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ABSTRACT .
InfoRésults Limited investigated vandalismfprevengion measyres
. and programs qsed in Qntarlo schools. A self-administered :
. 'quesgxonnalre was malled to _each school principal in Qntario
asking thgm to 1nd1cate which of fifty-five vandalism preven-
K : tion measureg they had uséd; how effective each had been in
reduc1ng vandallsm;-the cost of vandallsm during 1978; whether .
or not they have an alarm system and a vandallsm-reportlng .
system; and what communlty_groups the school has involved in
vandalism preveﬁtion measures. |
. . . ¢ . . .
Use of vandalism prevention measureéiby the: 3025 responde-ts
range . from less than 1% to_95%. fimilarly, the perceived

*

effectiveness @£ the méasures also varied substantially. Among o

i - . the most-used and most effective wmeasures were: providing ade-
T - quate teacher supervision in hallways, lunch’ rooms, etc;.keeping
schools clean and attractive; used and least effective included:
installing ' siqns identifying the school's boundaries; providing
rewards to students or.community residents who informed on
vandals; and signing all $chool visitors in and odi\of the
building. One of the most effective measures;, in the opinion |,
.of the principals, was installingy an alarm system, although over

one—thlrd of the_prlnelpals reported they already had one. .

»
ot

Issues related to school vandalism'thaﬁ were also investigated

were the cost of wvandalism, vandallsm-reportlng systems, and the
~use of community groups to prevent vaidalism. The cost estlmates
! " should Le treated widh caution since only 2703 pnlnC1pals made
A estimates dnd there were wide variations because of the effect ~
-~ . /f arson. The averagg cost per school in 1978 was $1, ,730 or
$4.05 per student. Preliminary estimates of the costs of various
i types of Yandalismfare presented along with estimates- based on - v

school level and school size. N

L

. Over four-fifths of the principalé said their schooi had a
vandalism-reporting sybtem:’ School level did not determine the

. presence of a reporting system, but fewer of the verv small
schools than the other schools made regular reports to their

board.




The uge of outside agencies to comhat school vandalism was
relatively high for police, par=znt groups, and individual
parents, but very low for ‘all other communlhyuq;oupa and
agencies.

The findings are discussed in terms of which measure: are most

'effectlve, the cost of school vandalxsm, agd how to use the
findings. TQe need for developing more be av10ural programs,
better cost-reporting systems, and ways of ,tLll ing the
results of the study are outlined.

-
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INTRODUCTION

-

L]

*

P
_ \/

A litekature rgview of school vandalism prevention programs sﬁd
activities was completed by InfoResults-Limited for the Ontario
Ministry of Education in 1978. This yeport, School vandalism:

Problems and Responsés, reviewed the literature on school

vandalism prevention prodrams which have been used.by school
systems'in Canada aﬁd the United States. Procedures that
educators might use to reduce intrusion, theft, and damage
were outl%ned.

. \ . .
As a follow-up to School Vandalism:™froblems and Responses,

InfoResults Limited was asked by the Ontario Ministry of
Education to conduct a survey of vandalism prevention pro-

grams used in Ontario schools. This study provides a measure
‘of the types of prevention programs that have been used

" during the twelve months prior to the survey and the principals'
perception of the effectiveness of the programs. The study

also investigates the extent to which other community organiza-
tions have contributed to vandalism prevention at the school
level snd~pvnvides an estimate of the cost of vandalism during
the 1978 calendar year. ' ‘

[
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LITERATURE R “IEW , Vi

- Y K
Over the last few years there ‘have been many studies of the .
_extent, causes, and characteristics of‘vgnﬁalism (2, 3, 7.,.9,
10). Most studies have concentrated Qn'éeneral vandalism as
opposed to school vandalism and the causes of vandalism
rather than preventive.programs."'

A literature révﬁew which covered both, the causes of school
vandalism and breventive measures was comple;ed by the Edmon-
ton Public School Board. The preventive measures described
included building design and:-school securitv systems. The
review also discussed the underlying causes of vandalism:
psycho;pgical, sociological, educational, and structural.
Measures g§hat have been tried in schools and considered
effective in reducing vandalism include: '

N ‘ ‘ "
a) 'student patrols; A
- b) socurlty offlcers on twenty—four~hour duty,
c) .parent patrols,
~d) "vandal watch" programs;.
e)  acrylic glass;
:f) educational programs,

qg) development of community schools and community 1nvoiVement
in the appearance of the schbol building:;

h) .broadening student involvement in decision making; and
i) rewarding students for preventing vandalism.
. : bl

The proposed measures that have bee  ried with mixad success

include: .

a) alarm systems; A ¢

b) holding parents:financially responsible ‘for damage; and

¢c) trained guard;dogs (4} . '

]
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presented a .

A literature review by Whi‘e and Fallis (11)
classification system of vandualism problems aad prevention
programs which have been used by school systoms in Canada and
the United States. Programs involving students, teachers,
‘the school syétem, and the community were discussed in terms
of reducing gener« school vandalis-.. Specifi« ;espoﬁses to
intrusion. theft; and démaae wera outlined. The effective-
ness‘of_the variogs progra.s waé stQted, if known, buE'Gery
few reports. of experimentally contrclled studies designed to

~

evaluate *he effectiveness cf antivandalism programs were

found. This ;gview makes severaf references to a book on the

pravention of vandalism, Stopping School Property Damage by

J. Zeigel. It focusses on designing schools to reduct their

L4

susceptibiiity to damage by vandals (12).
Various preventive measures and their effcctiveness were
measured in surveys conducted by the Edmonton Prblic School
Board and the Canadian Education Association (5, 6, 3). The
Edmonton su}vey asked principals, school staff, and head
custodians to indicate which of twenty-four preventive meas-
ures were used in their school and how effeétiVe each meas-
ure was in reducing vandalism. The effectiveness was meas-
ured usiﬁg a Likert-type scale with the following five res-
pohse catggories: not at glle slightly; moderately; very -

effective; and completely eliminated probiems.

The measures most frequently used to combai\aamage/loss were:
adequate key control; .dequate teacher supervisigéf“pagental
restitution; having students leave the school building at
the completion of classes; and removing all monies from ‘the
school. The measures indicated as most effective by the
three groups of respondents were: adequate supervision of

school rentals; adequate teacher supervision; removina all
\ .

monies from school; adequate key contreol; and having students

leave the school at the completion of classes (5).

»!
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The Canadian Education Association survcyed forty-seven
school boards across Canadé to investigate factors related
to school vandalism and the effectiveness of vandalism
prevention measures. They asked a bcard representative to
rate .thirteen measurés on a Likert-type ségle with values
from 1 tc 9 where 1 meant little or nov beneficial effect
and J meant the measure wés"highly effective. It was
found that .80% of the responding boards replaced some
broken windows with break-resistant glazings; 75% used
exterior lighting; 67% left some interior lights on{ 65%
installed window screens; 60% periodically picked up stones
ﬁ;om schoolhgrcunds; and 60% iad aqﬂelectronic alarm sys-
tem. The other measures signs, patrols, appeal to commu-
nity, and student co-operation were used by fewer than 60%

of the respondents,

L
-~

In general, the effectiveness gcores were medium to low,
except for electronic alarm sygtems which received a very
high effectiveness rating.

A few researchers have investigated the cost of school van-
dalism (1, 3, 5, 6, 10). Schott (10) studied the cost of

- vandalism in Alberta schools. Each school area. wj s surveyed
in 1975 to determine the extent of damage dﬁe to‘vandalisn
during 1974. Thg total cost and a breakdown by four cate-
gories of damage (glass, huilding and contents, theft, .
and arson) were reported. Cost differences were founa among
schools within a jurisdiction, as well as between public and
separate, arban and rural systems. For each of the four
categories of damage studied, the following comparisons were
made on a pef pupil basis: urban and rural; public and
separate; public~urban and separate-urban; and public-rural
and separate-rural. In all but two instances the public
school costs per pupil exceeded thefseparate school costs
per pupil. Similarly, for’ each type-of damage the cost per
pupil in urban schools exceeded those for rural schools.

14



. e .
The Canadian Education Association survey of forty—seven

school boards across Canada 1nvest1gated the dollar cost of
window breakage'and other vandallsm ‘for the years 1971-75
inclusive. The cost of window breakage was reported on a per "~
pupil basis fpr several boards, but the majority of the boards -
could not estimate other vandaTLSM'gjﬁ* o .(\

» !
1

A survey of British Columbia school districts estimated the

total cost of vandallsm for the twelve-month period endlng
June 30, 1976. The per pupil rate was calculated by region,

. size of district, existence of. vandalism programs, etc. (l).

A tentqtive.finding that school districts that have vandalism
préventive programs have slightly dower vandalism rates than
thosg which do not was reported. ‘ .o

~ ‘
The Edmontom Public School System study collected information
on damagé/loss from the custodians over a twelvé-month period.
during 1976. The data was aﬁalyzed in terms of monthly costs,
the time-of‘dax incidentsﬁoccurred, type o damage, and the
custodian’'s/principal’'s assessment of the causes. Some of the

major findings are listed below:

L]

a) Incidents 'of dam5§é/loss were -highest in June and costs
‘were highest in June and August.

' b) Glass breakage was the most frequently reported type of

varidalism. More money was spent repairing glass breakage

Lthan any other type of'damage. )

¢l A larger percentage of éamage/loss incidents and a higher
percéntage of costs were due to wi;ful behavioﬁr rather
thap to_aécidental damage or irresponsible behaviour
causing damage,

Y

v
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RESEARCH METHODS

Research Desxg_

A self—admlnlstered questlonnalre was mailed to each school |
principal in Ontario by the-Mlnlstry of Education. The
questidnnaire'was accompanied by a memo requesting that the -
school prihcdipal complete it an¥ stating that no schools or

. boards would be 1dent1f1ed in any published reports and that

" a report based on the survey results would be distributed
later in the year to each school. In some cases someone other
than the otincipal may have been delegated to camplete the
questionnaire. A copy of the literature review School

Yaﬁdalism: Problems and Responses was enclosed with the

estionnaire.
questionna = . -

Questionnaire

The questionnaire contained six sections designed to obtain-the
&

following informaéioh:

l. School data, such'as grades tanght and number of students
enrolled in 1978. :

2. 1Information about a school alarm system.
3. A'series of fifty-five questions about different vandalism
prevehtioﬁ methods or acti&ities.. The first part of the
question asked whether or not the school had implemented
and/or continued to use a program during thg past twelye

* months. The second part of the guestion measured the res-
pondent's perception of how effective the program was in
reducing school vandalism. The effe. tiveness of the program
was measured using the following response categories: not
at all: slightly; mocderately; and very effective. A con't
know category was also included. | .

-This serie§ of two-part questions included quéstions related .
to the physical plant, procedures, school programs, and

behavioural programs. The list of programs: does net 1ncLPde
all antlvandalism technlques but is quite comprehensive.

The respondent was asked to identify any other programs tried
and to rate their effectiveness.

, : 10 K



K . .
*4; An estimate of vandalism costs for each school during 1978.

‘-

The principal was asked to estimate separately the costs
due to theft, arson,'and ir;espbnsible damage as well as
the total cost to the school. Normal wear and malntenance
expenses were not consxdered in the cost of vandallgm.
5. Whether or not e ch school had a vandallsnrreportlng
svstem. - -
6. A checklist to determine the extent to which communlty
(;,// grouaps and persons have assisted in reducing school vandé-

lism.
Two drafts of the questionnairé were completed before a preﬁésﬁ
with approximately forty elementary and secondary school pfin~
cipals from one Ontario school board. As a result of the pre-
test, minor modifications.were madé to the format cf the ques-—
tionnairé and it hecame apparedt that mahy school principals
might not be able to provide the cost data. (See a copy of the
. questionﬁgiré in Appendix 1 for further details,)

Data Collection’

\ -~
\

The questionnaire and llterature review report were malled by
the Ministry of Education to each elementary and secondary

.school principal in Ontario on May 22, 1979. Questlonnalres
returned to the Ministry befdére August 13, 1%?@ were included
in the survey. A total of 3025 useable questionnaires were
received. This represents a response rate of 65.6% of all

principals in Ontario.

~

-

-Data Analysis .

Each questionnaire was coded and checked and then keypunched
onto tape. The responses have been analyzed by school level
and number of students enrolled. '
Sample Characteristics i

This sample represents 66% of all schools' in Ontario. Afﬁqyf’
three-quarters (72.5%) of the responding schools are part of .

the public school system; just over one~quarter (26.4%) the
separate school{system; and 1.1% did not give an identity. As
shown below, over half (55.9%) of the schools in the sample

are located within the central region, as defined by the_Minis-

17 .

ERIC - try of Education.
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Geographic Distxibution

Region ¥ § of schools © %
Northwestern . .- 130 x 4.3 -
Midnorthern 159, 5.3
Northeastera 146 4.8
Western %\ . 480 . 15.9
Central 1692 . 55.9
Eastern 386 12.8

No identity ' 32 1.1
Total S 3025 .+ 100.0

The majority of the responding schools (78.6%) are primary
and/or iunidr schools ﬁeaching junior Kindergarten to Grade 8.
Intermedlate schools teachlng Grades 6 to-10 form 6.4% and

senior or high schools comprise 15. 0% Oof the sample. The //,/“
percentages for school level are based on 3018 respondents -~
since the gradgs taught at seven schools could not be '
"di ned.
iscer e" P
The responses were_grouped into'fqur categories on the basis of '
the number of students enrolled at each school. One-fifth of
' the schools (19.9%) has under 200 students, just over one-half
(52.9%) between 200-249 students£ one-fifth (19.4%) between
500-999 and 7.8% 1000 or more students.
\-
- [ . "' : . \
Distribution of Responses of School Size
School Size by ¢ of schools . % ‘ |
Enrollment ' K
. * * ;
* 9-199 - g 602 - 19.9
200-499 . ‘ 1600 "~ 52,9
500-999" 587 19.4
1000+ ” | 236 7.8

Total . 3025 100.0

15



FINDINGS
Vandalism Prevention Measures Used

The prinCipals were asked Lo indicate wbich of fifty~five
vandalism prevention. measures they ‘used. For each measure
used, tpey were asked to indicate how effective the meas-
ure was. The principals could indicate that tlie measure

was not at all, slightly, moderately, or very effective.

A don't-know resnonse category was also.included. The ioarﬁ
categories were later assigned numerical values of 0, 1, 2,
-and respectively and these ratings were used to calculate
average effectiveness ratings.'

Overall Use Levels )
Tkte percentage of prfncipals who reporteg:using each of the
. measures is shown ‘in descending order of use in Table 1.
Also shown are the average effectivenéss of the measure, the
standard deViation, and -the number of respondents who use
each meaeure. )

over 90% of the princieais reported usi:;\ghe six feollowing
measures: providing adequate teacher supervision in ‘hallways,
lunch rooms, study areas, etc.( 95.2%) ; keeping schpols clean
and attractive {95.0%): maintaining an up-to-date inventory

of school equipment (2. 9%), r-pairing visible damage as
quiekly as possible (92. 2%), ensuring all windows and exterior
doors are securely locked each evening (92.1%); and removing
graffiti as soon as possible (91.4%).

