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ABSTRACT

SCHOOL VIOLENCE AND VANDALISM:
FEARS, FALLACIES, AND FACTS

By

Steven L. Plavnick

In this dissertation the writer identified, through the 1it-
erature, key variables educators may manipulate, which appear to be
associated with school violence and vandalism. These variables were
developed from selected research and were proposed for use as a
demonstration project.

Much research has been undertaken regarding juvenile violence,
vandalism, and general deviance. This investigator pursued a multi-
disciplinary approach to the literature, attempting to identify those
aspects of juvenile antisocial behavior pertinent to school operations.
Some aspects of juvenile deviance are beyond the scope of the school
to affect and were not included in this study. However, some writers
have identified aspects of juvenile deviance as being associated with
particular school practices over which educators do have control.

The variables identified in the literature as being factors
school officials may manipulate in an attempt to reduce school violence
and vandalism were presented, with recommendations for their use in a

demonstration project. Also developed from the literature were



Steven L. Plavnick

recommendations for further research and a suggested methodology for
collecting data and for establishing baseline data.

Two important studies were reviewed in this project, one con-
ducted by Michael Rutter et al. and the other a new survey initiated
by the Office of Safe Schools (State of Michigan Department of Educa-
tion). A new post hoc analysis was conducted on the latter.

The writer concluded that manipulating the identified vari-
ables in the suggested fashion may lower school violence and vandalism.
He also proposed a methodology for data collection that could deter-
mine the effectiveness of the recommended variables.

Across the nation, school districts large and small, rural
and urban, routinely expend their limited resources on nonreturnable
and noneducational security and replacement costs. This acceptance
of school violence and vandalism as a public-policy norm has grave

implications for social and educational planning.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Introduction

Case 1. He was alone. He was lonely. He was angry. He
was driven. He was among 1,700 fellow students, teachers, counselors,
and administrators during class change, but he could find no way to
resolve the problem. There was no one for him to turn to. He had to
settle it himself. He was there, but unnoticed. He heard but did not
appear to be heard. Staff knew of him but didn't know him. He was
a "loner." He was "different." He waited. He was patient. He would
not be troubled for much longer. He would stop the hassle. He took
aim. Two shots. Two more shots. Two students lay in their own
blood. One was dead.

Case 2. She was 12 years old, a good student, personable,
tall for her age, a little plump, well-liked, and she happened to be
there. She would go on to junior high school after summer vacation.
Her teachers liked her and felt she could do well. She liked and
trusted everyone. She emerged from the school gym and nodded her
acknowledgment to the two youths who were there. The boys talked to
each other as they drew closer. She knew them--they had been in this
elementary school with her last year. They had entered junior high
school last fall. She was suddenly against the wall, with no one

to help her. One boy held her arms. She tried to kick, but the other

1



boy had pulled her gym shorts down around her ankles. They pressed
against her. She couldn't move.

Case 3. They always had gum. They always had candy. They
always had the best of everything. At lunchtime when they approached,
they always were given the swings. The other kids on the swings would
immediately get off, leaving gum or candy for them. They often traded
food at lunchtime, too. They were given a hot sandwich for their vege-
tables, an extra dessert for their jello, or a can of pop for their
milk. They were given gifts, too. After vacations like Christmas and
Easter, they were given after-vacation presents like watches, rings,
earrings, or electronic games. There were four of them. They were
only 11 and 12 years old. They had lots of school friends who wanted
to give them nice things.

The preceding three incidents actually occurred. They are
part of an increasing montage of school violence and vandalism that
has been sweeping the United States since the last half of the 1970s.
For educators in the 1980s, few issues will draw more comment, create
more confusion, or precipitate more anger and chaos than will the fact

and consequences of school violence and vandalism.

Background of the Problem

Abnormal student behavior has been considered in texts, in
journals, and in practice in a myriad of ways, including self-concept
orientation, stages of development, self-awareness, group socializa-
tion, positive peer culturing, regimentation, and social norms.

Various authors have blamed abnormal student behavior on parents,



society, unprepared teachers, unresponsive social workers, lenient
administrators, repressive police, uninformed juvenile justices,
inadequate discipline codes, socioeconomic status, segregation, and
desegregation.

What is needed is a method of studying school practices and
procedures. The school organization and its operations have been
associated with varying amounts of violence and vandalism. Why one
school has a high amount of violence, vandalism, and other deviant
behaviors, while another school has relatively little, needs to be
investigated.

Unquestionably, it is not the fault of the school that a
psychotic youngstér commits a psychotic act. Neither can a teacher
be faulted for an antisocial action committed by an antisocial student.
Behavioral mores, when contrary to the prevailing social mores, may
not be appropriate curricular concerns. Yet school practitioners,
faced with rapidly increasing rates of school violence and vandalism,
need solutions to this problem. What factors, what actions, will
reduce violence and vandalism in the schools? Can schools take any
preventive measures? Is the only option to do as one New York State
school district reported doing--using trained attack guard dogs in

the schools?]

li4ichael J. Sexton and Michael J. Killion, "To Combat Vandal-
ism: Do You Build Fences or Bridges," NASSP Bulletin 63 (February 1979):
19-26.




Purpose

An attempt was made in this study to identify those aspects of
school organization and operatidn that are associated with the non-
cognitive student behaviors of violence, vandalism, in-school anti-
social behavior, and juvenile delinquency. The question considered
in this study was whether schools do influence these actions. Further-
more, the investigator sought to determine whether mechanisms can be
identified that school personnel may manipulate to lessen such

occurrences.

Theory

Schools as individual units have varying degrees of influence
on student violence, vandalism, in-school antisocial behavior, and
juvenile delinquency. These types of student conduct are associated
with school practices and procedures that are part of the organiza-
tional structure and daily operations of the school. The variation in
antisocial student behavior from school to school cannot be accounted
for solely by different intake factors, resource expenditures, physi-
cal settings, or chance.

A review of pertinent current research will establish the asso-
ciation between school operations and negative school outcomes. The
researcher found little investigative work in the specific area of
school organization as it relates to the student behaviors in question.
Most of the relevant studies on school violence and vandalism have
focused on the secondary-school level because of the higher incidence
of antisocial behavior in junior and senior high schools. This inves-

tigator theorized that a student's propensity to engage in violent and



destructive activity is initiated by school practices and procedures
at the elementary-school level. These school practices would then
result in observable elementary-school behaviors that are similar to
the behaviors of older students. Methods of intervention suggested
in the research literature are discussed in a subsequent chapter and
are based on research conducted at the secondary level.

The problem of school violence and vandalism is neither a
regional nor a demographic problem. It is found in urban, suburban,
and rural school communities and is increasing or remaining at an
unacceptably high rate in many locales. However, some researchers
have indicated that the rates of incidence are higher in urban school
districts than in rural ones.2

Most intervention at the school-district level has been in the
form of security measures, such as special security equipment and/or
security guards. Intervention on a behavioral level has been under-
taken by a minority of teachers and support personnel attempting to
be empathic. Both methods of intervention have had some influence
on school violence and vandalism. Yet neither method systematically
affects those everyday school occurrences that foster the milieu in
which violence and vandalism become an accepted part of the school
day.

Considering the increasing rates of violence and vandalism
and the public concern over rising delinquency rates, as well as

research linking violence and vandalism with particular school

2V'lo'lent Schools--Safe Schools, Executive Summary (Washington,
D.C.: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Institute
of Education, December 1977), p. 4.




organizational practices, school personnel should begin to address
the problem of violence and vandalism. The individual school, as
part of a larger organization, may be inhibited from intervening suc-
cessfully in student behavioral problems by practices and procedures
of the larger school organization to which it belongs: the district.
This may help explain the higher rates of violence and vandalism in

larger urban school districts than in smaller rural districts.3

Extent of the Problem

The extent of school violence and vandalism needs to be
explicated. The rates of juvenile violence, vandalism, and anti-
social behavior are projected nationally. After hearing considerable
testimony, the Senate subcommittee on school vandalism, headed by
Senator Birch Bayh, estimated the yearly cost of vandalism in the

4 Some

nation's schools at more than half a billion dollars.
sources have used a range with that figure as the upper limit. Others
have cited the research by the National Center for Education Statis-
tics (NCES), whose five-month study from September 1974 through
February 1975 projected the annual repair-and-replacement cost of

5

vandalized school property at approximately $216 million.” The

National Institute of Education cited a range from $50 million to

3Ibid., p. 3.

