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INTRODUCTION

The problems ot vandalism and violence continue to have ma jor
negat: ‘@ effects upon cur nations schools. A 1979 study conducted
bv the National Instit te for Education noted that approzimately
$41,470,000 aof vandalism damage occurred 1n United States schools
EACH MONTH of the 1977/78 school year. Within the schools of Los
Angeles County wwhich excludes the Los Angeles City School
District), there was 7.5 million 1n property damage 1n secgndary
schools during the 1980/1 school vear. The amount spent on
1ncreased security and for repair and replacement of property has
often enceeded the amount spent on te:xtboot.s (Fairly % Roundtree.
1979). Fairly and Roundtree (1979) have alsoc noted that there
were 258,000 criminal oftfences reported 1n U.S. schools between
September, 1974, and February, 1975. The Teacher Opinion Foll of
1980 cited 112,000 attacls upon teachers 1n the 1979-1980 schogl
year.

These problems have been studied from three basic
perspectives. Une group of studies was oriented toward societal
changes as the roots for i1ncreased vandalism and violence. These
changes i1ncluded 1ncreased societal permissi:veness (Fazalunas,
1779), a spreading antipathy to authority (Tygart, 1980), and the
1nability of schools to rid themselves of undesireable students
Lavle, 1978: Rubel, 1979). This research suggests that vandaliem
haz been and wil' continue to 1ncrease.

A second group of resewrchers has focused upon school
biehaviors, "Rejecting behaviors" made by teachers and the .
overstressing of academics have been suggested (Feldhauven, 1979:

Majoribanlts, 1980%1 Serow ¢ Solomon. 1979), as well ac the rigidity
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of the age-grade structure and the misuse of punichment (Iann1 2
Reuss-Tanni. 1980%F Maver Y% Futterworth., 1979). These researchers
suggest that reductions 1n behaviors could be linted with
awareness of behaviors.

The third approach centered upon the attitudes and behaviors
af the school principal. Rezearcher= have noted that the
principal establisted the atmosphere of the school (Gallesi1ch,
1977%% Revnolds, 19771 Serow ¢ Sclomon, 1979, just as busine=zs
leade s establish climates of excellence 1n successful
corporations Feters % Waterman, 1987). Weels (1976) found that
lower rates of vandalism occurred 1A schools with principals seen
as capable and consiztent. Ilaw principals are seen as 1nitiators
ot change (Tye, 1970), as setting the pace for change {(Heichbever,
1975), and able to change teacher behaviors {Montegar, FRei1d,
Madsen 2 Ewell, 1977 Wiles ¢ Lovell, 1975). This research
suggests that changes i1n rates ot vandalism and violence m1ght
accompany changes i1n the attitudes or behaviors of principals or
changes ;n the principalship i1tself.

The three approaches cited have suffered from a common lacl!
cf guality i1nformation concerning vandalism trends and rate=z. The
studies have almost exclusively utilized a treatment-posttecst
methodology. Studies select a s:chool oF small set of schools with
"high" 1ncidences ot vandalism. ihe definition of "high" tends to
be convenient and 1s usually ane:cdatal. Use of this sample and
methodology leads to problems with regression towards the mean, as
wzll as potential "Hawthkorne et+fects” tzhange related to attention
rather than a particular treatment). One shot treatmtents alco do

not consider the longevity of effects.
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ME THUD

This phase 0t the studv was designed to describe recent
trendz 1n rates and costs ot wvandalism. and 1n rates of assaults
by students on other stud=z=rtz and on staff 1n & variety of
secondar v schools 1n Los Angeles County, California. Demographic
ditferences were also 1nvesticated. Daka had been gathered each
scheonl month by echool districts on vandalism and assault for
reports sent to bthe Los Angeles County Superintendent of Schools.

The sample consizted of &1 secondary schools from eight
ditterent districte. Each school had a minimum ot three years of
monthly =ztati<stics available on vandalism occurrences and assault.
Thirty of the schools also had at least three years of deta on
repl acement and repair costs. A subset of 18 schools had seven
years of data available.

These schools were of five grade level types and of three
ethnic composi1tions. They were alsc able to be divided i1nto three
socloeconomc levels. Demographic data was also collected.

Anal yses

Thr ee separate analyses were performed 1n this 1nitial phase.
First. the Boi-Jenlins program of S5P55—-X was used toc plot the
trends 1n the four variables for each i1ndividual school and for
various aggregations of schoolse. Five—-month moving averages were
also computed for the aggregations.