-

A further eleven measures were used by half or more ef the
p}incipals, rifteen were used by one-quarter to one-half of the
principals, and the remeinine twenty-three by less thah one-
quarter of the principals. The six measures least frequently
used were: guard dogs (0.7%); deeigﬂeting a graffiti area (1.8%);
police or security guard overnight stakeouts (2.7%); an incen- *
tive program or vandalism fund. which aliows students to spend ‘
money not required to pay vandalism costs (2.9%); payment by the
- student council for. percentage of the cost of damage causéd by
students (3.1%); and a special vandalism prevention program for
students with emotional, behavioural, or learning problems (3.1%) .

lFor a complete list of measures and the exact wording used, see
the questionnaire in App3:ndix 1. ,

15-
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" Table l/Ferceﬁtage of Schools'Using'Pre&enLive Measures and

Average Effectivenegs Scores

MEASURE . USE EFFECTIVENESS
: . . % Using Average Standard MNo. of

Deviation Respondents

Adequate teacher super- = ' ' 2
vision in hallways, lunch

rooms, etc. 95,2 2.66 - .564 2533
Clean and attractive . - -
scqfolg ‘ 95.0 2.28 .783 2315
Inventory of school o ‘

equipment : 92.9 1.82 1.055 1773
Repair visible damage ' . ‘
quickly 92.2 . 2.34 .743 2213

Ensure all windows and ’

exterior doors are locked | ’ -
each evening ' 92.1 , 2.54 .é98 2193

Remove graffiti as soon .
as possible 91.4 2.31 . 749 2222 .
i

Community use of schools 87.3 1.87 .974 . 1921

. Students leave schools at

completion of classes

unless under supervision 79.4 2.59 .617 « 2044
staff-key control system 79.1 2.22 . .928 1740
‘Encourage positive rela- - !

tionships between staff _ . :

and students ) 68.9 2.47 .643 1690
A -no-cash policy , 65.1 2.41 ’ ~.787 1434
Keep laboratory, audio- N '
visual equipment under lock ' P

and key 62.3 2.28 .817 1448
Parental restitution 61.7°  2.19 .814’ 1595

Encourage staff to instill
respect for private and

public property 59.7  2.21 .712 1444
Lock classroom doors at
night 57.6 2.30 .832 1339
Supervision of community ‘
groups 53.1 2.27 .. 795 1311
Leave interior lights on  51.6 1.94 '.819 1177
Regular pnlice patrolling v
of school ' 48.5 1.77 .801 . 1210
Increase exterior lighting 48.1 1.88 .831 1249

"' ¥
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Table 1 (continued)

MEASURE = - ' USE : EFFECTIVENESS
. ‘ % Using Ayerage Standard No. of
Deviation Respondents

!

A

' ) Instaii'break-resistant ,
- glazings : 47.3 2.29 .759 1314

o _ Remove stones and debris . N
X from school grounds 47.1 1.97 .813 " 1165
' -+ vandal restitution program 46.2 2,22 *° 772 1171

Ask neighbours and pakents
to repert suspicious o
activities to police 444 1.77 .893 1103

, Mark school property ' 43.0 2.02. . 860 782
Deliﬂga;e school boundaries 42,3 1.21 1.021 938
Cover or protect ' . .
thermostats, etc. - 40.0 2.23 - .813 962
L ~ Reduce access to the roof  38.7° 1.92 -, .890° 940
Prosécute.vand 's who are T i . .
apprehended ‘ 36.0 2.13 . 847 854

-

- Install signs definiﬂgAacti—
vities,allowed on school

property , 32.0 1.41 .949 ¢ 786
Install an alarm system '28.9 2.66 .647 724
Leave inside classroom and

office -doors open at night 28.1  2.24 .853 503
Install protective screens . s
over windows ) ) 27.2 2.4¢ .747 756
Have signs directing visitors

to main entrance . 24.2 1.42 .910 604
Use of specidl playgrounds 23.0 2.03 ' .920 502

‘ Use of vandalism prevention :

- materials _ 23.0 1.91 . 715 526
Community infgrmation ) _
programs 22.2 1.86 .778 532
Use of gates or chains ) ‘
across driveways 17.5 l1.82 .951 480
Contests to increase
students' pride in : . ~
their school 16.3 2.07 . 724, 407
Use of graffiti- |

resistant materials 15.5 2.30 .694 396




Table 1 (continuegd) . e

v?—

\' MEASURE | USE ' EFFECTIVENESS
$§ Using Average Standard No. of
Deviation Respondents
v ;
Reduce number o~ size of :
‘windows . 12.7 2.42 .761 340
Install signs identifving. T _
school's boundaries’ - 12.1 1 405 .895 305
i . ~ . @:ﬂ . r\ . /\
Remove herdware from
exterior doors ~11.3 2.08 <842 271 *
" Remove ~oins from machines 8.9 . 2.47 772 213
Install damage-. .sistant i ) ~
. washroom hardware 8.9 2.16 . 710 227
Rewards to students or B | ki
ST jcommunity members who inform - ‘ ‘
e on vandals R 8.5 1.70 _ .956 168
~~  Have all visitors sign in _ E
and@ out of the building 8.1 1.38  .950 207
Hire Security guards 7.5 2.05 .897 176
. Give student dovernment or .
council mo¥e authority 6.7 2.07 .-7.862 163
Put_scﬁool custodians on
twenty-four—hour shifts 5.2 2.}3 .679 - 129
vandalism prevention program . G : '
for stydents with problems - 3.1 2.24 . 660 79
Student council pays cost ) .
of damage —_— _ 3.1 2.04 .883 82
Establish .incentive program ' . -
ox_sapdalism fund . 2.9 1.88, = .877 69
Police or security guard , o ) . . g
overnight stakeouts 2.7 2.10 -981 71
Designate area where o
graffiti is allowed 1.8 1-35_,,,—-947 . 36
Use of guard dogs . 0.7 2.00 .816 12
. ! B
. N
Number of Respondents 3025 .
Y
b
. ~
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' The fifty-five measures may be categorized in a number of
ways. To facilitate discussion they have been categorized by
type of measure and by type of vandalism.' The type of vanda~
lism preventlon meéasure is categorlzed as physecal plant re-
lated measﬁre, proéedural ‘'or school program related measure, or .
behavioural measure. '
. if§ ’ As may be seen in Tébie 1, Appendix 11 none of the eleven hy-
~ ’ phy
' cical plant related measures was used by over half of the
principéls. The most-used measures were: installing break-
§ res:.stant glazlngs, sucl@ as safety glass, acrylics and poly-

. carbonates (47. 3%), Clearly dellneatxng school 'boundaries with
fences, hedges, etc. (#2.3%); and covering or protecting ther-
mostats, light switches, etc. (40.0%). | - . ‘(f

. . ‘ e . ) . .
O0f the thifty procedural measunes investigated, six were pseé/
by over 90% Qf the'principals.~ These are the‘six most-used
measures which are lfsted in Table 1. Only-thfee‘of the bepa~
vioural measures are used by'over half of the respondents. These
are: a.program to encourage positive relationships pbetween staff

and stuéents (68.9%); parental restitution for damages caused by
their children (61.7%); and a program to enCOurage staff to in-°

still respect for private and public progerty (59.7%7.

o« N - .

-

b y .
The ,substantial differences in the types of measures taken and the

percentage of pr1n01pals using them suggest that school personnel
are most likely to react to school vandallsm with procedures
;elated to how the eulld;ng and facilities are used rather then
with physical changes in. the building'or with programs designed
to modify student attitudes and behaviours. The relatively low
emphasis on physical measures ﬁay'be paﬁfly because principals and
not plant superintendents answered the questionnaires. This find- °
ing contradicts the relatively strong'emphasis on physical meas-—
‘ures that is evident in the literature on school vandalism. The
relatively low emphasis on bEhavxoural measures suggests that -
principals are orlentea more to modifying the .school eénvironment

v and procedures than human behaviour: '

+
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Table 2, Appendix II categorizes the measures b& the type of
vandalism. The vandalism typology used was developed by the
uthors whien preparinﬁ a review, of the literature on school
vandalism prevention tecﬁhiéues (10) . The system distinguishes
between four main’ types of vandalism: vandalism as a qenerél
problem, intrusion, theft, and damage. - . '

.
-

-

. The most frequently used measures for reducipg geperal vandalism
wereg providind adequate teacher supervision’ in hallways, lunch
rooms,. etc. (95.2%); keeping schools clean and attractive (95.0%);
‘rej:iring visible ?amage guickly (92.2%);: community yse of

schools ,for recreational and community purposes (87.3%); and ?5'

students Zeaving the schbol'building at the completion of clas-
ses unless they are under direct supervision for recreational or
educational activities (79.48%). |

-
~ . . ?

The most frequently used measures to prevent or reduce intrusion
were: ensurlng all windows and exterior doors are securely

locked each evening (22.1%); leaving lnterlor lights on to dis-
‘courage entry into the schueol (51.6%); regular patrolling of
schools by police (48.5%); and increasing -exterior lightinq’fo
‘discourage people loitering around the school at night (48.1%).

Measures-frequentiy used to prevent theft were: maintaining -an

up-to-date inventory of school equipment (92.9%); maintaining a
staff-key control system (79.1%;; establishing a no-cash policy
which insures money is not left in school overnight (65.1%): and

keeping laboratory, audiovisual, musical, and electronic equip-
ment in} locked closets or rooms (62.3%).

Y

W

Damage féduction measures used by the principals were: removing
graffiti as soon as possible (91.4%); installing break-resistant
glaziﬂgs, such as safety glass, acrylics and ploycarbonates
(47.3%); removing from the schoolgrounds stones and debris which
could be used to break windows 247.1%); and covering or protec-

‘“‘finé'thermostats and light switches, etc. (40.0%).

L
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Use b School Level

A difference was found in most cases when the percentage of

principals using each of the measures was analyzed by school
level. For forty-seven out of fifty-five measures the differ-
ence was statistically siygnificant, although no common pattern
was evident. For six measures, cons:derably more primary tﬁan
senior or hi@h scheol pripcipals reported their use. These
were: having gdtudents leave the school buildiﬁq at the comple-
tion of classes unless they are under direct supervision for
récreational or educétiohal activities; ancouraging staff to
instill respect for private and public‘property; leaving in-

side classroom and office. doors open at night to reduce damage .

in the event of a break-in; using special playgrounds, such is
adventure, discovery, creative, etc.; using vandalism prevention
materiéﬁs, such as films, guest speakers, student conferences;
ahd conducting contes's that increase studenﬁs' pride in their

school (e.g.,posters, nudges, étc.). In most cases, use by %

intermediate school principals was lower than the elementary

and higher than the high school principals. See Table 3,

Appendix 11.
: b

Preventive measures used by more senior than primary school
principals included: Xkeeping laboratory, audiovisual, musical,

1and electronic equipment in locked closelts ar rooms;, seeking

parental restitutidén for damages causéd by thei;/d%ildren:
prosecuting vandals who are apprehended; installing an alarm -
system; having signs at outside doors which direct visitors to
the main entrance; using graffiti-resistant materials, such.as
epoxy-resin paints and plastic coverings in hiallways, washrooms
and areas where large numbers of students assemble; removing,p\
coins from vending machines at the end of eachday: having all
visitors sign in and out of the school building by means of a
visitcrs' book at the main entrance; hiring a security guaxd‘on
either a. full-time or intermittent basis; giving the student
government or counéil more authority; having school custodians
in the school on a twenty-four-heur/shift; having the student
council pay a percentage of the cost of damage cauvsed by
students. In only a few cases did more intermediate than
either primary or senior principalé indicate using a preven-
tive measure. Examples of such measures included:

1t 0%

A
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establishing an incentive program or*vandalism fund; encoura-
ging positive relatiorships between staff and students; and

reducing the number of size of windows.

Use by School Size®

The use of the fifty-five measures was, with only one excep-
tion, rela*ed to school size. The sole exception was reducing
access to the rocf. In many cases, the use of & mezsure
increased directly with the school size.r An example is the
prosecution of vandals who are apprehended whilh was reported
by 21.9% of the principals with fewer than 200 students;

33.2% with 200-~499 students; 44.3% with 500-999 students; and
70.8% with 1,000 or nbre students. Other measures which fol-
lowed this pattern (see Table 4, Appendix 1l1) included: covering
or protectinb thermostats and light switches, etc.; installing
an alarm system; locking classroom doors at night; pArental .
restitution; a vanda; restituticn program; and keeping labora-
tory, audiovisual, musical, and electronic equipment in'loéked
closeté Or rooms.

A substantial numbex of practices tended to increase in fre-
quency of use as school size increased but the relationship was
often less definite or a difference existed only between the
very small schools an.’ the large ones. The difference between
the three larger-size.. schools was usuglly relatively small.

For a few measures, £ - he large than small schools
reported using them. fren appears to be related to
the fact that the ver, .u:ige schools are more likely to be
higH schools and the very small scwo0ls to be elementary

\ schools. Examples of this type of relationship include:
a no-cash policy which insures money is not left in school
overnight; appealing to neighbours and parents to watch for
and to report suspicious activities at the school; encoura-
ging staff to instill respect for pfivate and public property:
leaving inside classroom and office doors open at night to
reduce damage in the event of a break-in; and using special

playgrounds, such as adventure, discovery, creative, etc.

lé



Effectiveness of Prevention Measures Used

-

\v

Each principal who indicated that the measure was uced in
their school was insggucted to rate how effecﬁive the meas-
ure had been in reducing schbol vandalis~:.. Five response
categories were available for tﬂéi; use: not at all,
slightly, moderately, very effectivé, and don't know. The
distribution of principal‘'s responses is shown in Table 5,
Appendix II. In order to simplify the data aqalysis, numbers
were assigned to the response categori=2s and averages and
standard deviations were calculated. The average effective-
ness of'each measur; is shown in Table 2 in order of most to
least effective.

o0
)
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Table 2/Average Effectiveness Score for Preventive Measures

Used
- ) [ .’
MEASURE . - EFFECTIVENESS Number
’ Average Standard of a
Peviation Respondents
. . & - \
Install an alarm system 2.66 .647 \“724
Adegpate teaq?er supervision . .
in hallways, lunch rcoms,etc. 2.66 . .564 2533
Students leave school at . \
completion cf classes unless ‘\ »
under supervision 2.59 ° VGI? 2044
Ensure all windows and '
exterior doors are locked
7 each evening ‘ 2.54 . .698 2193
\u Encourage positive relation-
ships between staff and stu- '
dent’s 2.47 .643 1690
Remove <oins from 'machineS' 2.47 .772 : 213
Install protective screens .
over windows - 2.46 .747 756
Put schqol custodians on .
twenty-four-hour shifts 2.43 .679 129
Reduce number or size 3 ‘ |
of windows - 2.42 .761 340
A no-cash policy . 2.41 .787 . 1434
Repair damage quickly 2.34 - .743 .o 2213
. . Remove graffiti as soon
as possible R 2.31 .749 2222
Lock classroom doors at 3 ) .
night 2.30 .832 1339
Usé of graffiti-resistant : . ‘
materials - 2.30 .694 ‘ 396
* Install break-resistant ‘
' -glazings 2.29 .759 1314
Clean and attractive
schools 2.28 .783 . 2315
Keep laboratory, audiovisual '
*equipment under lock and key 2.28 .817 1448
Supervision of community
’ groups 2.27 . 795 1311
Leave inside classroom and ' ' :
office doors open at night 2.24 .853 ‘ 503

