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| MEASURING VICTIRIZATION

' ABSTRACT

éépdrts.bQ'students and teacners of their oxpefiences of
[person&l vﬁctglizatﬁon are wsaed to exa-ane the leanlng and
distrabution of rates of victnmazation in 3 nationai saapie

of 6&2 pubiic }untor and seniof hxgh schoois.' This research

. =integfat@s data from several sources. questionnaire vas-'

_ponses by the schools° principalse teachersv and students.
~student nntervleus.-and infor-ation about the coasunity in
'~uhich the schoo! xs ﬂocated derived froa the 1970 cenSUSe 
Aggregate data characterizing schools are used to @xa@lne
.correlates of varlous kands of ulctaaization in schools.
IYhe vesults i&ply that victnmazataon as baest regard@d as
wuitﬁdé@enszunase and that different diaenséons have diffe-:
rent soufceSo vsctaalzutéon Feports by black and whita
aachers and stuaentso -and -ane and female studentSe appear
%o ﬂeasure dtfferent phenomenav and, these ph@nmmena are
!xnked to dnfferent school and cogauntty characterﬁstiCSo
Heaswves of aff!uence and the schools° academic orientatﬁon
ara posstavely related to teachers° reports of victﬁ-iza-'
tione but aegatzve?y related to szudents' reporﬁs of victém-‘
szatﬁon (an the form uf tnafte for. examp!e)o‘

So&@ fﬁrdings of earlier ressarch using . wnidﬁmensionai
vnctﬁeizatlon ﬁeasures uere uphe!d in this aore: thovoughgo-A.
ﬁng ana!ysé50> The soundness of a school”s adainlstraeion--
indaned by report' oF teacher—admtnxstratton cooperatnonori‘
fe&rness and ciarnty of the schooi“s rulese and stud@nt

&ttycnaent,to»ghg.schoo!--is negativeﬁy relatad to teaCNar







HEASURING VICTIHIZATION
itregardless of race) and b‘ack student victialzation rates.

Tnls research accovds sith ear!ier resaarcho practical

experﬁenceo and revieus i-plying that schoo! adainistrative

, practaces contrnbute to the levels of dtsruptaon schoo!s

euperience' despite - host of’ indxvidual Ievel and. co-aunnty" : ' '-f; g
inf!uences on school'disruptiono Sose guzzles for future ‘ -

‘research are alscussads
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SURING VICTIMIZATION.

ﬁEASURINu VIC(!WIZATIEN AND THE &EPL&MAT!ON

OF SCHODL DI'RUPTIO%

Slnce 1974 the Ga\lup organization has 2sked the pub!iu.
about izs attttudes toward the schools. The percentaga of
1{§espondents in the annua? surveys gSving tha schoo?s an AT
'"rating decllned fro- 18 to ez between 197§ and L&«Q (Gg‘vupor
1979o p. 35).' Xn ‘the -ost recent survay of aaerﬁca's tsan-I'
 agerso onlv 98 give. the schools an »i rating (Bahner. 19800
 p. 106‘- Rn ten out of the e‘even surveys of adu\zso lack of
.'discﬁpﬁéna tops the 1ist of the -ost serfous oroblicms sean'
 as facang the schools. ‘and ovar half of the teenagars. say
thae students creating disturbances tn c“a53 Zrd theft of
parsonal property are “very big® or “faarly big” probﬁc-s in.

: their's;hoolsw(aahn@rv 19609 pe 107)0

- e ——

¥e arg gratoful to Cor oY uaﬁnreéch whose hard uork and
talent made computing at CSOS possible. He are algso grate-
ful for the ccoperation of hundreds of principals and thou-
‘sards Of teachers and students who @made this research possi-
blee and For the diligont offorts of natiomal Institute of
Education (NIE) steff uhe couduceed the Safe Schoc? Studyo
The deta used (n this ressarch were aade availadie by the
<Kneer°Univarsﬁty Censortium for Political and Soctal
Rescarche Tha dets were oréiginsliy collected by the :
Research Trisngle Institute cn behaif of NIE. Neither thae
orfiginal scurce nov the Consortius bear any responsibility
for the enalysis or interpretation presanted herac This
‘resoarch was supported im part by Grant Ro« NIE- G-80-0213.
Opﬁnﬁons onpressed do not nacessarily refiect the posltnon-\
or policy of NIEe and no of fFicial endorsement by the xn'ts-
tue@ showad ta snf@rreﬁo

| 12.-







'-én a dlsruptive environmenco about the safaty of teachers

- Page z ,?jf:; : _‘ 'i:T_ -."} L neasuaxnc vicrxnszrxou L

These pub\ﬂc parceptions are fostered by and reflected ln

natnonal aedla atteﬂtion (”City Schoo!s In crasi5o° 1971.
“Hign Schools undet Fireo“ 197?' “Help! Veacher Can°t

-Teach'“ 1980.'"ahae Xids Do to Schoo\t and ahat Schools 0o

to KidSO“ 1978)o They are . a!so ref!ected nn Conqrassional
Hﬁsrlngs whera Lostiaony creacns the l-age of - eajor prob‘eas
’ uxthtn the - schoo's (U.So Senateo Coamlttee cn: the Jud!claryo
19757-1916. U.S. House of Reprasantattvesv Subcomaittee on
E!esentaryo Secondary' and Vocational Educationo 1980)o The

’typzca! concerns are about hou noi\ eﬂucation can cake placea

and scudents» about ﬂnturpersonai reiacions in desegregated

‘SCHOOESO and about the costs of schoo! vandavtsae

Te chers exper:ence 3 variety of . indagnities in schuols
rangang fro- rare but seracus offenseSo such as rape or ser-
fous assau!te to frequent and pervasive ex nences of ver-v

ba! abuseo Yhe percentages of ceachers ezperienclng severai

knnds of persona! vncti-azacion in scnools in -ajor aetro-

polxcan and rura! 3reas in a typical Iaﬂth are dtsplayad‘xn

anure l (based on unpublished tabulacions from the Matnona\

Insc!tute of Educatnon's safe: School Study). For most types
'4:of teacher victxmézationa \owest races are found nn rural
schoolse fO“Ohed by suburban and then saall cncy schooﬂc.
’:htghest races are Found ln schec!s in. lajor catieso Alt-
hcugh e;pertences oF serloms viccn-tzatéons are evatively
rare an 3 propartaonate senseo so aany teacherS'uqu;in-the

nation's publxc schools that in’ a typir al montnzanféscjmazeg,.'fl'

zgj”

“
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"'6.000 junior or}senior high school teachersvexpertenco at

4:least one robberv.vlzaoooo have sonething uorth aore than
fsx.oo stolen. and 59200 are pnys!cal!y attacked. Other
hytvpes of. zndignstles are experienced nore frequantiv- ,383'5rﬁt& ff;;:h?
of Junior or sen‘or hth school teachers report that stu-‘ | |
‘dents Suore or. -ado obscone gostures at them in a typical
aontho 123 report that a student threatened ‘to hurt theao
and an equal percent report hesatating to confront -lsbehav; f
';f‘“g student\ for fear of their own safstv. : _ll»
An adds?ional uav to put tha vucti-lzatlon of teachers {f'

"
“ﬂ\O perspectlve is to examine the proportions of victlmlza-‘

tion for various serlous crimes in school. The vast QBJOY-ﬁf
'ity;6f'crimeswagainst'teachers involvevtheft (larceny with="
out contacto 193);' Other c-laes are experienred less ]
1frequent|y. simple assau‘c (1123. aggravated assau!t (Tz)e
trobbery (2239 iarceny untn contact (IZ)o and rape (nearlv
03) (Hcoerraotto 1917)°<1> S

Students euperaence 3 simliar range of indngnitles.

Rapes and sernous assaults -oCCur. so rare?y thatwobtalnfng

reasonab!y prec;se esti-ates of their frequency or distribu-.
Jtion is nearly i-possuble.- Figure 2 shows - nnforaatnon about
studont vuctilﬁzat(ons which corresponds to tne Figure 1
informatﬁon for teacherso Student vlcta@izations appear
f!oss concentrated in blg ctty schools than do teacher vlc-'
:tlmﬂzatnons-—about the same proportion ezperlence attacks in

the suburban schoo%s as !n ths big city schOOISo for eza--

1s. Yna percentages reported in. tnls paragraph -are based on
‘Census Bureau-LEAA surveys conducted in 26 citiese ®©Teach-.
" ers® includes adainistrators as mo!l as classroon teachers 2
in this paragraph. LT

. |
L L

Na







Figgrc 1
f:;Petcentage df Teaéhgra Reporting'Varicua'Event
(typical month, source:. NIE, 1977)

Physical attacks

Ro Sed--any amount
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'ple. Evldence in th@ Safo SCNooi Study report (Natlona!
.Instltute of Educattcﬂv l9‘8o Che 3)9 ﬁmplies that boys are

‘ victlsized ﬁuch aora enan are glrlso and that boys are usu-
a!iv:vl;tiaizgdvby,poyg and girls by girlse.

In ihérté-tﬁé.éybicai eapar(ence of ﬁ@rsonal_viceimiza-

tion in schools ls of a -inor incad@nt. Serﬁous victaaiza-

tions-ara rara.  eut the frequamcy of -inor victi-!zations
‘_and indignitles. and pubiic and studant oplnion aboue schoo!
disordero i-piy that thase kﬂnds of vlcelmlzatlons are -a;or

‘-sccial probiaas.i'

.._zi.g.-agﬁge,s.

Our. aaritef research on the corre?at@s and ceuses of
schoo! disruptlon (Bottfredsen 8 Daigare l97$)e and the
Hmtionai lﬁstitut@ of Education research: (NxEc :078)9 has
exasined the correletes of rates »f ®violVence® in schoolso

NXE used K coaposﬁt@ of the p@rcentage of stwd@nts robbsd

and the percentage at'acked in the past aonth 8% its "E3SUTE
‘of vﬁo!ence {NIEo 19783¢ Append(x A,o: Our research (nvolved
an anamﬁnation of the corr@tetss of two scaieso-one measur-
lng tsachar vnczialzation and the oth@r @@asurﬁng student |
vﬁctla!zatio« (Gottfredson [ 4 Daigero 19799 Ch. 6;. Our ear-
: ?i@v research é@pl!ed that r@tes o? wﬁctlaﬁzatﬂcn in scnools
are stfongﬁy r@iatmd o the characteristics of the coamunlty:

wichin uhﬁch the schoons are !ocatede and that school gover-;

nance and climate also. appear ioportant in ﬂ@&@r@intng rages i  '.,;~“'3

of "ﬁcfsnlzatﬂon.
‘The pracise aganings cf the aar?ier researchv houeverv

are depandeﬁt ugon cur understamding of tha nature of the

?7-







IATZATION:

EASURTHG, VECT

Figure 2

a Percentage of Students Reporting Various Events . o }
(typical mon:h, source: - NiE, 1977, student interviews) o s

Physical attucks

big city _V' . ‘ ' . - rural

(Note.‘ Rates are lowest in small cities--O 92--and highest in suburbs--
2.4%. ~About 0,1% experience an injury serious enough to result in a
doctor vigit. )

Robbed--any amount

. 0.97 ' - —— 0.62
. blg city o : » o -~ rural - S
“[i}f(Nq;e:t only 0.1% tobbed of $l or mote) (Note: only 0.1% robbed of Sl or: more) “_.>,55wi
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‘ :?igure’ '?_. (:.clo'nt;inqe_d)r'_'

Thefts of $1 or more
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‘ 'victlsféati§hvmeéiurés- Several ccnsadmratnons l-ply that -
this issus requires Bovre. carefu? scrutiny.
Flrsto the vlctlaﬁzataon data co!lect@d in dlfferen\ uays
ln the Safe School Study resuited in: discrepant BE3SUFeS - of
]the abso\ute Bevels of v&ctuanzatioa in schools (NIEo Vo\uae
29 Appendlx-C). :YheAstudgnt quastﬁonnanre-@athmd generally

_t‘roduced much higher estimates than the student interviewe

N

Forftgééhéré tﬁéfd(strépéhqtes‘usrevSQQBEar or not rél(;bla

fof the aorelser!oys.iﬁctdentsqabut wére'feliabié ahd‘siieé'
Qséblé Fdé'thé minor“inéﬁdemts (ioe.v théfts of uhaaf.sxo»a

H .Ths NIE. repovt (19779 Pe 27) states thate although the !ev-

’eig of victiaazation davived froa question1aire and tnter—.
'_corrsspond AOre@ cvesaﬁy. This stateaent suggests that rae

two kxnds of measures ccrre!ate highly with esach othere ait-

hough the ev&daace to support this conc!usion is not pre-
 sented. Ca;g?u! examination qf~th® correlatﬁonsvaaong-aea-'

'Sufes of vittémizatldn-based on alternative sburces‘df o
lnfor-ation is required. . | ‘

' Seconde -easures of scnooi.vical-izatéon fevels . derived
-from students show Tow (posa'ave) correiattons mith othar’
eeaewves of schooi dﬁsruptlon ‘eveiso Spe:xfﬁcaﬁlyv-ﬂeveﬂs
3deréead from aggregatad teachar vﬁctﬁ@ization reports ov'
prlncapav ratsngs of ehe serﬁousness of schooa theft. van-

1.da%is-a and attacks Shou onny Tou corralazions with stwdent
- victimtzation r@ports (Gotefrodson & Daigere 1979). fhese
- »corr@iatﬁonSe uhlich are much s-aﬂler than the re!aablﬂities

.of the teacher and studant vﬁctﬁ-izatécn a&asuv.s; iapiy
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that different things are being measuredv and that the aean-
"tng of dﬁfferent aQasures of sckool dlsruption -ay be

aarked!y differento

-disbéfSte rétes of vic-

?htrde bovs and g!r!s exper

tﬁ@izatﬁon. The percentaga o? boys attacked is 2.6 tiaes

'raater than g!rls accardlng to the‘atwd@nt guestionnaire

’ reporcSo and 293 taaes greatef accufding toe the lntarviem

"mdatao and results for robbafies are a‘so disparate {NIE,
1976. p. 100)9' Rates for boys ard - giris Bay vary ﬂn si-ilar
'ways across schooiso or they -ay noe. This ﬁssug,requires

“scrutiny.<2>

Faurthé ﬂespiéa some exasination of cross-race victimiza-

tion expariences in the NIE (1978) repoerte no thorpughgoiﬁg:

o - attesmpt to examine. black and white sckool victimization

i‘A:f B rates has 9et been made. Because of the central importance

" of race in Amaerican societys and b@cause of concern about

the quality of social interaction in desegrégateé schoolse
ie.is iaporféntvto know: if a single ecoiogicai @easure ade-
‘quately represents the enperience of both blacks and uhutes
in schoolso‘

Flnalivé.sevéra\ coémuniﬁy*éﬁd s¢hoolvcharéttérls£ics
gpe}centage_nbanhiteo prosortion of faoilies on welfaras
lahd ieécﬁer»and principal estaaétgs of stud@nt abivity) that
ére cﬂoséiy iﬂn&ed to school racia%bcoéposit!on_ars among -
the ht§NQ$t correiates of studema victimization rat@s.‘ It

is: not cﬁear why this pattern elergasq and iec is 2 trouble-

2o The poss!bi!aty that poo!ung boys® and glvis° roports in
creating aggoregate~ievel mesasures of victimization may :
craate unciear criterion moasures was suggested by Jackson
Yoby én pevsonaﬁ :o@munﬁcatiGNe ‘




N .
» ;
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sose. and dlffncuit result to understand- Do students in.
pfedoainantly black schools real\y vtctialze teachers more

than do students in schools wnich are predominantly uhite?

"'-If 509 mhy do the students not also infora us - of aore vac—?

-tamazatuon? Kt is possable tnat poor measurement of the
student vacti@ experiences accoant for the pattern of -
resu!ts. Alternatnvelyo uhxte teachers aay in certain cir-

‘1cumstances perce!ve certaxn oenavaor as more offensnve uhen

performed by a bVack than the same benavior performed by a

“ohitee‘ Duncan (1976) has presented evndence tnat this klﬂd
of d\fferentla\ perceptton us possible. ‘and -he prov:des 3’

4theoretacal account of hou the 158 of categoo;;sAor oersonal

”tonstructs (Kal!yg 1955) -ay be involved in the generataon

of storeotvped porcept:onso Those aiternatnve explanatnons

require examinatione

Researcn. Quesgions

One purpose of the oresent reseatch as to euamlne the
4ro!uaoilaty and construct va\ldnty of several potentia! nea-
sures of sch001 disruptnon availab!e in the Safe Schoo] Stu-
-‘dy s'datao. Yho psythoaetrlc propert:es and degree of con-
worgence of vacti- reportSo aggregat@d saparately by race.
'and sexe are axaanned.l Andeo’ neasuves based.on-nntervneu<and
.'questnonnaQrewdata are euannnad to deteralne dhether they
.showitha sa&é‘pottotno of correlations across schoo‘s. Auv
sooond pu}ooso of‘this research is‘to explore soao_oonse-
_quonces of thernatéve victa-xzatnon aeasures for the sub-

~stantava interpretation of resaarch resu!ts in the exp‘ana-"

“tgqn of schooﬂndlsruggion.