4Samuel Brodbelt, "The Epidemic of School Violence," Clearing-
house (April 1978): 383.

5Shirley Boes Neill, "Violence and Vandalism: Dimensions and
Correctives," Phi Delta Kappan 59 (January 1978): 305.




$600 million in its report. However, the Institute supported and used
the $216 million estimate of the NCES report.6

In the Violent Schools--Safe Schools study, an attempt was

made to put into perspective the scope of the problem across America.
Through mailed surveys and on-site visits, rates for the incidence
of school violence and vandalism were determined. The data indicated
that teenagers spend only 25 percent of their "waking time in school,
[yet] 40 percent of the robberies and 36 percent of the assaults on

. 7
urban teenagers occurred in school."

The figures for junior-high
schools were even higher. For youngsters aged 12 to 15, "68 percent
of the robberies and 50 percent of the assaults occurred at school.
Yet only 17-19 percent of the violent offenses against urban youths
in this age group occurred in the streets.“8

In the same study, it was projected that across the country,
each month, 2,400,000 secondary-school students (11 percent) will have
something valued at one dollar or more stolen from them. Twenty
percent of these thefts will include items valued at ten dollars or
more. Further, 282,000 secondary-school students (1.3 percent) will
report being attacked at school. Forty percent of the attacks will
result in injury, with 4 percent needing medical treatment. Attacks
are more frequent in junior high than in senior high schools (2.1
percent versus 1 percent). In addition, it was estimated that, each

month, 112,000 secondary-school students (.5 percent) will be robbed

6Violent Schools--Safe Schools, op. cit., p. 3.
"1bid., p. 2. 8

Ibid.



by force or threat of force. Eleven percent will involve some injury,
2 percent needing medical treatment. "For the typical student," con-
tinued the writers, "we can estimate the risks as follows: he or she
has about one chance in nine of having something stolen in a month; one
chance in eighty of being attacked; and one chance in 200 of being
robbed. "

Similar monthly projections were made for the approximately
one million teachers in secondary schools. In any given month,
120,000 secondary-school teachers (12 percent) will have something
valued at one dollar or more stolen from them. Also, 5,200 secondary-
school teachers (.5 percent) will be physically attacked at school, and
19 percent of these teachers will report needing medical treatment.
More attacks, proportionately, occur in junior high than in senior
high schools, and more take place in cities than in rural areas.
Further, 6,000 secondary-school teachers (.5 percent) will be robbed.
Thus, a projection of the risk faced by a typical secondary-school
teacher in the United States is as follows: "He or she has around one
chance in eight of having something stolen at school in a given month;
one chance in 167 of being robbed, and one chance in 200 of being
attacked."10

In a 1979 survey of its membership, the National Education

Association (NEA) reported that 5 percent of its members had been

assaulted during the 1978-79 school year.]] From this survey the NEA
91bid. 101pid., p. 3.
1

“Teacher Poll Tells Attacks," (Lansing, Michigan) State
Journal, July 5, 1979, p. BS.




estimated that in the 1978-79 school year, 110,000 teachers were
assaulted, 11,000 (11 percent) needed medical attention, and 9,000
more (8 percent) needed medical attention for emotional trauma.
Although national data and projections cause concern, the
specific demographic rates and costs are frightening. Brodbelt cited
data from the Baltimore City Public Schools, indicating that in one
fiscal year there were 832 assaults on students (out of 186,000
pupils), 219 assaults on staff members (out of 8,500 teachers), and
758 larceny complaints (from 200 schools). Larry Burgon, Chief of
Security for the Baltimore schools, placed the dollar loss to the
schools as a result of vandalism, arson, and theft at approximately
$2 million; the district spends another $2.1 million annually for 238
public commissioners and 127 security guar'ds.]2
In 1974, Chicago schools reportedly incurred expenses of $3.5
million in property losses and spent an additional $3.2 million for
school security programs and $3 million for guards necessitated by

13

violence and vandalism. Los Angeles schools spent more than $7

million in the 1974-75 school year on vandalism repairs and preventa-
tive measur'es.'|4
The problem of school vandalism and violence is not limited

to large urban school districts. San Antonio, a smaller school

12

]3Senator Birch Bayh, "Seeking Solutions to School Violence
and Vandalism," Phi Delta Kappan 59 (January 1978): 300.

1pid.

Brodbelt, op. cit., p. 383.
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district, spends between $150,000 and $160,000 annually just in
repair-and-replacement cost:s.'Is
Suburban schools and communities are not immune to this problem
either. The Baltimore County Public School System (excluding Baltimore
City Public Schools) reported increased costs resulting from theft,
arson, and vandalism. In 1974, the system spent $372,000; in 1975,
$904,000.]6 Said Brodbelt, "As suburban crime rates increase
nationwide faster than urban rates, so inevitably will the suburban
school experience an increase unless suitable strategies for solutions
are devised.“]7
The effect of the problem is not limited to economics.
Robberies, assaults, rapes, and extortion all too often are becoming
a part of the educational scene. As one teacher testifying before
the Bayh subcommittee stated, "The past few years have seen violence
and vandalism become an almost daily occurrence on school grounds.
Students and school personnel have become numbed to these acts: a sub-
dued anger, frustration and acquiescence seems to pervade the system.“.'8
Hoff summarized the problem:
One of the most distressing results of vandalism and violence
in schools is that nothing of any educational value can be accomp-
lished under such conditions. The administrative responses of

repressive controls, expulsion of students, or surrender to chaos
indicated an inability to resolve conflict productively. More

lsRobert B. Morris, "Who's Afraid of the Dark? Vandals--That's
Who!" American School and University 50 (August 1978): 38.

16

Brodbelt, op. cit., p. 384. 1bid.

18gayh, op. cit., p. 300.
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often than not, problems are only patched up . . . and [this]
serves on1¥ to buy time until the problems reappear with a
vengeance. 9

Questions to Be Investigated

There are many questions related to school violence, vandalism,
and deviance. Some of them are:

1. What, if anything, can be done about school violence and
vandalism? :

2. Are school violence and vandalism mere reflections of
street delinquency and social problems?

3. Are the causative or associative factors of delinquency
and deviance identifiable?

4. Are the causative or associative factors of delinquency
and deviance beyond the influence of the educational
community?

5. Is containment of juvenile delinquency and deviance the
best approach to school violence and vandalism?

6. Is intervention in school violence, vandalism, and devi-
ance the proper role of the educational community, or is
this more appropriately responded to by other governmen-
tal units?

7. If the educational community were to become involved in
intervention of this nature, how should it begin?

Seeking answers to these questions was of primary importance in the

present investigation.

Importance of the Study

The extent of the problem of school violence and vandalism
has been highlighted in this chapter. In any given month, as many as

12.8 percent of the secondary-school students may be robbed, assaulted,

]9Robert H. Hoff, "The Toughest Game in Town," NASSP Bulletin
63 (February 1979): 9.
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or stolen from while at school. Likewise, 13 percent of the secondary-
school teachers may be robbed, assaulted, or stolen from in a given
month.

Large amounts of emotional energy are expended in considering
the topic of school violence and vandalism. Everyone associated with
education--students, teachers, administrators, and parents--feels
he/she can identify the causes of school violence and vandalism.
Often this knowledge pertains to the perpetrators of the incidents,
usually students. Many methods have been proposed to deal with deviant
students. These methods are attempts to "control," "combat," or
"repress" juvenile deviance. School practice often presumes that
deviance within school is necessarily bad. A prevalent belief among
educators, as a first-grade teacher said to this writer, is: "If
only the student would take advantage of all the good things offered
to him and conform to the rules and norms, everything would be fine."