J
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Table 2 (continued) . . -

: C_ain — ,
MEASURE . ° "EFFECTIVENESS Number
’ Average Standard of '
Deviation Respondents

Vandallsm preventioh program

for students with problems - 2.24 . .660 79
Cover or protgct thermostats, ' ’
etc. . N 2.23 - .813 962
Vandal restitution program 2.22 .772 1171
Staff-key control system 2.22 .- 928 1740
\ Encourage staff to instill . ‘
respect for private .and - ,
’ public property 2.21 712 1444
Parental restitution - 2,19 « ..814 1595
. JInstall damage-resistant wash- .
room hardware . 7,16 v .710 227
Prosecute vandals who are . -
apprehendéd 2.13. .847 854
Police or security gudard . :
overnight stakeouts : 2.10 .981 71 -
Remove HKardware from exterlor ' N
doors ) | 2.08 .842 271
- - Give student government or ' ' .
' council ‘more authority 2.07 .862 163 -
Contests {o incpease students' J - .
pride’ in their schools 2.07 .724 407
? .Hire security 4. T4 2.85 .897 - 176
Student council pays cost of . S ,
- damage | - 2.04 .833 ' 82
Use of special p?aygroundé 2.03 - -920 502
v Mark school property - 2.82 .860 782 )
’ Use of guard dogs 2.00 ~  .8L6 12
Remove stones and debris from L
school grounds 1.97 .813 1165
Leave interior lights on : 1.94 .819 1177
Reduce access to roof ’ 1.92 .8%0 940
-Use of vandalism prevention . '
¢ materials 1.91 U715 . 526
Establish incentive program )
- or vandalism fund 1.88 . .877 69
Increase exterior lighting 1.88 .831 1249
: L 25




Table 2 (continued)

MEASURE ‘ EFFECTIVENESS Number
Average Standard of
Deviation Respondents .
¢
Community use of schools 1.87 .9274 1921
Designate area where graffiti -
is allowed 1.86 . 947 36
y A
Community information programs 1.86 .778 532
 use of- gates or chains across
driveways - . . 1.82 .951 480
‘Inventory of school equipment  1.82 1.055 1773

Ask heighbours and parents to
report suspicious activities

to police . . 1.77 .893 Figz
Regular police patrolling of ,
school ) © “1.77 . 801 1210

Rewards tb stﬁdents or commu-
nity members who inform on . ‘ )
vandals . ’ . 1.70 . 956 lo8

Install signs defining activi- ‘
ties allowed on school property l1l.41 © .949 786
Have signs directing visitors ' .
to main entrance #1.42 .910 604"
Have all visitors sign in and- 8
out of the building 1.38 . 950 207
Delineate school boundaries 1.21 - 1.021 938
Install signs indentifying
school 's boundaries | 1.05 .895 305
\
)
2
j [}
€ . ¢.
N 3
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Overall Effectiveness Ratings C ™

N

To facilitate discussion of the principal's effectiveness_rafings
of the measurés, scores were assigned to the fésponse categories
as follows: not at all, 0;“siightly, 1}’mcderately, 2;‘and'very
effective, 3. An average was calculated for each measure as
shown in Table 2. Note that the average is based on the response
of only those principals who said they had used the measure.
Based on the average effeckiveness scores, the measures were
divided into three groups. The most effective third of the
measures have scores of 2.25‘or greater,'the.mi&dle groups have
scores of 2.00 to 2.24, and the least effective group have scores
of less than 2.00. The two most effective vandalism prevention -
measures in the opinion of the principals, were the installation
of an alarm system and the provision of adequate teacher super-

‘ vision in hallways. lunch rooms, study areas, etc. Other very -

/\

effective measur s included: having students leave the, school
building at the completion of classes unless they are under
direct supervision for recreational or educational activities;
ansuring all windows and exterior doors are securely locked each
evening; encouraging positive relationships between ‘staff and
students; and removing coins from vending machines“at the end

of each day. ‘

The least effecti#e‘measure used was the installation of signs
which identify the school's boundaries. This measure has an
effectiveness score of 1.05 compared to a écore of 2.66 for
installation of an alarm system and adequate teacher supervision.
Other relatively ineffective meéasures included: clear delineation
of school boundaries by means of fences, hédg;zf etc; having all
visitors sign in and out oS*the building by mdans of a visitors' |
book at the main entfance; and.installing signs which define
acceptable and/or qucceptable activities on the school property.

The type of measures generally found to be most effective "are
physicai plant related measures. As may be seen in Table 1,
Appendix 11, five of Eﬁe eleven physical plant related measures
are rated as‘highly effective and only one as relatively inef-
fective. Of the fourteen behavioural measures stu@ied only one
has a highly effective rating and five havefielatively ineffec~
tivé‘ra;ings. Procedural measures tend-to receive the same

proportion of high and low effectiveness ratings.

"3 .
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wWhile it lS dlfﬁiéult to generalize about the effectiveness of
the various scho L”vg\kglnsm prevention measures, the following
conclusions can be drawn from Table 2, Appendix 11. 1In reducing
vandalism in general, teacher involvement and maintenance meas-
ures are perceived to be quite effective. Student related pro-
grams, prosecution of vandaIS?\adh restitution programs are

‘moderately effective’ but community involvement measures are

less effective than the others. The intrusion-pgevention meas-
ures are rated as moderately to highly effective and barriers-

‘to-access measures are generally rated as relatively ineffective

except for ensuring that all'windows_ahd exterior doors are lock-
ed each evening which is rated. quite highly The ~theft preven-
tion" measures are rated hlghly as are the glass bﬂéakage preven-.
tion and graffiti related measures. Damage to 1nterlor hard-

ware preventlon measures only receive moderately effective

ratings. The above conclusions are generallzatlons summarizing

several measures at a time, but they indicate that the ﬁeasures

used to prevent some types of vandalism are perceived to be more
succegsful than others.

Effectiveness by School Level *;/,

The effectiveness ratings were cross-tabulated by school 1evel

to determine whether principals at the primary, intermediate,

and senior levels rated the measures-differently. The distri-
butions wene<tested for significant differences using the statis-
tic. chi square. For approxlmately half of the measures a dif-
ference in rating by the principals at the three levels was

found. For ease of- illustration, the mean effectiveness |

scores are shown in Table 3, Appendix 11 rather than in the
response distributions.

| ? |

No consistent pattern emerges from the effectiveness ratings of -
the principals at the three different school levels. The primary
principals rated the following measures more effective éhan the
senior school principals: providing adequate teacher supervision
in hallways, lunch rooms, study areas, etc.; having students

leave the school buildigg at the completion of classes unless
they are under direct supervision for recreational or educational
activities; supervising community groups when they use the school;

)
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establishing an incentive prog.am orvvandaliém fund which allows
students to spend moneg not required to pay vandalism costs;
and designating an area where graffiti is allowed. Very few

measurges were rated mdre higﬁly by the senior than the primary
principals. Intermediate level school principals rated com-
munity use of schools; marking school property,by means of
ul€§aViolet pen or mechanical etchingf and removing ladders,
poles, ~etc. and keeping trees well away from the school to
reguce access to the roof more effective than the other
principals. 1

. ] : ..

Effectlveness by School Slze

Fbr approx1mately h2lf of the measures the effectlveness ratlng§
f'made by the princ1pals dlffered depending upon the size of the *
school. The trelationship between school size and the effective-
ness of these measures was negative, that is, as school size
increased, the principals’' perceived effectivebgss of the meas-
ures decreased. Examples include the commuglty use of .schools
. which was rated by pr;nclpals with 0-199, 200-499, 500 to 999,
and more than 1000 students as 2.13, 1.91, 1.69 and 1.60 res-
pectlveiy. The measures for which a significant difference in
perception occurred most frequently were also the ones most
frequently used. Fourteen out of the sixteen most-used meas-
ures were rated differently in terms of their effectiveness by
the principals in schools of different sizes. Only four of
the twenty-two least-used measures were rated differently. The
installation of an alarm system was one of a very few measures

that was rated more effective by the principals from large

" rather than small schools. ' Jﬁ '

’ Use and Effectiveness e
¢

In order to simﬁlify the discussion o1 the school vandalism:
prevention measures, they have been grouped according to- use
and effectiveness rating. The measures were divided into four
groups as shown in Table 3,namely, frequently used and effective;
infrequently used and effective:; frequehtly used but not
effective; and infrequently used and not effective.

-~ -
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The five measureM used by over 90% of the principals and rated
as effective were: providing adequate teacher super&ision_in
hallways, iunch rooms, study areas, etc; keeping schoolsvclean
and attractive.tb.ﬁiicourage damage by.students: repairing
visible dafmage as quickly as possible; ensuring all windows and
exterior doors are securely locked each evening; and removing
graffiti as soon as possifle. 'Note that four of the five

.

relate to mainterance or security'of the physical plant.
Six measures used b& fewer than 16% of the principals and
rated quite effective by those who used them were: using
graff;tg-resistant1ma§erials, such ‘as epoxy-resin paints and
plastic coverings in hallways, washroohs,and areas where
large numbers of students assemble; reducing the number or
size of windows to decrease the possibility of breakage; re-
moving coins from vending mac@}nes at the end of each day;:
installing damage-resistant washroom hardware; having school
custodians in the school on a twenty~four-hour shift basis;
and providing a special vandaliéﬁfprevention prxogram for e
students with-emotional, behavioural, or learning problems.
Three of these measures are plant related, two are”procedﬁral
measuresy.and one a measure to change student behaviour.
Only two measure§ were frequently used and ra%ed as ineffec-
tive. These were an inventory of school equipment and com-
munity use Qf schools. The community use of schools is
probably done as part of the schools service to the communi-
éy rather than as a vandalism preyentioQ measure. An ipven-
tory of school equipment is done as a means of cost control
and is likely a board policy rather than a conscious student

.

vandalism prevention measure.

Five infrequently used ineffective VQndalism prevention mea-
sures were identified. These measures were used by less than
one-eighth of the principals and were rated relatively low in
terms of effectiveness. The five measures were: installing
signglwhich identify the school's boundaries; providing re-
wards to étudents or members. of the community who inform on
vandals; having all visitors sign in and out of the building
by means of a visitors' book at the main entrance; establish-

| 39



| ing an incentive progrhm or vandalism fund which 31596; students
to spend maney not required to pay vandalism costs; and desig-
nating an area where graffiti is allowed. The inclusion in this
category of measures which financially raward students for |
* . informing on vandals suggests theée types of programs need
further consideration. The few principals who have tried these
‘programs rate them as r&latively ineffective. Given the recent
interest in PRIDE (8) and related student incentive progr&ms,
the low effectiveness ratlngs suggest these types of programs
may not be as aLCCQSSfUl as their prOponents anticipate.

Table 3/ ?ategcrization of Preventive Measures

»

X

Frequently Used and Effective . % Using - ' Average

: Effectiveness
isdequate teacher supervision in | , '
hallways, - lunch rooms, etc. : L 95.2 2.66 .

. Clean and attractive schools 95.0 2.28
Repair visible damage quickly 92.2 - 2.34
Ensure all windows and exterior ,

_doors are locked each evening ) 92.1 2.54
Remove graffiti as soon as possible 91.4 ' 2.31

Infrequently Used and Effective . )
Use of gpnaffiti-resistant materials 15.5 - 2.30

; Reduce 9umber or size of windows 12.7 2.42
Remove coins from machines 8.9 2.47
Install damage-resistant washroom . "
hardware . . 8.9 N\ 2.16
Put school custodians on twenty-
four~hour shifts . 5.2 2.43
V"~ndalism pfevention program for .
students with problems 3.1 2.24
Frequently Used and Ineffective
Inventory of school equipment 92.9 1.82
Community use of schools '87.3 1.87

Infrequently Used and Ineffective
Install signs identifying school's

boundaries : 12.1 - 1.05
Rewards fo.stuﬁents or community
members who inform on vandals 8.5 - 1.70
$
35
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Infrequentiy Used and Ineffective . % Using Average
' Effectiveness

{(continued) |

Have all viditors sign in and out 8.1 1.38
Incentive program or vandalism fund 2.9 1.88
Designate area where graffiti is allowed 1.8 1.86
Number of Respondents ] 3025

Other Prevention Measures

The principals were asked to write about student vgndalism prev-

ention measures they had tried at their school. While 16% of

the principals listed one or. more measures, they were often simi-

lar or identical to measures already included in the question-

naire. Over. half of the principals who responded to thié ques-

tion mentioned programs related to the enhancement of student

self-esteem and pride in the school. Examples of such meas-

ures and programs reported- include: ’

1. Treating students with respect and trust to help create a
human atmosphere and happy envxronment\E; school .

2. Stressing community and Student ownership of schoof‘facili-
ties, and téaching rgspect,for property. '

3. Making 'frequent public announcements around an "uur school"
theme, and helding assemblles to build school spirit.

4. Involving students in school maintenance and special beaut1~

flcatlon projects, that is, planting trees, decoratlng wash~-

rooms, painting the hallways‘ etc. )

5. Involving students in vandallsm prevention by letting them
know the cost of repaxr,vestablishing student ¢c¢ommittees to

-~

control vandalism; letting the student draw up a code of

ethics; and making students respOnéible'fnr cleaning up

damage. |

r~

Physical plant related measures were mentioned by 15% of the
principals. About half of these responses related to keepiag
the interior or exterior of the school in complete or partial
darkness at night.
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Other measures mentioned include:

1. Greasing downspouts and anéenna towers close to building;
puvtting sticky pitch on the edge of t e roofﬁ(this works
until pitch hardens); and removing protruding bricks on the
side of the building to prevent access.to the school roof

2. -Coatidg fire alarms with chemicals for detection of persons
re%gﬁnsible '

3. UsiWNg gentian violet powder on door closers

§. Removing washroom doors

' 5. Removing skylights

6. Reinforcing door frames with steel rods.

The next ﬁbét frequéntly mentioned measures involved disc@pliﬁ;ry‘
and custodial measures. Some of the methods mentioned were:
establishing a classroom sign-in-and-cut system; having police
visibly investigate an incident during school hours; monitoring
the washrooms by the staff; issuing petty trespassxng warnlngs,_
and enforcing corporal punxshment.

! .
Communsty and parent related activities or prograns - -£o reduce
vandalism were men* -ioned by 11% of the principals who indicated
a measure other thari those listed in the questxonnalre. Exam-
ples 1nc1ude community use of school facilities @and grounds;
community and parent committees to deal with vandalism problems;
making the school the focal point in the community and develop-
ing good public relations with community grpups; and sending to
parents and community membgrs a newsletter that reports the type

of vandalism occurring at the school and the cost of repairs, etc.

\
The remainder of the measures mentioned were quite varied.

Several of them stressed the importance of property maintenance,

]
,.schoolground beautification, and conscientious and friendly

custodial staff. Other suggestions include: inviting former
students back to school; displaying vandalism at open house;
encouréging students to have lunch at home; emphasizing that

job opportunities on graduation directly r:late to the public's

opinion of the school; polaroid photographing of trespassers
while doing damage; and counselling students who have a poor

. self-image.

