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1. INTRODUCTION

The School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) is a public school survey conducted by
the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The survey builds on an earlier survey on school
crime and safety conducted in 1997 using the Fast Response Survey System (FRSS),' and is one of
several surveys on school crime and safety conducted by NCES. Funding for the SSOCS was provided
by the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program of the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education.

Conducted for the first time in the Winter/Spring of 2000, SSOCS:2000 is the only NCES
survey to collect detailed information on crime and safety from the schools’ perspective. As such, it fills

an important gap in data collected by NCES. SSOCS:2000 collected information on:

Characteristics of school policies,

e School violence prevention programs and practices,
e Violent deaths at school and elsewhere,

e Frequency of other incidents at school,

e Disciplinary problems and actions, and

e School characteristics that have been associated with school crime.

The SSOCS:2000 was developed in consultation with a Technical Review Panel consisting
of some of the nation’s top experts on school crime and school programs relating to crime and safety. As
such, SSOCS:2000 provides a valuable tool to policymakers and researchers who need to know what
policies and programs are in place, what the level of crime is and how it is changing, and what

disciplinary actions schools are taking.

! Heaviside, S., Rowand, C., Williams, C., and Farris, E. Project Officers: S. Burns and E. McArthur. (1998). Violence and Discipline
Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 1996-1997 (NCES 98-030). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics. .



By many measures, the issues of crime and safety are some of the more critical issues faced

by U.S. school systems:

e The National Crime Victimization Survey indicated that 2.7 million violent crimes take
place annually either at school or near schools.?

e A Phi Delta Kappa poll in 1996 found that teachers said that discipline is the main
reason that teachers leave the profession.’

e A National Institute of Justice study found that one-third of male inner-city students
were shot at, stabbed, or injured with a weapon at school or on the way to and from
school over the past few years.*

e The Teacher Survey on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug-Free Schools indicated that 8
percent of teachers said in 1990-91 that they were threatened with injury by a student in
the last 12 months.’

e The National Household Education Survey revealed that 56 percent of students said they
had witnessed bullying, physical attack, or robbery at school or on the way to or from
school.®

e In 1999, about 5 percent of students said that they had been bullied at school in the past
6 months, according to the School Crime Supplement to the National Crime
Victimization survey.’

e The Longitudinal Study of Selected School Districts found that 37 percent of eighth and
ninth graders were afraid of attacks at school.®

e A survey by the National Association of Secondary School Principals found that 52
percent of secondary school principals said their schools are facing serious gang
problems.’

? Linquanti, R. and Borliner, B. Rebuilding Schools as Safe Havens: A Typology for Selecting and Integrating Violence Prevention Strategies
(Contract NO. S188400001) (NCES 2001-017), (ERIC Documentation Reproduction Service No. 376 600), Portland, OR: Western Regional
Center for Drug-Free Schools and Communities, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, 1994; Kaufman, P., et al. (2000). Indicators
of School Crime and Safety, 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

* The Third Phi Delta Kappa Poll of Teachers' Attitudes Toward Public Schools, Phi Delta Kappan, 1996.
* Weapon-Related Victimization in Selected Inner-City School Samples. National Institute of Justice, 1995.

° Mansfield, W., Alexander, D., and Farris, E. (1991). Teacher Survey on Safe, Disciplined, and Drug-Free Schools (NCES 91-091).
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

® Nolin, M., Davies, E., and Chandler, K. (1995). Student Victimization at School (NCES 95-204). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

" Kaufman, P., et al. (2000). Indicators of School Crime and Safety, 2000 (NCES 2001-017, 13). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics.

8 Silvia, S., and Thorne, J. School-Based Drug Prevention Programs: A Longitudinal Study in Selected School Districts, Executive summary,
Final report. Research Triangle Park, NC: Research Triangle Institute, 1997.

? Safety Issues Serious in Nation's Schools: Principals Taking Action, National Association of Secondary School Principals, 1997.



Providing a safe and disciplined environment is one of the core responsibilities of our school
system. By acting in the role of parents, schools take on responsibility for the welfare of the children they
serve. Clearly students’ physical safety is basic to their welfare. However, students’ welfare can be
harmed even if they are not the ones being assaulted: “even youth who are not direct victims of violence
may be victimized by the chronic presence of violence in their communities.”'® Providing safety and
discipline is also critical in maintaining schools’ educational function: students’ attention to learning is
considerably hindered when they are fearful for their own safety or welfare. Indeed, one of the

determinants of classroom effectiveness is teachers’ ability to maintain discipline within their classes.