This investigator approached school violence and vandalism
from the perspective of the school organization. The major thesis
was that the school organization affects the degree of school
violence and vandalism. Whereas deviant juveniles may be involved
in such incidents, juvenile deviance need not result in negative
outcomes. Therefore, the writer hypothesized that:

1. Juvenile deviance, regardless of location, is a function
of place.

2. The exhibited behaviors are affected both positively and
negatively by the social organizational setting in which
the student functions, i.e., street, school, home.
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3. School operations, the manner in which the school conducts
its business, have an unexpected and great influence on
school violence and vandalism.

Overview

Pertinent literature relevant to both juvenile delinquency and
deviance is reviewed in Chapter II. In this review, the writer fol-
lowed a multidisciplinary approach reflecting research concepts cur-
rently being investigated. A synopsis of the changing legal status of
the juvenile and its subsequent effect on the educational milieu is
presented. Also developed in Chapter II is the linkage of the school
with juvenile delinquency and deviance.

Two studies of importance to the present research are discussed
in Chapter III. In the first study, by Michael Rutter et al., some
of the explicit practices of the school organizational day that are
statistically associated with school violence, vandalism, and street
delinquency are identified. The second survey was conducted by the
Governor's Task Force on School Violence and Vandalism, Michigan
Department of Education. A review of the findings of this survey
and a new analysis of the raw data are included.

In Chapter IV, the investigator develops the major thrust of
this work. Presented are variables that may be maniputated by
educators attempting to reduce school violence and vandalism. This
presentation includes a neutral approach to deviance. Also proposed
in Chapter IV is a method of data collection pertinent to school
operations and juvenile deviance and a methodology for beginning the

collection of baseline data.
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A summary of the study and recommendations regarding the
use of the variables are contained in Chapter V. Also discussed is

the need for additional research.



CHAPTER I1I

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Different perspectives regarding school violence and vandalism
and juvenile delinquency are presented in this chapter. These perspec-
tives, often at odds with each other, contribute to the confusion, frus-
tration, and emotionality surrounding school violence and vandalism.

School violence and vandalism are often associated with the
actions of delinquent juveniles. Therefore the degree of juvenile
delinquency as it affects school violence and vandalism is examined in
this chapter. The problem of classifying certain actions as delinquent
is also discussed. A review of the legal transformation regarding
juveniles, which has caused further confusion, is followed by a review
of perspectives on and studies concerning juvenile delinquency.

Most research (and emotion) concerning school violence and
vandalism treats the action as a delinquent phenomenon. This approach
affects the issue of school violence and vandalism by establishing
negative expectations within the school community.

In the ensuing literature review, the writer follows a multi-
disciplinary approach in discussing different, yet related, fields of
inquiry. What these fields have in common is their effect on the
total school community--too often reinforcing the already-held view

that school violence and vandalism are caused by delinquent juveniles.

15
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Because school violence and vandalism are most often viewed as the
actions of delinquent juveniles, both the status of the law and the
current findings regarding juveniles and delinquency are reviewed.
First, however, the rate and degree of juvenile crime are discussed

to identify the extent of the problem.

Extent of the Problem

Estimates of the extent of juvenile crime vary. HNeill claimed
that, nationally, 43 percent of all persons arrested for serious crime
in 1975 were under 18 years of age. Youths between 18 and 24 accounted
for another 32 percent of all arrests.] Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion figures for the same year showed that 43.3 percent of all reported

and cleared crimes were committed by 10-21 year o]ds.2

George Halver-
son, former director of the Michigan State Police, attributed 58 per-
cent of the crime in Michigan in 1977 to juvem’les.3

The research is mixed in terms of demographic rates of delin-
quency. Peterson et al. cited research estimating that, nationally,

17 to 29 percent of all males will have been adjudicated delinquent

by the time they reach 18 years of age. In contrast, "70% or more

]Shirley Boes Neill, "Violence and Vandalism: Dimensions and
Correctives," Phi Delta Kappan 59 (January 1978): 304.

2U.S. Department of Justice, Uniform Crime Reports, 1975 Annual
Report, issued by Clarence M. Kelly, Director FBI (Washington, D.C.:
Government Printing Office, 1976).

3HoHy Sims, "Tax Slash Means Crime Boost?" (Lansing, Michigan)

State Journal, July 11, 1978, p. B7.
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of all male youths living in inner city slum areas will be adjudicated
delinquents by the time they are 18 years of age."4

Some skeptics do not believe there really is a juvenile-
delinquency problem. They point to the struggle that has occurred
throughout the ages between society and its youths. Also, Erickson
maintained that when a total birth cohort is identified, there appears
to be "no systematic specialization or escalation in offense serious-
ness over time."5

Others, like Paul Strasburg, of the Vera Institute of Justice,
have found that juvenile crime is increasing. In his study for the
Ford Foundation, Strasberg found that in 1970 the highest arrest rate
was for young adults (18-24 year olds), followed by older juveniles
(15-17 year olds). However, in 1975 the arrest rate for the older
juveniles grew three times faster than, and was higher than, the rate
for the young adults.6 This occurred at a time when juvenile violent
crime was steadily increasing, yet adult violent crime was slowly
decreasing.

Strasburg also found that violent crime, specifically violent

juvenile crime, was increasing faster in nonurban than in urban areas.

4Peterson et al., "Self Report Measurements of 'Delinquent
Orientation' in Institutionalized Delinquent and High School Boys,"

in Delinquency Prevention and the Schools: Emerging Perspectives,
ed. Ernst A. ﬁenE (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage PuEIicat%ons, Inc.,
1976), p. 92.

5Maynard Erickson, "Delinquency in a Birth Cohort," Journal
of Criminal Law and Criminology 64 (1973): 362-67.

6Pau] Strasburg, "The Very Bad News on Juvenile Violence,"
Behavior Today 8 (August 29, 1977): 1.
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Between 1970 and 1974, the arrest rates for juveniles committing

violent crimes were as fo]'lows:7
Urban areas (cities of 2,500 or more) + 7.6 percent
Nonurban areas +19.2 percent

Strasburg maintained that the commotion and emotion regarding youth
violence are based on very little "factual knowledge" and that those
emotions threaten the very basis of youth policy and practices.
Other actions and behaviors are also lumped into the phe-
nomenon labeled juvenile delinquency. Two of the most emotionally
charged and improperly classified behaviors are drug abuse and teen-
age sexuah‘ty.8
In the late 1960s, Americans expressed great concern about
drug abuse. Although public discussion of the problem is not nearly
as vocal now, the problem is still prevalent. In a speech before the
National Association of State Alcohol and Drug Abuse Directors, Lee
Dogoloff (formerly with the National Institute of Drug Abuse and later
with the Carter White House) cited a recent survey of marijuana use
among male high school seniors. Dogoloff contrasted the research
results with those of a similar survey that had been conducted nine

years earlier. In 1969, it was found that 20 percent of the respond-

ents had tried marijuana once, whereas in 1978, 56 percent of the

"1bid., p. 2.

8No review of the literature on juvenile delinquency would
be complete without including data on teenage sexuality and drug
abuse. Yet the classification of these actions as juvenile delin-
quency is questioned by this writer.
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respondents had tried marijuana once. In addition, 10 percent of the
1978 respondents said they used marijuana daﬂy.9

A recent study by Levine and Kazak illustrated the extent of
the drug-abuse pr'oblem.]0 The authors conducted their research in
Winnetka, I11inois, an upper-middle-class suburb of Chicago. Table 2.1
shows the percentage of marijuana use within the study sample, by grade
and sex. Table 2.2 shows the alcohol use of these same school children.
Just over 60 percent of both the males and females in the twelfth grade
indicated they had smoked marijuana. Also, 63.4 percent of the males
and 55.8 percent of the females in the twelfth grade used alcohol
once a month or more. In elementary school, 10 percent of the boys in
the sixth grade and 11 percent of those in the fifth grade reported
having smoked marijuana. Eight percent of the sixth-grade boys and
18.8 percent of the fifth-grade boys reported using alcohol once a
month or more. Obviously, drug abuse has not disappeared.