- ‘_) b=
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Alarm Sy‘gems - N
*Alarm systems,ranging from the simple to the hlghly sophlstl-
cated, can be employed to prgvent several forms of vandalism,
such as malicious damage, break-and-ente?} or arson. Ontario M
schools‘ore equipped with a fire alarm system that sohmetimes is
part of an intrusion system. Although there are many aspects
to an intrusion alarm system such as type, placement, reliabi-
lity, purpose, cost~effectiveness, etc., only the type of sys-~
p tem and how it is monitored were investigated in this survey.
Almost two~fifths of éhe‘résponding principals (37.9%) reported
that their school was equipped with an alarm system and almost .
all of the schools (34.8%) that had systems were centrally moni-
tored. The existance of an alarm system was found to be direct~
iy related to both school level and size. The percentages of
prfﬁaxy, intermediate, and senior SChOdlSQWLth'En alarm §y§tem ‘
were: 34.3%, 48.7%, and 51.6%rrespectively. The sanfe-relation-
ship was observed for the school-size categories:‘ 0.199, 200-499,
500-599, and 1000+." The percentage of” sthools having an alarm
system by these categories was: 22.8%,r35.6%, 51.5%, and 58.9%
respectively. .
_There are numerrous alarm systems, most of which may be integrated
with various meaps of detection, such as heat sensors or equip-
'mentiponitoring systems. Alarm devices fall into\four major types:
silent, audible or visible, space detection, and'crbsed-ci;cuit
television. The questionnaire listed four types of deteciion X
alé?m systens: éﬁdio, V.H.F. or ultrasonic, inf?aréd, and mech-
anical detectors. Almost half of the sthools that have an alarm
system (47.8%3) use some type Of mechanical device. These may be
magnetic contact switches, door buttons, taut wire, photoelectric
beams, etc. AS shown in Tabl® 6, Appendix II, slightly more pri-
'mary schools and those with a student enrollment under 200 use
.mechanical devices than the schools Ee the other lavel and size

o categories. ,

LX

Audio systems, that is, those which connect an amplifier to a
school's public address system were used by one-fifth of all
schools (21.1%) who reported thdir school was. equipped with an
intrusion alarm system. More intermediate level schools than |
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primary or senior, schools used this system. The percentages
using an audio system for the primary, intermediate, and

senior levels were: 21.7%, 28.0%, and 16.0% réspectively. .

\

Ultrasonic or very high frequency or infrared systemswere also
used by-pne-fifth of the alarm-equipped schools(22.1%). The
ultrasonic systems send out a signal at frequency levels above
human audibility and pick up any changes in frequency that may
be caused by movement; The infrared devices detect heat waves
from a human body within a range of twenty feet. The use of
these types of detection systems increased as school level and
number of students increased.

Vandalism—-Reporting System
. The principals were asked whether or not their school has a
vandalismrieporting system which provides their board with- in-
‘-Eofmation.regarding the type of ﬁgndalism occurring, the cost
of repair, etc.. Overall, 82.2% said they haveq_a reporting sys-
tem, 11:7% say they do not, 3.8% don't know, and 2.3% did not
reply. : . . .

The percentages of primary, intermediate, and senior school

S principals reporting a system were: 82.2%, 80.3%, and 83.0% respec-
tively. Fewer small than large schools have vandalism-repor-
ting systems. The percentages for the four sizes of schools
were as follows: 0 -199 students 77.1%, 200-499 studenté‘Bz.gi,
500~999 students 84.5%, and 1000 or more students 84.3%.

A few principals chose to ?rovide more details as to the type

of reporting system used at their school. The comments tended

.to be of two types. '

1. Schools report the type of vandalism to their'board, but
the board determines the cost of repair. |

2. The reporting system is limited in its definition of van-
dalism, that is, schools report to their board only broken
windows, break-ins, serious damage, or any damade the prin-

cipal deems necessary to report. The reporting form may have
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a vague definition of vandalism that includes everything except
theft or glass damage. Many itemg of vandalism, such as weather
strisping torn out or tilg pried off walls, may be repaired by
ﬁ;intenance staff and not listed as vandalism.

The Cost of School Vandalism

The principals were asked to estimate the cost of vandalism to
their school during 1978 in terms of: theft; arson; damage
within the school building; damage ocutside the school building
including glass breakage,and damage to school property; other
types of vandalism; and the total amount. .They were instruc-
ted to include only theft, arson, and irresponsible damage in
their estimate of the cost of vandalgsm. The cost of normal
wear and maintenance were not to pe included. The principals
estimated the dollar cost of‘eacﬁftype of vandalism. In many
cases, only a total cost was cited because it is assumed they
could not estimate the cost for each type of damage. Some
principals stated the cost to the exact cent while others indi-
cated their responses were only estimates. '

s Of the 322 respondents (10.7% of the sample) who did not give a
total cost estimate, many‘wrote comments to the effect that
this information is not available to’them but could be obtained
from their board. It appears that for many Ontario school
systems,ﬁthe cost oﬁ repairs are handled by the board. These
records are kept centrally and the cost of repair is ‘not com-
municated to the individual schools.

Tote 1 Cost
The cost of all vandalism reported by lLe 2703 principals who

made an estimate was $4,676,804. The cost of the various com-
ponents were as follows: theft $603,024; arson $1,703,397;
damage within the school $718,747; damage outside the school
$1,436,049; and other vandalism $61,145. Note the components
do not add up to the total because several principals provided
estimates of the total cost only.

4 U




Cost per School
The total cost of vgndallsm was calculated on a per school basis
and reported in tegms of dollar categories. As shown in Table
4, 55.5% of the principals estimated the total cost of vanda-
lism at their school to be less than $500. .This includes 5.5%
.who reported no vandalism.

‘Almost one~fifth of thespgincipals (18.1%) reporéed from‘$500

to $999; one-eighth (12.7%) from $1000 to $1999; 9.2% from $2000
to $4999; and 3.8% $5000 and over. Althogéh a no~vandalism cat-
egory was not included in the question, 5. 5% of the principals
stated no costs were incurred as a result of vandalism at their

school durlng 1978. The average total cost per school fbr the
¢

L

2703 principals who made an estimate was $1730.23.

Table 4/Total Cost of Vandalism on a per School Basis ’ .
o Amount ‘ g
1 -~
- No vandalism 5.5 A
$1 - 199 16.9
$200 - 499 : 23.1
$500 - 999 . 18.1
A $1000 - 1999 12.7 _
$2000 - 4999 . 9.2
$5000 “ | * 3.8
No reply . 10.7-
Total . 100.0
Number of Respondents " 3025

The cost of vandalism on a per school basis ié'directly related
to the grades taught. At the primary level, 6.7% reported no
vandaligaugghpared to 2.1% at the intermediate and 0.7% at the
senior level. While 46.8% of the priméry schools reported van-
dalism cost from $1 to $499, 28.4% of the intermegdiate and

only 10.3% of the senior schools reported a similar amount.
(See Table 7, Appendix 11).
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The total cost of vandalism on a per school basis is directly
related to school size. As the student population increases,
the total cost of vandalism on a per school basis increases.
The schools with 1000 or more students experienced substan-
tially greater amounts of vandalism than schools with a smal-
ler student population. Table 8, AppendixX 11 shows the rela-
tionship between school size and total cost of vandalism. The °
percentage of different-sized schools reporting no vandalism
were: less than 200 students 14.1%: 2u0-499 students 4.4%;
500-999 students 1.9%; and 1000 or more students (.4%. The
percentage of schools reporting $.000 or more vandaiism for
the four sizes of schools were: 8.9%; 19.1%; 43.1%; and 69.9%

» . . e

respectively.

Cost per Student
Probably the most useful way to compare vandalism costs is on

a per student basis., The average cost per student for the
2703 schools providing estimates was $4.05. This ranged from
$7.56, for schools with fewer than 200 students to §3. 77 for
200~ 499 students; $4.14 for 500-999 students to $3.48 for
students in schools with 1000 or more students. The very high
cost per student in the smallest schools appears to be dye to
arson. Two fires in these schools cost $350,000 or $4 85 per
stddent. Since many prlnc1pals only provided a total estimate,
it is impossible to determine the cost of the various

types of vandgllsm and thus adjust for the very substantial
-@ifferences in the cost 6f arson for schools of different
sizes. The ﬁrincipals responses demonstrate the need for

a standard vandalssm-reportlnq system.

Involvement of Community Groups or Persons
The principéls were asked to indicate which community groups or
persons they had involved in attempting to reduce vandalism at
their schqol. As shown in Table 5, over three-quarters of the |
prxncxpais (76 1%) surveved had involved the police and over
half (5? .6%) had contacted 1nd1v1Qu&} ggrents. The remaining
community groups do not appear to have an active role in redu-
cing vandalism at the schools. Other groups used were students,
o A
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neighbours, gpe school board, church groups, recreation associ-
ations, school psychologists, Brownies, Scouts, etc.

) ‘ : ' ‘
- Table 5/Involvement of Community Groups or Persons

*

o

-

Group/Person % Using
_Invqlved - ;
Police ‘ 76.1

‘ . Individual parents . . 57.6

w: Paren’ asscciations. - 22.8
Children's:Aid Society 16.1
Court ‘ ' 13.4

v Social services (Municipal) ' 10.2 e
Social services (Provincial€> 4.9
Prison staff , 0.5
other ' . 4.4 " .
el
Number of Respondehts o 3025
L .

Schools- with a student population of 1000 or more had a greater.
involvement with the police, the court system, and varioys
social service agencies than schools with fewer students.
Parent .associations were slightly more ld y to be involved
i reducing vandalism in schools w%xﬁfgizk:i 999 students.

) (See Tahle 9, Appendix 11.)

- Parent associations were also more involved at:primary level .

schools (25.7%) than schools at the.intermediate or senior
levels (10.9% and 12.8% respectively). Individual parents
dppear, to be equally involved in vandalism prevention ag_ail
three school levels and the police are just slightly mo;%
lnvolved at the intermediate and senior than primary levels.
However, One —-third of the senior schools reported using the

* court system compared to about. one%enth of the primary schools Som ot
and about one-fifth of the intermediate schools. (See Table 10, >
Appendix II,) - ‘

-
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DISCUSSION (
vandalism Prevention

The resppnses of the principals indicate that a wide range of
vandalism prevention méasures are being used in Ontario schools.
The prevalence of the measures ranges from‘QS% to less than 1%.
‘Many of the most-used prevention measures are commonsense proce-=
dures which aré part of the usual school routine such as pro-
viding adequate teacher supervision in hallwéys, lunch rooms,
study areas, etc. and keeping schools clean and attractive to
discourage damage by students. The least frequently used
measures tend to be either specific student related programs

to reduce vandalism or extreme security measures. Examples of
the first type include establishing an incentive program Or
vandalism fund and having the student council pay the cost of
damage. Examples of security measures include the wse of guard
dogs as part of a patrol or in-school progfam and police or
security guardiovernight stake-outs.

There is a tendency for proceduraf'or housekeeping measures to
_be used more frequently than physical plaht or beh§viogfal meas-
ures or programs. Measufes and programs involving modification
of the physical plant are reported by fewer than half the pfin-
cipals. Thé,most—useq physical plant measure is ;ﬁ% installa-
tion of break-resistant glazings which.is reported by just un-
der half the principals. They rﬁted this measure relatively
high in terms of effectiveness. The minority of principals who
reported trying the other ten physical plant related meésures
.tenged to rate them as highly effective. The single most
effective measure, the installation of an alarm system, was
reported by just over one—quarter of the principals. Note that
in a separaté question, almost two-fifths of the principals
indicated they had an alarm system of some type. Apparently
some principa s interpreted the former question to relate only
to alarms installed during the past year. Regardless of which
percentage is most accurate, the prevalence of school alarm

systems is\relatively low.
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Given the relativelg low level of physical plant related meas-
ures, there is a need to provide the people responsible for

‘ the physical plant with more information on measures of this
type. Specific exampl@g of measures judgéd very effective
include: reducing the number and size of windows; using .
graffiti-resistant materials; installing brotective screens
over windows; and installing an alarm system.

Behavioural measures or programs are dgenerally not widely used
and are given low or medium effectiveness ratings. The only
behavioural measure rateds very effective is encouraging posi-
tive relationships between staff and students. Eight of the .
measures have been tried by less than one-gquarter of the prin-
cipals. Half of these measures were rated low and half medium
in terms of effectiveness. Generally:.behavioural prégrams
receive low effectiveness ratipgs but the level of use and
effectiveness ratings often differ depending QESP the level

of schools considered. For example, the use of vandalism
prevention materials such as films, guest speakers, student con-
ferengces is reported by only one-tenth of the high school
principals. They rated this measure ét being rqlatiqgly in-
effective. More than one-quarter of intermediate school
prin¢ipals who used materials rated them aé very effective.

By contrast, contests to increase student pride in their school
are used by more intermédiate than high school principals but
are rated as more effective by high school than by intermediate

school principals.

The data suggests that behavioural prevention programs in general
and incentive programs in particular tend to be underutilized.
There does not appear to be consensus among princapals as to the
effectiveness of these measures, but, in general, they are

rated as only medium or low on the effectiveness scale. Part of
the difference in rating likely arises from the variation in .
the type of programs ihvolved and the manner in which they have
been implemented. The various behavioural measures and Programs
warrant further investigation in terms of what programs are
actually being used and how effective they are in terms of meet-
ing their objectives.

L)



fThe Cost of Vvandalism

‘The cost estimates provided by the respondents should be treat-
ed with considerable caution. The total cost {8f school vanda-
lism reported was $4,676,804. This figure represents the total
cos£ for only 2703 schools whose principals provided an esti-
mate. The cost of vandalism in the schools of the principals
who did not participate in the survey is unknown. The average
cost of $4.05 per student is a good estimate-for the schools

in the survey but may or may not be an accurate estimate of
the cost on a provincial basis. '

vandalism costs can be easily distorted by a few cases of arson.
As was shown for the schools with fewer than 200 students, two
fires changed the per student cost radically. It is for this
reason that any study of” vandalism costs should Separate out
arson from other types of theft and damage. Vandalism costs
will not be accurately known until such time as a standarized ,
reporting system with common definitions is established in all
schooié.

Using the Finding
The researxch fihdings eported in’this study represent a first
attempt to document the types of vandalism prevention meas-
ures Peing used by Ontario school principals. In terms of -
utilizing this information, it is suggested that a principal
or plant superintendent will find it useful to first determine
the types of measures which have been used by other educators
to solve similar p}oblems. A review of vandalism problems may
be found in School Vandalism: Problems and Responées (11) which
was sent to each Ontario principal. The vandalism prevention
measures$ investigated in this survey have been categorized'by
type of vandalism in Table 2, Appendix 11 of this report. This
table indicates which measures have been investigated.




Once the range of possible prevention measures has been identi-
fied, one can determine their effectiveness from the tables in
this /report. The effectiveness of each of the fifty-five meas-
ures studied may be found by school level (primary, intermediate,
and senior) in Table 3, Appendix II and by school size (less 200
students, 200-499, 500-99, 1000 or more) in Table 4, Appendix

II.

