the student to report if he or she engaged in eleven spec1f1c

criminal activities in the last year. Examples of
weapon.” The. re11ab111ty of this scale is .83,

Self—reported drugflnvolvement.

items are "'stolen or
carried a hidden

This is a 5-1tem scale composed of

items asking the student to report whether or not he or she had used

certain drugs in the 1ast year. Its reliability is

" Background Measures

Studant Characteristics

* ability of academic success.

This is a 6-item sca1e 1ntended
Students” reports of
reading ability, educat10na1 expectat1ons, others”
student as a good student, and the educational leve
mother 'and father are averaged to form this scale.-
.65. For many analyses, this measure was standardi
and standard deviation for the student”s school.
marglnallty is defined w1th respect to the students”
environment.

Marginalitz.

Age. This is as reported by the student.

ScheOI Characteristics B

variables. .

Average ‘student responses to 1nqu1r1es regardi
(coded so that-bldack = 1 and all other responses =

.75.

to measure the prob-
grade point average,

perception of the

1 of the students”
Its re11ab111ty is:
zed using the mean,

In these analyses,"

particular: school

ng age and race

0), and their percep-

tions of the community crime level were used as control variables in

school-level analyses. Principal reports of the po
and the percentage of students on welfare were also
School enrollment is reported by .the pr

~14-
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Measures of Theoretical Variables

Student Attitudes
Soc1al 1ntegratlon. This scale from the: Effective School Battery
v(ESB GoLtfredson, 1985) is intended to megsure the individual”s semnse
~of belonging in the school. It is the closest we could come to a mea-

" sure of the variable central to manning theory--sense of obligation or '
responsibility to the organization. The scale consists of 6 items like:
"I' feel like I belong in this school," and "I feel no one really cares
‘much about what happens’ to me." The reliability coefficient of this
scale is .51,

Interpersonal competency.  This five-item scale from the ESB mea-
sures social adjustment. It is related to the theoretical comstructs of
~ functional self-concept. It contains items like:. . "If I want to, I can..
'explaln things well,"” and "I find it easy to -talk w1th all kinds of .peo~
ple." ‘The reliability coefficient of this scale is .43.

, - Positive self—concept.» This twelve-item scale from the ESB mea-

_sures general self-concept and aspects of - self-concept specific to
schooling and delinquency. It contains general items like: "Sometimes

I think I am nb good at all," and "I like myself" as well as specific
items such as "I am not the kind of person you would expect to _get in
trouble with. the ‘law," and "How satisfied are you with the way’ you are
doing in school?f The re118b111ty coefficient of this scale is’ .61.

Attachment to school. This tenfltem_scale from the ESB ueasures a’
construct central to a social control theory explanation of delinquency
that views attachment to school as a major social bond restraining
youths from part1c1pat10n in delinquent activities. It contains items
such as "I have lots of respect for my teachers," and "How important to

. you is what the teachers think about you”" The re113b111ty coeff1c1ent
of thlS scale is .76. :

Part1c1pat10n

Part1c1pat10n in any acth1ty. Students received a score of "1"-:if
they reported spending time during the current school term in. any one of
twelve kinds of activities ‘in a checklist. Ten of the activities were
school activities such as athletic teams and clubs. ' Two were community
act1v1t1es-—youth organlzatlons and church ‘groups. ] - .

he ro- ‘/‘/}

Varlety of part1c1pat10n. This is the total number of different .
activities that a student reported spending time in. from the checklist
described above. The reliability of this 12-item scale is .62.

o

Administration

Smooth administration. (Climate measure): This 12-item scale from

the ESB teacher survey contains.items like "Simple, nonmtime consuming

procedures exist for the acquisition and -use of resources," and "Teach—
ers and admlnlstrators get along at this school.” - Its reliability is

.93.

-15- .
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Planning and action. (Climate measure) This 9-item teacher scale
_from the ESB asks items such as "How often do you work on a planning
committee with other teachers?" and "(Is the pr1n01pal) progresslve’"
Its reliability is .89 ' :

Clarity of school rules. (Climate measure) This 4-item scale from .
-the ESB student survey is composed of- questions asking whether everyone
knows what the rules are, whether teachers let students know what is
expécted of them, &and whether the principal is firm. Its reliability is
+67. . - : ' : -

Staff morale. (Climate measure) This ll-item scale from the ESB
teacher survey contains items such as "Our probléms in this school are
so big that it is unrealistic to expect teachers to make much of a dent
in them" and "(Is the teachlng fatulty) frustrated9" Its reliability is

94 -

Results

Ideally, a test of mannlng theory would proceed at the 1eve1 of the

. behav1or settlng, and extent of - undermannlng would be operatlonallzed as

9

_the number of students available“to £il11 the essential positions in a

setting divided by the number of positions hecessary for optimal'func-

tioning of the activity. A summary measure for the organization would

. be based on the summatiom across all behavior settings in the school of

this critical ratio (Wicker, McGrath and Armstrong, 1972).°

We use school enrollment to indicate the degree of undermanning. for
our school-level analyses, which“assumes.thst‘all students in"the school
are potentlal part1C1pants in each behavior setting and that the number

of essential slots is equlvalent across schools. We cannot determlne

the. extent to'which the first assumption is violated because we have no

data on eligibility requirements -for extracurricular activities. We-

believe that the second sssumption ig safe because each of the activi-

‘ties covered by the survey was of fered in every school in the study, and

~16-




the list of activities in the survey is fairly exhaustive and not biased

in any important way.