For these reasons, the federal government has made safety and discipline one of its main
priorities. SSOCS:2000 provides statistics on the frequency of violence, the nature of the school
environment, and the characteristics of school violence prevention programs. Such national data are
critical given the tendency to focus on anecdotal evidence of crimes without knowing the true frequency
of problems in the schools. Without accurate information, policymakers may make misinformed

decisions about school policy, and the public might lose confidence in public schools.

NCES has conducted one-time surveys that have provided much useful information. For
example, at the time of the 1997 Fast Response Survey System survey on school crime, safety, and
discipline, anecdotal news reports suggested that serious crime had become widespread in American
schools, but the survey found that serious crime is actually quite rare. However, until the 2000 and
subsequent SSOCS collections, NCES has not had a systematic approach to collecting such data. The
amount of data collected has been relatively small, and the lack of a periodic survey has made it difficult

to measure change over time.

This survey fills major gaps in our current information about the frequency and types of
crime at schools, the nature of schools’ policies and programs to reduce crime, and the disciplinary
actions that schools take in response to crime. The data were used by NCES to prepare a summary
descriptive report of the findings, and were made available as a public use database (following the
removal of identifying information) for use by researchers on school crime and safety. NCES worked
with the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program within the Department of Education to design this survey,
and the data will be used by that program. The survey also was developed in consultation with ED’s
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) and provides that office with valuable

data concerning special education students.

1 American Psychological Association Commission on Violence and Youth, quoted in M. Nolin, et al., 1995.






2. SAMPLE DESIGN

A stratified sample design was used to select schools for the 2000 School Survey on Crime
and Safety (SSOCS:2000). For sample allocation purposes, strata were defined by instructional level, type
of locale, and enrollment size. Minority status and region were also used as sorting variables in the
sample selection process to induce additional implicit stratification. The sample was designed to provide
reasonably precise cross-sectional estimates for selected subgroups of interest. Various aspects of the
sample design such as construction of the sampling frame, stratification (including the choice of

stratification variables), and sample allocation are described in detail in the following sections.

Sampling Frame

The sampling frame for the SSOCS:2000 was constructed from the public school universe
file created for the 2000 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS). However, only the approximately 81,000
“regular” schools (excluding schools in the outlying U.S. territories, ungraded schools, and those with a
high grade of kindergarten or lower) in the 1997-98 NCES Common Core of Data (CCD) Public School
Universe File within the SASS frame were eligible for the study. The SASS frame was derived primarily
from the 1997-98 CCD, which includes charter schools. These CCD schools, including charter schools,
were included in the SSOCS:2000 study. (The SASS frame also includes a supplement made up of
additional charter schools as well as a small number of Bureau of Indian Affairs and Department of
Defense schools not represented in the 1997-98 CCD file. Schools from this supplement were not
included in the SSOCS:2000 study.) Tables 2-1 and 2-2A through 2-2C summarize the distribution of the
eligible regular schools in the SASS/CCD frame by grade span, instructional level, type of locale,
enrollment size, and minority status. Note that the percentage minority categories used in table 2-2C serve
to illustrate how widely the schools in the 1997-98 CCD frame vary by minority status. However, it is

not necessary to use these same categories for analysis purposes.



Table 2-1. Number of regular schools in the SASS frame,* by instructional level: 1997-1998

High grade
Low
grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
PK 219 753 1,063 2,010 13,960 10,718 276 3,128 43 27 31 647( 32,875
K 211 534 550 971 6,862 3,761 113 1,231 27 19 16 457| 14,752
1 14 104 160 201 622 331 33 159 5 4 4 18| 1,655
2 10 111 74 158 84 9 32 2 1 12 493
3 15 131 768 218 14 83 4 7 16 1,259
4 17 378 554 40 261 3 2 4 200 1,279
5 39 404 74 1,344 5 4 4 401 1,914
6 123 133 7,900 117 27 25 404 8,729
7 31 2,745 797 26 37 2,774 6,410
8 34 111 12 11 266 434
9 94 68 75 10,725 10,962
10 10 6 560 576
11 6 42 48
12 19 19
Total 444 1,401 1,899 3,404{ 22,787 16,193 723| 16,917 1,208 202 227] 16,000 81,405

I:l Elementary (49,691) Lowest grade <= 3 and highest grade <=8
" Middle/junior high (15,204) Lowest grade >=4 and highest grade <=9
Secondary/senior high (11,511) Lowest grade >= 9 and highest grade <= 12 (secondary) or

lowest grade >=9 and highest grade = 12 (senior high)

Combined (4,999) Lowest grade <= 8; highest grade > 8 if lowest grade <= 3;
highest grade > 9 if lowest grade > 3

*Counts exclude schools in the outlying U.S. territories, nonregular schools such as special education, vocational, alternative/other schools,
ungraded schools and schools with a high grade of kindergarten or lower. Includes charter schools listed in the 1997-98 CCD, but not the extra
charter schools added to the SASS frame.