A measure with a score dbf 2.25 or greater is considered very
effective and one with a score of less than 2.00 is relative=-
ly ineffective. In deciding whether or not a measure is
appropriate for their, school, one ghould noté what percentage
of schools of a similar level or size have used it. The lar-
ger the number of users the more accurate the effectiveness
measure is likely to be. |

When develdping a school vandalism prevention program, it
should be realized that it is easier to make changes in the
physical plant or to modify procedures than to introduce behav-
" ioural changes. Consequehtly, there appears to be a tendency
for schools to utilize these types of measurés more than be-
havioural programs. -Behavioural measures and programs which
instill a strong sense of self-worth and respect for public

and private property based on positive v lues and attitué;s

can in the longer term do more tor reduce school vandalism and other
antisocial behaviour than architectural or organizational

procedures. School vandalism needs to be approached from all
three perspectives, using both short and long-term measures.

3
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SUMMARY
Background . ) - . o
This study, An_Investigation into Vandalism Prevention Pro-

¢ grams Used in Ontario Schools, is a follow-up to a literature

review of vandalism prevention programs ~ared by Info-
Results Limited for the Ministry of Educa..wn in 1978.  The
purpose of the study was te determine: the types of vanda-
lism prevention measures being used in Ontario schools; how
effective the principals believe the measures have been in
reducing school vandélism: the cost of vandalism; and the
extent to which community groups are involved in preventing
vandalism. ' |

A self-administered qG;;;;;hnaire was mailed to each school
principal in Ontario. The questionnaire was accompanied by
an explanatory memo and a copy of the literature review

~ School Vandalism: Problems and Responsgg. The questionnaire

- requested tk-. fpll&%lng information:

1. Demograpnac characterlstlcs of the school.

2. Informatlon about a school alarm system. é?'

3. A series of fifty-five questions about different preven—
tion measures or activities. The question inquired as t'
whether or not the school had used the program during the
past twelve months as well as the respondentfs perception
of how effective the program had been in'redﬁcing school

. vandalism.

4. An estimate of the cost of vandalism durlng 1978.

5. Whether or not ‘the school had a vandallsm-reportlng system.

6. A checklist to determine which community groups have
assisted in reducing school vandalism. :

A total of 3,025 usegable guestionnaires were recelved. This

represents a respcqj; rate of 65.6% of all principals in Ontacio.

Findings

vandalism Prevention Measures

The percentage of the 3,025'principals who reported using each

of the measures is shown in Table 1 along with the;gverage'éffec-

tiveness of the measure. For discussion purposes, the preven-
tive measures were categorized as physical plant related, such
as installing an alarm system; procedural or school program rel-
ated, such as repairing visible damage quickly; and behavioural
measures, such as a vandal restitution program. 48

- n _ -
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Over 90% of the principals reported using the six follcwing

measures: providing adequate teacher supervision; keeping
sc¢hools clean and'attractive; maintaining an up-to-date inveni
tory of school eéﬁipment: repairing visible damage quickly;
ensuring all windows and exteribf doors are securely locked

_each evening; and removing graffiti as soon as possible

A further eleven measures were used by half or more of the
principals, fifteen were used by one-quarter to one-half of the
priﬁcipals, and the remaining twenty-three by\ less than one-
quarter of the principals. The six méasures least frequently
ased were: guard dogs; an area where graffiti is allowed;-
police or security guard overnight stakeouts; an incentive
program or vaadalism fund payment by the student council of

a percentage of the cost of damage; and a special vandalism
prevention program for students with problems.

The measures were discussed in terms of the three categories:
physical plant related measures; pPprocedural or school pro-
gram related measures; and behavioural measures. None of the
eleven physical plant related measure$S was used by over half
of the principals. The most frequently used physical plant
measure was installing break-resistant gla2ings reported by
47% of the:principals.

Of the thirty procedural measures investigated, six(listed
above) were used by over 90% of the principals. Only three of
the behavioural measures were used by over half of the rerspon-
dents. These were: encouraging positive relationships be -
tween staff and students; seeking parental restitution for
damages caused by their children; and encouraging staff to
instill respect for private and public property.

The pércentage of principals usiug each of the measures was
analvzed by school level defined as primary (Kindergarten to’
Grade 8); intermediate (Grades 6 to 10); and senior or high
schools. A difference by school level was found in forty-seven
out of fifty-five measures but no common pattern was evident.

o
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Table 1/Percentage of Schools Using Preventive Measures and

Average Effectiveness Scores by Type of Preventive Measure
. .

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURE

\ s . Average

Using s Effegtiveness

]

L

PHYSICAL PLANT MEASURES

Installing break-resistant glaéiﬁgs, such
as safety glass, acrylics, and polycar-

bonates 47.3 2.29

Clear delineation of school boundaries :

by means of fences, hedges, etc. 42.3 : 1.21

Covering otr protecting th§>§§stats.

light switches, etc. 40.0 2.23

Installing an alarm system 28.9 2.06

Installing protective screens over o X

windows " 27.2 2.46

Use of special playgrounds, such as

adventure, discovery, creative, etc. 23.0 2.03

Uss of gates or chains across driveways, '

to discourage access to school grounds ) 17.5 1.82

Using graffiti-resistant materials, such

as epoxy-resin paints and plastic cov-

erings in hallways, washrooms and areas \

where large numbers of students assemble 15.5 2.30

Reducing the number or size of windows to

decrease possibility of breakage 12,7 2.42

Removing hardware from exterior doors

to reduce damage and possible entry '11.3 - 2.08

Installation of damage-resistant wash-

room hardware 8.9 2.16

PROCEDURAL MEASURES

Provide adequate teacher supervision in

hallways, lunch rooms, study areas, etc. 95.2 2.66 g

Keeping schools clean and attractive y

to discourage damage by students 95.0 2.66

‘Maintaining an up-to-date inventory

of school equipment . 92.9 1.82

Repairing visible damage as quickly as ' :

possible to discourage furt@er damage 22.2 2.34

Program to ensure all windows and . ‘

exterior doors are securely locked

each evening ‘ 92.1 , 2.54

Removing graffiti as soon as possible 91.4 2.31

¢ ‘ A
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Table 1 (continued)

.

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURE 2 Average
oo Using Effectiveness

£

Community use of schools for recreational
‘and community purposes 87.3 1.87

Maintaining staff-key control system 79.1 2.22

Have students leave the school building

at the completion of classes unless they .

are undér direct supervision for ’ :
recreational or educational activities 79.4 2.59

Establzshlng a no-cash policy which
insures money is not left in school
overnight 65.1 2.41

Keeping laboratery, audiovisual, musical,
and electronic equlpment in locked

closets or rooms - 62.3 2.28

Locklng classroom deors at night 51@? 2.30

Supervision of commun;ty groups when :

they use the school 53.1 2.27

Leaving interior lights on to discourage

entry into the school 51.6 1.94
. Police surveillance in t&rms'of regular ' T

. patrolling of school 4815 1.77
Increasing exterior lighting {o discourage )
people loitering around the school at night 48.1 1.88

Removing stones and debris from the
schoolgrounds which could be used to

break windows . 47.1 1.97
" Marking schocl property by means of
ultraviolet pep or mechanical etching 43.0 . 2.02

Removing ladders, poles, etc: and keeping
trees well away from school to reduce
access to the roof . 38.7 . l1.92

Installing signs which define acceptaﬁle
and/or unacceptable activities on the
schaol property ' : 32.0 1.41

Leaving inside classroom and office Goors )
open at night to reduce damage in the event 4

of a break-in 28.1 2.24
Having signs at outside doors which direct '
visitors to the main entrance 24.2 1.42 .

Installing signs which identify the
school's boundaries ¢ 12.1 1.05

Removing coins from vending machines .
at the end of each day 8.9 2.47

2§
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Table 1 {Continued)

.-‘_ "{,

-

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURE % Average
: Using Effectiveness

Having all visitors sign in and out
of the building by means of a visi-
tor's bpook at the main entrance 8.1 1.38
Hiring a security guard on either a '
full-time or intermittent basis 7.5 2.05
Having school custodians in the school
on a twenty-four-hour shift basis 5.2 T 2.43
Police or security guard overnight.
stakeouts . 2.7 2.10

. Designation of an area where graffiti
is allowed, such as a particular chalk- _ :
board 1.8 v -1.86
Use of guard dogs as part of a patrol .
or in-school program - 0.7 N 2.00 -

s " ¥

BEHAVIOURAL MEASURES
Program to encourage positive relation- ' —
ships between staif and students 68.9 2.47
Seek parental restitution for damages
qgused by their children 61.7 ] 2.19

A program to encourage staff to in-
- still respect for private and public ,
property o 59.7 2.21

Recover cost of damage from vandals
who arr apprehended by means of a ,
restitu_.ion program 46.2 2.22

Appeal to neighbours and parents to
watch for and report to police sus-
picious activities which occur at the

school \ 44.4 ) 1.77
Prosecution of wvandals who are
apprehended 36.0 2.13

Use of vandalism prevention materials,
such as films, guest speakers, student )
conferences . . 23.0 1.91

Involve the community in vandalism
prevention by means of informaticn
programs 22.2 1.86

Conduct contests which increage stu~
dents' pride in their school in an

effort to reduce vandalism costs,
e.g.,posters, badges, etc. 16.3 2.07

Provide rewards to students or members %
of the community who inform on vandals 8.5 1.70

42 . Q.



Table 1 (continued)

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURE 3 Average
Using Ef fectiveness

rGiving the student government or -
council more authority 6.7 2.07

A special vandalism prevention program
for students with emotional, behavioural, '

or learning problems ) 3.1 2.2%
Have the student council pay a percentage
of the cost of damage caused by students 3.1 2.04
Establish an incentive program or vanda-
lism fund which allows students to spend
money not required-.to pay vandalism costs 2.9 1.88

L -~
%

The use cf the fifty-five measures was, with only one exception,.

significantly related to school size. The responses were grouped
) - into the following four categories on the basis of the number of
students enrolled at each school: 0-199; 200-499; 500-999: and
1000 or more students. The sole exception was Yeducing access to
the roof by keeping ladders, poles, and trees away from the. school
building. In many cases the use of a measure increased directly
as school size ingreaséé. In several cases there was a difference
between the very small schools and the large ones, but little
difference among the three larger school groupings. For a few
measuras, fewer of the larger than small schools reported using
them. This often appears to be related to the fact that.the very
large schools are mdré likely to be high schools and the very
small schools to be elementary schoéls. -

Effectiveness of Measures

\Each principal, who indicated that a measure was used in’their
schodl, was instructed to rate how effective the méasuzi had been
in reducing school vandaligm using five response categories. In
order to simplify the data analysis, numbers werc assigned to
the reséonse categories as follows: not at all, 0; slightly, 1;
moderately, 2; and very effective, 3. The don't know responses
were not included in this analysis. An average score was calcu-
lated for each measure. The score was based on the responses LS

only those principals who said they used the measure. based on

the average effectiveness score, the measures were divided into
three groups. The most effective third of u.e measures have

S3 .. | | _ ’



scores of 2.25 or greater, the middle groups have scores
of 2.00 to 2.24, and the least effective group have scoresw.
of less than 2.00.

-
-

\
The two most effective vandalism prevention measures used, 1n
the opinion of the prlnCLpals, w%;e the installation of an
alarm system and providing adequate teacher supervision. Other
very effective measures include: having students leave the
school building at the completion of classes unless under
direct superlvision, ensullng windows and exterior doors are

securely locked each evenlng, encouraging positive relation~
ships between staff and students; and removing coins from ven-

ding machines at the end of each day.

The measuras found to be most effective were physical plant

related measures. Five of the eleven physical plant related

‘measures were rated as highly effectlve. 0f the fourteen

behavioural measures studied, only one has a highly effectlve
rating and five have Yelatively ineffective ratings. Pro-
cedural or program related measures tend to receive the same
proportion of high and_low effectiveness ratings.

For approxxmately half of the measures, the effectiveness
ratings made by the principals differed depending upon the
gsize of the school. As school size increased, the percelved
effectiveness of the measure usually decreased. The installa-
tion of an alarm system was one of very few measures that was
rated more effective b the principals from large rathér than

small schools.

Use and Effectiveness

In order to simplify the discussion of the schoel vandalism
revention measures, they were grouped in terms of both use
and effectiveness rating. The measures were divided into
four groups, namely., frequently used and effective; infre-
quently used and effective; frequently used but not effec-
tive; and infrequently used and not effective. See Table 2
for the measures, the percentage using each, and their

effectiveness rating.

-~
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Table 2/Categorization of Preventive Measures, into Use and

— Effectiveness

Categordzation 3 Average
- Using Effectiveness

2

Fregquently Used and Effective

Adequatg teacher supervision 95.2 2.66
) Clean and attractive schools ‘ 95.0 2.28

Bepair visible damage quickly 92.2 2.34

Ensure windows and doors locked each

evening : ‘ _ 92.1 2.54

Remove graffiti as soon as possible 91:4 2.31

}

Infrequently Used and Effective

Use of graffiti~-resistant materials 15.5 2.30
. Reducé number or size of windows 12.7 2.42

Remove coins from machines v 8.9 2.47

Installrdamage—resiétant washroom hardware 8.9 2.16

Put school custodians on twenty-four-hour 5.2 2.43

shifts ' .

Prevention programs for students with )

problems 3.1 2.24

Frequently Used and Ineffect: : |

Inventory of school equipment 92.9 1.82

Community use of schools . .. 87.3 1.87

Infrequently Used and Ineffective

Install signs identifying school's

boundaries 12.1 1.05
Rewards to .student or community memberq

who 'inform on vandals 8.5 . 1.70
Have all visitors sign in and out 8.1 1.38
Incentive program or vandalism fund 2.9 1.88
Designated arsa where graffiti is allowed 1.8 ‘ 1.86

Alarm Svstems .

Almost two-fifths of the responding principals reported that the
school was eguipped with an alarm system and almost all of the
schools had systems which were centrally monitored. ' The per-
centage of schools with alarm systems increased from primary to

intermediate and again to senior schools. The pexcentage of
principals reporting an alarm system increased as school size

Q increased.

~

kR 45 5()



‘ N

y§pdalism—Reporting System

The principals were asked whether or not their school has a van-
dalism-reporting system which provides their board with informa-
tion regarding the type of vandalism occurring, the cost of
repair, etc. Overall, 82% said they have a reporting syétem, 12%

say they do not, 4% don't know, and 2%~did not reply.
\ .

The Cost of Schoo’ Vandalism

The principals were asked to estimate the cost of vandalism to
their school ‘during 1978 and provide, if possible, a bréakdown
by theft, arson, damage within the school building, damage out-
side the school building including glass breakage and daﬁage

to school property, other ﬁ&pes of vandalism, and the total
amount. ‘hhile 89% of the principals provided estimates, many
were unzble to estimate the cost of each type -of vandalism. Some
indicated the cost of one or two types but did not'makeAan

" estimate of the total cost. A number of principals indicated

their estimates were only guesses. The information on vanda-
lism costs should be treated with considerable caution.