- For individual—-level analyses, we would 1deally compare the effect

 of participating in undermanned activities to the effect of participat-

B
&

ing in acequately or oyermauned sctivities“ Instead we cbmﬁare_thec
effect of participatiou in schools of‘different sizes., -Using school

- enrollment as a proxy uessure for degree of undermsnning in incividual—
level sualyses assumes ninimal uariation across<actiuities'witbin a
schoolgof a given size on degree of;pressure exerted on‘thevindividual.
It assumes)thht'each behaviornsetting in a school of a'grven size has
roughly ‘the same number of essential pos1t10ns “to f1]1. We have no data
at the behav1or setting 1eve1 with whlch to check this assumptlon, but
"prlor research (Wlllems, 1967) has demonstrated thet students in" small
schools do experlence more pressure to partlczpate than do - students in
large schools. Although a measure of the degree of pressure exerted on
the individual in each activity would be desirable, sch001 enroilment is

-

a defensible proxy measure,

School lLevel Analyses

The "school administratiou" theory,. as shown in figure 1,.predicts
thgt schocl size is related to the level of teacher—sduinistratiou‘cobp-
eration, theﬁclarity of the organizational mission, and the ciar'ty‘and‘
consistent euforcement of schoolvpoiicies. These characteristics of the
school sdministrstion sre'theorized'to affectistafffnbrale and efforts
"tc improve the organization. These climate factcrs:affect school. urdere )

liness.

S -17- | ' -
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Manning theory, as shown in the model in Figure 2, predicts that
school size is related to. the percentage of students‘involved in extra- "

-curricular activities, the variety of that participation, and the sense -

%

of obligation, commitment and attachment to the school. Social control
~theory predicts that commitment to socially appropriate goals, involve-

ment in conventional activities, and attachment to the school will

.

reduce delinquency.

Table 1 shows the contributionsbof blocks of pfediétors.specific to
each theory to the explaﬁatioh of schbol disruption. The»first row of .

-the table shows. the tot@l}aséociation of five'bgckéround characterie-

"n

tics——percentage”of'stugen;SABlack,‘prindipal reports of the percentage

of families on welfare, the populaiion of the area, average age of the
‘students, and sﬁudeﬁt reports of crime level ih,the community--with each

¥

éf the six disorder, measures. 'TﬁéJrgmgining,rows show the total associ-
ation and uniqué'contribution‘of each @ét of prédictbféfin the two
‘ﬁhebreficalbdodéls; The total associalion is the ﬁropdrtiﬁn of.vafiance
in the outcomé,explained when only tﬁe?variabié; iﬁ'the"pfedictér set

- i (.‘ < » ‘ N N . e
are entered into the equation.. The uniqtie contribution is the propor-

tion of variance in the disor

R4 N

der measures uniqueiy expléined by’enr011- 
ment3-i.e;, the contribution of the variables in the predictor set once

all fregeding variables (all variables to the left.of the set according

P
e

to the model in»Figurell or 2) .are controlled. ‘-' ' S

Accordingrgo Tab1e 1,'tHe five backgrbund‘factors account for bg—

b . .

then one-third and two-thirds of the total between-school variance in

Hchdol,disorder}' The findings for enrollment accord withApreviOus'evi4




"Table 1

Total ABBOC1at10ns -and Net Contrlbutlona -
of Blocks of Predictors in Two. Models of School D1sorder . . 4
> - (N=42 Schools) _ L

_____ i ——— . - - . ) k]

Measure of school disorder oo

_Predictbr .. S - . v . : ’ - -
" set . i Student " Student Serious = Drug * - Teacher _ Teacher.
: victimization safety delinquency involvement  victimization safety - -
" Background o . .58%% L 2%k 1 . L J30%% L38%*
. Enrollment . . - o o 24%% .02 _ ~.02 J15% .02 : .18%*
: : .03 .05*% .04 - .00 .04 ' o 11 %%
Manning theory: . ‘ - . . B . S N ,'
g Participation SRS & I 6% .05 L 26%% JA5% L 3%k
. - 03 .03 .06 2,05, . CW13% . .05
Attitudes L 38R 73k o e3wk . 5okw prie L33k
- - 9%k o 15%* o W33%% ‘ J21%% . 16%* .06
Toral R2  © . .mwx - gswx . _y5ek 9%k e3ww | goww
"Administration tﬁeory : , . .  L o ; :
. Administration and ' .11 - .35%% .26% L2k S L T L63%%
morale - . .09 .08 " T .20% - . < 13% C 25k % L L2k
Total RZ2 = a0 75ew ousex  eeR% . .sgEx 76wk

-

Note. The fxr t row for each predlctor set shows the proportion of variance in the outcome explaine& when only

_variables in that set are in the equation. The Becond row shows the increment to the explained variance when
the variables in that predictor set are added to an equat;on containing all varlablea to the left of that pred-
ictor set 19/¥’gure 1 or 2. : :

**”<.010 o . . ’ : - ) * o . ' e
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dence showing séhobl size to be’a'wéak predﬁcfér of schoo1vdiéru§t§on.
' Sign{ficant zéro—order cqrrelatiqys‘bé;weénvgchdql diso:der and'school
enroliménf are obsefved-for three qf-thé sii'disruption-méasutes; but
only for §chqbl»safety.does the gésociation remain when controls fdé.the

age of sgudentg, their ethnicity and social'background,.tﬁe,populétion

of the ared,:and';he'level of crime in the community are applied.

.ﬂParticipatiénﬂin e;tr&éurriculﬁr activitigs——which'in chis‘table is
measured By botﬁ.pefcent'pgrtiéipatiné at ali'aﬁd‘vgriety of pértic&pa—
tion—;glsd coﬁtfibfteslliftle to the »f,ianap%dn of school diéorde;-—bef
tweeﬁ three and ﬁhirteen perCQntr bnly for the Teacher victimization .

» e

-outcome is the .increment to explained variance significantly different

than zero. The student attitude va;iables-—social 1ntggration; attach-

had

_ ment to school, positive self-concept, and interpersonal competency--are

powerful predictors of school diéofder'as reported by . students. Betﬁeen'

thirteen and thirty percent of the variance in student-reported school
disorder is accounted for uniquely by the attitude variables, but the
results do not indicate that these attitudes are géneréted by‘participd—

tion.