. . - . . - . . - v
'
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Egghods--cenerai Ovegzieu

l@

Data - |
' !nfor-atton used ®as%s co!iected in 1976 feom a natidhal
.éampie of 662 pubiﬁc secondafy schools as part of NIE’s
{L978) Safe Schoo! Studye - Specsf&caliyc use -1 aade of
- questionnatre an& ﬁn%arvﬁéa datea proVided by princlpaISv
teacherSo and students nn phase Il of that study (seé NiEv
19789 Voﬂo 2)e of student lntevvleu datao and of 1980 census
data about the coamunitnes wicthin which the schools were ‘
Focated.<3> Prﬁnciua\ questsonnaires wvare available for 523
schoolsye ta&cher questionnaires for 623 schoalso student
questaonnaires for 621 schooISo studant f-.terviews for»bls
IQChOO‘Sp and census data for 662 schooliso Response ra:eQ
for the questionnaire and intervi@w data used are snduﬁ'aﬁ
Tabie le For teachers and studentse partacnpants 2% a per-
centage of elngébﬂe persons sre shoun; for prancﬁpalsv nar-
ticipants as a percentaae of scnoo!s |n the saople are .
snoun; T
the Safe Schaol Study employed éICOmpIeu sampling design .
that would enable nationally representative,estiaéées‘with
appfopvaate uaightﬁng had partﬁcipaﬁioh rates besn 1002;
Due to extenséve nonresponSeo howevers such welghtﬁng uould
‘not resuit in a truly representaeive sample--biases of an

unknown nature would be presente ~ Our research uses

30 No use was aads of the incidant reports becawse those
date were collectad in such 3 way chot it Is impossible to.
éoteraine whether 3 school expefﬂenced no fincidents or siG-
ply fatlied to send im the reporte and too few teacher tele-
phone interviows were conducted to enable usaful school-
Teve!l @nalvses. o

iy
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Tablio 1

Response Ratws for Qsestionnaises and
. Interviews in the Study

Ay e - e W e T o - S A Oh e €D D SR P R D P ED D A D CD W WPl SR GRS WY TR .

e , , ‘ o ' Responsa A¥ge nOo
Instrument . rate per school
: - - a : : .
Principal questionnaire 73 . _ ' 1

VTeacher questionnaire = . 76 - ' 37
Studan; qu@stiohnaﬁré - 81 ; &9

g

' Student intorview . = 83 BN 10

a T S |
S 623 of 851 schools in the sampiee Of participating schools
SN {6%2) the response is 97%. - :

.
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MEASURING VICTINIZATION
uneefghted daiao Fow detalls of the sample design sse
Voiuae 2 of the HIE (19?8) reoorto

Nost of tha -easures used in tha pr@sent resaarch were

deve%éped ear!éer by Go;tfradson ana Oaiger (19?9po Thase

éeasures are scai&s~that ueré"davaiobéd after Conéuﬂting

factor analyses of various domaéns of coaaunﬁtyo schoo‘o and

vstudentry characterlstscﬁe’ All are schoo! level Baasures

based on aggr@gate datas They were desagned to represent

.*he Fo!ﬁounng doaaing of schoo\ cnafacteristics- (a) :onmu—.

n:ty environaen?e (D) schooi caapas:taonal characterlstncs :

“which are largety beyond the control of tha schooﬁ. (c)

school sizao staffings and resource3oand (d) schoo\ soc:al

orqanazataonal characterﬁstncs incluuing govwfnancso educa-

téonai c!-aateo and socaal ciamatee Readers are encouraged

- to consult ouv earﬁu@r report fav a descraataon of the R

éeveiopaent and pfyche@atrﬁc properties of thesa @easureso

and for dofum@ﬂtatéow of thn iten content of each scabeo

——— i e - - o o o

auv anaiyses are conducked at the schaol Beve.e tndivi-
dual- ieve% dats are alanSo as a first stepo agg(egated to

the school ieve? before any further analyses nra;parfornedo‘

‘H@ fccus on schooﬂ to-schooa variatnon in rates of disrup-

ticn and att@ept to specify cnaracteras&ics of schoo“s that‘

src related to these 8&&@59‘ Thﬁs focus accords witn the’

human  ecoiogy tradgtiod (Hauiayo‘1950) in treatﬂng<schqo!sé—
not :ndnvidua!%--és tnalbbfects of inteiesta Oﬁr,ﬁphcerh

hare is with schools as human aggregates rather than as.. set-

t:ngs unera ﬁndéviduai leval gracesses are p‘dved oute

-

)
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Maturaliys many of our,results:raisé interesting questions

~ for resaarchers wfth'aerGUEtioniseic bcnt‘ﬁho-éay wish to

pursu§ research and theory at a lowver tavelsy but iapltica~

tions of the research renorted here for individual procésses,*,;fi

are 2mbiguous (Robinsone 1950. aOV@ t HughGSo 1980) and we

‘do not dt‘ectly address themo

Sthool effects rssearcherS'aré’frequent|y conﬁernea with
the extent  to which variatlon ousarved at the school lavel
can bes “enplalned“ by aggragated tnaivlduai lavel processeso
They might try to decompose the effects of scnmoi fevel
pfedictorsAon rates_oﬁ disruptian int0‘°coepos§tional“
ef fects and 1contextu$] effects.® Compositional effects are

due to group-ie&el consed@entes of individual-tevel pro-

‘cesses and ars observed simply bDecauss students are nol

placed in stnools according to & random processe For ins-

tanca: [fe at the individual lavels censorting with proso-

cial otnherrs and receiving good grades reduce one®s chence of

being victimizede then we would expect schools with high

. proportions qf pvosocia!'others and students who“r@ceivé

hiqh;grs&és.to have lower ratos of vﬁctﬁaizétiong -This t?peﬂ
of school effect would be vegarded by some as an aggregéted
lnﬁividuai-ievei procass faﬁhef than as 2 true scnoof-!evei
processo | |

It {s desirsble to decoébose’réqressipn coafficients knto
thedir cospeslﬁional and contextual co@ponants>if the objec—_:
tive is to obtain estimates of the impact of the socla!l
seructwre on gndgviggglg that are ot confounded by the
aggregate attributes of individuals—-&ttrnbutes uh{ch are

- ;)r_ﬂ’
~ U
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 férger.beypﬁdvt5e control of'tng_schooﬂ (Fi?ebaugh&’le?)o
'éecause'ue Sr@ euaéinﬁng oaly-bgtuaea—school véfﬁetian{.such
an adjust-ent is unnecassarv. | .

. Qne -sght also be énciined to decc@pose the schco!-l@vei
wregression coaffﬁcﬁeﬂts lf ona were interestad on!v in thosae
Qchevactertstecs of the school whose betusen scnoo!s varia-
lftéen coaid not be exphanned by aggr@gated {ndividual- ievel
thpr¢cessesa  He do not define school affac&s in thls waye
”.ﬁany aggragate tndivtdwa! charactarssaﬂcs car lndaad be
fsnfluenced bv changes in. scnool poiﬁcias and should not be
f’adjusted out of the ana!ysese For exaepleoﬁschools uhose
?students beiﬂeve in convemt;onai socia! ru!ms and fael in
fcontzoi of their destiﬁies ezperlance Fess dlsruptﬁon (Gott-
' fvedson 3 Daigerv k979)o. Altnamah tnis observation &ay
| !Wustrate 3 ccsposgtéonal gather than a contextua! effects
“tﬂ@ dnstinction is Arre!ewemt §if schools can soaehmw alter
thear studenﬁs° Yev@!s uF betief ir convantaonal rules and
4feeﬁ§nqs of controio. &n observed ra‘ataon betwean these
@gqregatec individwa% cnaracterustﬁcs and schoo! disruptﬁon
.nould,proetde evidence that attespts to reduce disruption |
Veve‘s shouid focus on aiter{ng thase characteristics. - The
purpose of our prograa of research is eo uncovef such possi-v
‘ble %aw&s betme@n dﬁsruptuon and schaoi charactersstECSo
feqafd\ess of whethar tne Jink is due to mtrue" schooi !eveﬂ

srecess&s or aggreqate nndividwaﬂ -tevel Q70C353e$e
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.A"Q.!§§§

anaiysas are of seveva% typ95e The v!ctiéiiatiqa 282~
‘*isut@s deveioped.in_our aarlier research (Gottfredson ¢
-Oéiga(; 19799 Che 6} are supplemented by developing ceveral
neu indemes. The repbrts'of parsena?'wictimﬁtation from the
‘student int@?vieus afe aggregatad to tha school “&VB‘Q .Iﬁ
 addltnone the teach@r and stuaeme questamnnaira reports‘of
” personaB vlctisazation ara aggragated separately for maies
'“and feﬁateSo andt for biacks and whitese The corre\ations”

- among various scales intended te =2asure school victimiza~

‘*,_tson are exaaln@do and their rm!ﬁabﬁ!éttes est!matedo<#> As

iAone way of deteranning whather tha var fiocus aeasures appear

:~to ve measuring only ths same canstructv disattonqated cor-‘
- ‘raiations afe»campﬁted for ;ertéin scalese<5> fhe patterns |
‘of corralation eflsoae alternative @easuvés of victimization

with variables found to correlate with toacher or student

victimization in earlier resesrch are atso exasineds

- &e Scaies were constructed by sumaing standard scores fov
‘the aggregated items of which they are composede Because
‘ftem variances equal onae the reliability’ coefficients are
‘@stimatad by

2 _ I (1~ _T)
Prx ™~L o§
where f is the nhnbee>of iteas in the scale.

'§, Siearmsan®s correction for unrsiiablity was used to esti-
- mate the correlation between hypothetical true scorese

o _pr‘z-".“
TxlT’_‘z pTxle. Pszxg |

:1.',' iy

«)
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Finalliye the ia@ortance of alternative; easureaant Rodel s

for atteapts to undarstand and exp!aﬁn schooi dls?upeton are

explored using cenfﬁraa&ory factor analysis in the coneent
‘of linear structural aquatlon @odels of wictﬁlﬁzati@n'

{(JBreskog & SErbo-e 1?78)¢<6> In th@ final part of - the

researcne @artﬁer enploratorv f&ctor analyses. guﬁdad the

A,speciftzavfbn of 3 mEIsUremant aodei for school chafaceerés-

titse' First onsvand than another measuremsent sodel for

school vﬁ;tiaizatién is sbacif!ad'and the}éléermatﬁv@ eodal s

- compared with respect io'their fie to the datae .Thts exaai-

nation of mode‘s with different assu@ptions about the under-— .

VTying structure of victimization {9 éntamded to (a» deter-f

. mine whether tha data accord with the assuapteon tha; schooi

.

victiaﬁzation is & unatary constvuct that may be enptaﬁned

by @ single expianatory modele and (b} provide insight into

‘the ways major dimensions of scicol environments are related

to schosl victimizations

Results

‘student _ !ntervlew Neasu;as

As noted eariiere few student antervaews wers conducted

per scnoola In junior hﬁgh schaols» the number ranged from

‘7T ¢o L7 emean =2 109719 and in senior N!gn scnOoBs tne nusber

jranged from Z to 17 (@ean = 9.6)o These s@all W's imply

tha§ scnooiQVevei aggregates are likely to have VYouw reli-

abilitye Furthersores the nuabaer of students interviewed

‘par scheool is not independent of saveral school characteris-

.

60 Specifilc d@téi!s of tne metnbd-appear at the appropr iate
place later in this reporte , 91) : I
. : : . & U

e
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RiCBo Sone covre!aees of the nuaber mf ?;udents intorviewed
with s@‘vwral scho’oi cn‘ar@ctm’&suca o7 homn l_n ?éb#e '_2
{so@ Gottfrédsow € Dalgere 1979e¢ for a/dsécrtption of the
other vartabies !n the tabtaje Taken tog@therw the éorreﬁa—
tions shoun harm sugqest that Rera Lmtarviaus Wero conductad
in schoo%s that 83y be fagaraed 2% more pieasart places to
coﬁdqct intervieuse This ‘would introduce so@s naas into
these datae |

The cérré%étlons {not showni'amﬁhg the aggregated itees
from thz student interwﬁeas are genmre!ly qu!te fowe
'Nevarthaiess ua at‘aaptnd to craate a - scale by adding
%ogether the standard scor@s for the follouing aggr@gated
%tudane interviaws vicgimization éteaso (a) ln {the last two
aontne§ dad anyona Forca you to hand ovar aoney or things
or from schools of 8t & school event h@iﬂ off school -
grounds? (b} In {the last two ponths} did anyane taka maney
or than;s worth a dollar or more directiy from you by forceaes
wgaponse oOF threats uhile Yyou were at schoo%o going to or
from schoole or at a_schos? event hald off scheol grounds?
(é% in the saae 2 ﬁoﬂﬁhso did anyone*?R? te taks anything
digecely from you by forceo waaaonss or throats mﬁthaut_sac-
ceeding while you were at schoole Qoﬁﬁé.eo or from schoole
o¢ at s school @vént held off school g;dunds? (4} Other
than the incid@nts o1 have a%v@ady tatked &bowﬁe dia amyone
attack you phva&cally and hurt you in {the last tuo sonths)
while you ware at schooio going to or froa schcote or ;t

school evants hetd off_scnéo?‘grounds? ' {8) Bther than the

"
S0
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Tablte 7

Correlations of Number of Stmdehts Interviewed with -
Other School Charactrristics for Junior and -
: Senior High Schools

Schoot Chavactqrsstic . Junior Sen!ér
Iapoveraéned_aﬂd disorganizéd community -04 . =19%9
Affluents educated comaunity | 132 09
vparcentagp'stud@ntsthlta | 10 - 2388
Parental SES and sal f-roported éb!!ity 13 03
Secial and educational disadvantage -0% .-2000
‘percentaqge of teachers mhiie 13¢ 1856
Number of di Fferent students taught 14¢ 06
school attachsent , | " 1ees 00
Good race relations ~ 18es 00
fﬁéan grade poﬁnz average o 18¢% - 02
Toacher victimization _ - - 01 -16%e
student victimtzation (questionmaére)- =06 -15#“

Notgo pecimals omittade N's for junior highs range from
256-307 schoolse. = For senior highse MN°s range from 2564-311
scheol se : ' :

99(«»05
a8ple0l

°1
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'_lncﬁdents we have already talked aboute did anvone er to> 
.atteck you physlcaily uﬁtnout succeaeding in {the last two |
'.aonths} while you were at schoo!o golng to or froe schooi.'
or at 3 school event haid of f schoo}~grounds? (f) In {the
f"A\aﬁt twu‘aonths] dld'ényoneisteai énything of yours from

_ your desks lockere or other piace at school?