Second, the total number of vandalism occurrences. total

costs, total number of assaults on students, and total ascaults on

statf was computed for each school. Analvsis of variance was used

to determine whether differences between various types of schools

were signiticant.




fteesults reported 1n this paper are a subset of the total
studv. he first +igures (Figures Za thrrough 2h) display the
total number ot coccwrences., total dollar costs., and total number
ot aszaults on students and on statf were computed for each month
and the five-month moving average<s ot these totals. Data on
vandalisn occurrences, assaults on students, and assaults on stats
were availlable for threa years tor all 41 schools. while data ter
vandall sm costs were avatlable for 40 schools for the three year
period. These dollar amounts have not been adjusted for
inflation.

AS can be s#en, the variability from month to month 1s much
greater than the change over time. A second notable fact 1s that
there are no dramatic or steady i1ncreases, and no dramatic or
steady decreases. The moving averages suggest that different
things ar=2 happening with each variable.

the ne:it sets of figures ‘Figures >d through Sf) display
ecamples of the trends i1n the dependent variables for three
groupings of the data:! junior high schools versus senior high
schools, three ethnic categories (white, blact and Hispanic
majority schools), and three zocioeconomic categories (low,
madium, and high). FRecause of differing sample sizes, the numbter
nt 1ncirdents and dollar costs are reported monthly per school.

The ti1rst three Figures display the moving averages {for
vandalti sm.  Juniar highs have much 1ower trequencies ot vandalism
occurrences and casts than do senior highs. However, the

seven-year figures from a limited subset (N=13), suggest that
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junior high rates might be rising to equal those of senior highs.
Figures Z; through I1 present the moving averages for assaults.
More vartablility can be noted. Junior hiah frequencies are below
those of senror highs. but orce again the ti-end seems to be
bringing the rates together.

The ne:t set of Figures (4d through 4+) display some of the
data for schools differentiated by ethnic majority composition.
These figures 1lilustrate the 1nteresting finding that andalism
frequencies were higher 1rn school with a majority of white
students, while assault rates were higher 1n blact and
Hispanic-majority schools. The same pattern 1s even more
pronounced 1n the Figures for different socioceconomic levels of
schools. Low SES-level schools have very low reported numberzs of
vandaliem occurrences and costs., but very high levels of assault.
Figures 4e and Se have been i1ncluded both for convenlence as well
az to tliustrate the high monhly volatility 1n the straight
freqgquency data.

Several factors could be 1mpacting upon the rates at junior
and senior highs. While senior highs display higher +requencies
than junmior highs, they also are much larger and have many more

students. In addition, there are three different types of schools

(bv grade level) considered to be junior highs and two tvypes of
senior highs. lalewise, the ettects of ethnicity and
s0cloeconomic shatus are most litely i1nterrelated. Since 19 of 12
blact -majority schools were from the same district, difterences 1n

district reporting procedures could be a reason for differences b

ethnicity. These factors and those of community and district =zire




were 1nvestigated 1n a series of analyces of variance. The
results are reported 1n Table.s {(for vandalism occurrences) and
Table ? (for assaults on studentc).

the first thing to note 1s that the rate per 102 students for
both vandalism occurrences and assaults on students are HIGHER 1n
junior highs, although these differences are not large enough to
be staticstically significant. The breal down by type reveals that
the 7th through 9th grade and 10th through 12th grade schools
reported low rates tor both vandalism and assault (although 6&th
through 8th was the lowest for assault). However. there were so
tew schools of these «ypes and they all were 1n the same district,
that conclusions about the efficacy of placing nineth grades 1n
junior highs cannnot be determined.

The effect of district reporting procedures on ethnic
differences was miied. For vandalism occurrences, the district
with most of the blacl-majority schools had by far the lowest
freguencies of all districts (district #8). This difference was
highly significant. Differences for assault rates between
districts were also highly significant but appeared to stem from
the high rates of District 5 and the extremely high rates of
district 2, both districts with mies of white and
Hispanic-majority schools. Correlations of socioceccnomic level
{as measured by percent rece.ving AFDC) and ethnicity {percent
white, blact and Hispanic) revealed correlations consi1stently
between .5650 and .850 (p .001). Therefore, Jifferences found +or
ethnicity and SES-level were not independent. Finally, sice of
district did not seem 1mportant, but community size showed

signitficant di1fferences. Once again., theve differences were
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confounded, since district and community size were highly related

{(touwr ot the <1 commurilty sizes were ascoclated ai1th only one

district).
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Figure Za
Total Monthly Occurrences of Vandalism
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Figure 2b
Total Monthly Vandalism Costs
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Figure 2c
Total Monthly Assaults on Students
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Figure 2d
Moving Averages of Monthly Occurrences ot Vandalism
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Figure e
Moving Averages of Munthly Vardalism Costs
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Figure 2¢
Moving Averages of Monthly Assaults on Students
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Figure 2q
Total Monthly Assaults on Staf+f

Z001 : N= 61
2501 A
2001
1501
1001

S0l

Figure 2h
Moving Averages of Maonthly Assaults on Staff
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Figure 3d