'The.adminiétration Variables——teachers' perceptions of the adminis-
tration of the school, their reports of planning and action in the . .
school, staff morale,'and student reports of clarity of school

rules—-contribute significantly to the explanation of student serious

delinquency, drug invoivement, teachér victimization and teacher reports

=20~
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1

of school saféty.l The increment to the explained variance ranges from

eight to twenty-seven percent. = I - o

To summarize, the association between school enrollment and school

‘disorder is weak. For oniy two of the six measures of school disorder

.is there evidence of a causal’link between size and disorder. . Neither
of the theories linking school size to school disorder receives much

- support from Table 1. Studentlattaéhment to school, self'concept,

social integration and interpersonal competenéyﬂére highly relatéd to
‘. school disorder, but,these attitudes are not affected bylschodl"enroll-
" ment. The key variable linking school size to school disorder accordiﬁg

to“mahhing theory--participation—-has a significant effect only on
: . o . ’ =
teacher victimization,

'As with "the student attitude“variables, the.administration and-

\ - €

. . . . ! K o ’ k 'o. . :
mQrale/actlon predictors acQount‘for substantial prpportlons;of variance
in several of the disorder variables, but only for teacher reports of’
safety are all links specified by the schocl administration theory pre-

-sent: .Higher school enrollment is, related to lower teacher safety,

‘controiling on community and student characteristics which are exter—
nally determined. .The school administration and teacher morale and
planning va;iables,also contributeTsubstantially‘to the explanation of

teacher safety. . - ' . ' '

lC_orfelationﬁ among the administration variables ranged from .51 to .86. -
It was not possible to 5qparaté the effects of the later intermediate

" variables--planning and action and morale--from the earlier ones--teach-
" ers’ perceptions of the school .administration and rule clarity: ~All

" four intermediate variables were entered in the same step in the regres-
sion  analysis. . S ‘ S

- H
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Table 2 shows the association between school size 'and each of the

variables that school size affects, accbrding'to the models in -Figure 1

and 2. The first column shows. the correlation between school size and

the outcome measure. The second column shows: the proportion of -variance
in the outcome explained by the addition of school size to an eqﬁétion
containing the five background measuresf—peréeqtage of sﬁudents Black,

percentage of families on welfare, community crime, population of the:

area,“and?avérhge-age of the student. School size is associated with

several of the measures, but the association is substantially reduced in

.most cases when background measures are'introduced. Large schools do

- [}

havevlpﬁerJlevels of participation, but. the schools with higher levels

of partiqipatidn also havg'younger_studgn;s and higher propo;tioné of

'black students. ?hen thesé characteristics are statistically cont-

rolled, enfollment‘is'no longer related to participatiqh. Table 2 shows

that school enrollment contributeq'significéntly t0'the\exﬁlanation of

school safety, teachers” perceptions of the school administration, and
‘staff morale 6qce’background characteristics are statistically cont- .

.rolled,

Table 3. implies that the effect of school size on séhool safety is

.mediated by. school admiﬁiétrétioh& Highly significaht total effects of

'is observed for teacher victimization, but the effects are not statisti-

school enrollment on school Safeﬁy are substantially reduced by the

inclusion of smooth administration in the equation. A similar pattern

cally significant.

29— . P

32




Table 2

Assodiafion of Enroilment with Disorder
and Theoretical Predictors of Dlsorder
(N=42 Schools)

. e - _ S S r . Incremental
‘Outcome. measure B - with. B RZ for
- o ; - enrollment - enrollment
;;;dentvvicfimiiatiqn R ~ h49w* ! . .031
4,Stﬁd¢nt éafeﬁy L ' 3i5> o . ,05*
.Serious,delinquehgy C g -6 'vl o . 4.04‘
Drug ihvolvemeﬁt L - .38*—_ s QOQ
'Teacher victimization S ..13ﬁ' _ » .04;?
v Teachén safety - 42kk 11%*
-z pgrticipating - o f.46**w; - .07
..1Va%iety bf involveﬁent - 52**' .02
éqcial integrati@nl R F;O4 o .Q2"
foéiti&e self-concept R - =00 o - .Oi
Interpersonal competencyg - .36; ) ;Ol.
~ School attachment PR .00 v_;i‘ .00
Smooth administration - ° ; blkk 20%%
Rule clariiy ) ";. J o —.40**h'-; .  ;65
Staff moralel o Lam ik
Plgnhiﬁg aﬁd action‘ | =28 | .05

‘Note. The incremental R? is the proportion of variance -in-
the outcome explzined-by the addition of school enrollment _
to au equation-containing the following background measures: .
X Black, % families on welfare, community crime, populatlon
of the area, and average age of the student.

fg(.OS.
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.Table 3

. Total and Direct Effects of
School Enrcllment on School Disorder:
. (N=42 Schools)

o "Student' ' " Teacher

i ‘ safety =~ ~ ~  safety

Predictor g A - e ' : :

' - Total  Diréct ~ Total Direct "
% Black L -08 =13 . .33 24
"% welfare - —35%  -.43%% o -21 =30
.Populatlon :'" g S =15 -,22 /- .16 - .05

Communlty cr1me o -.J38*% -.29% -.33 -.18

: ' I R
Average age . L Ak .57** =05 7 .04
Enrollment - L -32% -;%i =47k 2]
Smooth administratioh L S g7 - .41**

Note. D1rect effects are standardlzed regresslon coefflclents in
an ‘equation containing all seven predlctor variables. The total
effccts for the five background varlableé are standardized
regression coefficients in an equation containing only the back-
ground varlables.' The total effect for Enrollment is the stand-
-'ardlzed regression coefficient 'in an euntlon conta1n1ng enroll- -
. ment plus the five background variables.
*p< _05, ' ’ ‘. - - : t
*%p<,01. ' : < ;
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R Individual Level Anaigyses - -
| ) e ' :
i - . /’

”Th% original theory of undermanning (Barker, 1960);dea1t with

A cousequ#nces'for individuals . .0 participated in uudernannedibehavior
settin#s. Indeed, severai of the manning theory studies (Grabe, 1981-