Student_and T-és.h £ Qu i&igﬂ!‘.éi Measyres
.Scales were ‘also created by aggregating the student ques-
tionnatire andlte§cher questiocnnatre victimization iteas
sebarate‘v'fof males and'féaalééq énd‘biaﬁks'and'uh!téso‘
 Th§se ag;regétes uéré ugéd to create student and teacher
véétiaizatlon:scales Lhat parall@!ed‘the scaies bui!t ea3r-
lier (Gottfradson & Oaigero 1979} +<7> That ise the sane
{tems were usedo but each scale oniy applies to the agqra-
qgated reports of white teacherse blatk teacherse and SO One
In additione beéagse‘aost victieization experiencéd by
teachers is :k(via"in nature {see Figufe 1)+ and because of
our concern that the teaches vicil~ization scales would
therefore be seasuring mostly nuicince events or ainor
lndégnitiasn scales measuring only serious teacher victiai-
T zation enperiences were also conscructede Onrly r~‘berv'
_ngpefto or phvsicél attack were includede<d> It is possibliee
o?'courSQ;'that many of tnese imcidents were atso re!ativgiy
aiﬁoro put zhis does exclude ths high frequency remarks. or
gestu?eso thféatéo and incidents where teachers feared for

th@if'safetyo-‘

Ye See page S50 of that reporte

_8o Rape uas S0 rare !t #3% not used as an ltemo
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cgvrm%eﬁaens aesnrg the aﬂternétlve moasuvres of | 7
'-v*ceﬁgézatlow T shawn in Yabla 3 for . jwnﬁoé (abové ths
-”‘&aaéonais and s@nﬂee (boiow) high sc%oalso Kota éh@t a@ny
"736 ‘the ontries. tn this tabie are paft-uhaﬁe cmrvevatﬁon--
-boys are o subset of ald seudontse: for ' exa@psme. '

?h@ stud@nt fnterviow @stl&at@s (m@t aggeegaeaa fof sub-
'gre@ps bacause of the seau% nu-bar of nntervﬁaws por school)
haa@ Yow of ﬁegligibﬂe .orre\atﬁon» e Lh tha othaf measwf35o~
A Even though tha studonts ﬁnteruisued ave a smbset of those
 r@spendsng ta th quastﬁennair@o the corvelataons between
'tna inteeuﬁeu~based and questlosnasreoeased @easures are
enly P14 and 30 for junicr aﬁd senaov h!gh schoalse Fespec—
ti.\;é‘ﬂ Ye _

'Gghsk correﬂattans in Tabie 3 arae of specﬁaﬁ iatereste -

- Howuaver @aésmvéde seud@mt and toachsr v&c@émﬂzatiaﬁ E038Ures
‘hove tow or nogligibie corre?atﬁcmso Black seudent vscgﬁaﬁ-'w
zation has posﬁeﬁve but timy. corvaﬁations with white student
fvﬂezﬁmﬁxatﬁOﬂo and boy5° viceinization cofre\ateﬁ only «%0 :
and 015 with giris® victilizazian in jwnﬁor and senior nigh
| schoo%sc resp@ctlvs%ye Tho corre%atlans of biack and white

_te&char wécté@iza&ﬁon are only ao&eretec,

Reiizbiiities |
" The Tab%e'a resuits aree of :ourseq ceeraﬁataonS'aaong
fatiivie measuveso The ﬁaasures are not perfsctﬁy raliablee

and corv&ﬁatﬁons tess than 100 ar@ ta be ernpectaede - Even

aﬁt@rnative ﬁaasuves of an idantﬁca! CORBLrUCt do not corfa-

A\ F-3 4] p@ffmct%y i€ thav tncorpovate @@asuvement errowo

aacause 831 of thess estéaates ar@ basad on saaﬂ? numbaas of 'i.‘f







Table 3

Cosrelacions Among Altarnative Meagures of Student and Teacher

Vicimtzation fov Juntor’ snd Senior High Schools

3
Studenéu — : Teachiers : . g
Quastionnafce . - All types : Scrious W
o . i Inter- . - C-
Group_and nethod . . All _Boys Girls Whites Blacks view All Mcn Women —Whites Blacks Hen “ywomen Ahites Blacks a ) ;
L S:\;dqnt questlénnaire ) ) ] : . ' z':\ N
ALl studentsl et et @t gt a2t 1™ B R U ¢ Sl LR <
Boys | - Tt - _40". ot ont ot ot o1t st o2 ont st et -0 a
Giels | | SR T L 2 n 1ttt ettt e 1 a* 26" -0 E%
“nites . . o ep™ sg* "t - [ 08 ™ 26" 29 B I VAl U CAa g
- Blacks IR TR U Ui 0 - 06 01 o0 03 o . -05 04 00 o7 . =02 EE
Student interview ) » - V . z
A students % 2" o 29" o - s ELLRRTLL T YO U at wt -0s
SR L s - " Teacher questtonnaire o | |
Co Includ{p; 1ndi§n1un ¢ ‘
" an o . R U - B U 2™ — et 9™ o™ e T T T
wen . e ™ oy 22 w02 w s e wtt e et w™ ee™ wt
voRen : PR VL TR U ol B L PR 10" 30t
g G mtees o ot oo 297 9™ et 8 - Wt et e g ™
: i#IV' 1;11  S e Blacks - . .i‘bi 1 os . 2™ o 06 51"t us* ™ Cagtt -t LI P LB T
: A Serious events only _ : ] ‘
Mem st o " e et o6 8™ a2t et ™ - w1 W
| omen L 1s* o8 o1 - 04 . 02 1™ 65t 3t 2 et 29*t 0™ -t s
Clbtrer T ;';~ ERPT R T SR U S (N T A BT T ol N S R R
mvacks o 16t 19" o0 20" -o1 oo 3t et st _zb;‘v AL " -

€2 ebeqd

‘ _'r:oc.. » Decimals ._sm_iued.” Correlationy abovae the d4-gonal eore for junior high achoo!ﬁ (N=203-311); _eorrelations below the diagohal )

afe for wentor high schoold" (H188-312):
L T p oS

e Y T IR
: - poe,0l
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teach@rs or stuaents; ésﬁéﬁﬂally f6f3$h° subgroup meIsuress
@easwrea@nt @rror pay @ graeate " | ‘ '
Reliabé%gty estﬁaatms are shown in Table %e ,None ara
:hEQhe ‘and some ‘are. Tows The eaﬁiab%@uttes of tng senior
:htgn school studant a@asares ars msualﬁy 1owar than fov jun-
rigg hagh schools (probably largeﬂy b@cause vﬁctnaszataon is
'%ass fr@qu@nt in saniov high schooﬂsv RIEo 197833 The r@i!-
ébﬁ\ity estx-ates ?07 the ﬁntarvﬁew-based m@asmres are Touwe.
Are?nablﬂities for’ biack tsacher vﬁctiaizatiom are modeste
_aﬂd-&he felxapﬁiitles of the serious teachar victéaization

measures ara also lowe

constr ¢ valfdity

One uay of ‘assessing u%sther tuo anternatﬁve aeasures are

ﬂ@@asufing the same iatent variables OF uhether they are én
-part aeaSurang rore than cne factore is to estimate zha cor-
re1ataoas between hypathatscan und@v%yﬁng true 5coreso
Classic “% Lrue score tﬁeorv pos&uﬁat@s zhat & scove.is equav
to the sum of two pafts--true score qnd ervoro The errof is
randoa and uncovre!ated with the - true scoreo‘ True scores

'ar@ systeaatiCo The true scora nodel {s usually written

Xi = T. + ei’

but it ns possib!e to think of the erue scoge as being com-
posed of @er@ than one undefivﬁng constvuct or factofe The .

pxﬁncﬂpal coapcﬂent @oda! can be srstten g
-X.-—Ea
T i j
This- eoael assu@es that 2 variadble may'be:composed of more

theén ong_trug score isﬁafed uith sther obsevved varﬂables)
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Table 4
Reliability Estimates for Victimization Measures
Junior high Senior high
Average ‘Average Number
persons persons vof
Gfou?‘and method alpha per school alpha per schoél items
Studen;'questionnai;e
All students - .78 53 .69 48 5
Boys - 70 26 .65 24 5
Girls ' a 7. 26 .56 24 5
Whites ' .73 | 35 .40 34 5
Blacks .59 10 .68 11 5
Student interview
All students ’ 46 0 11 .26 10 6
Teacher questionnaire
Including iﬁdignities
All - j .77 30 W75 0 46 7
Men - .69 14 : .71 25 7
Women : : .72 16 .73 21 7
Whites | 11 26 | .78 39 7
Blacks 63 6 .64 8 7
Serious events only
Men .45 14 .51 25 3
Women .40 16 .37 21 3
Whites : .54 26 i .51 39 3
.~ Blacks - 39 6 .42 8 3
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‘ and arroro unan the correlatiens betwaen tuo variables--say.

male ard female victisizetion reports--arn carrected for

" arror varioncee and are found to be substantialily !ess than

onee we aay assume that each,eaasﬁr@s sonethine other then
what . they Deasure in Conmona Xm’bth@riu@;ﬁs} we éay spacu-
Vate that éor@ :han one undariying factor is rssﬁonséb%e‘fqr
ehe-systeaatac varaance in ong or bbth of thelmaasuwss.. |

~Covré%etlons that have been corvrectad for'@easnr@@ent

'error (mhen re!tabielev ﬁs lowe error is high) are shown (R

Table 5 for se!ected paivrs of -aasueGSov with feu excep-

tionSe consldering these pairs to be alternative measures of

the same undsrﬁying vaeriables would be unwisee It appears

thate although they are highly unrelifable, the studant

ﬁntervieu measures 4o 7.oisurea stly the same tringf{s) as

"tNe~seument questionraire measuress but it is Righly tikely

that the interview and questionnairs measures each also
systematicaily measures gomething that thay do not measure
in commone (The present results do nrot provide any particu-

Yar clues about what those “somethings® may bee} Im shorte

: on the pasis of the Table S fesmitse the vﬁctﬁmizataan mea-

- sures appear faccorially complens and tt appears that b!ack

and white student viceimization measuf@So aai@ and femals
vic&ﬂaﬁzation a@asmr@Se and’black and white tesacher victiai-

zation measures in part measure differeat srderliying dimen- -

$ionNSo

The assessmant of the meanings of the alternative victie-

jization seasuraes is difficult using the Safe School Study

data becauss assentialiy all of the sezsures of school dis-

T 23
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. - : ' . Tebles

. ) Disattenuated Correlations betwéen Selected
L, S Measures of Student and Teacher

" . A ~ Victimization
o R : v o Junior Séﬁiofv
Victimization measure - . ' . “high high
A ‘ Studant'queStiohnaite » s ‘ - B
g Boys' with girls' . SR ; e .54 425

Whiteé' with’ blacks ‘ . : : - .09 .06

Student questionnaire and stu;ent int»rviewv E S
All students . S ' .70 . 1

S:udent and teacher questionnaires

' Studenc interview and téacher questi**nairev -

All teachers' with all students' - .25 .50
'\"7 Feacher questionnaire
: Including indignitics i
Hen's with women's 7 - T W94

Blacks' with whites' -~ . . .63

Serious avents only
Hen's with women's- o .97 .69
Blacks with.vwhites' o _ - : .33 - .58

B : ‘Hote.. Correlations have been "corrected" for measutement etror

P " to estimate the correlations between hypothetical "true" sc0tcs,
using homogeneity coefficients and Spearm&n ] rorrection for
attenuation. .-

All teachers with all students' a N TAE 29

page 27
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;raptkon ar@fﬁelf#réports of personal victimizatione HNo good
/iéff-vepart@d'd@‘tnqu@névvdata were collectaed in ché s£udyo
nér were asrégt obseréat(mns of tmcidents In the school
*.médg-<§> as bhe Eééns of aaterasntng‘the eenvergencae of the
various victioization msasures being exasined here Qéth
’1oth@r ceasures of schoql diiruptﬁonq.ﬁowevqr9 the correla-
etoﬁsuo? these mlasures with two other varﬁab%és ara of spe-
cial énte;@éto: Yable 6 shows correlations with an aggra-
gated vaviabi@ théé'caaéslhlosa to being a ssif-roport
'dei!nguancvﬁﬂeaéure-cstuéenis"reports that they bring some-
thing tosschpo!.to protact-thea;e!Vst Ande Tsble 7 shous
‘kcorteiatﬁons with the pfﬁ@;ipal's rspo?g about the serfious~ .
nass of schéol vanda!ﬁsag agtsckse and theftse These tuo
variab%es tond to correlate most highly with the teachar
maasuress and there @fe goze iRteresting psttarn§ in the

' rosuits €07 5ubgééups la Table beo Tha cust lmportamnt of
these §s that black stuueat victimization corcolates oss.éﬁd
o6& with n%éck stud@nts5hreports of corryirg something ¢o
protect tnagseﬁvaée but'gnat this taetter acasure has near
zavo carre%atﬁons-aith shite studant ulétﬂmizaéldn_é&d,ai\
epasures of t@ééh@f victimizatioro Tho highost corralations
‘qseh all types of toacher victiaization ar6 Girlg? reports |
of carwiﬁnq a w@apén €or'selfods?anse. Aetempts At
ant@rpretatfan of thesé.resﬁits would naecessarily be highly

specul ativee and we shall rosist thé tompeacione

9, Principois® reports of ircidents were cotisctede. He
hRave not used thea hero because th= date were . collected in
‘gueh & way that distinguishing non-rosponses from cases of
no incidonts to report i3 not possiblee anG we have not yot
figured out how to cope with thet obstacie. '

+U
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Table 6

Correlatiecns jetween Victimization Measures and a Self-Report Misconduer Iten

How often do yol brinz something to
schcol to protect yourself:

Victinizarion

Junior Senior
Measure Beys Girls linites Blacks Boys Girls VWhites Blacks
‘Student questionnaire
S L P . Kk % *% ki k
_All students 36 10 17 14 20 17 17 024
o LT I ‘ . % £33 * £33
Boys 29 03 . 10 15 19 13 19 04
e E2 % XA '
Girls 31 15 20 08 00 04 02 ~ -05
L FoN : e **x *E Py '
Whites 17 - 09 16 04 18 1> 26‘ 01
.. '* ’ . *k - . . .**~
Blacks 16 -10° 00 35 - 05 -Q7 "—02 44
Student irterview
Y o P T I * *k * fok
All students ‘19 16 06 13 - 16 16 19 06
Teacher quesﬁibnnairé
Including indignities
R A #h %% *k Ak
All 26 39 20 07 20 43 26 06
fea an ws Rk ®%  #x
Men 26 33 21 10 . 19 40 30 11
A fh sra 2tk fk ok
Women 24 36 20 04 22 4l 23 05
tx A% xa _a &k o
Whites 23 39 18 97 25 41 33 06
R Ak k3 .
Blacks 15 20 - 12 02 -0l . 21 -01 06
Seribus events only
' ' ' * ® . % *x Ak
. Men 2™ 1™ 1 o6 i 20" 22 06
- k% .
Women 167 13" 13t oo 127 2" 10 04
: : % & 0 %k *#
Whites 16" 18" 13" 03 2™ 28" 26™ o
‘Blacks 12 02 09 -04 -03 09 -01 0s
H's (range) 211-  211-  202- 188~ . 216-  217- 200-  19i-
310 301 246 307 ,308 291 - 223

310 -

fiota.

.
P <.05
-7
P t.01

Decinmales omitted.

41
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Table 7
Correlations Between Victimization Measures and Principal's Report
‘qf Seriousness of the Problem of Vandaliém, Personal Attack,

and Theft in the Past Year ) N .

Victimization measure Junior - Senior

Student questionnaire

All students : V 132 ' .09
Boys: ' . o ' .10 .OZ
cirls - e .06
Whites 09 - .03

Blacks . ' : : -.05 ', 06
Student inCerview

All students J14% : .02

Teacher questionnaire
Including indignities

Al , - © .33 .35%%

Men : | - - ,28** J30%%
Women .328% ’ $38RA
Whites - ' L31aR : . 31%%:
Blacks v | | 240 5%

Serious events only

Men _ o L19%k B b1
Women A . L21R% S S3ww
Whites A . L 24AR "v L 20a%
Blacks : 08 . .05

N's (range) | , T 202-296 207-296

- ape.0s o 42
. QQP¢.03 ‘
. , v - : ) v. //
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Yhe Table 6 and T rasuits do prmvlde sone evldsnce that
the teacher victinizaticn oessures (especﬁally) are related
to sose i ndependent aeasures of schooE disruption. Yho evﬁ-_
dence about th@ studant vsctﬁa!zatﬁon measures is more anpl -
;guouso
One concern in assessing the @eanlng of the vlcti-izaticnv

-aasures is that they aay be aeasurang not only victﬁ-iza—
tione but also differential social perceation of victimiza-
l;iono For~exémpleo if white teéchgés perceive the sase
"Sghavior'as aore‘sérious or threatering nhen_perfora@d‘by
ibtack~youth‘than when performed by white youtho énen'ue @zay
‘uish to eegarm the ®victimlzation® B@asure as aiso partiy a
measure of stereotyped social perceptionrse The posatnve
cbrreﬁat{on‘between percent biack of the studentry and
teacher victimization (Gottfredson and Daigefo 1??9) coula
be interpreted as reflecting so:ia!.perceptiqn- Table 8¢
A whﬁch’docuwents jevels of black énd white reports of robbery
‘and attack in schools of differing racial cQsposﬁtiono
;épﬁies that such an interpretation.may be too fécile. dn
: the wnoles both black and white tmachers Feport more robbery
aad attack in predosinantly black schoo!so {The ano-olous
‘ﬁiaodéﬂ distribution for black teachers? reports of attacks
is an intéréstﬂhg puzziee} |

| aAs we navé already ﬁote&o no direct measures of é;tua?
§ehévioe were made im the Safe School Stédyo In additione
Vno‘é!ear>aeasures of stereotyped social perception are ayaﬁ;
‘Yableo Vet thé assessment of the pessibility that stereo-

typad perception influesces the victisization reportse espe4

4

o
(V)
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Table 8
Héén'fcrcencagéjof White and Black Teachers Attacked and Robbed

by Racial Composition of the Studeatry

’ Robb§r§ ] ‘_ v '~ Attack
Pefceniaae student§ whiﬁél' o ”{Vhite' N glack’ H___White -N Black N :
‘o;zo  T e 69 2.09 ‘68 2.67 63 2.01 - 68
2000 S 36 LST 33 206 3% .61 33
40-60 43 80 .60 75 1.02. 80 .68 75
so-80 50 99 .61 85 .52 99 1.51 94
80-100 R 43 33 .06 177 .27 31 .28 17{

lote. Columns headed N indicate the number of schools on which the mean is based'.
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cially for teachers- is isportant because the racial
‘composition of the studentry is 3 strong corre!ate of
‘teacher victimization reports. As one (soaeuhat unsatisfac-
tory) way of examining this issuees the correlat:ons in Table
.9 aro preoentedo This table shows the correlations of uh;te
and blacL teachér'victiaization with teacher reports of
school race ralationse student ability and acnlevemente and
rac:a! coaposstnon. 1¥ untteo put not biacke teachers'
- reports of students of Iou abxlnty corre!ated with victimi-
zation reportSe then we would have evndence tonsnstent with
the socxal perceptﬁen*hypothests.- Ore if reports-of'school
race or social relations were correlated with vxcts@ization
reports only ‘for uhnte teachersSe the social perceptaon
hypothesus uou‘d receive some support. Unfortunately.
results are not clear-cuts The correlation of studentry
racial composition wieh bﬂack~téacher.victiaization is lowér
than for white teacherse Dut recall that the measuves for
black teachers are somewhat less reliable. Andy althougk
.veporté of school race relatisns are move strongly corre-
Jated with white than with biaox”teacner victimizatione dif-
ferentﬁai rellability ramains a potentlal explanatione
These psvchoaetric difficulties and the snavailability of -
apogopriate data in the Safe scnool Study leave the impor-
tant issue of the extent to which stereotyoed perceptions
influence teacher vnctiaizatnon reports unresolivedeo |
Iin summarye regarding victx-nzatnon in schools ng 5 uni-
tary construct is not the sost 2roductive way to proceed.