Teenage sexuality, although an emotionally laden topic, is a
fact of life that cannot be denied. Yet because of the emotional
loadings of the issue, very little systematic research establishing
the extent of sexual activity by grade level has been conducted.

In 1976, Zelnik and Kantner surveyed 2,200 single females

n

between 15 and 19 years of age. Forty-one percent of these young

9"Current Thoughts on Drug Abuse, or Alice in Wonderland,"
Behavior Today 9 (July 24, 1978): 5.

10Edward Levine and Conrad Kazak, "Drug and Alcohol Use, Delin-
quency, and Vandalism Among Upper Middle Class Pre and Post Adolescents,"
Journal of Youth and Adolescence 8 (March 1979): 91-101.

TIMelvin Zelnik and John Kantner, “"Teenagers and Contraception:
A War Between Contradictory Images," Behavior Today 9 (June 19, 1978): 3.
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Table 2.1.--Marijuana use among school children--Winnetka, I11linois.

Never Tried Once a Month

Eg:g? Number (%) Some (%) or More (%)
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female

12 52 43 36.5 39.5 19.2 27.9 44.3 32.6
11 59 38 42.4 47.4 18.5 28.9 39.1 23.7
10 66 58 43.9 63.8 18.2 10.3 37.9 25.9
9 60 68 60.0 64.7 18.4 14.7 21.6 20.6
8 40 43 62.5 58.1 15.0 9.3 32.5 32.6

7 38 45 79.0 91.1 7.9 0.0 12.2 8.9

6 50 41 90.0 97.6 6.0 0.0 4.0 2.4

5 45 41 88.9 92.7 8.9 4.9 2.2 2.4

Source: Edward Levine and Conrad Kazak, "Drug and Alcohol Use, Delin-
quency, and Vandalism Among Upper Middle Class Pre and Post
Adolescents," Journal of Youth and Adolescence 8 (March 1979).

Table 2.2.--Alcohol use among school children--Winnetka, I1linois.

Grad$ Number Nevez%}rled Some (%) 22c§oieM?g§h
Leve
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
12 52 43 13.5 9.3 23.1 34.9 63.4 55.8
11 59 38 11.9 31.6 15.4 21.1 62.7 47.3
10 66 58 34.8 25.9 26.2 29.3 41.0 44.8
9 59 66 49.2 42.4 27.0 39.5 23.8 18.1
8 40 43 30.0 41.9 45.0 30.2 25.0 27.9
7 38 44 44.7 70.4 28.9 25.0 26.4 4.6
6 50 41 58.0 80.5 3.0 14.6 8.0 4.9
5 48 40 62.5 80.0 18.8 12.5 18.8 7.5

Source: Edward Levine and Conrad Kazak, "Drug and Alcohol Use, Delin-
quency, and Vandalism Among Upper Middle Class Pre and Post
Adolescents," Journal of Youth and Adolescence 8 (March 1979).
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women reported having had sexual intercourse. The authors contended
that this was a 33 percent increase over a similar study they had
conducted in 1971. In addition, they estimated that 10 percent of
all white girls between 15 and 19 years of age will have a premarital
plr‘egnancy.]2

In 1977, the Planned Parenthood Foundation offered a slightly
higher estimate of teenage premarital sexual activity. They claimed
that there were approximately 21 million 15-19 year olds in the United
States and that more than half of them had had sexual intercoulr-se.]3
Estimates of the number of children born from these unions vary. The
Planned Parenthood Foundation claimed that more than one million
girls between 15 and 19 years of age become pregnant each year, that
the number is rising, and that 21 percent of these young women will
give birth out of wedlock.]4

Although specific rates or statistics concerning teenage drug
use and sexuality may be argued, it is clear that young people are
involved in drug abuse and sexual expression. To maintain that these
are activities of only a delinquent minority is to ignore the problem.
(In fact, it may be that these practices are so prevalent that those

students who do not engage in them are the deviants.) What is clear

is that these issues are so widespread that their exclusion from

leelvin Zelnik and John Kantner, "Premarital Sexual Activity
Among Teenagers Up By a Third Since 1971," Behavior Today 9
(February 20, 1978): 3.

13Sy]via S. Hacher, "...And Teenage Pregnancy: The Problems
Are Not Mechanical," Behavior Today 8 (August 8, 1977): 3.

14

Ibid.
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the social-educative process is both shortsighted and irrespon-

sible.

Perspectives on Juvenile Delinguency

As shown in the previous section, the term "juvenile delin-
quency" is amorphous, implying different concepts to different people
who perform different roles. The meaning is further confused by a
societal and legal transformation that began in the late 1960s and
accelerated in the 1970s. This legal transformation regarding the
rights of juveniles and the responsibilities of the school has helped
to establish an atmosphere that frustrates and/or embitters many staff
members. Before advancing different definitions of juvenile delin-
quency, a sequential overview is appropriate.

The Perspective of Law:
A Microview

Until the late 1960s, the juvenile code in American society

was based on the premise of parents patriae, the sovereign power of
15

the state over the minor. This premise is based on the theory that
the minor needs the state to protect him from abuses of adults and
against himself and/or his follies. As a protector, the state knows
what is best for the minor and has ultimate responsibility for his

affairs. For 50 years the concept of parents patriae governed

society's dealings with minors.

]5Kent vs. U.S.: The Constitutional Context of Juvenile Cases,
1967, Supreme Court Review 167, pp. 173-74, cited in "Due Process
and Waiver of Juvenile Court Jurisdiction," Washington and Lee Law
Review 30 (Fall 1973): 592-613.
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Most professionals working with minors, be they teachers,
juvenile court workers, or police, received their training during the

era when the concept of parents patriae was followed. But in 1967

the United States Supreme Court handed down a landmark decision that
precipitated a change in society's dealings with minors. In re Gault

addressed the rights of juveniles to due process.]6

Briefly, the court
found that Gault, a minor, had been deprived of his constitutional
rights even though the juvenile court was supposedly acting as a
solicitous parent. The court acknowledged that the original intent
of the juvenile court had been to protect the minor's welfare, but,
in fact, that had not been the result of most juvenile-court actions.
Therefore, in any juvenile-court action in which "adjudication of wrong-
. . . adjudication of wrongdoing or deviant conduct is involved,
where a substantial sanction . . . such as . . . reform school
is involved, . . . the Juvenile Court must provide notice of
charges, rights to counsel, confrontation and cross-sxamination
of witness and the privilege of self-incrimination.]
Supreme Court Justice Abe Fortas surmarized the argument concisely,
saying, "Due Process of Law is the primary and indispensable foundation
of freedom. . . . Procedure is to law what 'scientific method' is to
science. Under our Constitution, the condition of being a boy does not

justify a kangaroo cour't."]8

16

]7L. Harold Levinson, "Regulating School Law," in Constitu-
tional Rights of Students, ed. Kern Alexander and James Campbell

————

(Gainesville, Fla.: School Law Conference, 1969), pp. 76-79.

IBDavid Schimmel and Louis Fisher, The Civil Rights of
Students (New York: Harper and Row, 1975), p. 228.

Ibid.
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In re Gault set the precedent for new court rulings and state
legislation that were often in conflict and were confusing to profes-
sional personnel. This case, in addition to having obvious conse-
quences for police and juvenile-court personnel, also has affected
educators.