) Wickeﬁ, 1968 1969; W111ems,.1967) have stated the1r hypotheses in terms -

f/1n lividual 1eve1 processes ar1s1ng in organlzatlons of dlfferent

They state that 1ndrv1dua1s who participate in activities in
anned settings experience pressure'to maintain their participation
_ o conform' to the expectations~of the others in the setting. These

- indiyiduals work harder ‘at their tasks, take on-more responsible roles,
| . L o : : L L
;e{f%rm more complex tasks, and develop self-concepts as functional
N . o ) . . L -
humah&beings to a greater extent than do participants in similar activi-

o _ . ' . S ] -
ties in' adequately or overmanned enviropments. - They feel more of ‘a -

| - : o , :
lsense of commitment and attachment to school than do their counterparts
i ; . : -

| . . ‘ . . . .

in adequately or overmanned environments. Involvement in undermanned

' activitiesv_but'not.hecessarily in adequately and overmanned activities,
\ . i . : o

"shou1d increase attachment and commitment and subsequently reduce delin-

quent behav1or‘ pccordlng to social control theory. Hence, uanning and

]

soclal control theorles pred1ct that involvement in extracurrlcular
L /] .

activities wlll;reduce delinquendy in smzll, but not.necessarily in

_ T ' ‘ ' ' ' :

large, schools.

o - Tables 4 through 6 examlne th1s hypothesls. These tables are based
fJ -

on 7163 students surveyed in - the 42 SAES secondary 8chools included in
the foreg01ng achool 1eve1 anaLTses. In these ana1yses, gender, age and

|
‘probability of\academlc success'relatlve to other ‘'students in the school

,/ _. ‘ | ‘
N ; ‘ 4 o
. . ":' - - . ' ._25_ o 4 S ) .




("marginality"i, which.afé bgckgfound Qafihbiés highly predictive of
level ofvdeLinqueﬁt behavior, are héldfconétanf._‘Ihé'mddel in Figurévz
is estiﬁhted for ﬁélés and'femaleslin smali (enroilmeﬁf'ranges~from 388
to §25), ﬁediﬁm'(64h to 1089) and lafge'(1l¢4‘to.3100)‘schooié.> Roughly
. one-~third ofkthe‘schoolé‘in thevsampie’fallxintd each éizencategory; ‘
The number of skudents éurveyed in the smaller schools is gfeater.fhan
_ the'nﬁmhér sgrveyed iﬁ lafger sch;olq becaﬁsé entire p0pulatioﬁa were |
: surééyéd iﬁ‘thése‘schdols ;ather than ;a;dom Bamﬁles of appfoiiﬁateiy

ZQO.Btudents.

Tab?é 4 shows that the at;ituae ;ariables—-self-eeteem,_schoél‘
atnéchmeﬁt; sbqial ipﬁegration,'and interpersonal-coﬁpeténcy--are highly
;';;:e.‘dilctive of deliﬁquent beﬁavior and :,drug' 'i'nvolv'ement' m small, medlum
and la;ge‘schodls;vbpt a;e léhat‘prediéti§e~in.small 8ch961§., ngtici-'
patioﬁ in extrqcurriénlar dctivitieS’haa‘a mﬁchséméiief.effécﬁ on aeliﬁ—
Quent'behavior than do thg attituae variahles. For malei;’pﬁrtiqibation
and vériety'of pa;ticipation signiﬁicéhtly éontribﬁte to the explanation
of the outcbhes only in large schooisf The same pattefn.appliea'fdf
fémgleldrpg in;olvemeng. The background variab%es, age, and relative
ﬁarginalityﬂin"}he“scﬁool, flvay; coqtribﬁtezsignificént1y~t6 fheje;pla-'
néfioﬁ~ofAdelinquéncy—ﬂand this effect, too;'is Iarger in lérger

schools. v

Table 5 shows a similar pattern for the attitude outcomes. Parti-
cipation (percent participating at'élyJand'bariety of involvement) is a
“weak predictor of positive self-concept, school attachment, social inte-

gfation, and intérpefsonal competency. The largest contribution is for
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=77 . Table'4

’ Incremental Percentage.
in Delinquency Outcomes

of Variange‘Explﬁined
by Sets of Predictors

Serious delinquency

" .Drug involyement- L

Back-

Total ~ Back- ~ Parti- Atti-

Group Parti- Atti- Total
- ground . cipation  tudes R2 ground . cipation tudes RZ
Males : '

Small schools 03%* .00 S 14%% .18%% 07%k% .00 J10%% 17%%

Medium schools  .03%% .00 L24Ex g7k L05%% 01 JdaEE 0%k
{ Large schools LO4RE 0ZFK 18k 24w 2%k 03k 13%%  2@wk
Females _ S , : - o
"- Small schools 02%% L01%* LO7kk - 10%* L05%% 00 L10%% o« L4kk

Medium schools D4k 01 16%% 2%k CL05%% Q1% ,15%k 2]k
" Large  schools . 18%x L03%% - 15%%

| .0?4:\\\\70}*\\;1 L16%%

n22%%

*p<.05. e N
e
. **2< 001 . ~. o -

w
<3




R RS
\ , . o
o ] e ~ .
e - FINY
. _//,,‘/_ 4\ }
R | | “
| - I _ o Tabl
S , - ‘ N Incremental-Percentage of Variance Explained in
- ' S itudinal Outcomes by Sets of Predictors _
Positﬂe/uﬁﬂc’epf o " School attachment— Social integration . Interpersonal competency
' _—Back- Parti- Total ~ Back- , Parti- = Total Back-  Parti-  .Total - Back-  Parti- Total .
/ . ground cipation  R2 - ground/ cipation R2 - ground . cipation  R2 " ground cipation R2
.23%% L07%* L03%% 00 - .03%* «05%* L01% - 06%*
.01 TL09%x T oS%x 01 - 06%%
' .05%* .01 L05%%