The viccimization measures for boyse girlse black studentse
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Table ¢

“Qorrclu:lons between Black and White Teachar Eeportn'about their Schools

snd Tescher Victimization Meaguros for Junfor High Schools

Predictor and group

Junicr - Senior

White Black All Wnite Black All

4. Ubito ;enchara
Low uull do atudont. of dti!ctent THoEs gn: slong
’ Bov sell do nzudonts of differcat sociosconomic
3toupa 50: along
ucv wall do teachars and studonts get along
‘1luha: percentage of the studenta you teach
: ato black
_ Qhu: percentage of :he u:pdaéié you teach
a:a low ability
Uha: parceatage of the studants you tuach

are underachievers

N's (range)

Bleck taachers
' How. well do students of differant racés get along
_Bo; wall do students of different socioeconcaic

1§roups gat along ‘
How wall do teachers and students get along
Uﬁa; parcentage of the students you tasch
©are blaék
'thﬁ percentage of tha studento you teach
',Arc low abflity
. What peiceazaée of tha students you teach
© are undarachicvers

N's (range)

L.5268 3548 < 5188 . =,3588 =148 - 36ee

o a1eh -.268% -3940  =,33%8 =, 200% = 3684

-.62%% - 4048 - 6300 —.6380 = 2790 - 60%%

L6288 L Jlaa 600 J63%n L2680 S30%
J4e%s  L34en 5048 (6788 L3308 _E3en
LG4eh 304N 4508 6208 ,3len  SEew

302-309_207-209 292-299 307-312 234-239 300-304

- 3068 », 2780 -, 318k —.19%% = 148 -, 230

- 180 =, 2]1e% - 1840 -.05 ~.09 =11

3048 =, 2388 -, 3440 2488 =12 2540

Slen  26ws L 49ee S88h L2380 L4908
L308% (218 33en L2888 3208 28%%

J308e 260w L J1ee L2080k (2208 LTes

.

198-210 198-209 192-204 216-239 216-238 211-233

*p<.05

4@pe 0}

_f36 -
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white studentso and male and 7emale teachers appear to be

reViébly aeésurimg‘distfnct dimensions--at least in part.

Tha foregosng implies that attezpts to understand the
causes of schooi vnctxmazatnon shou]d take account of the

actoral coapﬂexity of vncbxmxzatxono‘ It iaplﬁes that we do

- not y@t fully understand «zhat these victﬁmxzation scales
~actual!y aeasure.» And it gmplxas that different causal pro-

 €@ess2s aay‘deternine reports of vi;tiaizatioh by different

secial groups in schob!;.
In our earlier research (Gﬁttfredson a;maiger9-1979).&e
used‘ﬁuitipfe regression to determine whether there was evi-

dance that scheol practices contributa to the explanation of

wvictimization rates. WHe decided that the evidence was rea-

socnadly persuasive that they dd. One right use methods
'émglar to tihose used in our earixer research to bmxid
models of vnctiwizaticn repores by different subgroupSo
This approache alithough useful for providing conservative
tests of the independsnt.contribution of blocks of varia=-
blese ﬁs less useful for learning about the under%yang
structure of the prsdnctor variablies and their effects on
disruptiono that approacn can produce confusing resuﬁts
hecause extréae mu?tﬁcoi%ﬁnearity makes regression coeffi-

cients uhstable and thergfqre-ma&és it diffﬂcu?t'tbicompafe

10 fNote that when considering models of the alternative
noasuves of victimization we are nog comBparing groupse. Yhe
group is always the sane group of schom!so Ensteado we are
studying differant Ciiuﬁgigg variablese Therefore the exa-
mination of standavrdized coefficients is appropriate.

47
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the preﬁictors of aléernatfve criteria;<lo> v

Here we také 3 different apnroacﬁo_ﬂcdided by éuploratory
factor ana!yses of schoo? and comsunity characternstics. we
have 5pecnfn@d models of victimization uhnch postu‘ate that
3 s=all nuaber of underlying factors or “latent variables®™
cause 3 iarger nuaber of observed measures. Then we postu-
late thot th same latent varjables detera:ne school vic-
timization rateso . we'attempt to estimsate the contribution
of each of these hypothes;zed underliying causal var:ab‘es to
school victnmazat:ono and we do this making dxfferent
' sssusptions about the appropriate eeasurement wnodel for vic-.
ktiaizatioﬁ; ‘we usé B3X i AU Iikalihood estimates for parame-
ters in tnesé models and test the @goodness of fit® for
éht@}native aodels;<11> If a sodel which postulates more
than one latentfvéctﬁ@ization variable fits the dats better
than does ; model which postulates only 2 singie latent
‘variablee then any model which treats ®victimization® as é.
single construct m3y be misspecified and therefore mis!ead—
inge

To provide,somé structure for the readere aﬁd as a pre-
view of the subsequent.subséctionso the measuyrement and
structdrai model!s considered here are shown in Figures 3
“ehrough 10s Figures 3¢ 5, Te and 9 refer to senior high
schoolsy and Figbres §' 69 8¢ 2nd la'refer_to-junﬁor high
séhools. T;b?es 10 énd il supplement these fiqdrés by '

describing the observed variables postulated to measure the

> - - - T

‘1le. HWe have used L!SREL xv (Jsreskng a Ssrboa. 1978) to
accoapitsh thﬂs worko .

N
(©}]
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.several Yatant variables in these modelse Hith one
,@xceptlon these -aasures have been described. ear%ier in this
reporte or they are described by Gottfredson and Dangerf
11979)9 and so are onﬁy briefly ‘described in Tables 10 and

11o<12> In the figures the ksi{n} refer to postu!at@d latent

. varfables uhicho according to tng models cause both. the

obsevrved var!ablas taken as eeasures of theases which are ‘
reprasente¢ as X(plo and the Vstent variables which undertie
th@‘obsérvsd measures of_ui;tislzé:jon. The lateﬁt victiai-
zation vériabies are»reprasentsa'as eta{e)} and tﬁé aeasures-
" of them as V(q)o |
The ind!cators'z(p) and Y{g) for the ksl(¢) and eta(m)
. are selected after parforming & series of exploretory factor
&na!yses of v;ctiaﬁzazion_measures<13> 2rd school and comou— h
mity characteristicse Plots of eigenvalues gnd judgments |
about the zubstantive interpretability of alternative vaeri-
@ax rotated principsl factor solutions gdided the spacifice-
tion of these measuveaent ‘modelse 7 |

Fhase enp?oratory factor analyses were fo!!omed by con-
firmatory factor analyses in order to omab!e the specifica-

tion of Geasurement models for victimization and school and

12 The exception £s “Prlncipaa Ra&ﬁng. This - is a2 compo-
gite of Five Likert-typo items from the teacher quastion=-

nalra fn which teschers were asced <o describe hows friendiye

falre permissivoe and faformal the priacipal ise and whether
he or she sharos decisfionmeking (these are coaporaents of
.question 29 in the phase EI teacher quastionnaire). Sec NIE
{19780 Voio 11} or the appendir to Gott?redson € Daiger
qk???). .

13« AV} but one of the itess considered by Gottfrodsor and
Dalger ¢(1979) are considered heree Teacher reports of
threats were not used to avoid leaeding up the analysis with
) iefg@ nusber of trivial incidentse

49
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Figure 3 ' k

Model 1 for Senior ﬂigh Schools
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Figure 4

Model 2 for Junior High Schools
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¢ _ ' Figure 5§

Model '3 for Senior H_igh'reachet'Victimizatibns
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Figure 6
h-Teacher Viqtimizations

Model 4 for Junior Hig
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Ho&elAs for Senfor Bigh Male and Zemsle Student Victimizatibn'
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Figure 8

..‘!odcl 6 for Junior High Male and Temale Student Victimization
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Pigure 9

Model 7 for Senior High Black and White Student Victimizaticns
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S _ o Figure 10

. Model 8 for Junior High Black Vand White. Student. Victimizations







Page 46 - HEASURING YICTZRIZATION

Table 10
Observed Variable for the Measurement Components of the Two ﬁodels

for Senior High>Schoql Characteristics

' Coﬁmunity_pbverty and unemployment (factor score based on 1970 census data).

Rural (?s. urban} location,

Communi;y_crime (principal and_etudgnt reports).

Percen;age Qf students»from‘famiiies on wglfare or qnemployed (principal's report).
Pgrcentage of students white. |

Percentage of teachers whiee.

Peer and nonacademic ties (9-item scale based on student reports).

Percentage of students behind grade level (principsl’s report).

Percentage of students who have never repeated a year of schocl because of failure.

Cormunity affluence and eduéatibn'(factor score based on 1970 census data).

Educational level of teachers.

‘Clear sanctions (principal's and teachers' report).

Teacher authority (7-item scale based on teachers' attitudes).

Firm and clear enforcement of rules (6-item scale based on students' reports).

Delinquent youth culture (9-item scale based on student reports).

Parental education and students' self-reported ability (4-item scale based on
students' reports). . ’

College-preparation'emphasis (5-item scale based on teacheré' and principal's
Teports). ' '

Belief in conventional social rules (6-item scale based on s;udentsf :éﬁorts).

Collége vs. job orientation of the studentry (ll-item scale based on students'
reports). ’ -




L)

- -
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Table 10 (continued)

. Vocational vs.

' Student influence

Internal control (3-item scaie based on students' Treports).

Number of different students taught by the average teacher.

basic skills climate (7-item scale based on teachgrs' and

principal's report). » -

Percentage of teachers who teach mostly industrial arts.

Teécher-administration cooperation (4-item scale based on teachers' reports).

Principal rating (S-item,scale based on teachers' :eports).

Perceived fairne 5s and clarity of rules (6-item scale based onAstudents'

reports).

(7-item scale based on student reports).

~

144iteﬁ scale based oﬁ students reports).

School attachment (

Note.

- for the principal rating,

All scales used are described by Gottfredson and Daiger (1979) except

des~ribed elsewhere in this report.
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Table 11
Observed Variables for the Measurement Components of the Two Models

for Junior High School Characteristics

Community pdﬁerty and unehployment (factor score based on 1970 census data).

" Rural (vs. urban) locatioa.

Community crime (principal and student reports).

Percentage of_studen:s from families on welfare or unemployed
(principal’s report).

Percentage of students white.

Percentage of teachers whife.

Peer 2nd nonacademic ties_(?—item sc2le based on sfudent reports).

Percentage of students behind grade level (principal's report).

Percentage of students who have never repeated a year of school

because of failure.
Community_affluence"and education (factor score based on 1970 census data).

Educational level of teachers.

Clear sanctions(principal's and teacherg' report).

Tcacher authority (7-item scale based on teachers' attitudes).
Firm and clear enforcement of rules (6-item scale based on students'

reports).

" Parental education and students® self-reported Abilicy (4-item scale

based on students® reports).

U
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Table 11(continued)

16 College vs. jobAOtienta;iqﬁiof'the‘studedtrxi(IIJItem scaie‘based on:

students' reports).

A4 Bgiief in convéhti@pal s§6151 }Q1g§ (G-iﬁém,ééélé.basgngp s;udenté'
reports). . | | | |
Xia Teacher—administtatién cobpéfﬁt;on;(d-i;ep scale based'oqbteachergf..
o | reports). | |
i X19 Principal rating (S-item scale based on teachégs' reports).
; %0 Perceived fairnesg and c;érity pf rﬁles (6—1;em scale based on students'
- .
: . reperts).
‘AE le School attachment (15-iten scale Sased on students' teéorcs).a
% X22 ‘Internal control (3-item scale baged on studegts' reports).
E _ Xy Delinquent youth‘cdlture.(Q-iCem»séale based on student reﬁofts);
5 ' A .
! %' ' Note. All scales used are describéd‘b§fcot;fredson and Daigef (1979) except

i

for the principal rating, described elgewhefe in this report.
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. coamunity characteristicse Baceuse of the unroliability of

the stud@nt intervlmw datae it i3 not considered further in

this roporte The fol!ouﬁng analyses are restricted to

teacher and studesnt questionnalrs:aéasurase

Bessuring toscher victimjzagione Because the earlier
anaiyées suggested that.the,victﬁmizétion reports of black.

and white taachers may not be alternatlve measures of the

.saaa'underiyﬁng factor(s)é the factor analyses idvq!ved

teacher victisization reports aggregated separately for

blacks and whitese The resulits of an exﬁ!oratory factor

analysis for senior high teacher victimization measures are 

shoun in Table k2. Al variables have positive loading on
ene‘first unrotated Factor (nét'sh@wm). Several varimax
fotaeiods gere eﬁauﬁnad. The clearest structuré ea@rged
from the three-factor warimar rotation shown in Table 12.

The first factor wight be called white_teacher_victimiza-

e G s s - - -

" ¢ions the second is dominated by sgricus_teacher victimiza-

tioene espﬁcﬁaiiy as reported by black teacherse and the
third is dominated by less serious geasures‘of victimization

fepovtad by black teacherse

fTwo.confir@atory factor énaﬂysgs were then perforzede In

the Firste all 6bserveﬁ,wariab395 {v) were assused to be
iﬁditétor; of 2 single underiying factor (eta)e and factor
toadings (lombda(Y}) ﬁ@re‘astiaéted using =axisum !ékehood

procedures. In the seconde guided by the results of the

- enploratory factor analysise the V°s were assumed to De

indicators of three underlying Factorse The solution was
constrained by fixing some factor Voadings at zeros and

82
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alliowing oihers ég vary freaiy--except}ﬁhat ghe @taanpiéere |
’ é@nstfaﬁnsd to be orthogonal Qpni = T)o Table i3 §hous the
Ees@lés for seﬁgd?;hiéh sﬁhqols. ‘As antiéipatedo the
théée-factor @odel fits the daéa @uch better than the éne_
factor model. (chi-squared {defs = 3} = 157¢9 p € <00l)e

' Despite the restrictions on the analysise lntfaduted to.pré-
deéffo} interpretive c?érity and which account for~the

fairly 1arge chi-squared valuesy the simptified three-factor

"_‘@odei appears to reproduce the inter-item correlations rea-

" gonably well (36 out of the &5 >ff-diagonal elements ofAtﬁe
‘residual matrix are Yess thanm oll)e These results gccord'
with the eariier suggestion that =ore than a singls undér%y?
‘ing factor -is being represented by ths victfmitatioﬁ'aea-‘
ﬁureg‘for senior high school teécharso |

The results éf the expiofatery analysis for junior high
school teacher victisization @asSUros are shown ihwfébve~1$e
and the confirmatory analysis results are shown in Vable 15.
The exploratory resulces uuré'¢ﬁff£cuit to interprote and,we ‘
enamlngd sevaral a!fernative confir@atory analysese The
" best of the confirmatory analyses is shoun in Table 15e
This three-factor wmedel fits the data much. better than §he
sinqte-factor @odel (chi-squared {dofa = 3} = 32.9¢ .

p < e00l}o The first Fa;éero 2ta{l)o aﬁght'be interpreted .