Moving Averages of Jurior/Senior High Vandalism Occurrences
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Figure Te
Moving Averages of Junior/Sen:ior High Vardalism Costs
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Figure Zf

Moving Averages of Junior/Senior High Vandalism Occurrences

(Seven-year data)
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Figure 7,
Moving Averages of Junior/Senior High Assaults on Students
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Figure Ik
Moving Averages of Junior/Senior High Assaults on Staff
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Mos1ng Averages of Junior/Senicr High Assaults on Students
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Figure 4d
Moving Averages of Costs by Ethnicity of School
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FigQure 4e
Mean Mounthly Assaults on Stude~ts by Ethnicity of Schoal
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Figure 4+
Moving Averages of Assaults on Students by Ethnicity of Schoal
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Figure =d
Mavirng Averages of Costs by Socioecoromic Status ¢t Schuo!
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Figure Se
Mean Monthly Asszal+s on Students by
Socioeconor:c Status of School
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Figure 5S¢
Moving Averages of Assaults on Students by SES of School
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Table §
Mean Frequencies and Differenceg
for Three-Year Data on VYandalism Occurrences

Schaool per school per 100 pupils Significance
Type N Mean Mean SD of F - ANOVA
All 41 69.44 6.47 4.86 -
Junior 7 46.41 7.00 S5.56 ns
Sentior 24 104,96 S.65 >.446
6-8 grade 15 67.80 .97 4.49

7 % 8 grade 14 S0.79 7.41 S.47

7-9 grade 8 6.173 0.77 0.49 * 9% %
?-12 grade 21 118.81 6.29 Z.04

10-12 grade > 8. 00 0.49 0.26
Bl act 12 15.872 1.86 2.98
Hispanic 17 67.353 6.91 S5.15 *
White 29 ?7.08 8.71 4.21
M1 =2d 7 67.29 S5.28 3.54
District 1 4 53.00 3.15 0.91
District 2 9 S50.00 6.72 2.81
District T 9 67.67 6.37 4.40
Distric* 4 11 101.54 9.468 2.81 ¥* 9%
District S S 176.20 9.49 7.12
District & ) 4.2 7.93 7.11
District 7 ) 118.00 ?.15 2.65
District 8 11 6.64 0.70 0.44
Size of District

.10 schools 4 53. 00 2. 15 0.31
10-25 schools 17 104.41 8.82 5.8 *

29 schools 40 56.273 S5.80 4.42
Low SES 37 S51.73 S5.25 S5.29
Medium SES 18 ?3.78 8.11 .53 *
High SES ) 103.67 ?.03 3.22
Community Size

20,000 people S 136.20 ?.49 7.12

S0,000 15 b6.32 7.00 S5.45

80, OO0 11 6.64 0.70 0.44 * %

0, 000 1> S50.92 S5.62 2.88

93,000 ) 118.00 ?.15 2.65
170,000 11 101.5S 9.68 2.81

* = pi .05 *#% = p+ .01 #%¥% = pi .001
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Table 7
Mean Frequencies and Differences
for Three-Year Data on Assaults on Students

School per school per 100 pupils Significance
Type N Mean Maan SD of F - ANOVA
All 61 &3.72 6.90 16.39 -
Junior 7 473,49 7.94 19.27 ns
Senior 24 94,92 5. 29 10.44

6-8 grade 15 1.47 0.27 0.48

7 % 8 grade 14 109.86 20.24 27.864

7-9 grade 8 6.13 0.78 0.89 * %
9-12 grade 21 106.10 5.89 11.06

10-12 gr ade 3 16.467 1.04 0.60

Black 12 S50.29 6.05 12,55

Hispanic 17 S52.65 b.54 1S5.14 *%
White 29 26.48 2.33 6.63 ’
Mixed 7 246.00 25,52 33.44

District ! 4 0.75 0.09 0.05

District 2 Q 318.78 39.89 23.08

District 3 9 15.78 0.99 1.63

District 4 11 Q.00 0.00 0.00 * %%
District § S 142,00 7.39 5.464

District & & 9.83 1.2 0.36

District 7 é 0.83 0.3 0.07

District 8 11 9.00 0.85 0.80

Size of District

.10 schools 4 0.75 0.04 0.05

10-25 schools 17 45.53 2.55 4,27 ns
25 schools 10 77.75 9.43 19.66

Low SES 37 96.08 10.32 19.81

Medium SES 18 18. 39 2.16 7.17 ns
High SES é 0.17 0.01 0.02
Community Size

30,000 people S 142,00 7.3 S.46

S0, 000 1S 13.40 1.00 1.34

80, 000 11 ?.00 0.85 0.80 *
90,000 13 220,92 27.63 26.86

98, 000 é 0.83 0.34 Q.07

120,000 11 0.00 Q.00 0.00