Males e '
. Small © .23%* 00 6%*  00%
. Medium  .23% 01 J24%% '/ O7%k 02wk 0gaw .08*
Ldger L03%% 03k L0gkx . L02%%  L01* L03%%
.00% 06k O4kE L0L% 04x 06k /00/ Lo7ex
L09%% - 00 - M‘ 00 L05%x .
Lok Lozve 06wk

Large.  .16%% 02+
] . - ° B
5 Females . . _ '
T small  .27%%x 00 J27%% L06%%
Medium. .22%% 00 2% L09%%  plex1gkw
Large  .22%% 01% 24 05Kk 03k% L Qgkx 04k - DIk L0S
: ] . ,'j ..
’ . foo—]
/
;

*p<.05. ,
**2(.01./ P
e ‘/ } e ‘ ’ . :, ’ B . - . ) //(‘
- e . ) o . .




school attachment in large schools, whére participation accounts uni-

" quely for 3% of the variezce 'in school atsachment. In general,: the con-

tributions are largest in large schools.

Table 6 shows the regression coefficients relating the delinqueﬁcy

and attitude outcomes to the variety of extracurricular involvement.

The "total effects" in the.table are the regression coefficients for

variety of involvement in an equation predicting the delinquencfﬁahd
attitude ocutcomes from involvehent, f;lative m#réinélity‘and age; The
fable shows that di?férenéeg in-thé effect of>involvémen£ on delinquency ,
for schools of different sizes are statistically‘sigﬁificaﬁff The asso-

ciation between delinquency and involvement increases as school size

increases. The restraining influence of involvement on delinquenc

—

reaches statistical significance primarily in 8chools.

The remaining rows in the table show that the-effect of involvement

on positive self-concept, social integration, interpersonalvcompetency

: /— :- . 3 - . .‘ 03 . . L3
_and attachment to school.is similar in schools of different sizes. None

of the differences reach statistical significance. More of the coeffi-

.cients reach statistical significance in small schools than in medium

and largé schools§'all bdﬁ,the unstandardized coefficients are similar
for all schools. These analyses and others mot. presented which examine
the indirect effect of involvement via the attitude ougcomes suggest

that most of the rest;aining effect ‘of involvement on delinquency--éspe—

cially on drug involveménfﬁfisnhot mediated through attitudes.

Table 6 provides. no suppcrt for the manhing—sbcial control thebry

proposition that invdlvement in activities in undermanned settings

- - S -29-
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~vTab1e 6

v

Total Association and Total Effects of Involvement

in' Extracurricular Activities-~by Gender and School Size ..

- Small schools Medium schools . - Large‘sghooll
- , ) Total - . Total Total | -
Dutcome o ‘ o r effect - " r ef fect T effect -
Fenales ; ‘(N=2085) 1 (¥=1260)  (R=757)
.Serious delinquency .08% BELLY -.08% <.0la -.09* .03a -
N : (.06) , (<.00) , (,02)
Drug involvement ~-.05 .02d —oll%% = .04a = J28%% ~.10%*a
o . : (.03) e (=.07) " o (-.20)
Positive self-concept J18%% 05%* «20%* .03a J26%% .04
S . (.05) : (.03) . : (.04
‘School attachment - Jd2%% Dk VAL .07%a 21** .06a .
’ . L0 ' (.08) ' (.09 L - .(.09)
Social integration 3%k .08%* JA2%x 02 14** . .05
o . - o, (.11 . : (.03) - (.08)
Interpersonal competency 2Kk LO9%* S 12%% .05a IS VAL 3%
- - ' . ° o (.10) (.06) S E))
L V Males T (N=1521) (§=905) (N=635)
Serious delinquency. . .00 .04c -.02 .02e 6%k - (O9*
' (.04) (.03) . (-.11)
Drug involvement . =.08% -.02¢c - L =J10%% -.07* = 22%* ~.11%%a -
_ . _ ' o (-.04) . o (=.13) . (~.23)
! - Positive self-concept 08% 0 - 02% o l4x% 03 - - L,22%% ,05.
o . ' (~-.02) : - (.03) . o . (.06)
School attachment J12%% 7** 12%% . 06% ' JA7*% . ,06a
oL ‘ (. 10) .- (. 10) .. (.09)
Social integration . .03 -.01 0% 04 L09% - . 02
- . o “(-.02) S Gy (.04)
Interpersonal competency 1 0% CJ06% JAlk* - 07k SR .04
o : : : - (.08) : ) - (L09) - ' o (.06)
Note. Total effects are standardized regression coefficients for involvement in a regression
of the outcome from involvement, marginality and age. Unstandardized coefficients appear in
parentheses. ' ' ' o
Sgffect of 1nvolvement varies sxgnxfxcantly (p<. 05) for ‘marginal and other ltudentl. )
‘Dif ference between regression weights for small and medium schools differ at p<.01 level.
Difference between regrellion weights for smzll and large schools differ at p<.05 level.
.. Difference between regression weights for small and large schools differ at p<.01l level.
. ®Difference between regrellxon weights for medium and-large sctiools differ at p<.05 level.
R *2(.05." ’ !

**p<,01.

4]
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‘nal than for other students. - . 4 .

increases sense of commitment-and obligation.to the school.and func-
. ) ) ¥ . { . . ' o
tional 'self-concept, and provides a restraint against -delinquent behav-

ior. We find instead contradictory evidenceithat involvement may res-

train delinquent behavior in larger school settings. -

- To summarlze the results of the 1nd1v1dual—level analyses to th1s

point: Analyzed accord1ng to the model 1n “Figure 2, the SAES data 1mply

that 1nvolvement increases self—esteem, school attachment, social inte—

gratlon and 1nterpersonal competency for some students in’ some types of

fschools, but that the effect is not largFr in smaller schools‘where

behav1or sett1ngs are, assumed to be rela\ively undermanned Involvement.

e

appears to have a 1arger restra1n1ng 1nfluence on delinquency in larger ]
scHools. “In analyses not shown, the effect of 1nvolvement on de11n-

quency appeared not' to be med1ated by the attitude var1ables 1n the

study. The effects of 1nvolvement on de11nquency were not substantlally

lowered when the att1tude var1ables were. added to the equatlon.

o

‘Marginality and Involvement

We also hypotheslzed that 1nvolvement prov1des a more potent re-
stra1nt agalnst delinquency for marglnal studentsvbecause they lack_.
alternative routes to success. ;Research on manning thebry has.provided
some evidence that involvement and sense of obligation are hlgher among
marginal,students in'small than in.large schools.v(Hence, delinquency*

among marginal students should'be'lower in small schools than'in large

- schools because a) 1nvolvement and sense of belonglng should be hlgher o

for smaller than for larger school marglnal students, and b) 1nvolvement

$

should prov1de a more‘powerful restra1nt,aga1nst-dellnquency for margl-

-31-
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-Bﬁall, medium, and large schools. No such difference is observed for

" nonmargiaal students.