The cost of all vandalism réported by the 2703 principais who
made an estimate was $4,676,804. Almost one-fifth of the prin-
cipals (18%) reported vandalism at their school cost from $500
to $999, 13% from $1000 to $1999, 9% from $2000 to $4999, and
4% $5000 and over. Although a no-vandalism category was not
included in the question, 5.5% of the »rincipals stated no

costs were incurred as a result of vandalism at their school '
during 1978. The average total cost per school for the 2743

principals who made an estimate was $1730.

fhe average cost per student for the 2703 schools p oviding es-
timafés was $£4.05. This ranged from $7.56 for schools with
fewer-than 200 students to $3.77 for 200~-499 students; $4.14

for 500-999 students to $3.48 -for students in schools with .
1300 or more students. The very high cost per student in the
smallest schools appears to be due to arsor.. Two fires in these
gschools cost $350,000 or $4.86 pér student.

5o



Community Groups

The principals were asked to indicate which community groups Or
persons they had involved in éttempting to reduce vandalism at
" their school. Over three—quarteré of the principals surveyed
had involved the police and over half had contacted individual
parents. The remaining community groups do not appear to have
an active role in reducing vandalism at the schools. These

groups were parent associations, Children's Aid Society,
municipal and provincial social se. vices, and prison staff.

P

Discussion | ’
The research findings are discussed in terms Qf vandalism
prevention, the cost of vandalism, and how to use the findings.

~Vandalism Prevention
There .is, a tendency for procedural or school program related
vandallsm preventlon measufes to be used more frequently than
physical plant measures or behavioural programs. There appears
to be a need to make plant staff more aware of the prevention
measures avallable to them. The most-used physical plant
mgééﬁre is the use of break-resistant glazings while ‘the most
effective measure is the installation of an alarm system.
- N

The findings s%ggest behavioural programs are seldom used and
are relatively less effective than other types of prevention
- measures. There is substantial variation in both use and
effectlveness in schools of different sizes and at the prlmary,

intermediate, and senior levels. Work is needed to better
understand what(ﬁypes'of programs are most effective in redu-

~

cing vandalism at each level.

The Cost of Vandalism ’
The total cost of all vandalism in 1978 reported by the 2703

principals who made estimates was $4, 67§}§04. The average cost
per school was $1730 or $4.05 per student. These figures should
be treated with caution because not all schools provided esti-
mates and a small number of fires can distort the average. The

need for a standard vandalism-reporting system was also discussed.
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Using the Findings

A procedure. fer using the findings from this study was outllned
earlier. It-was suggested tha§~§ye literature review School
vandalism: Problems ard Responses by White and Fallis be wsed
to identify the potentzal measures that can be used to prevent
or reduce vandalism. ' The measures are summarized in a format
.SLmllar to that used in the llterature review in order to faci~- .,

litate their use. The user is encouraged to consider the level
and size of school in selecting the most effective school
vandali;y prevention measure. '
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APPENDIX 1

QUESTIONNAIRE



Study of Vandalism Prevention Measures sy * - 5
1. Please provide‘the followiﬂg information about your
school. ,
¢ 1. Name of Board: 6 - 8
2. Name of School: _ - -9 - 12

‘s

3.- Grades taught at your school:

(Put checkmark in qu) . Primary and Jﬁhior Ji1 13
. Intermediate ' 12
Senior ) O3

& Other: specify below

4. Number of students enrolled in
September 1978:
(put in actual number) 14 - 17 .

11. Alarm Systems

PR

1. If YOur school has an alarm system,

is it:
Do not have alarm
system 01 18
. : %
.- . Centrally monitored E]z

Not centrally monitored 3

‘ . Don't Xnow <) 4

2. If your school has an alarm systenm,
what type is it?

- Audio, e.g. P.A.system 01 19
R V.H.F. or ultrasonic 2
Infrared - O3
Mechanical,e.g .contact
_— switches, light beam,etc []4
Don't know type s

Other: Specify below
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111. Listed below are a pumber of antivandalism measures which have

been tried in schools. Please put a checkmark in the appro-

priate box to indicate:

/
a) whether or not your school has implemented Cr contxnued
to use the measure during the past twelve months, and

L) the extent to which you lFelieve the measure has proven

offective in reducing vandalism in your schoel.

PREVENTIVE MEASURES

SRS U S

- 1. Installlng protective
screens over windows

2. Installan break~resxstant
glazings, such as safety
glass, acrylics and poly-
carbonates

e — e i s | et S -

3. Reducing the number or
size of windows to de-
crease possibility of

: breaxage

4. Rer.ving s»ones and debrls
from the schoolgrounds
which could be used to
____break windows = __ _

5. Installing an alarm system

6. Hlflhé a secur1t§wéuard on
either a full-time OrX
1nterm1ttent ba31s

in the school on a twenty-
four-hour shift ba31s

8. police stirveillance in
terms of regular patrol-
llng of school

e

9. "police or security quard
overnight stakeouts

af a patrol or in-school
program T

Q

——

HAVE USED
IN 1978-1979

EFFECTIVENESS

7' Havxng school custodlans

|

' ¥ Yes
| = No

bon't know

Not
» applicable

+ Not at"all

3

M

Slightly

W Moderately .

» Very

wiDon't know

b= b -

M - ——f . e

&
T

20
21

22
23

24
25

10.Use of quard dogs as paft E“

i

26
27

. ______.._.*__.,___.._4

28
29

— . el

30
31

32
33

34
35
T
37

38
39

b e mee - e
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pen oOr mechanxcal etching

R

HAVE USED ¢ EFFECTIVENESS
IN 1978-1979 '
. -y e~ ﬁ{ ‘
2 O ~ > =
0 ~ o~ ~— Q -
=] [l s |[> | =
’ 8. 38|
PREVENTIVE MEASURES + o .g 3 o s
510./6 |6Bl6 |2 |83 |98
S22 a2 2 |0 || > A
12 3 4 12 3 4 |5
11. Clear delineation of
school boundaries by 40
means of fences, hedges, ~ [ 41
etc. .
U PO b - o 4:‘ -t
12. Use. of .gates or chains 42
across driveways to dic- 43
courage access to school )
gro‘:l«n-;—dﬂ-s—— —— ; | { - - A .-
13. Installing sxgns whlch ; 44'
: identify the school's & 45
boundaries - L ) o
14. Having signs at out51de y 46
doors which direct visi- - 47
tors to the main entrance
15. Havzhg all,visitofs'SLgn . 48
in and out of the buil- 49
ding by means of a visi- ‘
tor's book'at main en- E
trance ‘
S S - s
16. Increaszng exterior light-! ' | 0
ing to discourage people | | 51
loitering around the !
school at night § B
17. Leaving interior lights on i ! E \ 52
to discourage entry into S ‘ 513
___the school _ . | IR
18. Removing ladders, Moles, | § | ; ' 54
etc. and keeping trees ' : : ; 55
well away from school to 5 i
reduce access to the roof ;
e e B S
19. Removing hardware from | | 56
exterior doors to reduce -L 57
damage and possible ent! v | é |
— e . I . . § e
20. Establishing & no-cash ; ; . ! | 58
policy which insures mon- | ] | ; 59
ey is not left in scthool | ; ; g ;
overnlght | i i i ; o
pviaipdvg . ; : , em
21. Removing coins from ven- ! | S : |
ding machines at the end Coo i 60
of each day S s 61
22. Marking school property E | i . ? "
by means of ultraviolet ; } E ' 23
i !
H B



" PREVENTIVE MEASURES

1

HAVE USED

IN 1978-1979

EFFECTIVENESS

- Yes

N No

Don't know

Not

w

applicable

”~

<3

f
!

23. ‘Maintaining an up-to-date
_inventory of school
equipment e

24. Keeping laboratory, audio-
visual, musical and elec-
tronic equipment in locked
closets or rooms

25.-Ma1nta1n1ng a staff key
control system

o~ ——— s

26. Lock1n1 classroom doors at
nlght

27. B ram to ensure all win~

’ dows and exterior doors
are securely locked each
evenlng

——— o

28. Installxng sxgns whxch de-'_

fine acceptable and/or
unacceptable activities on
the school property

29. Keeplng schools clean and |

actractive to discourage
damage by students

30. Repairing visible damage |

+ as quickly as possible to

discourage further damage

31. Remowing graffiti as soon
‘as possxb%e

32. Using graﬂf1t1-res;stant
materials, such as epoxy-
resin paints and plastic
coverings in hallways,
washrooms and areas where

. large numbers of students

assemble

33. Designation of an area
where graffiti is allowed,
such as a particular
chalkboard

34. Installatlon of damage-
resistant washroom hard-

R —_

Not at all

| ot

i
|
|

|™ slightly

.
+

LW ypderately

& Very

' Y Don't know

64
65

66
67

R N

- ——

L e e e e e m—

10
11

12
13




T e,
EFFECTIVENESS

HAVE USED

IN 1978-2979
A I EAERE
’5 :% « >N g
R 2

ol W U

PREVEMNTIVE MEASURES + ! 0. .g‘ g o »
- v o/ 8|68l Sl8io |8
> = Q| o =z = | > (=]
1 (-2 |3 | 41 21 3 14 5

35. Covering oxsprotecting | ‘ 18
thermostats, light swit- A 19 *
ches, etc. i

e g o mma e — g - .ﬁk-‘ -~
36. Involve the community in 20
vandalism prevention by 21
"means of information pro-
grams ' 1
— e — —————— [P U 1 8 B e S Bt SR PR R R s
37. Communlty use of schools 22 .
. for recreationgl and com~ 23
munity purpose

“38. Supérﬁiszon of communlty sE

. groups when they use the M a5
school B o

39. Appeal to nelghbours and 26
parents to watch far and 27
report to police’ suspi- '
cious activities which s
occur at the school ! I 1

40. Prosecutlon of vandals » 28
who are apprehended L 1 L {29

41. Recover cost of damage | i 30
from wandals who are ap- z ! 31
prehended by means of a

~__ restitution program | _ ; ]

42. Seek parental restitution § | % 32
for damage caused by theixr § 33 ‘
children i . t

43. Provide rewards to stu- | 1 34
dents or members of the | 35
community who inform on |
vandals _é _ N N

44. Provide adequate teacher | ! i 36
supervision in hallways, f ; g ® 37
lunch rooms, study areas,§ A

__ etc. | i E |

45. Have students leave the | i | ! 38
school buildiny at the ; I : 39
completion of classes un- i | :
less they are under dir- | ! T
ect supervision for rec- t ‘
reational or educational F x
activities L , i



EFFSCTIVENESS

'HAVE USED
IN 1978-1979 .
K Qf ~i > } 3
2l 3T |~ | 2
— PREVENTIVE MEASURES g1 8 > e, g
' . ol v | W « P
i) -l oo ¥ -
- -4 {o)] Q > &
2l |5 |2 |ariBlo |8
> | = A g = n |8 |> o
112 3 4 112 3 4 5

46. Have ﬁhe student council 40
pay a percentage of the i 41
cost of damage caused by

) Qtudents : L

47. Establlsh an lncentive 42
program or vandalism fund 43
which allows students. to _
spend money hot. required ‘
to pay vandalism costs -]

_—— e [P S G | LN DR SRS WL B -

48. Leaving ‘inside classroom . 1 44
and'office doors open at 45
night to reduce damage in
the event of a break-in | i 1 '

49. Conduct contests which in- - , 46
crease. students' pride in | 47
their school in an effort -
to reduce vandalism costs,

e.G., posters, badges, etc. ]
—— - -~ — — I SR ¥ _..._1

50. Use of “vandalism preven- 48
tion materials, such as 49
films, guest speakers,

_§tudent conferences

51. A proEraﬁ to éncourage '50‘
staff to instill respect i 51
for private and public
property

52. Program to encourage pos- 52
-itive relationships bet- 53
ween staff and studentc~ L ) .

53. A special vandallsm prev~ 54
ention program for students 55
with emotional, behaviour-
al, or learnlng problems | ]

54. Giving the student govern-~ 5 56
ment’ or council more . 57
authority ~
e e e e o e [ -‘m-—-v{L-——- o P e -

§5. Use of special playgrounds, ! 58
such as adventure, dis- 59
covery, creat;vo, etec. | ) L 1

56. Please explain other measures x have 60
tried at your school 61

57. Other measures: o T B 62

63

Q




IV.

Please estimate the cost of vandalism to your
school during the calendar year of 1978. Use
any school records available to make this
estimate. :

Vandalism includes: theft
arson
irrgsponsible damage

. N
Do not include the cost of normal wear
and maintenance.

Theft - $

Arson _ $

Damage within the school
‘building ) $

Damage outside the school
building, including glass
breakage and damage to

school property $

Other specify below $
t TOTAL $

OTHER: ' e

Does your school have a vandalism-reporting
system which provide: vour board with
information regarding . 2» type of vandalism
occurring, the cost of —air, etec.?
‘Yes, have reporting systemf[]l
No reporting system g2
Don't know O3

~e

27
34

41

48

49

€ ~ 12
13 - 19
20 ~ 26

33
40

47



VI.