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the sampling frame for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, School
and Staffing Survey, 1999-2000, which was based on the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core
of Data, 1997-98 data file.



locale: 1997-1998

Table 2-2A. Number of regular schools and enrollment in the SASS/CCD
public school universe file,' by instructional level and type of

Number Total
Instructional of regular enrollment
level Type of locale schools in schools
Elementary City 14,958 8,114,496
Urban Fringe 17,051 8,854,689
Town 6,397 2,523,617
Rural 11,285 3,313,656
Total Elementary 49,691 22,806,458
Middle City 3,812 2,960,615
Urban Fringe 5,504 3,879,747
Town 2,685 1,322,262
Rural 3,203 970,137
Total Middle 15,204 9,132,761
Secondary City 2,441 3,575,163
Urban Fringe 3,702 4,554,666
Town 2,075 1,543,139
Rural 3,293 1,226,898
Total Secondary 11,511 10,899,866
Combined City 522 351,738
Urban Fringe 733 549,083
Town 504 272,335
Rural 3,240 1,051,183
Total Combined 4,999 2,224,339
All Levels City 21,733 15,002,012
Urban Fringe 26,990 17,838,185
Town 11,661 5,661,353
Rural 21,021 6,561,874
Total All Levels 81,405 45,063,424

'Counts exclude schools in the outlying U.S. territories, nonregular schools such as special education, vocational,
alternative/other schools, ungraded schools, and schools with a high grade of kindergarten or lower. See table 2-1 for
definition of instructional levels used in this table.

The following definitions in the 1997-98 CCD file apply to the type of locale. City: a central city of a consolidated
metropolitan statistical area. Urban fringe: any incorporated place, Census-designated place, or non-place territory within a
CMSA or MSA of a city, and defined as urban by the Census Bureau. Town: any incorporated place or Census-designated
place with population greater than or equal to 2,500, and located outside a CMSA or MSA. Rural: any incorporated place,
Census-designated place, or non-place territory designated as rural by the Census Bureau. For SSOCS: 2000, the CCD
types of locale codes were collapsed as follows: large city (1) and mid-size city (2) = city; urban fringe of a large city (3)
and urban fringe of a mid-size city (4) = urban fringe; large town (5) and small town (6) = town; and rural, outside MSA
(7) and rural, inside MSA (8) = rural.

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the sampling frame for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, School and Staffing Survey, 1999-2000, which was based on the U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 1997-98 data file.



Table 2-2B. Number of regular schools and enrollment in the SASS/CCD
public school universe file,! by instructional level and
enrollment size: 1997-1998

Number Total
Instructional of regular enrollment
level Enrollment size’ schools in schools
Elementary 1. Under 300 13,300 2,396,408
2. 300 to 499 16,811 6,731,291
3. 500 to 999 18,204 12,041,452
4. 1000+ 1,376 1,637,307
Total Elementary 49,691 22,806,458
Middle 1. Under 300 3,243 542,577
2. 300 to 499 3,191 1,280,625
3. 500 to 999 6,884 4,939,959
4. 1000+ 1,886 2,369,600
Total Middle 15,204 9,132,761
Secondary 1. Under 300 2,387 366,029
2. 300 to 499 1,563 622,628
3. 500 to 999 2,953 2,169,958
4. 1000+ 4,608 7,741,251
Total Secondary 11,511 10,899,866
Combined 1. Under 300 2,370 353,714
2. 300 to 499 1,057 414,025
3. 500 to 999 1,167 800,156
4. 1000+ 405 656,444
Total Combined 4,999 2,224,339
All Levels 1. Under 300 21,300 3,658,728
2. 300 to 499 22,622 9,048,569
3. 500 to 999 29,208 19,951,525
4. 1000+ 8,275 12,404,602
Total All Level 81,405 45,063,424

'Counts exclude schools in the outlying U.S. territories, nonregular schools such as special education, vocational,
alternative/other schools, ungraded schools, and schools with a high grade of kindergarten or lower. See table 2-1 for
definition of instructional levels used in this table.

“Enrollment size categories are not necessarily optimized for analytic purposes. Different size categories for the various
levels can be used in analysis if desired.

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the sampling frame for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, School and Staffing Survey, 1999-2000, which was based on the U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 1997-98 data file.