,schoolé. In smallﬂséhoqlsvthe effect of. involvement on delinquént

. should not. be interpreted causally.

~

Table 7 contrasts students whose scores are one standard deviation -

~ below their school mean on marginality to other students. Marginal stu-~

dents, ap'expected,wengage in delinquent activities more, are.less often -

involved in extracurricular activities, and have a:lower sense of

attachment to gch601 than do othenfstudenté. Also, students in the

smaller school category report lgss-delinquent behavior and are more -

~attached to school,2 and the difference .across school size categories is-

larger for Qarginal than for other students. ;Somé ofjthé'differences
for-mhrginal students are very large: Marginal females in large

schools, for example, repoft'using‘more than twice as many different'. . .

kings of drugs as do marginal students iﬁ small schools. Large differ-

"ences in participation rates ar: also evident for marginal s;udents'in.‘

i

Table 6 showed that some of ﬁhe regression'weights-of delinquency

- and the atritude outcomes on involvement differed significantly for marr

"ginal and other students. Table 8 showé’theﬁaétﬁél regression ﬁeights

for the two groups for those equationé for which a statistically signi-

- ficant involvement bYAmarginality ipteraction_was_fpund.-'Fitst,,it

should be noted that no such interaction was found for students in small

r

behavior was no more restraining for marginal than for nommarginal -stu-

dents. In those medium and lafger :school equations in which the effects

2Th¢ coﬁparisqns on this table are not controlled for differences in -
background characteristics and characteristics of the student population
which we know differ for schools of different sizes. 'These differences

Q.
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Table 7

Meansiendetahdard Deviatiohs
: for Delinquency, Social Integration and
_ Involvement--By Gender, School Size, and Margimality

. . - - . _ Small schbpls  Medium schools -Large schools :
M . SsD N A M SD " N M _sD N
- S e " Fenmales o \

s, B —

Serious delinquency ' - ’ e i,
. Marginal ' E L08%% .14 665 .09 .18 282 14 .19 - 203

Other _" C 7 .04%% 09 2635 - .05 .12 1488 .06 .10 897
Drug ipvolveﬁent : ) ’ | 4 ‘ v . -
‘Marginal .24%% 29 654 - .32 .35 281 .60 .36 203
. Other £20%% .26 2615 . .20 .28 1493 .31 .31 882,
Attachment to school : . T ) 3
Other . A J4% .23 2641 72 24 1448 072 .24 798
% participeting B : , C 4 : L . .
, © Marginal JTT7** 42 695 .68 .46 304 .65 .48 . 208
Other R ' ‘t88 .32 2795 - .89 .31 1566 .88 .32 93 .
| Males
-Serious delinquency’ - - o o :
Marginal - S J18%% 24 668 .20 .25 292 .22 .24 D32
Other . . : - J11%%x .18 2076 © .12 ,19° 1282 .13 .19 88
Drug involvement ; A o | AR T
Marginal .28%* .31 677 © .34 .33 305 . .48 .36 228 °
. Other } : ~ T.20%% (26 2074 .22 -,28 1281 = .28 ,30~ -813.
Attachment to school o : - : . T R )
Marginal ™ : W57%% 26 703 .55 .28 304 . .54 .28 217
‘Other . C T Le9%k .25 2157 .65 ~26 1245 .69 .24 716
R4 participat{ng . : o : o o C h
Marginmal . . T L79%% 41 776 .76 .43 351 .60 49 \\gsse
Other . . - .87 33 2370 .87 34 1458 - .84 ' 8@1

Note. Calculations are based on all students in secondary schools who]perticipated.
in the April, 1982, School Action Effectiveness Study student survey. All differ-
ences between marglnal and other students are h1gh1y 81gn1f1cant (p<.001).
*Mean dlfference among students in small, medlum, and large schools is’ 51gn1f1cant
at the p<.05 level.-
**Mean difference smong ‘students in, small, medlum, and large schools is algn1f1cant
at the pL.01 level. -

.
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‘Table 8

Total Association and ‘ul‘ot_ulmlt:ffectl of

. Involvement in Extracurricular

Activities for Marginal and Other Students

Females

Medium schools

Large schools

Marginal (N=18l) . Other (N=1079)

Marginal (M=141)

Other (N=516)

r "B, r B r 8 r 8
Sérious delinquency -1z -.07 -.03 o1 12 -2 .03 .08
: L (-.08) - (.00) o (-.18) ) (.04)
Drug involveaent’ =06 - =03 ~.08%% -.05 —.28%% -.13 - 7% . - 09*
T : ~ (-.06) (=.07) (-.35) (-.17)
Positive "self-concept J19%% .11 J120% .02 - -—- - =
. - co 7 (W2) o2 - - -
School attachment 14 .09 J12%% . 06%* 33%x o 2040 .09% .03
, o , (.17) (.08) - (.52) (.04)
Interpersonal competency . . 25%% J21%% 0 06% .02 - - -- -
T ¥ (.31) (.02) - -
. v Males ’
Marginal Other _ angiunl (F=138) " Other (N=497)
r B x 8 r 8 r T B .
Drig iovolvement -- -- - -~ -.22%%  -18%  -,16%* .08
e C - - - o (=.50) (-.17)
School attachment -= -- - - i .15 .12 10% .04
- : - - . " (.25) (o)

Note. Total effec:-'ure standardized fégreuion coefficients for involvement in a regteuioh of the outcome

*p<.05. -

- wHp<,01,

i}

n

" from involvement, marginality and age. Unstandardized coefficients appedr in parentheses.
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of extraturr1cular part1c1patlon dlffered for marglnal and nonmarglnal
youths, the effects for marglnal youths are in the hypotheslzed d1rec- .

tion in all but one 1nstance Involvement restralns de11nquent behavlor

; and 1ncreases self—esteem, ‘school attachment,.and interpersonal compe-

tency more for marginal than nomnmarginal youths.