- s

incidants of ainor seriousnesse The seconds eta(2)s aight







Page 52 . o MEASURING VICTIMIZATION

. Table 12
Expleratory Factor Analysis of Senior High

Teacher Victimization Measures

Factor
Observed variable = - 1 2 3'.‘52
Yy White €eaéhers' Tobbery : ': :Zk,_ 40 -02 32
X, Wi ueacheig' theft B 40 o1 os 16
Y3’ Hhitélteachefs' phys;cal att§ck . ' o i 47 422‘ 09 28 ;
_Ya' White téachers' remafks,'gestures . 8 03 28 79 5
YS ‘White teachers' fear for'safety. ' . 8 05 4 77
' ¥6 Black teachers‘.tobbery . ' 09 84 -04 72
¥, Black teachers' theft o 5 02 07 55 31
:Ya Black teachers’ pﬁysicé} attack . '01¢MQ§9_ .19- 28
Yg Black teachers® remarkf, gestures '_ o .lém‘TOE 68 49
¥,5 Black teachers' fear for safety : H34 00 49 36v

Note. Varimax rotation of prinéippl factor ‘solution with iterated

communalitics. Decimals omitted.
1)
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Table 13

Standardized Lambda for Two Yodels of Senior High

tha explamnations

Y

Teacher Victimization

Page 53

Model 1 Model
Observed variable Eta Eta Eta. “Eta
1 2 3
Y white teachers® robbery e391 7 ¢349 o351 -~
1 : ' .o
White teachers® theft . %04 0399 == ~--
2
Y wWhite teschers® physical attack PN 4] «461 - -
T4 A _
14 Yhite teachers® remarkse gestures «925 «827 - 0232
&
Y ki te teachers?! fear for safety 869 +897 -- -
5
Y Black teachers® robbery 2156 = ' 2960 -
6
v 8'¥acis't,eachers'e theft - «160 - - «393
T
VY - Black teachers® physical attack el22 - 0428 -
8
Y Black teachers® remarkss gestures °367 -- --  +957
4
v Black teachers® fear for safe(y e %69 2354 - o316
10 ‘
Chi-squared 25846 10047
Ny - 35 32
" Noteo The factors (ksi(n)} ere relabeled eta(m) in this table because
in subsequent models estimating structural parameters these factors
are endogenous variableso Dashes indicate parameters fixed at zeros.
The three-factor =model provides a better fit to the data than the
one=factor model (chi-sqQuared=157e¢%¢ nu=3e p<a001)o

See page T4 for
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The ané!vse% suggast that comporents of the victiavreports

for the two groups are not cozplietely shared by bothe

Eggggrﬁné student victimizatione Whersas the exploratory
work suanarized earlier,(fab)e 5) icpliied that male and
féaaie téacheriréports eeasﬁra the same phenomenae but that
,bieckrand_whlts teacher reports do note those axpﬂoratory

anstyses iaptiedrthat both sex and race of respondent are

s probieaatéca? for studemt reportse First we report resulits

for boys vs. gif\So and then we report vesults for blacks
vSo whites.

?he aup?oratory factor 2nalysis cesults for senior ‘high
aa!e and fenale student victimization reports are shoun in
Tabfe lbovand ¢the results of the confirmatory analyses for
ohe— and three-factor aoda‘s‘are shoun irn Vable 17 The

fﬁést factor in Vable L7 @ﬁght be ca%led‘ggggi_gggggﬁgl yic~

gigigggigg. The third aight be called glgis° garsona! vic-

timization. The second might be calied student_thefte and .
the three-factor sodel fits the 6ata auch better than the
single-factor mudel (chi-squared = 8203 and 233.1l0 respec-
tivéiyaveéch with nu = 35}, '

aesuiks of the enploratery ana%ysi$ of junior high stu-
dent victimization reports are shown iR Table 180 and con-
firmatory vesults are shoun in Table 9. Although the fit
.of the junibr high models to the daté fs not as goed as was
the case for senior high victimization reports, the three-
factor aodel s superfor to the ons~facter moqel for ghese

data (chi-squarad s 207.2 and 353e3, respectivelyo with 35

dagrees of freedom.for each)o It again éppears appropriate
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Tor solutton with Sterated coamuna!étnesov

) Table 14
- , Exploratory Factor anaavsﬁs of Junior ngh
. ) . - . Teacher Victimization Keasures
Factor

Gbserved varfable 1 2 3 h
Y Hhite teachers® robbery " 05 a1 02 11
¥  ®hite teachers® theft %2 43 02 3T
Y udhite teachers® physicat attack .. 12 65 05 28
Y ®hite teachars® remarkse géstmres 62 &3 jv171 83
& " M . L . . N . .

Y White teachers® fear for safety 67 38 06 54
5 _ > ‘

Y Black teachers® robbery 14 20 &4 20
6 . , , A )

Y Black teachers® theft 32 <06 . 13 08
7 .

v Black teachers® physical attack 09 -10 69 43
e )

Y  Black teachers® remarksy gestures 57 18 08 29

o =

Y Black. teachers® fear for safety 45 16 35 35
10 : .

Hotoe Dacimals omittedo Vari-an rotation of principai fac-
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standardized Larbda

Table 15

Y

* MEASURING VICTIMIZATION

for Tao Models of Junior High

Teacher Victimization

Model 2 Model &
Observed variable Eta Eta Eta Eta
. ' ) , _ 1l 1 2. 3
Y. Hhite teachers® robbery «293 -- 0402  --
1 o : ' o
Y Hhite teachers® theft - o621v 0595 - -
Y Rhite teachers® physical attack «521 - ° 742 -
14 Hhite teachers® remarkse gestufes, 0942 «918 - --
4 ' . :
Y Khite teachers?® fear for :afety «T63 oT&4% - --
5
¥ Black teachers® robbery 330 - . - 829
6
¥ Black teachers® theft <202 o196 == --
7
Y Black teacnersf.phyiiza! attack ‘ ei%2 - - e352
Y Black teachers® remarks. gestures - #9552 537 - -
° ‘
¥ Black teachers® fear for'safety vo507' «490 - -
10 ' .
Chi-squared 11861 8502
Nu 35 32

- P T > D > o AP D D D D D = - > P - - - - o T - -

Nogee

Dashes indicate

narameters fixed at zeroe

Model & fits the

data better than does model 1 (chi-squareds32e9s ru=3¢ p<e00l)e
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govlabel'the factors girls° garsgnél'vi_tinizagiggo stugggg

lthefte ‘and bogc_ personal vsctgmgg__._n.
v The rasuﬁts of the ezploratory factor analysis for sanfior
:htgh school black and uwbite studaent vactiltzation reports
'j]appear in TabBe ZOo and the correspondlng confirmatory fac-
;tor analysss ls presented in Table 21, l(In‘constras: to ocur
;otbef‘gnpioratory Factorvanaiyses which use iﬁafSted_coe@u-
.;fnaiity‘éstiaatQSo Tab!évéo is a’prlncipal coéponeﬁts'soiuf
'Atiéni. The factor anaiys(s progra= we uere using (SPSSe PAZ)_
’gave .aplausibie coamunal:ty estiaates.) ’The3fqyr‘factors
'mxght be described as follous: The fn‘st is black

:attack and fobberzv the second is. h;gglggggggg attack_and

"robbe_xe the third is b!ack ggggggg_gﬁgfge and the fourth is

wunite _sctudent_thefte The four-factor model fits the data
éuch better than the one-factor =model (chi-squarad (d;fo =
&) = bZd.?o P < o001)e Some ancmalies in Tablé»Zl-require
5exﬁtanat§on; ?ﬁe corretation @matrix was predominated by
Jﬁery s@all values. In order to:expédite.thQICOnFirmatory_
.anaiysésQ-thé la&bda(?) correspanding to the !argeét foad-
ings in thg eﬁplqrétory factor aqalysis for sach factor were
”fixedrat le0o tonsequent!yo'aVl other.lambdaqv) are:
 §nterpretab3e only relatﬁve to those f!x@d paraaeterso The
'“confirmatory anaiysas ware performed solaiy to test the
gcodness-qf-fat of-a!ternattve_modelso-

Resu!ts of the euploratory and conf!rmatory factor ana—
:ilyses for junior hlgh school biack and uhlte student victna-

ﬂzation reports ara Shown in Tables 22 and 23. The two fac-

tors are readiiy xntefpretabie as uh!te students' reportsv
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Table 16

Expnoratorv factor Analysis of Senior ngh Ral e and
Feaslie Studemt vsctieﬁzaticn Heasures

Factor
B . : ' 2
Observed variadble o 1 2 3 h
Y Boys® robbarye less than 81 ' 7Y =06 15 56
1 _ . : S
Y ‘Boys® robberye Sl or more o 72 =06 00 S2
2 ‘
: Y Boys® thefte less than $1 o 36 20 02 17
. 3 . . . - o
R ¥ Boys® thefte $1 or more 26 15 00 09
Y Boys°® physical attack . ST =01 09 3¢
S : .
Y Girls® rodderye less than 81 68 i %9 36
6 ,
Y Giris® robberye $1 or move - =05 02 6T 45
¥ Girds® thefto loss than 81 07 71 13 53
8 .
'V Girls® thefts 51 or more 3 00 7 05 56
9 .
I . o _ , .
“ Y  Girls® physjcal attack . 11 03 &2 19
10 >
Kotee Decimals omittede Varimox rotation of prlncipai fac-
tor selution with ﬁt@rat@d cenmundl itiese
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Table 17

Standardized Lambda for Two Models of_SenidF;ngh;

v o v A
Male and Female Reports of .
Student Victimization

o o - - - - " - . - > - - - - " > - S - - - - - - - e T e o = - - -

Model 1 Model .S
‘Observed variabie : o Eta Eta Eta Eta
: : 1 1 2 3
Y . Boys"rbbberyo less than Sl « 737 «T38 - -
Y Boys® robberye $1 or more 0689 o704 -- --
2 g )
Y Boys® thefte less than $l 339 | =- 227 --
3 . .
Y  Boys® thefts $1 or more 0238 Ce= o154  --
a .
B ¢ Boys® physical attack «591 0595 ~= = --
5 : :
Y Girls? robberyes less than sl : «178 -- - +585
5 : .
Y Giris® robberyy $1 or more «070 - -= o674
7
r Giris® thefte less than $1 2097 - «803 -
8
Y Girls® thefte 81 or more 2030 - o743 -~
< - : .
Y Girls® physical attack o181 - -- 0424%
10 -
Chi-squared y 23801 8203

Mu 35 S 1

Notee . Dashes indicate parameters fixed at zeroe Model! 5 fits the
data better than does model 1 (for two models with the same number of
daegrees of freedome the difference in chi-squared is 15508) ¢

7
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and black students® FTOPOrtSe: Tns_two—factot sodel provides
a much petter fit to the data than a2 ong-factor model (chi-

squared = 1035 and 372.7¢ each with 35 degrses of freedca)e -

-ﬁaasuring school oréggigatiog_and cgmaunity_gggracte;gg?
£icse Earlier resaarch (Gdétffedson aﬁd Daigero'1§79:'NIEo
1978; aﬁatrowskié Gotter&sond'a'Sugtko. 1980) pfovided a
basis feor Choésing sChoo!”érganizationa! and5c§vﬁ§nlt9‘char-
acterastﬁcs useful for descr!bﬁng schoo!So The goaﬂ in the
present research was to parslmomlously charactsrize schools
in ter@s.of'the aajor‘diaensions,along uhich they varye
This subsection &escribes the eapioratory and confifmatory
faétor.analyse§ performed to specify measuresent aodeHS'for.
school and community variables in the present fasearcﬁq

an eupEoratdrv Faﬁtor'ana%ysis for senior high school and
comgpunity charactefﬂstscs is prosented in Table 24¢ and the
corvesponding confﬁvaatory factor analysis is shouwn in fable
250 The First latent variables ksi{l)e might be cailed

secnaB ¢isorganization (see Gottfredson & Daigere 1979¢ for

3 discussion of this term)s A school with 3 high score on

ksidl) is in 3 high crice coaaunityv with many. Femaie-headed
Faaa?n@se hagh unemploy@ento a high percentage of pefsons on
wval fareo and is predo@inantly non-whites. & high proportnﬁn
of studants &&elafy@ar behind grage BéQei iﬁ reading'and.
have repeated a year in schoole _ |
Ths:secondllafent variabieo ksi{2)o might be called ggg-.
aissive @ ﬂg_c!§5§_g_g 'g ngee A high-scoring schboi on

this factor s located in an affluent and highly educated

comaunétv and haes veiativeﬁy aanv teachers uﬁth advanced
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- Table 13

I * ‘Exploratory Factor Analysis of Junior High Hale and
- . Femsle Student Victiwjzation Hezsures '

Facior

Observed variable S 7._,A‘ 1 Z 3 h K
vi;-aoys' fopberyé Eéssﬁﬁgan $1 16 09 '76 .‘57 ‘
k Yz:jéo?s° roﬁséry? sllﬁ? éﬁre o _ "24l i# ' 6i: €S =

v3 Boys* tﬁefio ﬁess thaﬁ:sxﬂ | oL '65' 18'  &5

Y .‘Boys°.thefte 81 or more | -01 57 35 . 65

& . : _ o

VSVVdes° physical attack _ | ‘05 s 51 28
| Yb 'Gﬁruso:eobggrye 1és§ than Si TT o7 1# 62

'Y7 Girls® wobﬁerye Sl or more A v76  13" ;1 60

va Girls® thefto ?es; than s1 . 27 65 03 SO

Vé"cérls' thefts sl or @ore 82 53 0§ _‘ﬁf

Y;o Girlse pnygacaj attack - L 63 12 17 48

Hotae chiﬂaﬂs'ogﬁteed; iVarémau rotation cof prlncgbav fac-
tor solution with iterated coemaunaiitisse. -
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. page €2 . MEASURING VICTIMIZATION
o Table 19
 Standardized Lambda for Two Models of Junior‘High

'Male and Female Reports OfF
Student Victimization

Model 1 . Model 5
Obseryed'Variable ' o Eta Eta Eta Eta
' B 1 -1 2 3
Y Boys® robberys less than $1 . o415 - == == o172
Y.  Boys® roobefyo”tl or more o678 - e= 665
2 > ‘ o , 7 ,
Y ' Boys® thefte less than sl e370 - == .628 ==
3 - ' S ,
¥ Boys® theft, 31 or more S +383 - ¢565 = <=
2 & - i ; .
'Y  Boys® physical attack «299 -- == 519
Y .Girls® robberye less than sl " 655 - o801 -- -
& ‘
Y Girls® robberye $1 or more *568 - 782 -- --
e ‘ | . A
¥ Girls* thefts less than §1 : «509 -= o731 --
R ol ess
Y Girls® thefte $1 or more o «599 m= ob&& ==
Y Girls® physical attack ' 616 624 == .
1w : | |
Chi-squared 353.3 2072
Nu o ‘ , ' 35 . 35

Hote. = Dashes fndicate parameters fixed at zeros Model 6 fits the
- data better than does model 2 (for two models with the same number of
degrees of freedomy the difference in chi-squared is 146.1)o .
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1dég;§es. Corporal phnisﬁment for misconduct or explicit
- _. ' _ special privileges for qood behavnor are seldos eaployed.
,students tend not‘to report that rules are clear and fnraly
‘enforcedo and the teachers tend to re;ect attitude items .
such aSv “1f a pupil uses obscene or profane language in>
'schoo)e it zust be consndered 3 moral of fenseo® Finallyo in

such 3 school students tend to report that alcohol and -arﬁ-

r_sﬁana are avanlableo that they uould cheat on ‘3 test or skip
T-school af they cou!d get away with ltv and that they uould
not °rat® on another person. - '
¥he thsrd !atent varxabﬂeo ksn(B)o axght be calied n-

_t nal academﬁg ornentat;cno !n a hngh-SCornng schoo! on

-’this varnab!eo students report: that they have highiy edu-
cated parants; and they rate their o&n ability as highe
Studénts and fatuity»are’oriented'towards ctollege prepara-
tione and students tend to scor2 high on measures of.inter-v:

? . : nal control and belief in conventnonal soc;a! rulese -

Fhe fourth iatent varlab!eo ksu(¢)o anght br- caYled oc

tﬁona! tra!ningov In a high—scorﬁng schoo! the teachers tend

to e%phasnze JOD preparatnon rather than basic skillse a3

'hxgn proport:on«ofnthe-facu?ty teach @ostlv'industrial-attso‘

and each teachear teabhes reBatiwelv feu studentso

The Fifeh !atent variab\eo hsi(S)o appears to be’ related

to s und sch ! admi ste gl_ _ In 3 hngh-scornng schooio

T SRTTES
N

. ' taacher-admanéstratnon c operatlon is higho the principa! is

oy
-
.

highly regardad by tha teacherSe students tend to percea\e

ey

PSRt
B

AT e gt

th@ rules as c?@ar and fanr!y enforcedv and they tend to be

stvongvy attached to - their scnoolo
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Table 20

Exploratory Factor Analysis of. Seniof'High Black and wWnite
Student Victimization Measures

, T T e
o ’ -------f- ........ f. 2

Observed variable ’ _ 1 2 3 & .-2‘-
YL‘ Khites® robberye Vesg th;h.ﬁlb 00 26 00 fOZ 92
YZ. Whites® robberye $l,§r more o - -05 93 06 -02 87
Y) Whites® Fhefto Igss thanitl -0 -03 VOZf 89 Ii
V HWhites® thefte Sl or more -01 =04 oi 84 71
. . . , _

vs whites® physi;al attack - 23 28 ~18 =08 lTA»
.vé Blacks® robberys less than Sl . .8 0L 16 -05 T8
VT Blacks® robberye 3; or more | 79 04 08 04"_56
va Bjacks° thefte Yess than $1 2« =02 84 OL 76
.Vq Blacks® thefts $1 or more 13 o]¢] 87 02. .18
vlo Blacks® physical attack -  " 71 -02 1T -01 54

D DD T D D - A - D D O D O D > W TS D T D O WA A G T W S WS G P D e P WD DTS G2 e -

Motge Decimals omitteds Principal component solutions

.l

~J
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o Table 21
' Standardized Lambda for Two Models of Senior High

. Yy . ,
Black and White Reports of Student Victimization

Model 1 - Model 7
' Observed variable . TEta  Eta  Eta  ita  Eta
- . : - : 1 1 2 3 4
¥ unitese roboerys less than 51 1,000  -- 1000  =-  —-
R'Y! Hhiiés° robbery, $1 or more ;112‘ - . ef21 = == -
:‘fz'uhites° thefts less than $1 -2026 e -—- 1  - 1.000
””va Hhiﬁes'rtheftb $1 or more =060 == -— . e= 428
"~v6 whages' hhysical attack 137 - ’,243'._ -- -
: Y5~§Backs° robberyy tess than Si 1.026 1,003 _--_l - -
Yé‘Blaéks‘ robberys $1 or more <834 <616 -- R
'f7 Blacks® thefte less than sl 0555 - -- 1,000  --
'{a-alacks9‘tﬁefto $1 or more 0426 -- - o§$b -
, v9 Blacks® physical attack - e732 o535 -- ,-4 -
to :
-Chj-équared o T31.4 1107
Cwe ' 36 | 39 |

' Note. Dashes indicate parameters fixed at zevoe Model 7 fits the

- data better thaen dees Hodel 1 (chi-squared=6200.¥s nu=3s p<o00l)e

- One joading in each column of (lambda({y)) is constrained to equal 1
to ldentify the model. ’ ' ‘

o A
¢ g
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The results of the gxplmratory and confirmatory factor
analyses for junior high school and comauni ty charﬁcteris-'
‘tics are shown in Tables 26 and 27. The fftst'iatent;varia-'
bla for the junior,high:schobl:aodelo ksi(l)o a2ppesrs -o be
the same as for senior high schoolss and could be ca!iéd |

socjal _disorganizations . |
The second latent variabﬁ?o kéi(Z)o‘reseables_a composite
of the senior‘high‘schddv !éggnt variabiesvusi(Z]Aand .
‘kss(S)o‘implying less difféfentiétion anbhg‘junjof:high
schools ‘than senior.hiéh scﬁoqﬁsf A'nigﬁ-scorfng gchoo! onb
this latent variabie is inbén'aFFiUent and educated comau;
nitye has relacively many teaéﬁéfsvuith.advancéd dagreess
and has callegeodriented'studenté who rate themselves high
in abititye Teachers reject itess that fese@ble those in
the suthoritarianisa scales paddiing and special brivi%eqes
are rarely used as sanctﬁcnSo and students tend not to
“report that rule enforcement is firme This lateﬁt variable
@ight be called eszﬁiéﬁizg-efﬁlggass_ecg_gséggais;gzignsé-
eione | |
The third Tatent Qafiabﬁev ksi(i)o closely reseabfés
ksi(3) for senior high Schbéis.‘.eeliéf in conventional
social ruless internal controfv‘and tow delinguent youth

cuiture 3130 index this factore qthQQuentlyc it aiqht be

organizatione

-y e ek e —

called Qggsdciai school

Structural Hodels of Victisization with_Alternative Mea-

suremant Modelse. it is evident from results presentad ear-
Vier in this report and elsewhere (Gottfradson & Daigery -

1979) that student and teacher victimization are best

.......
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Page 67

Table ZZ
) Exploratory Factor Ana\ys:s of Junior High BYack and
R uh|°e Student v:ctimieation Neasures
; Factor
o T 2
Observed variavie 1 2 h
Y Hhites® vrobberys less than sl 58 02 34
1 bt ‘ , o ; , \
Y -whitesé-robbery' $1 or more. 94 -u:z 8e
Y Wnites® thefts less than sl s2 06 27
3 .
Y ﬂhiies',theftv 81 or more 65 05 &3
v  wWnhites® physical attack 66 =02 44
5
Y Blacks® robberys less than sl 08 62 39
6
Y Blacks® robberye $1 or more 02 76 S8
7 : : ' ' c
¥ Blacks® thefts less than Sl 01 39 15
8 . | .
v Blacks"® théft&vsl or @ore | -01 64. 42
9 ' )
v Blacks® physical attack 49 24

10

o1

Nggeo ‘Decimals omitteds

vyactor soBution uith ltarated communaiitiese.

variesr rotation of principal







MEASURT %G VICTIMIZATION
Table 23 V |

Standardized Lambda for Twa Models of Junior High

Y ' . o
Black and White Reports of Student Victimization

- P > - - - - - - > - - - - - D B S . - - I .- -

Model 2 #odel 8
Observed variable - - Eta Eta  Eta
5 ‘ , ' 1 T2
'Y . Hhites® rbbberyo less than $i 0566 . 565 =~
‘ E
Y Whites®. robberyo $1 or more : .966 - «966 -
Y -Whites® thefte less than $1 . e4%3 - W462  --
g g
Y HWhites' thefts Sl or more v «606 ' e606  --
& . . ‘ :
Y dWhites® physical attack «722 o722 --
Y  Blacks® robberys less than sl  .077 -- <658
6 : ,
A4 8lacks® robberye %1 or more «023 - « 784
7 ' ' - .
v Blacks® thefts less than $l . =e001 ~=  &371
8
Y Blacks® thefts $1 or more | -+020 -- 596
Q9 » o
Y Biscks® physical attack  .037 —-- o494
i0 . . A ,
Chi-squared 3727 1C3e5
Nu | | 35 35

Mote. Dashes indicate parameters fixed at zeroe Rodel B fits
the data better than does Hodel 2 (for two @m3dels with the same
nusber of degrees of freedome tha2 difference in chi-squared is
- 26%9e2)0 ' ' e '







‘Table 24
Exploratq;y1Factof'Ana;ysi$fof'Senior High School

“}aﬁdfbéﬁduhity‘Chérééteristics

‘ . Faétof
" Observed variable j o .‘5 :~' ;j;__ 2 3 4 5 n?
_XL ‘Coﬁmuniﬁy écyeréf‘énd;ﬁne;ployméntv; ' ) 62 .bo.]?ééf -01 Ofv:IAO
X, _Rufaiﬂ(vsm_géban) igégéiqq';'. | ﬁ } . ;58:1—33 27 -0s _}27“ 59
X, Commmity crime ~  © . 54 13 <04 -10 -22 36
54 ‘Stgdehtufaﬁiliés ;n Qélféte};;gf"1. s 66fv-d9' 416”;{03 "63; 47
‘gs Percentage éﬁuéén;é??hitehiy‘.; v, o ';9giiildb'-o9 10 -02 88
- X Percén;age teacher$ thtel‘.2_:' .i. : f62. '25 223 10,:._'04~ 51
‘_ X7 Peor an@lnoﬁacademfgbtiég;h “ 272 ;ié 'é05> ~¢9; 13 58 ;A
Xy Students reading béhind g:ade';gve;_ 60 -21 -26 15, 04 Sov
Xy Pet. students never repeated year - —54  :30 ' 19 -;O 14. 44_
L Dropouts rélativé cqienrollmept | : 18 * 06 -08 -02 05 04
W, School total enrollment . V | " 25 33 33 -14 22 35
%, Cozﬁﬁnityvaffluenéépgnd educatfon - OL. 6L 41 08 -21 59
X,, Teacher educational level .11 57 :28_ -44:‘967-"62;
x12 Clear sangcidns<,. o 09 1"59-,*17,5‘62 07 40
X4 Teachér authority'f~1nly B _ ;6“ ‘65q:fQ9 16 ;iB 51"
X, Firn and clear enféfceﬁentl = B 06 ;75 -02 04 -06  ’57
xlS DeliAQUent §oﬁth éﬁiture e _'  : ﬁ-l?_' 66 -05 09 440‘A-63

Note: Decimals omitted.  Varimax rotated principal factor solution with
iterated communalities. - Variables W. and W are not represented in the
confirmatory analysis.  Wnen the num%ér of factors 1s increased to 7, -
the communality of Wiincreases only to .46, and it still has loadings

on several factors. No clear school site factor ‘emerges in any solution
eramined. Variableg labeled Wl are omitted from the confirmatory factor
analysis. - E S ' T - ; »
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Table 24 (Continued)
Exploratory Factor Analysis df Senior High School

and Covmunity Characteristics

- . Factof
Observed variable - , - 12 3 4 5 n?
X, Parental szs'an&lé-g ability -38 33 67 -16 -02 73
X17 College prep. o;iehtation (;ch.,.prn.) -09 ,32 63 -26 ~-11 59
Xlg Belief in convéntidnal social rules -29 -02 . 44 03 28 .-35

‘ Xig Student college prep.orientation 12 09 79 —34 -02 " 76

RN Internal”cohﬁ%ol A 04 13 46 -05 27 31

X, Number of differenf students taught 04 -03 12 61 -10 40
%,, Vocational vs. basic skills climate ~02 -11 -13 70 - 14 - 53
X,, Iodustrial arts | 10 00 -15 88 09 82
X,, Teacher-administratisn cooperation - -15 -12 -12 13 37 20

X, Principal rating 13 <8 -08 04 42 21
X26 Perceived fair and clear rules ._ 04 -08 24 19 72 62‘
X,, Student influence . 22 33 06 -02 67 6L
X

28

School attachment "09. -12 35 49 65 81
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Paga "9 o HEASURING VICTIMIZATION
Table 25

Standardized Lambda for Al% Senior Hich School Modeis

D T S - D e e WD L3 AED AT A e ol W D I e W D W > D D €T P D AT D P TR A G GD DA WD D . - -

Gbserved variable - o Ksi = Ksi  Ksi . Ksi Ksi
’ : ' R 2 k T & -5

S T € WD T P T DD WD A G 3 T A D D W W A e G D WD A B W W > B R T A D - - TS D G RS T -

X Community poverty and S ¥ J— = em e
1 uneaployment '

X Rural {vse urban) -es512° - - - -—
2 Yocatnon '

X Comsunity crime . "1.519 - - -— -

R Student fa-:ines en’ . =e6&3 | == == - -
& welfare ' '

X Pcto students white -2958  -- - - -—
s . : o

X Pcte. teachers white -e731 -~ - -~ ==
&

X Pgeg and nonacadsmic -o666 = § - - -
7 ties ' ' s

R Students reading behind 566 Tw- == - --

8 grade tTevel

X Pcte students never 0491 -- - - -
? repeated yeay ’

& Comzunity aff?@ente - °678. - Cw= -
i0 and edwcation

)4 Teach@f educatﬁonal - 8626 i (e =e
11 leve?l '

X Clear sanctions : - -06%5 - ,_éé .-
12 - | : o .

X Teacher authority . R N N --
i3 : . : .

A Fire and cvéar C - .-  =oT19 - e -

‘1% enforceosant




3
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Table 25 (Continued)

Standardized Lambda  for All Senior High School Models

"X Delinguent youth -- 2615 - — —-
15 celture

X .Parental SES and S—-Ry - - 741 - --
16 ability
_k 1Co!Iege brep; orienta- ‘4?, - «851 -- -
17 tionm (tchee prne): ’ :

X .Belief in conventional - - .315 - -
18. social rules ' .

Xv’StuQentAco!legé.prep. : - - «858 - -
19 orientation - ' :
x',internai control L - - 402 - -
20 .
’x"Number df dffferent - el - ~-ab4! -

21 students taught

X VYocational vse Dasic - - - . TT2 -
22 skills climate

X Industrial arts : -— - - e 868 - -
23 o o - .

X . -Teacher-administration - - - - ©329
24 cooperation

X Principal rating - - - -— «376
2s , .

X Perceived fFair and - -— - -= - 907
26 clear rules S :

, X Siudent influence ' - - - - = o561
4 . 27 o -
X School attachment - - - == 0782
28 - ' ' '

Noteo Dashes indicate parameters fixed at zeroe
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MEASURING VICTIMIZATION . page "
~trea€éd 23 distintﬁ”cohstruc£5o and tha§ ;enior'high'schoéts
;ére factbrdbfy éo(e complex than junior high schoolse
Thérefore student‘an& teacher victimization are examined
"gepavately for junior and.senior high s;hool§ in the'next:'
set of ahafyseso' Résul;svfor teacher victimization are
‘.describéd fifstg foliowed b? results for student victiaiza;
" tione Because male and female teaéher victiéizafﬁéﬁ,aéa-
;ures ére $O c%osely relatéd {see Table $) we h;ve‘focwseﬁ
fithe;éﬁalvsei of teacher victla(zaticnxbn Qnite:gnd biack'
teacher victiaization. | L -

In this sections the concern is with the 'explanatnon” of
school victimization with reference to the characterﬁstics
of the schools and their coszrunitiess represented by the
tatent variables discussed earliere Heres the measurenent
- and structural coapeﬂénts of the models diagramamed in ¥ig-
ures 3-10 are cosbined in an affort to>estimaee the struc—
tural components of the modelse Guided by thé cdnfiraatorvv
faceor analyses just describede the paraaetérs ofbthe aeé-.
surezent podels for the predietor variab!ei are fixeds Spe-
cificaliye the Iaabdé(x) patrices are fixed at thg.yalues~
shoén in Tables 25 and 27 The constraints on thevvériéncas‘
of tﬁe aeta({m) ave relaxaede sd thaey are no !ongér cempiste!?‘
drthogona? as they ware in tﬁe‘comfitsatorv factor ana‘ysesef
In each models, one taabda(¥) for each Vatent variable is
fixred at'léc to s&éntify'tha-moaeio in each seéfof ana-
Tysess @ model postulating that vtctialzatiom is a unitary
construct is contrasted with: 2 &ode! postuiatxng that it is-l
2 muitlfactorial to illustrate pract-cal dlfferences in the

substantive interpretatsons ﬁ-n!led by the resultSo
L Q»—' i
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Tat.le 26

Exploratory Factor Analysis of Junior High Schos?