Table 2-2C. Number of regular schools and enrollment in the SASS/CCD

public school universe file,' by instructional level and
percentage minority enrollment: 1997-1998

Number Total
Instructional of regular enrollment
level Percentage minority enrollment® schools in schools

Elementary 1. <5 percent or unknown 12,474 4,174,547
2. 5to 19 percent 12,632 5,511,455

3. 20 to 49 percent 10,628 5,244,125

4. 50 percent + 13,957 7,876,331

Total Elementary 49,691 22,806,458

Middle 1. <5 percent or unknown 3,769 1,599,973
2. 5to 19 percent 4,191 2,546,443

3. 20 to 49 percent 3,455 2,314,901

4. 50 percent + 3,789 2,671,444

Total Middle 15,204 9,132,761

Secondary 1. <5 percent or unknown 3,489 2,014,679
2. 5to 19 percent 3,104 2,955,622

3. 20 to 49 percent 2,533 2,849,326

4. 50 percent + 2,385 3,080,239

Total Secondary 11,511 10,899,866

Combined 1. <5 percent or unknown 2,322 908,457
2. 5to 19 percent 1,018 470,363

3. 20 to 49 percent 779 429,857

4. 50 percent + 880 415,662

Total Combined 4,999 2,224,339

All Levels 1. <5 percent or unknown 22,054 8,697,656
2. 5to 19 percent 20,945 11,483,883

3. 20 to 49 percent 17,395 10,838,209

4. 50 percent + 21,011 14,043,676

Total All Levels 81,405 45,063,424

'Counts exclude schools in the outlying U.S. territories, nonregular schools such as special education, vocational,
alternative/other schools, ungraded schools. and schools with a high grade of kindergarten or lower. See table 2-1
for definition of instructional levels used in this table.

*Minority enrollment derived from racial/ethnic counts on the 1997-98 CCD. Included in the minority counts are
the following racial/ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and
Black non-Hispanic. These categories were chosen as those that have commonly been used. Other definitions of
“minority” can be used in analysis.

SOURCE: Special tabulations from the sampling frame for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, School and Staffing Survey, 1999-2000, which was based on the U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, 1997-98 data file.



Sample Size

The target sample size for the SSOCS:2000 was approximately 3,000 responding schools.
The target sample size was determined to be sufficiently large to allow detection of a 10 percent relative
change in a 25 percent population characteristic with 95 percent confidence, after allowance for possible

design effects.

In general, the standard error of a difference in proportions, [/51 - ;Aaz , 1s given approximately

by

2DP(1-P)
SE@l —I-A72 ) = n

where D is the design effect, P is the underlying proportion being estimated, and » is the sample size

(assumed to be roughly equal for the two proportions ;Aal and ;Aaz ). This implies that the sample size needed

for an estimate of change (or difference) to be subject to a relative “margin of error” of no more than 10

percent at the 95 percent confidence level should be at least

2(1.96)>DP(1-P)
n = 2 .
(.10P)

The required sample size, n, as computed from the above formula is summarized in table 2-3 for selected
values of D and P. For example, for P = 0.25, a design effect of 1.10, and a margin of error of 10 percent,
the required total sample size would be about 2,535. On the other hand, if the design effect is as high as
1.30, a sample size of 2,996 would be needed to achieve a 10 percent margin of error. Thus, as long as the
design effect is no greater than 1.30, a sample size of around 3,000 schools will satisfy the 10 percent

relative difference criterion.

Similarly, to detect a relative difference between subgroups (i.e., within a given survey) of
15 percent on a 30 percent characteristic (P = 0.30), a sample size of 876 would be required per subgroup
if the design effect is no more than D = 1.10. An implication of the latter calculation is that with a total
sample size of 3,000, generally only one-way comparisons involving no more than 3 or 4 subgroups (e.g.,
comparisons by instructional level or by enrollment size class, but not necessarily by the cross

classification of level and size class) will satisfy the 15 percent precision requirement.
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Finally, it should be noted that with a sample size of 3,000 responding schools, the
probability of selecting at least one school for which a particular type of crime or incident has occurred is
relatively high, except for the extremely rare events. As indicated in the last column of table 2-4, this
probability exceeds 99 percent for events with prevalence rates as low as 0.5 percent. However, even
though the probability of observing an occurrence of a particular crime is high, the expected number of

schools reporting that crime may still be too small to support detailed analysis.