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
£)
g)
h)

i)

Have you involved the following community groups
or persons in attempting to reduce vandalism
at your school? Please put a checkmark in
yes or no, or don't know.
Yes | No Don't
(1) (2) know(3)
Police Cl O O
Court O g O
Prison staff X O O 0O
Social services (Prowincial) m) O o
Social services (Municipal) O O 4d
Childrens' Aid Society £l g 0O
rndividual parents U O O
Parent Associations L] o 4
s
Other please specify below ] O O

VIII. Do you have any comments about schoo1l
vandalisn or vandalism prevention measures?

Thank you for your assistance.
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Table 1/Percentage of Schools Using Preventive Measures and
Average Effectiveness Scores by Type of Preventive Measure

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURE 3 Usiné Average
o ‘ Effectiveness

PHYSICAL PLANT MEASURES *
Install break-resistant glazings 47.3 2.29
Delineate school boundar. es 42.3 1.21
Cover orf protect thermostats, etc. 40.0 2.23
Install an alarm system 28.9 2.66
Install protective screens over windows 27.2 2.46
Use of special playgrounds 23.0 2.03
Use of gates or chains across driveways 17.5 1.82
Use of graffiti-resistant materials 15.5 2.30
Reduce number or size of windows 12.7 2.42
Remove hardware from exterior doors 11.3 2.08
Install damage-resistant washroom
hardware -8.9 2.16
PROCEDURAL MEASURES
Adequate teacher supervision in hallways,
etc. _ 95.2 2.66
Qléan and attractive schools 95.0 " 2.28
Inventory of school equipment 92.9 1.82
Repair visible damége guickly 92.3§§ 2.34
Ensure all windows and exterior doors
are locked each evening 92,1 2.54
Remove graffiti as soon as possible 91.4 2.31
Community use of schools 87.3 1.87
Staff-k control system 79.1 2.22
Student:xieave school ut completion -
of classes unless under supervision 79.4 2.59
A no~ca§h policy 65.1 2.4.
Keep laboratory, audiovisual equipment f
under lock and key 62.3 2.28
Lock classroom doors at night 57.6 2.30
Supervision of community groups 53.1 2.27
Leave interior lights on 51.6 1.94
Regular police patrolling of school 48.5 1.77
Increase exterior lighting 48.1 1.88
Remove stones and debris from school

47.1 1.97

grounds
YU



Table 1 (continued)

|

TYPE OF PREVENTIVE MEASURES % Using Average
Effectiveness
Mark school properxty 43.0 2.02
Reduce access to roof . ; . 38.7 1.92
Install signs defining activities allowed
on school property : 32.0 1.41
Leave inside classroom and office doors :
open at night . 28.1 2,24
Have signs directing visitors to main
entrance 24.2 1.42
Install signs identifying school's boundaries 12.1 1.05
‘Remove coins from vending machines ) 8.9 . 2.47
Have all visitors sign in and out of building 8.1 1.38
Hire a security quard ’ 7.5 2.05
Put school custodians on twenty-four-hour
shifts - 5.2 2.43
Police or security gquard overnight stakeouts 2.7 2.10
Designate area where graffiti is allowed 1.8 1.86
Use of guard dogs 0.7 = 2.00

BEHAVIOURAL MEASURES
Encourage positive relationships between

staff and studenﬁs -68.9 2.47
parental restitution ' 61.7 2.19
Encourage staff to instill respect for
private and public property - . 59.7 2.21
vandal restitution 46.2 2.22
Ask nexghbours and parents to rxeport
suspicious activities to police 44 .4 1.77
Prosecution of vandals 36.0 2.13
Use of vandallsm prevention materials 23.0 1.91
Communlty 1nformat10n programs 22.2 1.86

_Conduct contests to dncrease students' \

pride in their school 16.3 2.07

Reward students or community members

who inform on vandals 8.5 1.70

Give student government or council more i

authority 6.7 2.07

vandalism prevention programs for students

with problems N 3.1 2.24

student council pays cost of damage 3.1 2.04

Establish incentive program oOr

vandalism fund - . 2.9 1.88
'.‘
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Table 2/Percentage of Schools Using Preventive Measures and

Average Effectiveness Scores by Type of Vandalism

N

MEASURE AND TYPE OF VANDAI.ISM % USING ‘AVERAGE
' EFFECTIVENESS
/
VANDALISM IN GENERAL
~ a) Student Proqraqé
Students leave school at completion
of classes unless under supervision 79.4 2.59
Use of vandalism prevention materials 23.0 1.91
Use of special playgrounds - 23.0 2.03
Contests to increase students' pride
in sc¢hool 16.3 2.07
Give student government or council
more authority 6.7 2.07
vandalism prevention program for '
students with problems . 2.24
Student council pays cost of damage 3. 2.04
Establish incentive program or vanda-
lism fund 2.9 1.88
b) Teacher Involvement
Adequate' teacher supervision in hallways,
etc. i 95.2 2.66
Encourage positive relationships A
between staff and students 68.9 2.47
Encourage staff to instill respect
for private and public property 59.7 2.21
c) Maintenance
Clean and attractive schools 5.0 2.28
Repair visible damage quickly 92.2 2.34
d) Community Involvement
Community use of schools 87.3 1.87
Supervision of community qroup- 53.1 2.27
Ask neighbours and parents to revort
suspicious activities to police 44.4 1.77
Community information programs 22.2 1.86
Rewards to students or community
members who inform on vandals 8.5 1.70
e) Prosecu.ton and Restitution
Parental restitution 61.7 2.19



Table 2 ({(continued)

MEASURE USE - AVERAGE
8 EFFECTIVENESS

Vahdaﬁ#%estitUtion program 46.2 2.22

Prosecution of vandals 36.0 2.13

INTRUSION

Regular police patrolling of scheol 48.5 1.77

Install an alarm system 28.9 2.66

Hire security guards 7.5 2.05

Pv. school custodians on twenty-four-

hour shifts 5.2 2.43

Police or security. guard overnight

stakeouts ’ 2.7 2.10

Use of guard dogs . 2.00

BARRIERS TO ACCESS

Ensure all windows and exterior doors

are locked each evening 92.1 ‘2.54

Increase exterior lighting s, 48.1 1.88

Leave interior lights on TH v . 51.6 1.94

Delineate school boundaries 42.3 1.21

Reduce access to roof 38.7 ,w/)l.92

Install signs defining activities

allowed on school property 32.0 1.41

Have cigns directing visitors to

main entrance 24.2 1.42

Use of gates or chains across driveways 17.5 1.82

Install signs identifying school's

boundaries _ 12.1 1.05

Remove hardware from exterior doors 11.3 2.08

Have all visitors sign in and out

of the building 8.1 1.58

THEFT

Inved&ory of school equipment 92.9 1.82

Staff~key control systedi 79.1 2.22

A no-cash policy 65.1 2.41

Keep laboraéory, audiovisual equipment

under lock and key 62.3 2.28

Lock classroom doors at night 55.6 2.30

73



Table 2 1continuéd)

MEASURE USE AVERAGE
3 "EFFECTIVENESS
. . N\ -
Mark school property 43.0 <3>02
Remove coins from machines 8.9 2.47
DAMAGE
a) Glass Breakage
Install break-resistant glazings 47.3 2.29
Remove stones and debris from
schoolgrounds 47.1 .97
Install protective screens over
windows ' 27.2 2.46
Reduce numher or size of wiﬁdows 12.7 2.42
b) Graffiti '
Remove graffiti as soon as possible 91.4 2.31
Use graffiti-resistant materials 15.5 2.30
Designate area where graffiti is
allowed .8 1.86
¢) Damage to Interior Hardware
Install damége-resistant washroom .
hardware 8.9 2.16
Cover or protect thermostats, etc. 40.0 2.23
" Leave inside classroom and office
doors open at night 28.1 2.24
Number of Respondents 302;61”“
A ( .
T~

~
* s
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Table 3YPercentage of Schools Usin

by School Level

L)

bt

g Preventive Measures and Average Effectiveness Scores

+ a =
MEASURE . ‘ SCHOOL LEVEL
Primary Inter- Senior Primary Inter- Senior
- mediate 2 mediate
$ Using Average Effectiveness “Score
‘i'l.~ -
Adequate teacher supervision in
challways, lunch rooms, etc. 96.2 98.4 8R8.8 2.69 2.66 2.45
qgean attractive schools 94.8 96.9 95.4 2.28 2.23 2.30
Inventory of school equipment 92.7 95.9 93.2&P 1.85 1.74 1.72
Repair visible damage quickly 31.8 95.3 93.0 2.32 2.31 2.44
Ensure all windows and exterior
doors are locked each evening 91.9 93.3 892.7 2.55 2.43 2.49
Remove graffiti as soon as
possible 90.3 96.9 94.7 2.31 2.27 2.34
Community use of schools 86.8 91.2 88.1 3 1.95 1.56 2.25
students leave school at comple-
tion of classes unless under
supervision 86.9 79.8 40.3 2.62 2.55 2.23
staff-key control system 76.7 86.5 88.3 2.22 2.20 2.22
Encourage positive relationships
between staff and students 69.8 75.6 61.2 L 2.40 2.38
A no-cash policy 68.3 73.6 44.7 . 2.31 2.46
Kee;. laboratory, audiovisual '
equipment under lock and key 56.3 79.3 85.9 2.28 2.25 2.26
Parental restitution 58.4 73.6 74.4 2.20 2.21 2.30
Encourage staff to .nstill res- .?
pect for private and public u
property 64.1 61.7 36.1 1.54 2.10 2.06

'\ »



Table 3 (continued)

MEASURE SCHOOL LEVEL '
: Primary Inter- Senior © Primary Inter- Senior 1/'
mediate mediate
$ Using Average Effectiveness Score
Lock clmssroom doors at night 49.0 75.6 94.5 2.32 2.20 2.30
Sugsigision of community groups 54.4 - 51.3 ° 46.9 2.31 2.18 2.05
Leave interior lights on . 49.9 54.4 59.3 1.94 *1.89 1.93
Regular police patrolling of ] |
school 49.9 48.2 41.4 1.74 1.94 1.85
_ Inrease exterior lighting 48.0 45.6 49.1 1.69 - 1.89 1.95
. .Install break-resistant glazings 46.5 52.4 48.7 2.28 2.37 2.28
Remove stones and debris from :
schoolgrounds 48.8 51.3 36.6 1.96 2.04 1.99
vandal restitution program 39.9 54.4 76.0 2.23 2.20 2.20

LN 3
Ask neighbours and parents to
report suspicious activities to

pclice 49.0 36.8 24.0 1.78 1.66 1.74
Mark school property. - 42.6 40.9 46.0 2.04 1.80 1.99 :
Delineate school boundaries 43.6 42.0 36.1 1.1% 1.24 1.47 '
Cover or protect thermostaté,
etc. . ! 35.6 53.4 57.5 2.27 2.30 2.09
Reduce access to’the roof 38.9 34.7 39.9 1.89 2.10 1.99
Prosecute vandais who are N |
apprehended 30.7 40.9 61.9 2.17 2.11 2.02
Install signs defining activities

'72’ allowed on school property 33.7 29.0 24.4 1.44 1.15 1.86

—
5




Table 3 (continued)

MEASURE SCHOOL LEVEL - —
' Primary Inter- Senior Primary Inter-  Senior
mediate ' mediate
% Using Average Effecgiveness Score

Install an alarm system 25.9 36.3 41.0 2.64 2.70 2.70
Leave inside classroom and _

office doors open at night 33.6 18.1 3.5 2.24 2.31 2.08
Install protective screens over : :
windows 28.3 21.2 24.2 2.44 1.98 2.51
Have signs directing visitors

to main entrance . 20.4 31.1 41.4 1.43 1.73 1.41
Use of special playgrounds 28.7 4.1 . 1.3 2.02 1.67 1.00
Use of vandalism prevention ' '

materials - 25.2 27.5 9.5 1.92 2.82 1.65
Community information programs 24.1. 17.6 13.9 1.90 1.46 1.54
Use of gates or chains across

driveways -, . le.s8 12.4 23.1 1.77 2. 1.96
Contests to increase studeuis'

pride in their school 18.1 14.0 7.9 2.11 1.88 2.39
Use of graffiti-resistant '
.materials 13.7 17.6 24.2 2.26 2.39 2.38
Reduce number or size of windows 12.2 16.1 13.9 2.42 - 2.27 2.63
Install signs identifying

school's boundaries 11.3 15.5 14.5 1.04 0.93 1.12
Remove hardware from exterior 1

doors 10.4 - 13.0 15.4 2.08 2.17 2.05
Remove coins { 'm machines 5.0 17.6 25.3 2.52 2.48 2.490
Install damage-resistant

washroom hardware 8.1 10.9 12.8 2.20 2.00 2.08




Table 3 {continued)

MEASURE v SCHOOL LEVEL
Primary Inter- Sen® r Primary Inter- Senior
- mediate mediate
. % Using Average Effectiveness Score

Rewards to students or community

members who inform on vandals 8.4 8.3 9.3 1.78 1.50 1.46
Have all visitors sigh in and out .
of the building 5.1 . 10.4 22.9 ° 1.32 1.35 1.43
" Hire security guards 6.8 6.7 11.2 1.95 2.23 2.24
Give student government or coun-
cil more authority 3.2 14.9 21.8 2.17 2.17 1.96
Put school custodians on twenty- oo ‘ '
four-hour shifts 1.6 7.3 23.1 2.46 2.36 2.42
vandalism prevention program for -
students with problems 3.2 4.1 - 2.4 2.27 2.17 2.11
Studez} council pays cost of :
damag i 1.3 4.7 12.1 2.36 2.13 1.83
Establish incentive program or
vandallsm fund 2.3 9.3 3.7 2.05 1.64 1.62
‘Police or securlty guard over-
night stakeouts 2.3 3.6 ﬁ.d 2.04 . 1.83 2.31
Designate area where graffiti is | _
allowed - 1.8 2.6 1.5 2.00 1.50 1.00
Use of guard dogs 0.8 - 0.7 2.00 - 2.00
\ '
Number of Respondents 2371 193 454
&
w




Table 4/Percentage of Schools ULing Preventive Measures and Average LEffectiveness
Scores by School Size

MEASURE SCHOOL SIZE
0-199 200~ 500ﬁ 1000+ 0-199 200~ 500~ 1000+
499 999 499 Qg9
% Using zverage Effectiveness Score
\\\ Adequate teacher supervision in
hallways, iunch rooms, etc. 92.9 97.2 94.7 88.6 2.76 2.68 2.01 2.39
Clean and attractive schools 92.7 95.14 96.6 93.6 2.31 2.28 2.29  2.24

Inventory of school equipment 87.4 93.9 95.1 94.5 1.9¢€ 1.82 1.83 1.56
Repair visible damdge quickly 88.5 92.6 93.9 84.5 2.32 2.32 2.42. 2.34

sure all windows and exter.iov
doors are locked =ach evening 86.4 93.1 93.9 95.3 2.61 2.55 2.49 2.38

Remove graffiti as soon as :
possible. , . 83,6 92.4 95.6 94.1 . 2.31 2.32 2.31 2.28

Communitihuse of schools 73.4 90.1 91.3 93.2 2.13 1.91 1.69 1.60

Students leave school at com-
pletion of cle~ses unless under

supervision 80.7 87.9 72.7 35.2 2.69  2.61 2.52 2.09
Stafif~key control system 69.6 79.1 84.2 90.7 2.26 2.22 2.25 2.11
Encourage positive relationships

between staff and students 63.0 70.3 73.8 62.7 2.56 2.47 2.46 - 2.34
A ne-cash policy 64.5 68.6 63.7 46.2 - 2.36 2.40 2.46 2.43
Keep laboratory, audiovisual

equipment under lock &nd key 46.2 61.6, 71.0 86.4 2.34 2.29 2.28 2.14

Parental restitution 49.0 60.9 70.5 78.0 2.21 2.21 2.22 2.01

Encourage staff to instill res-
pect for private and public
property 58.8 63.6 59.5 36.9 2.34 2.21 2.12 2.01




Table 4 {(continued) -

MEASURE ‘ SCHOOL SIZE

0~199 200~ £00- 1000+ 0-199 200~ 500~ 1000+
499 999 499 999

% Using Average Effectiveness Score

Lock classroom doors at night 42.2 52.0 72.9 96.2 2.33 2.30 2.34 2.23

Supervision of community groups 46.4 56.2 52.3 50.9 2.45 2.31 2.13 1.90

Leave intevior lights on 46.4 51.4 54.7 58.1 1.93 1.94 1.94‘ l.93
Reqular police patrolling of '

school 43.9 51.4 46.7 45.3 1.82 1.75 1.78 1.78

Increase exterior lighting R 45.2 48.1 51.5 46.6 1.97 1.83 1.76 1.94

Install break-resistant glazin . 32.7 .48.1 56.4 55.5 2.31 2.26 2.33 2.27

Remove stones and debris from _ ‘
schoolgrounds 42.3 49.3 47.9 42.0 2.02 1.96 1.94 -1.98