. f and Commuh{ty QharactetiStiés
» Fgctor
bbse%?é& vériaglé o B ‘, ‘ o 1Au -2 .3 ‘h2‘
“ ::11 ;ngmﬁﬁity po§erty and unamployment '_- | Co 77211"03Q f04a 52
Agkpfél-(vs;erban) location B ' o ”A”§‘76§“”;341 16 57
Xy ?nguni;y crime V R _ - ,- 1"'.592; Oli:-28~ '42‘
xastudent ,fa‘mili;_ens.b' on welfare ' | A A l—(23‘ '_-Q.3~ '_.5.6' _
".pééyéehtage‘stﬁdenfs_whfte ‘ ‘ﬂ': | -93 . 13:A 02 . 8§_.~
g : ;gli?érceﬁtaég'teéchers'white SRR ) . : j..-70 15 -02 Si
“¥77 ééer and nonacademic ties _- ." f ) | -7 i 00 219L 54
xs'_S;udents reading behind grade level A _‘ - 70 -28 -08 57
% Percgntage students never ,fepeatéd year . ;41 46 11 39
-ﬁi Dropouts relative to enrollment , 14 -32 -06. 12
’ V2'1$¢h091 ;dtal enrollment . v - 40 35 -10. 29
Qld Commﬁnity affluence and education | =14, 75 -04 . 58
. ’ xll.xéacﬁer éducat;ona} ievel A C ,_4 ’“.2}4.v58 » 04V' 39
4 : x‘—lléjc-lil.ez.n? 'sllav‘nctions B | o 13 -55 02 32
X3 ;i‘fzacher authority L 13 48 -11 26
;-; xig ?irm'ana‘cleér‘enfotcement" ' ' - ‘ : —Oéf —4§ - 08 25
| ?15 garental SES and S-R Ability o | -22 65 27 54:
Eggg;% Decimals omitted. Véximxx erated prinéibal féétorvsolutioﬁ with B
.;itéiéfed communalities. Variatles labeled w; are omitted frqm"the - ;
) confi?@a;ory factbr:énalysié,- | | : |







Table 26 (Continned)

Explofatory Factor Analysis of Junior High School

;;j“:> | o ' :.  and Community Characteristics
tFactor
Observed variable : - ‘ B 1 2 3 h2
X6 Student coilege prep. orientation .28 47 26 36
= X9 Belief in convéﬁﬁional‘social rules : -38 05 43 33
xls-Teaché?-admiyistra§ion_é§operation o —23"—01 46 | 26
) X1g Princip;i ratlng . -12 -08 32  12
. %50 Perceiveq'fair end clear rules ' a6 027 8 69
Xy School Attachment' » 1 ‘. o 07 02 8% 78
X5 Internal control . . , 08 29 52 © 36
X5 Delinquent youth culture . . -07 - £§91 ?61 53
Vg Student infiuence ; 4 47 14 28 32
v, College»prep. orientation (tch., prn.) - -03 13 -02 02
vs Number of different students taught E 01 26 -07 07
Ve 'Vocational vs. basic skills climate" . 27 -19 —03 | 12
w

Industrial arts | - 18 29 -13 14
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MEASURING VICTIHMIZATION
- Table 27

Standardized Lambda

Page 73

for AIY Junior High School Hodgis

Ksi

i3

Aagr dns G

Observed variable Ksi Ksi
. 2
X"Coééunity"poverty and une=plioyrent o717 - -
1 : T o : o ,
"X Rural {vso urban) location -e573 - -
2 S o E
- ICGaaunity crice «560 - --
- . _ .
'R Student families on welfare «731 - -
& - '
X Pcto students white -2950 -- --
5. -
X Pcte teachars white —0777 - -
X Feer and nonacademic ties ~0583 - -
7 .
X Students reading behind grade level o718 -- -
8 : o
X Pcte students naver repeated yaar -2469 - -
9 :
R Cozmunity affluence and education - o713 --
10 - o
R Teacher educational level - 539 -
it ‘ :
. :4 Clear sanctions -— -o557 -
12 - : ,
X Toscher authoerity -— =492 -







X
14

X
15
X

X
v
k
18
X
19
X
20

X
21

R
22

):4
23

Table 27 (Continued)

Standardized Lambdax for All Junior High School Models

Firm and cliear enforceaent

Parental SES and S-R ability

" ‘Student coi{ege‘prep.~orien:ation
e -© ® o _ ; \
Belief in conventional social rules
.Teacher-adﬁinistratidn'téope(atibn-

Principal rating -

‘Perceived fair and clear rules.

School attachment

‘internal control

-Dei&nquent youth cu!tufé ’

-

~o&T6

9709’

«521

.&@ggo Oashes indicate parameters fixed at zeroe







,ag. 7.. . : ' MEASURING VICTXMHATION
- __gg_gg_vig;l gggggon., ‘Results for two. modals of senior
high teacher victimﬁzatnom--corraspondlng to models 1 and 3
. of Figures 3 and S-~are presented in Tab!e 280 Not@ that
the structura for the victimﬁzaticn BRasures shown in modef
3 and used in Table Zﬁ_dﬁffers slightly from the structure
 tested eaflier with theicénfl}aatory factor analysis (Table
.iS)erThe stfucturq_use¢ ﬁn'TabIe 28 is more intuitively
n‘appeéling than that in Tébie lév'ando aithough'ltAwas too
"r@stractive to yﬁeid a senSane so%ution in the conflraatory
- factor anaiysiSv this structure seemed O produce sensibﬁe
rasults for the present analysise Hence we decided to p;o-
'ceaﬁ with the sore intuitive modele Hodel 3 yields a much
baétgr fit_(o the data thén doas modé! l (Chi-squared =
11002s p € <001}« Hhite teacher victimization is well
sexplained® by model 3 (psi = 020)o According to modeiiio
the largast standardized “effect® on white teacher victiai-
zation-(é:a(l)) ifs the sdcia! disorganization characteristic
of the school and fts coa&unity’(ksj(l))- Parmissive mid-
dle-<liass a?fﬂuence (ksi(2)} hés,a mo&erate positive' |
.°effecty" and Souhd.sch:ol'adwﬁnistrathﬁ {ksi{5}) has a
7aoderate negativ@ “effecéﬁ on white teacher victimizatione
The cthaer two school factors (ksi(B) and ksi{&)) have signi-
fﬁc&nt but small “@ffects“ on white teacher victi-izatlon.‘

: ac;ording to model 3, thp pattern of effects is cifferent
‘fof black teaches reports of robbery and attack (eta(2})e
€Eta(2) :s poorly explainede.: Tﬁa enly significént_predictor

is ksifl)e social disorganizatione
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' 'MEASURING VICTIMIZATION | | |  Page 15
[ | Table 28

Stvuctural Para-eters qga-aa) in the Two ﬁodels of
- Senior High Teacher Victimjzation

Model 1 " Model 3 -
Latent variable and label Eta Eta Eta . Eta
B . o 1 1 2 3
. Ksi ' Social disorganization = oTT2¢%  o7838% ,222%¢ - .3T1¢s
,u:fK Permissnve middle-class .31133"}§31§*8 =0048 .391§8,
R .‘.ij affluence : ' ' K . '
fﬁsif Conventnona! and : _-.lliﬂﬁ -e106% -o036 - _-.216§#-
.3 academnc orsentation : ' '
' '®si . Vocational training = =e1208% -.1306¢® -,028 c023
~ Ksi ~Sound school = —eT%59%  -o26648% =,016  =-ol135
5 administration : S '
Restdual (Psij ' e222  .200 e966 <686
Chi-squared 2962 2831 -
"Rux' f, A , o L4 - - T06

MOtee ﬁodo‘ 3 provﬁdes a2 better Fit to the data than does model 1
'(cha-square¢8110.29 nu=10s p<e00Li}. Because the ksi(n) are uncor-
erlated (phi=l}s the gisma(nm) equal the corresponding zaro-order:

" corvetationse In the resuvits for model 3 the eta(m) are wmoder- -

ately correlated: ‘rho(l2)=c170¢ rho{l13)=<4660 rho(23)=c073,
thite Teacher Victimization
‘B :

Biack»?aacher Robbery and Attack
e L . |
Black Teacher Theft

. °p<.05
| eepc.0l

T
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Fﬁnal!yo the stru tural aodel eoderate!y explains eta(3).

latack teachers report more theft :n schools located in
:edxsorgannzed socia! areas and in schools characterized by
:peraisssve middle-class affluencev but less theft in schools
'vhxgh in conventaonal acade-sc orientation.. L |
N ﬁodels 1 and 3 Tead to some dnffernng lmp‘lCationS-ﬁ Here
fit assuaed that only a single factor underlxe' victnaxzation
reportso one m:ght conclude that socna! dis organizatnon ls
"of overwhelming i-portance in deter-iniwg toacher vnrtn&lza-
.taone Nodel 3- tn contrast. sugqes .S - that social dxsorgani—
jzataon‘&s auch . eore x-portant in determnning ehnte teacher
'vnctimization reports than black teacher v‘ctxmxzatnon
'.reports., This eould lead to specu!atnon about the reason f
>For'this'o|fferenceo In addituoNo some other dxfferences in

Yab!e 28 for the smaiﬁer coeffacients suggest that ainor but

not maJor vn'txa:zation exper;ences for blacks ‘tend to occur

in perm:ssxveo aff\uent schoo!so and tend to occur less in
conventaonalo academic scnoo!s. Vocatxonal trannnng ns_A
'assocnated negatlvely on\y with white teacher reports.,e‘
bResults for the tuo eodels of JU“!OV hxgh teacher vlctam-
izat{on--correspondnng to sodels 2 and & of Fiqures L3 and
b6-=are rhoun in Table.AQ.»'rhe chreeffactor model_provides 3
anniflcantly (chx-squared (d.f¢ = 6{ f-l?oep but on%y
s%lghtly better fFit to the datao The resu!‘s for the Fnrstv
Vfactor for eodel % reseeble closelv the results for the sin-
gle-Factor aodel.‘ Accordung to eithesr sodel o overall

teacher vactéeization is xnf‘uenced most bv socnal disorgan-

azatlon (ksn(l))o uith permxssive aff!uence and acadeeic
o ' 0 (1“ ' ’ ‘
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orlentation having a'mbdéface positive effects and prbso¢ial

school organization havnng a mojerate negatlve influence on

" overa!% vactiaization. Yhe results for uhite teacher rob-

bery and attack parellel those for overa‘l victnenzatxono
but black teacher reports_of robbery and-attackgare re\ated
enly to socié{‘disérgéniza:ion and are poorly explained (psi

3 .690)0

. Student victxma;gglgg.‘ First we show results of mode!s -

involving the reports of aoys and gnrls. regardless of raca.

and thern ug show results of =models for b!a:ks and’ uhxtes»k

‘ regardless'of sexe - This form of analysis (pooling across.

réceiuhen"analyzing for sexs and vice—versé) is neceSéary,
because of the_guail samsple sizes>£hé; noujd‘be-inQineqijn
anélysis for noh-overiapping SuUbgroupse ‘fhe.reSults forﬁtwo;'
models of senlor high student vnctiaizatécn-—correspondi 3
to aodels 1 and 5 of Fagures 3 and T--are shown in Table 50.;
The three-factor model fits the data much better than the .
sfng!e-factof ﬁodé\v(chi4squared (d.f, :_;O).= !BXQi)c an& ‘

it has some interestﬁng ialecationsAr The first Factor

. feta{l))e boys® robbery and attacke is moderately influénced

by social disorganizatione and sound school adainisgrétion

nagatively infiuences this factar- Yhé.second factor

- — - - ———-—

is nogatively infiuenced by per@issxve m)ddlefclass afflu-~

ence (ksﬁ(Z)j and scund school administrations and posi-
tively influenced by school conventional and écadénic orien=-.
taﬁtou (kil(3)). The’last-factof (eta(3))o is ésséntialiy

unrelatad to the school and co-munity chafacterusticsq uﬁth
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| Table 29 ' :

Structural Parameters (ga=mma) in vhe Two Models of
Junior Hngh Teacher Victimization

Model 2 . .Hodei 4
L o v » ‘ a b . -
Latent variable and tabel . Eta . Eta ~ Eta Eta
S ‘ T S 1 2 3
_®si Social disorganization 75688  JT608% oS58T8¢ 27608
R - | A -
. Rsi Peraissive affluence and <3268 033508  .228%¢ 127
2 acade-ic or:entatuon_ o A ’
ksi' Prosecial schesl —033766  -o36268 -.2008 -ell1
3 ' 'organization s : : :
Reskdual. (Psi) - 0209 <133 o563 = <895
| Chi-squared . S 1839 . 1817
W . 838 532

- P P D D W €D W D AR TS CF W ED W D TP D 6P D T TP TP S G D W D AR

_ m@taa mod@! % provéﬁes a better Fit to the data than does model 2
QCnﬁ-squaradslTeBo nuz=69 p<eOl)e Because the ksi{n}) are uncorre-.

" Jated (phi=Ije the gam=mai{nm) equal the corresponding zero-order
‘correlationse . In tha rosults for model & the eta(s) are moder-
eta?y correlat@d: rhofl2)=c5%le rRo(l3)222900 rho{23)=c2l3.

' & : ' ) )
Overall Teachev Vﬁctﬁmization {Hinor)

b S = . :
Ubite Teacher Robbery.and Attack.
Black Teacher Robbery and Attack

. ©p<e05
! ’@$p<001 -
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no ksi(i) having a significant gammaes and 4% of its variance

expiainad.' The differential pattern of influences on djffe-

rent types-of'vittialzation suggested by model 5 is masked

in the single-facior @odéla

Results of the two models for JUﬂlOf high student vnctxm-v
ization-—correspondxng to. mode!s 2 3and 6 of Figures & and
8——are shown-in Table-31o' Againo the three-factor model
ylelds an interasting.pbttérn‘of réSU‘CSV‘and.if fits the
data much better than the sang!e-?actor -ode‘ (cha-squared
{dofo = &) = 23948% p¢ ( 0001)9' Accordnng to model 6o
gnrls“ vobbévy and attack (eta(k)) is moderately posntxvely'

inf!uenced by soc:al dssorganlzatnon and negatnvely inviu=-

.enced by orosocial scnqol admnnistratlon. Student theft.

{ata(2}) ﬁs‘négatiQety infl@ehcéd by.ali three 1atent pred-
ictorsy with pfdsotial.ﬁcnooi organizétion having the iarg?
ost “efrecto.® Finallys boys® robbery and attack (eta(3)) ié
mederately positively i:fluenced by social dnsorganxzataono
and more strongly neoatnvely |nf1uenced by prosocaal school
organnzataonov Girls° personal vﬁctamnzatxon is: tess uel!
explained than either bbys' personal vsctns;zatnon or stu-
dant theft {17 vse. 23 and 23 percent of the variance in
eta(lbo'etaql)é add eté(&)o réﬁbéciiveiy.‘accounted fo} by
the e'sxuno | '
In controst to the three-factor wﬁantvbthe dne—factorl
model makes social disorganization ac§Sar less. importante -
partly becéuse fc has effecis with different signﬁ on tbe-
different eﬁa@@);l-And'ii‘fa{Is to suggast an influence of
paraisstve aff?uance end academnc orientatiONo uhach is sug-~

gssted An tha mOre complex aodel for student theft.
95
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Page B0 MEASURING VICTIMIZATION
' / Table 30 '
Sﬁfuctuf@l Parameters (ga@aa)'in the Two Hodels of

Hale and Female Reports of Victimization in.
Senior High Schools

- > D D B D WD S D e D 2 D e A P 2 T P W WD - - -

Model 1 =  Hodel 5
. : : - 2 . b c
Latent variablie and 1abel Eta Eta Eta Eta
o ' )} 1 2 3
®si Social disorganization 23988  ,270¢%  -,065 104
Ty : o . ,
Rsi Persissive middie-class -e150% -087 -e2798% =008
2 affluence. o ‘
- Ksid -Coﬂventionéﬁ'and ' -s03} ~e067 «289%% =o,12,
3  academic orientation
Ksi Vocational training -o046  =o038 «046  =o09T
Rsi sSound school : 026968 «,20808% <o231% =077
5  adatnistration '
Residual {Psi) -855 . e870 e 779 «959
Chi-squared 2679 ' 2a9T
K . : 716 . 706

- DT TR DD TP D CHED B AP D T G ED G VR G T S WP £ B D TP P DGR > @ T LD AD €D D WD D D P e D D P D D U . WD D T - -

Nutes HModal 5 provides & better fit to the date than does mcdel 1
achi-squared=181ole nu<10s p<Ce001)e Becouse the ksi{n} are uncor-
related {phi=I)o the gezmma(nm) . equal the corresponding zero-order
corratationse In medel 5 the eta(m) are slightly correlateo:
rnofi2)5.057s rho(l3}=c034s rho(23)==0027e. '

Boys® Robbery and Attack
b . ,
Studaents® Vheft

c : :
Garls® Robbery ond Attack

ovpLa01
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- Results for aodéfg predicting black and white students®

;}gborgsvof viétisitai(on abpear in Tables 32 and 33o"THO'
J.aoﬁéliﬂfor senfor high schools--correébonding to @odels>!

and .7 of Figures 3 aﬁd 9--were estimatede Table BZYshbus

"ghét the fouf—factor @odel fits the daia better than the
éhé—factor mqabl {chi-squared (dofe = 15) = 562480 p <

i@bbl)o 'Caﬁtioh shouid be exercised.ln interprating tﬁa
‘ébéfficiénts’repqrtéd in this table because the models® fits

.3 €§'the dota:are exceptionally p)b('_ahd the residual vari-

‘ances areAsq nighe In facty tha comougpr‘al@ori;ha u#ed in

, 11§ﬁEL failed to converge on an accepgabie solutfon after

léﬁo’it§rations. He can concludé on the basis of tﬁjs solu-
tién that the one-factor socel does not do jwsgicé to tﬁe
cdmplexity of student victimizations in senior high schoolse:

The p?edigtiods of black rebofts are better than for whitese
aﬁd the influence of being lo;ated in @ socially q‘sorgan-_

“sfzgd-aréa:seeus to }un in different direct{dns for blacks
a&d whitess | '

o Results for junior high schos! models of black and white '
st&deht-repOrts#-Hodejs 2 and 8 of Figures 4 and le-ére
éo}a straightfcr&ard. Againe.the two-factor model fits the
défaﬂbettg} than the single~factor mode). (chi-;quared (defe
afs; z 28465..9 € -001)e. The results for aodel 8'taply:that
éqciél'disorganization has & moderaté effect on white stu-

' déhés' repo}ts of victimization (eta(l))s but that neither
‘gknthe school characteristic factors affectsktHQSQ febomtsq
_.Conv@rsa|96 only prosocial school organization influencaes

blécg students?® reports (ets(2)} éccord§n§ to the téé-iéctor

. wmodalo. .