In other rulings, the United States Supreme Court has struck

at the parents patraie concept. In the case of In re Winthrop, the

court suspended a New York state statute requiring that the New York

Family Court only have a preponderance of evidence regarding a juvenile

to take action. The Supreme Court stated that juvenile courts must

use the same standards as adult criminal courts to define guilt. More

than a preponderance of evidence is necessary. The court must find

that the juvenile has violated a statute before any court action can

be taken.]9
David Bazelon, Chief Judge of the District of Columbia Circuit

Court of Appeals, further attacked the juvenile courts and the concept

of parents patriae. He argued that the juvenile courts should abandon

their jurisdiction over incorrigible and truant minors. The courts'
involvement with these minors is based on the theory that if the
courts do not act, nobody will. Bazelon contended that the opposite
is true. Because the courts act, nobody else does. He continued,
The courts ought to level with the community about the illusory

hope of preventing crime by dealing with delinquent children.
. . As long as the community view [the court] as a prevention

]an re Winthrop, 397 U.S. 358 (1970). Also 1 supra, p. 592.
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agency and refer its social and behavioral problems to you
[juvenile courts], the root problems will not be attacked.

Bazelon felt that the courts should draw attention to the need for
such services and not pretend to do the job themselves. He said that
there is one likely institution to take over the job: the school!
The school must not "let go of the youngster [and] lose him to the
streets.“20

The question of juveniles' constitutional rights has not been
limited to the arena of the juvenile courts. In several decisions,
the Supreme Court moved to reaffirm the constitutional rights of
Juveniles in the public schools. In a 1969 decision delivered by
Justice Fortas, the Supreme Court said, "It can hardly be argued that
either students or teachers shed their constitutional rights to free-
dom of speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate."2]

Other courts also have addressed themselves to the constitu-
tional rights of juveniles. The New Jersey court, in Tibbs versus
the Board of Education of Franklin, found that a student, Tanya Tibbs,
had not been given adequate due process before being expelled from
school. The court found that expulsion "constitutes deprivation of a
most drastic and potentially irreparable kind. In that setting compro-
mise with punctilious procedural fairness becomes unacceptable." 1In

this case, school authorities indicated that due process had been

20Raymond A. Novak, "The Incorrigible Child Under the New Penn-
sylvania Juvenile Act: An Unsound, Unsupportable and Unfortunate Policy
Choice," University of Pittsburgh Law Review 35 (Fall 1973): 85-86.

2]Tinker vs. Des Moines Independent Community School Dist.,
Supreme Court of the United States, 1964. 393 U.S. 503, 89 S. Ct. 733,
21 L. Ed. 2nd 721.
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deprived in part because witnesses had been threatened. The court
responded that, regardless of external circumstances, the juvenile had
the right to confront and to cross-examine the witnesses.

The issue here was not the action of the school board in
expelling the student for assaulting another student. Simply, the
constitutional rights of the Tibbs minor had not been protected.
Regarding the threats made to witnesses, it was ruled that "the school
community must be content to deal with threats or intimidation of the
kind allegedly encountered by invoking the jurisdiction of the law
enforcement authorities who must be presumed equal to their responsi-
bilities."??

Finally, in 1975, the United States Supreme Court spoke out
clearly on due process within the schools. In Goss versus Lopez,
the court articulated the procedure necessary to suspend a student

23

from school, even for a short period of time. The school's conten-

tion that it operated in lieu of the parents, i.e., in loco parentis,

did not, in the court's view, dismiss the school from the responsi-
bility of insuring due process to all students.

Many states have changed or are in the process of changing
their laws governing society's dealings with juveniles. Michigan,
Florida, New York, Arizona, and California are just a few. Such

changes make it even more difficult to define juvenile delinquency.

224 supra, pp. 230-32.

23Goss vs. Lopez, Supreme Court of the United States, 1975, 419
U.S. 565 95 S. Ct. 729, 42 L. Ed. 2nd 725 as quoted in E. Edmund
Reutter, Jr. and Robert L. Hamilton, The Law of Public Education, 2nd
ed. (Mineola: The Foundation Press, 1976), pp. 612-20.
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Polk presented two leading definitions of juvenile delinquency.
On the one hand, "juvenile delinquency is based in law. Technically,
it consists of those persons who have been legally processed and iden-
tified as 'delinquent youth.'“24 On the other hand, delinquency is
defined as "an orientation, on the part of the young person, which
leads to a willingness to engage in forms of behavior, especially peer
behavior, which render the individual vulnerable to punishment and
sanctions by adults."25 Polk said that orientation is not a fixed
stated but rather "a loose way of life which a youngster may drift
into and out of, episodically. . . . What such an orientation does is
probabilistically to render the young person vulnerable to adult

26

sanctions." Thus the youngster risks being labeled by adults in

control, i.e., the school (slow, emotionally disturbed, noncollege).
In turn, the youth may "be pressured or drift into more specific acts

of delinquency, such acts being consistent with this orientation (not

a necessary resu]t)."27

Still other writers have approached juvenile delinquency from
a much broader perspective. Ruchkin wrote,

Delinquency is not simply adult crime committed by minors. It
includes proscribed activities of youth, such as truancy, in
some parts of the country, smoking, drinking, and driving, with
the first two mentioned being the sole charge of the school to
prohibit. Delinquency is in essence, and by definition, a prob-
lem between young people and adu]ts.é8

24Kenneth Polk, "Schools and the Delinquency Experience," in

Delinquency Prevention and the Schools: Emerging Perspectives, ed.
Ernst A. Wenk (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage EuBiications, 1976), p. 23.

251bid., p. 25. 261p44. 271pid.

283ydith P. Ruchkin, "Does School Crime Need the Attention of
Policemen or Educators?" Teachers College Record 79 (December 1977):
234.
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In summary, the three often-cited definitions of juvenile
delinquency involve (1) formal processing, (2) an orientation toward
punishable behavior, and (3) a generation gap. These differences are
important in terms of what is being dealt with: an offender, a mis-

creant, a rascal, an urchin, a deviant.

A Sociological Perspective

Many writers have explained juvenile delinquency and violence
as a phenomenon of the society in which both adults and juveniles live.
Calhoun studied youths 13 to 16 years of age at the Boys Training
School near Detroit, Michigan. He found that socioeconomic status (SES)
was a chief contributor to both type and cause of delinquency. He found
that "boys from middle and upper SES seemingly commit crime for atten-
tion, while boys from low SES commit crime for economic gains."29
Some writers have viewed delinquency as a youth's response to
his segregation from the rest of society. Rahov cited work done by
several writers regarding the effect of such segregation.30 Rahov
stated,
Delinquency and crime are much more prevalent among minority and
subordinate groups than within the dominant sector in society.
. . . These generalizations both deal with the same phenomenon.
. . . Delinquency is an expression of intergroup conflict, and

. . . both ethnic minorities and_youth are in conflict with the
dominating elements in society.3

29George Calhoun, Jr., "An Ethnic Comparison of Juvenile
Offenses and Socioeconomic Status," Clearing House 51 (October 1977):
58.

3oGiora Rahov, "Juvenile Delinquency as Minority Crime,"
Adolescence 12 (Winter 1977): 473.

31bid., p. an.
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Citing various authors, Rahov continued that adolescents are
"segregated” from adult society. They have a special age classifi-
cation (adolescence), school, children's quarters, and other forms
of spatial segregation (Musgrove, 1964). And because labor in modern
society is no longer a function of the family but of the individual,
the job world is also a segregating force (Eisenstadt, 1956). Once
youths are segregated, they respond to the expected norms. Adults
mistrust youths and expect rebelliousness; youths fulfill these
expectations. These situations can and often do escalate to more
offensive behaviors resulting in arrests (Black & Reiss, 1970).32
Rahov concluded that "these conflicts and ensuing disparities in the
conception of proper behavior are institutionalized in the criminali-
zation of characteristic behavior patterns of the subordinate groups

in the process of law enforcement."33

A Medical/Biological/Physiological
Perspective

As a result of many advances in medical technology, some

investigators have made interesting discoveries about delinquency.
Although these data do not yet fit into an integrated whole, the
results are worth noting because they influence the belief systems of
those who work with juveniles.