Vandal restitution program 29.7 42.9 57.6 82.2 2.26 2.25 2.23 2.08
Ask neighbours and parents to |

repor - suspicicus activities to 5

police 44.5 48.4 39.¢9 28.4 1.90 .76 1.69 1.72
Mark school property 36.2 45.1 42.1 49.2 1.95 2.07 1.92  2.03
Delineate school boundariecs 38.9 43.9 . 41.7 42.0 1.31 ° 1.13 1.22 1.45
Cover or protect thermostats, etc.24.9 39.1 48.7 62.7 2.22 2.27 2.26 2.05
Reduce access to the rcof 32.7 39.3 41.7 42.8 1.93 1.87 2.04 1.88
Prosecute vardals who are

apprehended 21.9 33.2 44.3 70.8 2.20 2.19 2.12 1.89
Install sims defining activities

allowed on school property 26.6 33.6 35.4 25.4 1.50 1.43 1.35 1.31
Instali an alaﬁw system 17.4 26.8 39.6 45.8 2.58 2.67 2.64 2.73

85 \. 85
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Table 4 (continued)

SCHOOL SIZE

MEASURE
0-199 200~ 500~ 1000+ 0-199 200~ 500~ 1000+
499 999 499 999
% Using Average Effectiveness Score

Leave inside classroom and : A

office doors open at night 40.0 30.9 19.1 1.3 2.15 2.30 2.15 -
Install protective screens over

windows 28.9 26.8 27.9 23.7 2.31 2.51 2.44 2.51
Having signs directing visitors

to main entrance 13.3 21.3 35.4 44.1 1.50 1.46 1.36 1.32
Use of special playgrounds// 23.9 26.9 \ 19.9 1.7 2.02 2.05 1.94 2.00
Use of vandalism prevention ¢

materials 23.93 . 25.1 21.0 11.0 2.03 1.88 1.86 1.80
fCommunity information programs 20.1 23.3 23.9 15.7 2.17 1.79 1.81 1.68
Use of gates or chains across

driveways 14.3 15.5 23.3 24.6 1.96 % 1.77 1.75 2.02
ontests to increase student's

pride in their school 13.8 17.9 17.9 7.6 2.10 2.12 1.95 1.71
Use of graffiti-resistant :
materials 10.3 14.8 18.2 26.3 2.38 2.24 2.33 2.30
Reduce number or size of windows 7.8 14.6 10.5 17.4 2.62 2.40 2.45 2.28
Install signs identifying school's

boundaries 9.6 12.7 12.8 12.7 1.02 1.04 1.02 1.21
Remove hardware from ext rior

doors } .6 10.0 14.0 - 17.8 2.06 2.13 2.00 2.12
Remove coins from machines .5 6.9  11.9  28.0  2.72  2.48  2.45  2.37
Instay& damage~resistant wash-

room hardware 7.1 8.3 10.6 13.6 2.26 2.14 2.25 1.33



Table 4 (con' nued) ) -

w

MEASURE ‘ SCHOOL SIZE
0~-199 200~ 500~ 1000+ 0-199 200~ 500~ 1000+ -
499 999 . 499 999
% Using Average Effectiveness Score

Rewards to students or community

members who inform on vandals 0.3 8.8 9.7 9.3 1.95 1.73 1.55 1.50

Have all visitnrs sign in and out

of the building 4.0 5.9 13.6 20.3 1.58 1.14 1.61 1.37

Hire security guards 6.3 7.2 7.8 11.4 2.18 1.92 2.00 2.29
-

Give student government or coun-

cil more authority - 4.3 3.6 12.3 19.5 2.41 2.20 2,03 1.83

Put school custodians on

twenty=-four-hour shifts 1.5 1.4 11.1 25.9 2.17 2.50 2.43 2.42

Vandalism prevention program for

students with problems 2.5 2.9 5.3 1.3 2.25 2.32 2.19 1.67
‘Student council pays cost cof damage 2.0 1.5 4.9 12.7 2.20 2.38 1.73 1.96
Establish incentive program or .
vandalism fund 1.5 2.7 4.8 4.2 2.00 2.54 1.67 1.45
Police or security yguard over- . .
night stakeouts 2.3 2.2 1.4 5.9 1,482 2.17 2.11 2.09
Designate area where graffiti is
allowed 2.8 1.6 1.4 1.3 2.00 2.16 1.00 0.50
Use of guard dogs 0.8 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.50 1.83 3.00 1.60
| : Number 'of Respondents 602 160D 587 236
i\ 8
9
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Table 5/Degree of Effectiveness of Preventive Measures Used

Fa

MEASURE EFFECTIVENESS
Not at Slightly Moderately Very bon't Number of
All Percentage Know Respondents
Adequate teacher supervision in -
hallways, lunch rooms, etc. 0.2 4.0 24 .6 66.8 4.5 2648
Clean and attractive schools 2.4 10.5 34. 40.0 13.0 2655
Inventory of school equipment 11.4 12.4 23.9 22.4 29.9 2522
Repair visible damage guickly 1.5 9.6 32.7 41.7 14.5 2582
Ensure all windows and exterior -
doors are locked each evening 1.6 .6 - 24.3 55.0 -13.5 2529
Remove graffiti as soon as possible 1.4 10.8° 34.0 41.1 12.6 2538
Community use of schools 9.§\\\ 14.6 32.0 23.7 19.9 2396
Students leave school at completion ~ ‘
of classes unless under supervision 0.4 5. 27.0 60.8 5.5 2181
Staf f-key control system 6.0 9. 24 .9 38.8 0.9 2190
Encourage positive relationship: o
between staff and students . .3 33.8 49.7 9.8 - 1871
A no-cash policy . .5 23.3 44.9 21.1 1816
Keep laboratory, audiovisual
equipment under lock and key . 10.8 30.4 39.8 16.1 1719
Parental restitution . 17.7 33.6 39.2 7.6 1725
Encourage staff to instill respect
for private and public property 0.4 13.9 40.4 32.4 12.9 1655
Lock classroom doors at night 3.6 9.3 28.8 41.7 16.5 1593
Supervision of community groups 2.3 12.9 33.5 41.4 9.9 14%5,.
?

,(_“



Table 5 (continued)

T

MEASURE EFFECTIVENESS P
Not At Slightly Moderately Very bon't Number of
All Percentage . Know Respondents
“ ——
Leave interior lights on ' 3.6 19.4 37.6 21.5 i7.9 1431
Regular police patrolling of school 3.6 29.8 37.6 16.8 12.2 1375
Increase exterior lighting 5.3 21.6 42.9 21.2 8.9 1366
Install break-resistant glazings 1.9 12.1 38.5 43,2 4.2 1368
Remove stones and debris from
schoolgrounds 3.1 20.7 - 38.6 24.3 13.2 1340
Vandal restitution program 1.2 15.3 35.4 37.7 10.3 1306
Ask neighbours and parents to report
suspicious activities to police 6.4 28.3 . 32.3 20.9 12.1 1253
Mark school property 3.7 12.1 27.7 20.6 35.9 1215
Delineate school boundaries 26.1 20.9 24.1 9.2 19.8 1168
Cover or protect thermostats, etc. T 2.4 14.1 32.2 39.2 12.2 1093
Reduce access to the roof 6.0 21.5 35.6 25.7 11.2 1058
Prosecute vandals who are apprehended 2.4 18.9 30.1 34.7 13.8 990
Install signs defining activities
allowed on school property 16.7 » 30.0 28.5 12.0 12.7 397
Install an alarm system : 1.6 3.8 17.9 65.6 11.0 809
Leave inside classroom and office ) :
doors open at night 3.2 9.4 24.3 32.0 31.1 727
Install protective screens over '
windows ‘ 2.4 7.5 29.5 55.5 5.0 796
Have signs directing visitors to .
main entrance 16.3 29.7 33.7 9.8 10.4 673
Q- Use of special playgrounds 6.3 14.3 30.9 28.8 19.7 624 Qq
LN
o ul N
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Tabhle 5 (continued)

MEASURE ~ . EFFECTIVENESS
‘ Not At Slightly Moderately Very Den't Number of
All Percentage Know Respondents
Use bf,vandalism prevention _
materials \ 1.1 2.7 42.1 16.0 ° 19.1 649
Community information programs 2.1 26.2 37.4 18.1 l16.2 634
Use of gates or chains acrcss . .
driveways 10.0 23.3 36.1 25.9 4.8 502
Contest to increase students' pride
in their schocol , 1.1 17.2 45.0 25.2  11.5 460
" Use of graffiti-resistant materials 0.7 10.4 41.4 39.1 8.3 432
Reduce number or size of windows 1.7 10.8 28.2 53.3 6.1 262
Install cigns identifying schocl's .
boundaries 28.3 32.1 . 22.5 4.9 12.1 346
Remove hardware from exterior doors 2.9 19.0 33.4 3i.8 12.9 . 311
_Remove coins from machines 1.6 10.0 . 20.9 53.0 14.5 249
A ,‘F"““: .
{ Install damage-resistant washroom | ~ ) .
hardware 4 0.8 14.8 46 .5 31.3 6.6 243
Rewards to students or community
members who inform on vandals 7.6 23.7 22.5 17.4 28.8 236
Have all viéitors sign in and out
of the building 20.3% 27.9 33.3 10.8 7.7 222
Hire security guards 4.0 21.3 28.7 32.7 13.4 202
Give student government or council
more authority 2.8 22.3 31.3 34.1 9.5 179
Put school custodians on
twenty-four-hour shifts 1.5 5.9 38.2 49.3 5.1 . 136

)
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Table 5 (continued)

£

6L

. . v
. - A I
MEASURE . . - EFFECTLVENESS +
S : Not At Slightly Moderately Very Don‘'t - Number of
h All Percentage 'Know Respondents

vandalism prévention program for - .

™y students .ith problems 0.0 11.8 47.1 34.1 7.1 85
Studant council pays cost of - . ' .
damage 3.4 20.5 - 38.6 30.7 - 6.8 88
Establish incentive program or . ’ )
vandalfsm fund . 8.5 12.2 43.9 19.5 15.9 - 82
Police or security guard overnight '
stakeouts . ' 6.5 20.8 22.1 M1.6 9.1 77
Decignate area where graffiti : ) * 2
is allewed ‘ . 8.7 12.2 32.6 . 21.7 21.7 46
Use of guard dogs 0.0, 26.7 - 26.7 26.7 20.3 15

g
\
‘ o
| . ] _
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Table 6/Type of Alarm System by School Level and School
Size’
!
TYPE ' SCHGOL LEVEL |
’ Primary Intermediate Senior Tot@al
. Percentage
. >
" Audio - 21.7 | 28.0 16.0 21.1
V.H.F./ultrasonic/ . " "
fnfrared 20.3 <4.7 t 27.5 22.1
Mechanical ‘ 49.3 " 41.9 " 44.9 47.8.
Combination of above ¢ ‘ . :
and other - 4.3 - 1.1 8.4° .8
Don't know , 4.4 . 4.3 3.1 .1
em— e \\‘ .
Total ' 100.00 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
Number of-Résppndents ) -
with alarms . 801 93 225_ 119
: 4
TYPE | ' scHoOL SIZE ‘
$-199  200-499  500-999 1000+  Total
: - Percentage '
Audio 16.2  23.0 21.8 16.2 21.0
V.H.F./ultrasonic/ -
infrared. 16.9 20.9 24.9 24.9 2é.l
. Mechanical '56.6 48.0  44.0 46.3 47.8
Compination of  above ”
and otaer . A 2.9 4.1 5.5 8.8 .
Don't know - 7.4 4.1 3.8 2.2 .
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L
Number of Respondents -
with alarms 136 561 293 | 136 1126
h ]
99 '
RO ’ ///



TabBle 7/Total Cost of Vandalism by School Level 1

~—1

AMOUNT OF, ‘

VANDALISM . SCHOOL LEVEL ,
Primary Intermediate 3enior Total
Percentagee

No vandalism 3 . 6.7 2.1 0.7 - ?-5
$1. - $199 20.6 6.2 ° 2.6 17.0
$200 — $499 . | 26.2 22,2 7.7 r.2
$500 - $999 18.6  21.7° 13.9 S
$1000 ~ $1999 10.3 16.1  24.0 - 12.7
$2000 - $4999 | 6.1 13.5 23.1 9.2 "
$50004 1.7 . 4.2 1401 1.6
No reply ‘ 9.8 14.0  _ 18.9 v.7

" Total . . 100.0 100.0 100.0  100.0
Number of .Respondents 2371 193 154 3018

1 Calculated on ‘a per school.basis.

»

Reépondents stated actual dollar cost. ¢

'2 'The no-vandalism category was® not on the questionnaire. Some
respondents stated their vandalism costs were nil.

&

Table 8/Total Cost of Vandalism by School Size 1
3§ggﬁzlg§2 . * SCHOOL SIZE , ,
) S 0-199 200- 50u~- 1000+ Total
499 999 .
Percentage
No vandalism > 14.1 4.4 ' 1.3 _ 0.4 5.5
$1 - $199 30.0  18.2 -+ 6.3 1.3 16.9 =,
$200 - $499 26.7 26.9 ( 16.5 3.8 23.1
$500 - $999 .+ 10.8 21.2 21.5 7.6 18.1
$1000 - $1999 5.2 10.9 2247 19.9 2.7
$2000 - $4999 2.7 6.4 15.8 - 27.5 9.2
$5000+ _ 1.0 1.8 4.6 22.5 3.8
No ¥eply _ 9.5  10.2  10.7  17.0  10.7 .
Total - - 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 7
Number of Respondents 602 1600 587 236 3025
: Y

8l .



Table 9/Involvement of Community'GrOUps or Persons to
reduce School Vandalism by School Size ’

%]
t

» " GROUPS OR PRRSONS 0-199  200-  500- 1000+ -Total
o \ Coe 499 999
, i ' 3 Uging_
Polica <« 68.8 75.8 79.7 8§7.7 - 76.1
¢
(ndividual Parents _  48.0  57.3  65.4  64.0  57.6
Parent Associations 18.4 24.7 - 23.5 19.9 . 22.8
' children®’s Aid Society 13.3 15.2 20.3 19.5 16.1
Court R - 5.3 10.9 184 © 37.7°  13.4
Social Services N
(Municipal) - 7.5 9.1 13.5 16.9 10.2
-Social Services . , ) .
(Prcvxnc?al) 4.5 4.4 4.8 9.7 4.9 o
Prison Staf§ LT 0.2 0.5 0.3+ 1.3 0.5
Oother (students, neigh- . :
bours, etc.) 3.7 4.6 i:d ‘ 4,7 _ 4.4
Number of - Respondents 602 1600 _ 587 236 3025

—

Table 10/Involvement of Compunity Groups or Persons to Reduce

.Schpol Vandalism ?y School Level . ~
. . . - : : - .
GROUPS OR. PERSONS * Primary ‘Interme-'  Senior  Total
. o . diate ¢ N !
Police ; 74.4  80.8 82.8 "76.1 |
Individual Parents 57.1 59.1 59.3 57.6
Parent Associations . 25.7 10.9 . © 12.8 22.8
.Children's Aid - 15.0 22.8 i9.4 ' 16.2
Couzr t . | 9.4  18.7 " 31.9 13.4
‘social Services (Municipal) -8.9 .  18.7  13.4 10,2
Secial Services (Provincial) 4.0 N 7.8 '8.1 4.9
Prison Staff , 0.4 0.5 S 0.7 0.5
Other (students, neighbours, : ) .
etc.) L. 4.3 . 4.1 5.3 4.4
N Number of Respondents , 2371 193 " 454 3018 .
10, .