To summarize the results for marginal vs. other students: Differ-

4

ences on delinquency, attachment to school, and participation for stu-

.dents in schools of different sizes is more marked for marginal students

than for others. Involvement'does not "have more of a restraining influ-

~ence on delinquency for marginal students than normarginal in small 7

schools as hypothesized, but wherevaidifference exists in medium and

large 'schools it is in thevhypothesized direction.

Case'Studies of Schools Whose Sizes Changed

' What is the effect on school disorder and on the theoretical medi-

ating'variables of a dramatic chafige. in school size? The enrollments of

,vf1ve of the SAES schools changed drast1cally dur1ng the study as d1s—

tr1cts underwent school consolldatlons or opened new schools. Table 9

~"sh0ws what happened to these schools. We.have’1981 base11ne dataAand

two post change surveys for three schools that changed in the fall of

1981 and one post—change suﬂvey‘for two schools that changed in the fall

-of 1982 The figures in the table are dlfferences in school averages

between,the baseIine,measures and . the measures’from the first.and ‘second

survey administration after the change. ; L .
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Table 9

Change in Disorder andiTBeoretical'Pi',edictor‘ Variables
One. apd Two Years After Change in School Size

Increasing school size

Decreasing school. size

hbol‘i

School 3 -

School 5

8c - School 2 School 4
change after change after - ‘change af ter change after change after
Outcome measures -= 7 il - . - e - - -
' ~ One Two One - One - Two One . One Two
v 7 year. years . year " year , years - - y ear year = years
Disorder
Student victimization = +.03  +.05%* +.01 403 +.01 e 05w .00 .00
Student- safety ’ o .. --8 _—-8 © .00 --a - --a .00 . --a ~~a
Serious ‘delinquerncy. -.01 -.01 -.02 + .01 - +.01 + ,02%% C+,02% .0 00
Drug involvement - .04 +.01 oo, =01 +06 ° +.07 +.03% +.02° +.,05%%
Teacher victimization --a ' --a T+02° ~-a ~-8 +.04" -.08 ~.15%
Teacher safety. ' --a ---a —S1e* -2 --a +.06 +1.16%  +1.49.
Student attitudes and involvement |
‘Social .integration .00 —.10%* -.05% +.02  -.08% -.03 . L #02° +.04
Positive self-concept +.03. ~.01 +.03 + .04 -« 00 +.03* +.03 +.05%%
School attachment’ © +.01 . -.03 - 08** -.01 -.07% =01 =01 =01
Interpersonal competency ° =& . -8 -.01 © -8 -2 . +,04 ~.01 +.03%
" Variety of .involvement --a8 --a -.03* --& -8 w00 - - +.>.02 +,01
K Adninilt'fation .
Staff morale -2 —-a -, 22%% S SR -.02 S ORE 128
"~ Planning and action T-<a -8 =03 --a - .00 +.15% -.03
_ Smooth administration - --a -.16%* --a --a +.06 +J14%. ~.03
_Rule clarity - .00 " +,03 ©o=401 | =8 ~=8 ' ~.03 ;. ==& ——8
Beginning enrollment 1100 656 720 1456 1059
Ending enrollment . - 1861 . 934 490 870 625
*  Net change - +761 - +218 -0 - 586 L

O

IToxt Provided by ERI

®Baseline measure unavailable.

*p<.05.
wkp<.01. -
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The two schools that increased in ‘size became somewhat more disor-
2 . . . T { B
1

derly——student victimization'rose slgnificantly'in onb and teacher
'reports of safety dec11ned s1gn1f1cant1y in the otherk Students became

'1ess soc1a11y 1ntegrated in" both schools, and were less 1nvolved in the

/"’

one school forrwhmch we have good data“on involvement. \Staff morale

"dec11ned and teachers reported more problems w1th the school adm1n1stra—

tion after the populat1on 1pcreaseda

!
: i

The clear p1cture created by the-results for schools that 1nctea$ed
.0 .
in size clouds when we look at the schools that decreased in size. {wé
would expect_to:see the opposite pattern, but instead we see’disorder
rising in these schoole as well, School four experienced significant'
'-1ncreases 1n.student v1ct1m1zat1on, drug 1nvolvement and serious ’elin~
quency. School f1ve also. exper1enced‘more drug 1nvolvement,'a1though
teacher reports of Aafety and v1ct1m1zat1on moved s1gn1f1cant1y in the
pred1cted d1rect10n; Student att1tudes gradually became more pos1t1ve
-in school f1ve, but they became more negat1ve in school three. Student
71nvolvement‘did ot i creasevsignificantly in the two schools for vhlch
we.have involvementida a. The adm1n1strat1on var1ab1es moved in- the
predicted'direction;.a1~hough initial 1mprovement in teachers percep-

tions of the administration and reports of planning and action in school

five declined in the second year after the reduction in school size.

school. They are comsistent w1th the 1nterpretatlon that as the

school”s enrollment increases,’ school management weakens. One can
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easily imagine teachers” confidence in the administration weakening as

.»7 communication bogs down, administrative feedback to staff becomes more

T ‘ infrequent, and staff input is ‘sought less frequenﬁly. Teachers may
- X . . . ) - R - Lo T o |
begin to sense that their efforts are unappreciated and ineffective, and

they may grow apathetic and fearfﬁl. o : . ‘ Coy

The data are inconsistent with the manning theory-social control

hypothesis that as school size increases, participation and social inte-

-

. gration decrease ‘and delinquency increases.