The debate over genetic and/or psychobiologic causes of
juvenile delinquency has continued for years. Lewis maintained that

good research into genetic and psychobiologic causes of juvenile

32 33

Ibid., p. 473. Ibid.
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delinquency has just not been done during the past 60 to 80 years.
The reason for this dearth of research stems from a massive public
and professional reaction to Lambroso's biological-type theories.
(Lambroso maintained that criminality was a degenerate biological
phenomenon capable of "in toto transmission to the next generation.")
Lewis cited research done in the area of biochemical imbalance, the
association between psychiatric disorders and antisocial behaviors,
and the effect of drugs on mood disorders and suggested that certain
antisocial behaviors are the result of a genetically derived chemical
imba]ance.34
Mednick and Hutchings reviewed work by other observers, link-
ing genetics and antisocial behaviors. These authors cited several
studies that were conducted in an attempt to isolate genetic from
environmental variables, thus establishing a case for genetic pre-
cursors of antisocial behavior.35
Mednick and Hutchings discussed several studies of twins
adopted into different environments. The writers maintained that
the similar rates of criminality of twins reared in different envi-
36

ronments established a genetic association with antisocial behavior.

In a study of female inmates, Crowe identified crime similarities in

34Dorothy Otnow Lewis, "Psychobiologic Vulnerabilities to
Delinquency," Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry 17
(Spring 1978): 194,

3SSarnoff A. Mednick and Barry Hutchings, "Genetic and Psycho-
physiological Factors in Asocial Behavior," Journal of the American
Academy of Child Psychiatry 17 (Spring 1978): 209.

36

Ibid.
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mother-daughter relationships and offered these likenesses as an
argument establishing a "specificity of genetic effect."37

The work of Bell et al. on electrodermal recovery (EDRec) time
further substantiated genetic associations with antisocial behaviors.
Bell and his associates measured the length of time needed for the
skin to conduct and recover from an electrical stimulus. They found
that a criminal parent passed on to his son a lower EDRec time than
did the larger population. The researchers also looked at the EDRec
times of twin pairs with criminal fathers. They found that their
EDRec times were lower than those of twin pairs from the normal popu-
lation. Furthermore, the differing environments of twins reared
separately did not significantly alter the EDRec times they had
inherited from their fathers. The researchers concluded that the
criminal father passes a genetically lower EDRec time to his son,
who thus fails to learn adequately to inhibit antisocial responses
even if the "proper environmental circumstances" exist.38

Other associations between psychobiological factors and anti-
social behavior have also been found. Some writers have linked

hyperkinesis and antisocial behavior. In a study they conducted in

1bid., p. 214.

38Ibid., p. 218. It should be noted that the inclusion of
“proper environmental circumstances" leaves the question of genetic
association with antisocial behavior unanswered. Environmental asso-
ciations with antisocial behavior are presented in a subsequent
section of this chapter. Suffice it to say that the investigator
needs to retain an open mind in dealing with juvenile-delinquency
data and that medical, technical, and psychobiologic research into
delinquency is one avenue to achieving such data.
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Vermont, Huessy et al. found that hyperkinetic children dropped out
of school five times as often as the rest of the state's student

39

population. Also, students in the hyperkinetic group were 20 times

more likely than those in the general population to be institutional-

ized in a facility for delinquent youths.40

In fact, as West and
Farrington suggested, the delinquent-to-be may be distinguished from
his peers years in advance by behavioral patterns suggesting the
presence of the hyperkinetic syndrome.4]
Lewis and Balla found a strong relationship between delinquent
youths and schizophrenic parents. Those youths known to the juvenile
court were almost three times more likely to have a schizophrenic
parent than the rest of the population. This association held true
for both males and females and for blacks and whites.42
Williams studied adult inmates jailed for crimes of aggres-
sion. His findings showed that the habitual aggressor had a much
higher percentage of group EEG abnormalities than did the inmate with
only one aggressive act--57 percent as compared to 12 percent.43
The preceding data were not presented to argue the case for

the psychobiologic or genetic causation of deviance or antisocial

39Denm‘s P. Cantwell, "Hyperactivity and Anti-Social Behavior,"
Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry 17 (Spring 1978):
254,

40

42Dorothy 0. Lewis and Shelly S. Shonok, "Delinquency and the
Schizophrenic Spectrum of Disorders,” Journal of the American Academy
of Child Psychiatry 17 (Spring 1978): 267.

43Jonathan H. Pincus and Gary J. Tucker, "Violence in Children
and Adults," Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry 17
(Spring 1978): 282.

Ibid. Mibid., p. 253.
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behavior. Much of this phenomenon may be explained away by other
theories, such as the sociological perspective of deviance. However,
the findings are important and the associations that have been found
need to be noted. The influence of these studies on personnel who

work with juveniles also should be observed.

School-Related Violence and Vandalism

Brodbelt offered several interactive causes of school violence
and vandalism. He maintained that
1. Grade competition produces friction.
2. Television and the community provide models of violence
for ghetto students.
3. Teachers and the school represent power and the system
for many youngsters from a lower socioeconomic status.
4, Many teachers prompt violence by responding inappropri-
ately to youngsters.
In addition, Brodbelt found that the incidence of vandalism, fighting,
and drug/alcohol offenses in schools was related directly to the size
of the school, and that more crime occurred in schools located in low-
socioeconomic areas.44
Lesser provided a cataloguing of studies on school violence.
He classified these studies in three groups, according to their per-

spective on school violence:45

44Brodbe]t, op. cit., p. 385.

45Ph1‘11ip Lesser, "Social Science and Educational Policy: The
Case of School Violence," Urban Education 12 (January 1978): 397.
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1. School violence is a manifestation of our society (and as

such is not a school problem but a societal one).

a.

Changes in school need to follow changes in society
(Jencks et al., 1972).

Violence is a cultural tradition (Rossi, 1968).
Violence is learned at home (McGovern & Piers, 1972).
Violence is learned from television (Sommers, 1976).
Violence is a result of increased ethnic pride (Bailey,
1970).

Violence results from increased adolescent gang activi-

ties (Our Nation's Schools, April 1975).

The schools are increasingly politicized (Ritterbrand &

Silverstein, 1973).

2. School violence reflects the nature of the students.

a.

f.
g.

Physiological causes--genetics (Silberberg & Silber-
berg, 1971).

Low ego development because of frustration at under-
achievement (Cardinell, 1974).

Paranoid personalities (Rader, 1975).

Aggressive personalities (Shane, 1974).

Ethnic background (Worcester & Ashbaugﬁ, 1973).
Class background (Miller, 1958).

Restricted linguistic codes (Burnstein, 1961).

Lesser contended that the findings of studies in these first

two classifications inherently work against educators attempting to

resolve the problems of school violence and vandalism because these
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approaches (1) shift responsibility away from the school, (2) assume

that violence and vandalism are undesirable outcomes that cannot be

justified (they may be), and (3) fail to identify the factors that

school personnel can manipulate.

46

The third classification of studies is facilitative because

it offers school personnel a basis from which to reduce violence and

vandalism. It provides specific variables that educators can manipu-

late.

3. School violence reflects school characteristics.

a.

b.

k.

Landscaping and lighting (Pablant & Baxter, 1975).
Architectural design (Mallowe, 1976).

Newness (Wells, 1971).

Oldness (Greenburg, 1969).

Size (Berger, 1974).

Curriculum (Stinchcombe, 1964).

Grades (McPartland & McDill, 1977).

Teachers (Werthman, 1971).

Authority structures (Spady, 1973).

Lack of student input into governance (McPartland
et al., 1971).

Tracking (Kelly, 1976).

Again, studies using this approach help educators manipulate

variables to reduce the cost and rate of violence. The findings of

such studies also help to identify the interactions between variables.