Table 2-3. Sample size required per group for an estimated difference to be
subject to relative margin of error of specified size at the 95 percent
confidence level

Relative Design effect (D)
Population margin
proportion (P) | of error (%) 1.00 1.10 1.20 1.30
0.10 10 6,915 7,606 8,298 8,989
15 3,073 3,381 3,688 3,995
0.20 10 3,073 3,381 3,688 3,995
15 1,366 1,502 1,639 1,776
0.25 10 2,305 2,535 2,766 2,996
15 1,024 1,127 1,229 1,332
0.30 10 1,793 1,972 2,151 2,331
15 797 876 956 1,036
0.40 10 1,152 1,268 1,383 1,498
15 512 563 615 666
0.50 10 768 845 922 999
15 341 376 410 444

SOURCE: Statistical computations made for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education

Statistics, School Survey on Crime and Safety, 2000.
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Table 2-4. Probability of observing at least one school reporting the occurrence
of a specific type of crime for alternative sample sizes and prevalence
rates

Sample size (assumes simple random sampling)*

Prevalence
of crime (%) | 300 (%) 500 (%) 800 (%) 1000 (%) 3000 (%)

5.00 >99 >99 >99 >99 >99
1.00 95 >99 >99 >99 >99
0.50 78 92 98 >99 >99
0.10 26 39 55 63 95
0.05 14 22 33 39 78
0.01 3 5 8 10 26

*For the stratified sample design developed for SSOCS:2000, the actual probabilities may be smaller than those
shown above.

SOURCE: Statistical computations made for the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, School Survey on Crime and Safety, 2000.

Stratification and Sample Allocation

Stratification refers to the process of subdividing the population frame into mutually
exclusive subsets (called strata) from which samples of schools are selected at appropriate rates. There are
two main goals of stratification. The first is to ensure that selected subdomains of interest are adequately
represented in the sample for analysis purposes. For example, in the SASS/CCD universe file about 60
percent of public schools are elementary schools, with the remaining 40 percent roughly equally divided
between middle and secondary schools. Thus, if a simple random sample of schools is selected without
regard to level, the majority of the sampled schools will be elementary schools where the incidence of
crimes and discipline problems is expected to be relatively low. Such a design would be inefficient for

comparisons between the various levels of schools and for overall national estimates.

The second goal of stratification is to improve sampling precision by permitting a more
nearly optimal allocation of the sample to the various sampling strata. For a fixed sample size, the
optimum allocation (i.e., the allocation that produces the smallest sampling error) is a function of the
number of schools in the stratum and the underlying within-stratum variance of the statistic of interest.
Estimation of different types of statistics (e.g., the proportion of schools that report a particular type of

incident vs. the total number of incidents reported by schools) can lead to vastly different sample

12



allocations. An important goal of the design process is to develop a sample allocation that is reasonably

efficient for a range of different types of statistics.

Stratification Variables

An initial step in identifying potentially effective stratifiers was to examine the variation of
selected crime and school violence statistics by school-level characteristics. For this purpose, estimates
from the FRSS Survey on Violence and Discipline Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 1996-97 were
used."' Selected results from this study are summarized in tables 2-5 and 2-6. As can be seen in table 2-5,
the percentage of schools reporting various types of incidents varied by instructional level, enrollment
size, and type of locale (where, in general, the percentage of schools reporting crime incidents is higher
for middle and secondary schools, schools with enrollment of 1,000 or more, and city schools). These
variables were used to define the primary stratification variables. The reported numbers of incidents also
varied by percentage minority enrollment and region. Therefore, these variables were used as sorting

variables in the sampling process to induce additional implicit stratification (see Selection of the Sample).

Allocation of Sample to Strata

Tables 2-7A through 2-7D summarize the distribution of schools in the SASS/CCD frame by
sampling stratum, where the sampling strata are defined by level, type of locale, and enrollment size
category. Within each stratum, the distribution of schools by percentage minority enrollment is also
shown. The corresponding distributions by region are shown in tables 2-7E through 2-7H. Though not
used for sample allocation purposes, minority status and region were used as implicit stratifiers in the
sampling process.

Initially, the target sample size of 3,000 responding schools was allocated to four
instructional level categories as follows: 750 elementary schools, 1,000 middle schools, 1,000 secondary

schools, and 250 combined schools (see table 2-1 for definition of the four

! Heaviside, S., Rowand, C., Williams, C., and Farris, E. Project Officers Burns, S., and McArthur, E. (1998). Violence and Discipline
Problems in U.S. Public Schools: 1996-97 (NCES 98-030). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics.
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Table 2-5. Estimated percentage of schools in FRSS reporting selected types of crimes, by school
characteristics: 199697 school year

Type of incident reported to law enforcement
Physical Physical
attacks or attacks or
Number of fights fights
schools in | Sample with without | Theft or | Vandal-
School characteristic population