97
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Page 82 . .. i MEASURING VICTIMIZATION
| Table 3:
Structural Paraueturs (Qammea) “in the Two Models of

Maie and Feaa\a Repores of Student Victna;zation
for Juwior High Schomls

D s Ch - T = - > o o D S < O e D A - .- -

Model 2 4 " ‘Model 6

- - Sl _ s b c
Latent variable and > -del =~  Eta Eta - - Eta Eta
- SR Co S R 2 3

T 2 i A1 > 4D P D D > T D o > D D - T = D, - D D &5 D D e e D . - -

. Ksd  Soctal disOrganization = o151¢ . 31588 =,29288 = 19186
Ksd Soctalialsorganization & o151 . L3138 s 19
1R§i Pefaissive aff?uqnce.énd '+50731Afhhooqéfgwwfil&§ﬁ‘f,_alOb
2 academic orisentation T e L
Xsi  Prosocial SThool | = =o35988  Co268%8  -.34688 <-,425%8

3. adaejaistration S :
Residual  (Psi) a o863 0831 . o763 oT72
Chi-squarad o 1985 . .. 172%
Ras ' - 77538 o .83z

Bolee Model 6 provid@s a2 better fit to the dota than does model 2

fehisquarad=z239.8¢ nuzbe pLe00l})e Because the ksi{n)} are uncor-
rolatsd Qpn{axbe the gazma(nm) equal the corresponding zero=-order
correlaticnse The etale) in model 6 are =odestly correlateds
rh0€323301560 fh0€l3)800769 rhoezsgaeooaor», : - :

qﬁéns° Robbary and:éttack K

b ..“ o
Studont Thefe '

Soys® Robbery and Attack -
©p<a0S | ‘

82pn< 01
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The soclution 6ased on the one-factor model closely

pa?a!}&ls the fésults_For whize students® victiatzation.

Hences it is partiy misieading in !ignt“of the differiﬁg

N pattern of pred@ctprS‘for black and white reportse<l4é>

Dis cg§§19.
The presant report ralseé several |mportant issures in
- the measuresent of school victimizationes These ﬁssues a!l
havelto do Qith the construct validity of atternatlve.mea-
sures available in the Safe Schaol Studye and'tney arebof
generél practitél aﬁd'theoreti:al interést. They are of
thooretical lnterest because understandlng the nature of
victimization is essentlal in developang knowiedge about éts
causese They are of practicallanterest becsuse knowledge of
the correlates and causes of victjmizqtion'in schoo)s-is
'usefui:in,!earning to prevent ite Snd’differant varieties

may have different rootse

One veasonably clear isolncation of the researcﬁ feportea
here is that better measures of school disruption are
required if we aré to d> more sophisticated and useful
res@arche | -

Because there are few independent penchmarks in the Safe

School? Study data against which to assess the meaning of the

victimization reportss their aeaning remains unciearo. Ample -

evidence is adduced in this report that reports by black
teachers and white teachers may have different meaningss

e 0 i e e e e e s o o . 9‘)

-:l4e Refer- to Vables 19 and 23 to see that: eta(l) for: “moda!
2% of Tadbles 3: anc 33 s7s ras!!v qu‘ze déffarantc
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Table 32

and Hhite Reports of Student Vactﬁaization in
Senior High Schoois

- Hodel! 1 Model 7
S o _ a b ] c
- Latent variable and Vabel Eta . Eta - Eta | - Eta

J‘f;KSII1$dclal disorganization —o166  =ol3T% = 412868 -.1468

L _
- Xsl Permissive middle-class =.0T7 =-o064 o017  =a2732%
- -2 affluence - '
7 rsd Ccnventlona? and ~ -o0h& =051 -e0T1 e165% -
. 3 academic orientation : B U
7 'Rsi Vocational training ' =e026%  =o030. ~o018 o014
& ) ‘ . .
“ Ksi Sound school. | =0185  -el7168 -.013 =o175%
’ S administration _
T RQS‘GU@B~GPS‘) ' 09367 _o9§5 2978 ,853
Chi-squared - 3135.9 257301 .
e 116 701

o »mogg,, Estimates rapcrtéd ﬁn'this tzbliec are from solutions whi
-’ mot ‘reach convergerce sfter 250 iterations. MHodel 7 provides
_ter it to the data than doss model 1 (chi-squaredz562.8e

o g-f p<o00l)o Bocause the ksi{n) are uncorrelated {phi=l)e. the gaes

eogual the corresponrding zero-order coreciationse The: correi

. zmemg otadm) in model 7 range From <009 R0 o060

fa!¢¢k aezacu'and‘aebbary - Black Theft
Ehl%e Atteck &nd Robb@ry H¥nite Theft
. ep<e0S |
| eep<Le0l

100

ZATION

- Structurail Parametears {gamma) in the Two HModels of Black

. d
Eta

h .

-4025

013

0197'

<068

-.082

e9TH -

ch did
2 bet-

nu=iSe
-a(nm)
ations
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Table 33
Structural Parameters (gamma) in the Two Hodels of Black

and ‘White Student Reports of Vnctﬁa!zation in
Suniocr f"igh SCP‘OGBS -

 Model 2 © HModel 8

' ; : , A . a b
Latent variable and Tabel - Eta v Eta:. . Eta
. i L , S 1 1 2
Ksi Social disorganization = <3458 - o3468® ' =.135
Ksi Permissive sffluence and . =e033  =a032 = =-ol26

s ~acadesnic orientation . S . BRI '
X3t Prosocial school ~e063 . -.061  -.1520e

3 crganizacion

Rosidual (Psi) . . o876 <BTE _ 929
Chi-squared - - .. . 20891 - = 190@.5
My | - 538 . 530

tioteo Hodel 8 pvuvﬂdes 3 better fit to the data than does. nodel
2 {chi-s quar@dszaéoﬁo nuzBs pP<o00lj)o - Because the ksi(n): are
vacorralated (phizl)e the gamma{na) equal tha corresponding
Zaro=order correiations. The eta(m) in mcdel 8 afe siightly

‘correlated: rho{l2)==-o031e.

-tyhfee Students® Victimization

o N — o o
Black Students® Victimization

23p<o01

104
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Page d5 ' . _ qsas(m‘x‘%.-vxcumnwu-'
iikewi#q.fdr boys and girlise _Furtﬁeraore' the evidence
implies thét teach@r'ana student victimization reports'éea;
_sure-dﬁffefént phenamenas Exactly what these reports meane
'houever. re-aans unclearo. In planhing'future surveysy vic-
Q(aizatxon reports must be supplemented by seif- reported
dollnquaht and,disruptlve behaviore and uherevervpossnble by
'other ob;ectlve evidence about the amount of vlctnaization_
occurring in the schoole In additlono because differential
social‘peréepeion héy prOvlde,31 explanatidn for the dgiffer-
ences in the patterns of correliates of reports by different’
racial groups» tnfornat:on ‘about racia\ attntudes and per-

. ceptlons uOu!d also be & usaful suppiement to vactlaization
reports in future'surveys.

‘A sec§nd f@pliéatton can be drawn from crke portions of
‘this research that estimate reliabilities for the various
m@asuress Hany mdrg person§ per- school. must be ihvoivéd in
reporting their experiences if adequately ratiaole mseasures
are to ue‘dbtaﬁnedf“'nuch of the'ﬂv{ctyﬂﬁzationé which
occuré in15choqls involves minor indignities: swsartass
remarks or geStures;_one.boy forcefuliy asking another for a
quawiérb a'notebodk.iifted from scmeone®s deske Vnore seri-
cus victtmizations afe refativei§>rare; This makes fne task
of aeasuréng them dlfficultc and it nnaiies that many more
0@r3ons RUSt D@ surveyed per school o gain reliadle esti-

a*eso Yhe increase in reiaabilltv tnat can be gafned by
incveaslng the nunber of persons reporting is §llustrated in
v@saarCn'by;Grant and Grant (1980)s who aygraegated reports .-

for 100 to:zoo'studentﬁ per schaol and obtained estimated







raliability coefficients in the <80°s and «90°s. These con-

trast sharply uith those.ln?the prasent research (Table 5)5.

ag%jcatigns of the Hode\s

uorrnes about the coastruct va!ldity of the ulctiaitatlon
feports' and the cross-sectionals measuremsat-based na:ure
of the research ara serious !imltattons~lﬁ'thefpresent
réséarcn;~ Despite these inherent limitationse we haée

extended the earliar research on the correlates of schob!

‘victimization in important ways in this reporte He have

more carefully~exasiﬂed al ternative measures of school Qic-
tiaization'thanbhas been previously'atteaptad. Ando ue have

used more soph(stncated modeling techniques to provtde

'insight into school social organizatlon and v!ct!&ization.

These .ecdels assume that.it §% usefu! to think of a sms!ﬂ
nuwber of und@rlyang factors of school organization uhich

account for a larger number of observed varnablaso This

:contrasts with earlier research (Gottfredson € Daﬁgerv 1979)

that attempted to build statistlcal aodels of deVinquency

MEASURING VICTIMIZATION =~ . A Page 87

using a !arge number of predtctors of rather specific diman-

sionss @many of which were hlgnly correlated with each other.

Those high correlations amona predictors aake discerninrg the

"order factors) of school! characteristics with victimization

raports difficult to discern. These relations are casier to

see in the present resultse.
A% {n other research usinq-statlsticai,aodeii to under-

se&nd or explain secla\ prenomenas the structure of the

resu!ts dapends tn iarge part on the specifﬁcation of the .

o 100

retative relations of major underlying dimsnsions {or second.
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MEASUR ING vrcrrﬁtzArxoul

‘.modal.' Yhese aodels gostulate certain c3ussal structuresy
"and exasﬂne ‘the consequences of tnose structures.,~thq,’ ".cﬁ

H?esuits are constranned by the datao to . be sSureo “But the

rqsd!ts depend strongly,on the }udqaents ﬁade in constructé

5in§!th§ aode\so Xn constructlng these models we have
kaésﬁée& that autual causatlon (such as vlctxmization causing
‘1schoo! administratlon es vall as vice versa) does not exist.
fA!thougn HG regard thxs assumpt:on as reasonab‘ep it aay be
‘fa]se. These and: other details of the aodels examlnedo and
fjthé_basstvqunalyslsuof dgta‘inugnich no gxperiaeptal aanl—
fpulatfbniof'fndecendeﬁt.vacjabies_occurredo ééketthe-f-

_research suoject to speculatlons ‘about other statistical

nodeﬂs which may also fit the data reasanably welle Examin-

’inqlsuch-a-ternatave soeculations is an important set-of
v!teas on'é research agendao Our best. current ;udgments
:,about node? specificat;on are incorporated in the present

_researcno but ‘because- Judgnent n3s been invo‘vedv these
2resu1ts aust;be interpreted cavutiousiys uith these caveats
4?ln élddr thq*aoaels qsgo'ﬁere have several important impli->

g:catnonSc tncluding the follohing:

‘161 Socia! dnsorganlzatlon—-aeasurad by such schooB char=-

“acternstﬁcs as a8 high proportion of students benﬂnd gfade 
- VTevel in readingo aany students frou familles on welfaree a-
. high proportéon of n(nority students. and such comaunity

'-characterist,cgcas hlgh unemploymento high crimee much -

povertyvandlunenbioyment;_and many femaie-headed=house-»

C holos—-ts strong\y linked to tha victiajzotion repovts of

_nhite teacherso and ﬁs tha only degenaabve prednctor -of ser—“
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vﬁéus'teééher'victlmization.~

Page 89
Although the link is not as

stro«g as for white teacherSo social dlsorganlzation is also

8 f@ﬂrly potent pradictor of black teacher vlctialzatlon

eeportsv and the reports of persona! victinszation (robber—

{es anﬁ attackss of @ale and fe-ale studentse Socﬁai disor-

g@nazation n_g_givalz imfluences student reports of tnefto

' Earlﬁar research (Gottfredson & Oaigere 1979 which dld not

'sugg@st auch influence of soc;al disoegaaizatlon on stwdent g

vactlmization feports is probably due to co-binﬁng into a

singla -wasure kinds of v:cti-izatlon reports which are

e!atad to socia‘ dasorganization in different uays.'

Zo The. soundness of a school s ad-lnlstratﬁon-—indexed

by aeasuves of teacher-adlinistratlon cooparatﬁono ratﬁugs

of the prsncipai°s b@havﬁorq the percsﬁved faarness and

ciarity of the schoo% fuieSo and student ﬁnf?uence on the

~way the school is run: and th@ir attachnent to the schoa!--is

- Vinked to teachar reports of victianz&tann in both junior

and sgnior high schoo!s (and to the reports of both blackv
and white teachers in the senior high anaivses). Further-

sorao tne soundness of scnooi adatntstrataon is Vinked uith

an measufes of studant vnctaaﬁzation in buth junior and B

senior high schoolse ‘except for the renorts of girbs ln sen-

for high schoo!@ of robuerﬁes amd attacks uhlch are rela-

eively unpredéctabie by any schaol or comaunﬁtv charactarss-,

tice The mod@is alwuays faply tnat~ehe better the

adeénﬂstrataon the iess the victi-lzationo_ Yhé'prasent

fesu‘ts ﬁap!y 8 reasoaably stvong effect of the uay a schooi"

as run on vactﬂnlzatlon rates tmat uas obscured in eaw‘ier

fesuits usﬁng 2 ?arge nuaber of correlated pfedictors.

li)d




4




st TR

A

R

Page 90 MEASURING VICTIMIZATION

3. NMiddle class affluence (for senicr high schools) or

" affluencd and acadealc,oriantaéion (for junior nigh schonls)7

" is a factor of15chnol orgahization @easur ed by sucH varia-

bles as co@munltv aff!uence and edwcationo teacher. educa-f"
vttona! levele and others {sece Tables 21 and 23). These fac~
tors: ggggglve.g :nfluance teacher va't!nlzatlon reports-
(except for seriou vnctlaazat:on in nsgh schools and white
vnctlnlzation reports in junior hign s~hools). These same

factors nega Lg_‘z lnf!uence student repo‘ts of tneft in

‘both Junior and senior high schoois.

% In acadeaically or:ented (or co?lege preparatory

ecaphasis) hégh.schools. teachars report less ytqtnnizat:ono

“but studenes report Bore thefto

Se A vocational traanang emphasﬁs appears essentiaity

unre‘eted to victimization repcres.

This report adds to knoaledga about school disrugtion by
nmplying that it is. not a wnid(a@nsionai conseruct. Several

dlst,nct dimensions of victia:zation 'an be aeasur@do and

these diff@fent d:mens!ons are not a1l related to the postuo

Vated causai factors sn tne 33BE WaAYo Ando this stvengthens*

" the suggest!on of variizr rasearch (Getefeadson a Datgerv -
:R9T9. Gvanto Grantw Oaniaesv Matoe a VGaasakﬁo 19?¢5 Bwrack
;L Gownﬂnge 1@80. NIEo 19?8). revﬁews (Johnﬁo»v Bﬁfdo & Lit-

tlee 1979; w@is € Hawklnsv 1?8039 and praceica! enperé@nce

qucuarde 1978. uooda‘Eo 19799 that scﬁoo! socaa! adainﬂstra-
tiea pract!c@s contributo to the !@weﬂ of dtsrupts@n a
schooa enp@rﬁences even . though 8 host of studentfy charac-“
z@raseacs and th@ com@unﬁty envﬁfonaan& are aisc -ajov det-

eralnants of dasruption ﬁn a scheoi. r\ﬂ
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