46

Ibid., p. 399.
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However, the shortcoming of these studies is that they lack corre-
lational data.47

Robert Hoff, Dean of the College of Education at Roosevelt
University, perceived the problem in sociological terms, with dire
consequences for educators. "The problems of the schools . . . are
symptomatic of a social system in profound difficulty, a system where
alienation, helplessness, and fear are facts of life."48 Within a
single generation, Hoff continued, educators may have lost the con-
sensus of the population regarding their function. Also, the school
system gives young people mixed messages that threaten educators'
credibility.

The question of credibility arises when teachers violate
court orders during strikes, yet still expect students to obey them
within the classroom setting. Even more damaging may be situations
1ike the one that occurred in a Chicago-area high school. Black
female students were sent to the principal's office more often than
other students. The reason: the school gave only traditional ath-
letic and academic rewards, and because the school lacked a good
women's athletic program and these girls did not excel academically,
they had no opportunity to have their accomplishments acknowledged.
Therefore, they got the recognition they sought by acting out--

negatively.49

41pid., p. 402.

48Robert H. Hoff, "The Toughest Game in Town," NASSP Bulletin
63 (February 1979): 11.

49Ibid., p. 15. The effect of recognition is dealt with in
more detail in a later chapter of this dissertation.







37

Others have supported the sociological perspective on school
violence and vandalism. Sexton and Killion cited the work of Nathan

Goldman, A Socio-Psychological Study of School Vandalism: "A low

level of personal identification with the school and its goal among
students, teachers, and parents was found positively associated with
a high rate of vandalic behavior among students."50

Many writers have begun to look at the association between
school violence and vandalism and the schools themselves. Paul
Strasburg of the Vera Institute of Justice analyzed data on 2,617
students in California. He concluded that the

school is the critical social context for the generation of
delinquent behavior. . . . While in school, delinquents who sub-
sequently dropped out had much higher police contact rates than
student(s) who remained in school. Once they had left school,
however, the dropouts' contact rates declined sharply, while

the students who continued in school registered increases in
police contacts. The association between dropping out and
reduced delinquency was especially strong with regard to delin-
quents who had been serious offenders: their involvemeg% with
serious offenses declined sharply after leaving school.

Other associations between schools and deviance have also
been noted. Spencer identified eight school-associated traits in
youths committed to correctional schools. These students

1. Are frequent school dropouts.

2. Are educationally retarded by four to five years.

3. Are chronic truants.

50Michael J. Sexton and Michael J. Killion, "To Combat Vandal-
ism:)Do You Build Fences or Bridges," NASSP Bulletin 63 (February
1979): 21.

51

Strasburg, op. cit., pp. 3-4.
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Usually have behavior problems in school.
Usually have failed in school.
Have an intense dislike for school.

Usually have a poor self-image.

o] ~N ?5 (3] -]
L] L] . L]

Usually are seen as failures by their school teachers
and fami]ies.52
Spencer synthesized these traits into five causative factors over which
school personnel can exert control. These factors are:
1. Impossible academic expectations damage self-concepts and
push youths toward delinquency.
2. Frequent failure leads to unhappiness and acting out.
3. School experiences are unrelated to 1life and job experien-
ces of youths. This leaves youths uninvolved and contrib-
utes to the dropout rate; the unemployed dropout has a
greater chance of becoming delinquent.
4. Irrelevant curriculum leads to boredom, to acting out, to
discipline problems, and to delinquency.
5. Negative interactions between teachers, administrators,
and students cause youths to turn to the delinquent sub-
3

culture for approva].5

According to the U.S. Office of Education, 98 percent of all

American youths reach secondary school, but only 75 percent complete

52Gordon L. Spencer, "How School Contributes to Delinquency,"
Youth Authority Quarterly 30 (Spring 1977): 23.

31bid.
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high school in four years.54 Furthermore, 20 percent of this nation's
adults are functionally i]]iterate.55 In other words, one out of
every five youngsters in our schools will have failed: failed in
lessons, failed in learning, failed in life. Testifying before a
national Canadian investigation, Dr. Diane Syer dramatically illus-
trated this "school connection": "An eleven year old boy . . . before
he hung himself, arranged in a circle underneath him the numerous
school report cards he had hidden from his parents because they branded
him as a failure who, in his own interpretation, did not deserve to
'live."56
The total effect of this school connection, although not fully
understood, is indeed observable. Schuchter summarized the findings of
a study conducted by the Center for Community Resource Development
at Boston University for the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice.57 Findings of the report were based on field
visits to rural and urban areas in 16 states. It was found that most
personnel, whether from community agencies, the Youth Service Bureau,
or juvenile courts, felt that (1) school factors influence delinquency

rates, (2) school adjustment is a significant factor in delinquency

S4puchkin, op. cit., p. 225.

55“Social Indicators, 1976," quoted in "News Roundup,"
Behavior Today 9 (January 16, 1978): 8.

56Diane Syer, "Plain Speaking From Canada on Child Suicide
and Prison Sex. . . ," Behavior Today 8 (October 17, 1977): 4.

57Arno]d Schuchter, "Schools and Delinquency Prevention Strate-
gies," in Delinquency Prevention and the Schools: Emerging Perspectives,
ed. Ernest A. Wenk (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications, 1976),
p. 49.
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prediction, and (3) much staff time and resources are spent interven-
ing and compensating, or coping with failure in school environments.
The investigators contended that the school should be the first line
of social defense in delinquency prevention.58 O0f this school influ-
ence on delinquency, Polk wrote: "Providing a framework for a wide
range of school activities (including unconventional and deviant
activities), the school extends into the lives of adolescents well

beyond the regular school hours.“59

Summary

In the review of literature it was indicated that perceiving
and responding to school violence and vandalism as the actions of
delinquent youths will not solve the problem. In fact, researchers
have not supported the contention that "juvenile delinquents" within
the schools are the cause of the problem. Rather, a number of writers
have suggested that it may be the school that causes the "juvenile
delinquent."

The actual variables associated with school violence and
vandalism are inevitably complex. These variables affect the degree
of violence or vandalism a school may experience. However, school
personnel can manipulate these variables once they are identified and
understood.

Developing an understanding of the effect of these variables

is difficult. Most people have firmly held prejudices. They have

58
59

Ibid.
Polk, op. cit., p. 22.
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either been affected by school violence and vandalism, know someone
who has been, or know a "basic truth" about the problem. The general
population has very wide emotional involvement in and identification
with school violence and vandalism. This emotion further compounds
the problem by becoming another variable affecting the total school
process. It may even prompt behaviors by school and community per-
sonnel that lead to further school violence and vandalism.

This emotionality further exacerbates the problem by inhibit-
ing viable research relevant to school violence and vandalism. Too
many people are intuitively convinced that they have the solutions
to the problem. Others, involved in education, hesitate to become
involved in research for fear that they or their schools may "look
bad." The dearth of meaningful research helps to maintain the status
quo, which generally nurtures elevated rates of school violence and

vandalism.



CHAPTER III

ASSOCIATED VARIABLES

Introduction

This chapter is divided into two sections. In the first part
of the chapter, the writer summarizes the work of Michael Rutter and
his colleagues, who quantitatively identified aspects of school opera-
tions associated with school violence, vandalism, attendance, and
cognitive gain. In the second part of the chapter, the results of a
survey of Michigan schools compiled by the Office of Safe Schools are
presented. These findings and a new post-hoc analysis are used to
identify trends concerning violence and vandalism in Michigan's

schools.

The Rutter Study

In 1979, Michael Rutter and his colleagues published their
findings on the outcomes of school practices and procedures affect-

1 The investigators attempted to identify the

ing student behavior.
causative factors within the educative process that either facili-

tated or debilitated the espoused educational outcomes of 12 second-
ary schools in the inner city of London, England. Four key outcomes

were studied: student attendance, pupil behavior, examination success,

]Michael Rutter, Barbara Naughan, Peter Mortimore, Janet Ouston,
and Alan Smith, Fifteen Thousand Hours (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1979).