Summary and Discussion

 The reéhigs of this study of the effectéAof séhooli;iie on school
disruption are,summarized'below:. |
1. School.siie is relaﬁéd to sch001 safe£y and tofteachgr perceptions of
ﬁhe schqoi administration and their general moraie.. These hseocia—b
.tions peréist whgp sfatistical contrqls for community“characferiscics‘ﬁ
and characterisfibsldf t;c.studentévwhi;hfare e#terna11y deférmined
are statistically controlled. School sizé is mot so rglateﬂ“to other’
measures of school*aiéo;der, s;udent involvement in extracurriéular
actiyities;‘positiveAstudent attitudés, ela?ity of school ruleézana
teacher reports of planning Qﬁd aéfion.. :
2, Positive;studenf attitudes, inclﬁding social ihteéraffon,‘fttéchmgﬁti
>to scﬁoolk.positive self-concept and interpersonal competénéi;\nQSQCe
school disorder,;Bu; pg;;iciégfioﬁ in extfacufricular ac;ivities\an&\\\:¥
schiool size are not’fmplicated'inﬁthe proceésf'
3. Staff.moraLé; teachers” éérceptibns of ﬁhe édminist:ation of tﬁe

school, clarity of school rules}‘and teachers” reports‘of planning

-3 8~




e

and action in their school reduce‘school.disgfggx‘//li;ge4schodla

T "

dppéa: to prbﬁote négative teacher pefééétions of schoolladmihiatfa-
t;on.and.low~staff moraié.’

Participation rates are lowerHin large schooié as manning theory’
predicts, but differeﬁcés-iﬁ thé ethnicifyvgﬁd ages of thélétudents>
in Schbqiﬂ‘bf different.sizgs'aqcoun;'for thé'differeﬁées in paftiéié

pation rates. Students in smaller schools are not more socially

" .integrated and more-atfachéd to school, as manning theory predicts.

At the individual level of analysis, positive student attitudes
decrease delinquent behavior for students in schools of all sizes,

but the effect. is. largest in large schools.

'In&ividual-level analyses provide evidence opposite that predicted by

manning theory: Participation in extracurricular activities

decrehses delinqdency for students in large but not in smali*schools;

School size appears more related to student outcomes for marginal

;students than for others. .The difference between the mean scores on
delinquency, drug involvement, attachment to. school and involvemeﬁt

for students in small, medium andliarge schools are greater for mar—

ginalithan for otherAsfudénts;“

In small schools the éffeéi.bf involvement on &elinquent behavior is
no more‘restfainiﬁg %o?,marginal ﬁhan.for nohmaréigallstQAents. But
in meéiuﬁ and lafgélschools,oinvdlvemenf‘provides hlmore poﬁerful”
rés;raint against delinéuenﬁ Beha#ior for marginal thén fo;lqther‘
studenté. : | it

Studies of schqolé which increased and -decreased their -student poph-

;latibhs suggest that teachef perceptions of saﬁety'may-decgeaéelwith ’

- .

.
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. against delinquencf in small schools.

incfgasing school size as their perceptions of the school administra-

tion grow more negative.

This study provides no support for a manning theory—social control

4

‘chéory explanation of whyfémall schoolé havé a lower level of'disrup-

tion. ‘Both school level and individual level analypes support social

control  theory: Social bonding reduces delinquency regérdless of schbdl'

size. The analyses imply, however, that the association between parti-

cipation in extracurricular activities and school size is spurious, and
that the réstrainiqg effect of involvement on delinquency is present

only in large schools. The hypothesized larger effect of partiéipaticn

. on social “integration and delinquency in undermanned settinge is not

found. The effect is largef in larger schools where behavior settings

are assumed to be adequately manned'or,undermanned;'and the effect does:

not appear to,be~m§diated by the hypbfhesized intervening VAriabieg.

The compar;sbns of marginal to other students indicate that
involvement ig’pafticulatly:important for students who lack academic
routes to success. Marginal .students in large schools participate less

frequently'and'are less attached to school ‘than are marginal students in

- smaller schools, but involvement does not provide- an effgctive restraint .

-

‘The unexpecfed restraining influence of involvement on delinquency -

in large but .not small schoolsvis;puzzling. It is~pogsib1ek;hat‘§he

_ nature of the activities differs in schools of different sizes. - The

.

SAES data do not contain sufficient informatiom gBout the nature of the

e

extracurricular activities to address this issué. It is also' possible
//' . ) . ) ‘ ;
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that the significant "effects" are not really effects of involvement but

'reflectibns of the different kindslof students whé happen to'participatei

in extracurricular acfiyities in schools of different sizes. Vé have

‘alre§dy seeﬁ that the étudgnt po#ulatioﬂé in hchobls'of-differen; sizgs‘

in the SAE§ data diffef'in térps of ageranq ethnicity. Perhaps among

the éldef nogmipqrity students (thosé ih large s;hpols) iﬁ our sémpie,.

- those stﬁdentszwho pafticipate in 9xtracurrichlar Qctivities afe,less

- likely to Begin with to engage’in delinquenf behavior; ‘To the extent

thgf suchlpfeexisting differeﬁces are independent of. the backgrbhnd méa;

sures uséd.as-statistical'éohtrolspin the analyses, gﬁis report may not
: : ¢

adequately éontrbl_for selection biases.

Tﬁe study pro§ideb‘€ome suppoft_for_thé nption'that schobl disordér
resulté from poqr‘schobi«administration.' In lafgé échpolé communica-
tion, feedback about performaﬁcé, and staff involvement in decisiommak-
ing break down.’ Ieﬁéﬁers’in ﬁhese QChbofs lose confidence in the admin-

_‘istration and feel ineffective. Disorder results.
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