42






43

and delinquency. Through statistical analysis of various measure-
ments (questionnaires, direct observations, self-report surveys, and
standardized tests) the authors identified ten school characteristics
that had a direct influence on school outcomes. A synthesis of

these school-process factors follows. The results obtained were
independent of other nonschool variables, such as community, socio-
economic status, race, and ethnic background.

1. Students in different schools showed considerable diver-
gence in behavior and achievement. These differences manifested
themselves in varying indices of behavior, attendance, percentage of
students voluntarily continuing school beyond compulsory age, success
on public exams (standardized tests), and street-delinquency rates.

2. At the time of intake, schools had differing proportions
of behaviorally difficult and/or low-achieving students. Yet these
differences did not account for the wide degree of variation among
schools in terms of students' behavior or achievement. The students
generally exemplified both better behavior and better academic achieve-
ment if they attended certain schools rather than other schools.

3. These variations among schools in terms of student out-
comes were fairly stable over a four- to five-year period.

4. The schools studied generally fared similarly on all of
the student-outcome measures. Schools with better-than-average
student behavior tended also to have better academic achievement, as
measured by examination success, and less delinquency. It appeared
that the different forms of success were interrelated and somewhat

independent of the intake population.
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5. The difference in school outcomes was not a result of
physical factors, such as school size, age, or space available, or
of administrative organizational status.

6. "The differences between schools in outcomes were syste-
matically related to their characteristics as social institutions."2
Various factors, such as degree of academic emphasis, teacher behavior
during lessons, use of incentives and rewards, and opportunities for
students to take responsibility, were manipulatable by staff and were
associated with different outcomes among the schools.

7. Some factors outside the teachers' control did influence
outcomes. For example, schools with an "academic balance"--that is, a
nucleus of students with at least average intellectual ability--
experienced better examination success than did schools without such
a nucleus. In addition, schools without this nucleus and with a
bottom-heavy grouping of least-able students had higher delinquency
rates. Ironically, although student outcome was associated with
balance at intake, "it did NOT appear to have any comparable influence
on school functioning as reflected in our school process measures.“3

8. The importance of balance at time of intake was most
noticeéb]e with regard to delinquency and least important in observed
school and classroom behavior.

9. There appeared to be a cumulative effect of the various

social factors, which was greater than the effect of any one of the

process variables separately. Also, "the individual actions or

2Ibid., p. 178. 31bid., p. 179.
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measures may combine to create a particular ETHOS, or set of values,
attitudes and behaviors which will become characteristic of the
schools as a whole."?
10. The totality of these findings indicated, at least in
part, a causal process between school process and school outcome.
“To an appreciable extent children's behavior and attitudes are shaped
and influenced by their experiences at school and, in particular, by
the qualities of the school as a social institution."5
The claims made by Rutter and his associates are far-reaching,
laying at the feet of educators a responsibility for the education and
socialization of virtually all youngsters, regardless of their non-
school background. Essentially, Rutter et al. said that the expec-
tations and behavior of school personnel, coupled with the practices
and procedures of doing business, significantly influence student
outcomes--perhaps more significantly than the nonschool experiences
of the youngsters. The magnitude of these implications necessitates
closer scrutiny of the research itself. The following discussion is

an overview of what the authors referred to as "school outcomes,"

followed by the associations of these outcomes with "school processes."

Background Information

Rutter and his colleagues used standardized group tests to
obtain information on student intellectual level and reading attainment.

The tests they used were the National Foundation for Educational

Ibid. SIbid.
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Research (NFER) test NV 5 and NFER reading tests SRA.6 In 1970,
Rutter et al. also administered a questionnaire to all teachers in one
inner-London borough. (This was the Isle of Wight survey, modified

in 1970 as the Isle of Wight--Inner London comparative study.) The
survey dealt with all children ten years of age who were finishing
their primary-school experience and would transfer to secondary

school in September 1971. Through this questionnaire the researchers
obtained an assessment of the then-current behaviors of the chi]dren.7

Approximately two-thirds of the youngsters in the study went
on to 20 nonselective schools in South London. A1l the students were
retested (and teachers surveyed with the same questionnaire) in 1974,
when the students were 14 years of age.

Because the study was concerned with school effects, a cohort
approach was developed. The total population equaled 3,485: 1,998
students from adjacent boroughs and 1,487 cohort students. Al1 the
students were given identical tests and questionnaires. No signifi-
cant differences were found between the two subpopu]ations.8

However, immense differences in terms of behavior problems
were found between secondary schools with similar intake populations.
For example, one school took in 65 children, 30.8 percent of whom had

behavior problems, as indicated on the primary teachers' questionnaire.

®Ibid., p. 23.

7Ibid., p. 24. A more extensive dialogue regarding the legiti-
macy and validity of this instrument may be found in M. Rutter,
Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 8 (1967): 1-11; and M. Rutter,
J. Tizard and K. Whitmore, eds., Education, Health and Behavior (London:
Longmans, 1970).

8

Ibid., p. 25.
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A second school took in 50 children, 34.0 percent with behavior prob-
lems. Yet, four years later, teachers indicated that 9.2 percent of
the cohort students in the first school were having behavior problems,
whereas 48.0 percent of the cohort youths in the second school were
exhibiting behavioral difficulties. In other words, at least in
terms of perceived behavioral difficulties, there existed "a FIVE-FOLD
difference between the schools."9
Given this preliminary finding, the researchers focused on
individual school effects and limited their study to 12 schools that
were similar to the original 20 in terms of size, church assistance,
demographics, single sex or coed, and so on.]0 The authors identified
different school outcomes in four areas: attendance, student behavior,

delinquency, and academic attainment. Specific findings in these four

areas are discussed in the following section.

School Outcomes

Attendance.--The authors looked at attendance of all the fifth-
year students within the 12 subject schools for 20 days: two weeks in
September and another two weeks in February. They found that the

n The

average attendance per school ranged from 12.8 to 17.3 days.
analysis of variance showed students' verbal reasoning (VR) band at
ten years of age and parental occupation to be associated with attend-
ance in the students' fifth year. The investigators also found a
strong relationship between attendance and the school the students

att:ended.]2

9 10 12

Ibid., p. 27. Ibid., p. 28. ]]Ibid., p. 67. Ibid.
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The authors proceeded to perform an analysis of variance to
identify the main effect of variables relevant to attendance. By
following a hierarchical approach, putting the school variable in last,
they identified the effect of the school variable on attendance. To
control for intake differences between schools, they used only those
students in the middle VR band (N = 1,262 students--50 percent of the
students at the fifth-year level).

The classification of parental occupation was based on the
Registrar General's five categories, which were then collapsed into
three all-inclusive categories. These were: 1--professional, mana-
gerial, and skilled nonmanual; 2--skilled manual; and 3--semi-skilled
manual and unskilled or unemployed.

Rutter et al. found that parental occupation did have a mild
effect on students' attendance in the fifth year (F = 3.92; df = 2,

p = .02). But a much greater effect on attendance was found when the
school variable was analyzed (F = 4.18; df = 11, p = .00])."3 "Thus
when the analysis was restricted to pupils of similar ability and when
the effects of parental occupation had been taken into account, there
were still substantial and statistically significant differences
between schoo'ls.“]4

As an alternative measure, the authors also looked at just
the very poor attenders. They defined very poor attendance as less
than 8 out of 20 possible days. According to Rutter and his asso-

ciates, "the proportion of poor attenders in each school varied from

Bibid., p. 238. 141bid., p. 69.
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5.7 percent to 25.9 percent, and as might be expected there was a
very high correlation (rs = .93) between a school's rank position on
this measure and its position on the mean attendance measure already
descr'ibed."]5
The investigators also examined attendance by age level.
Generally, they found a drop in attendance from first year to thi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>