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PREFACE

The vandalism of Fubhc,property is a constant problem and the school
vandal in particular raises the anger of the comunity. Also the
modern school with its well-equipped libraries and sci'ence blocks and
its use of audiovisual teaching aids has become an |ncreas|n?Iy
attractive target for thieves.~ Yet there has been very little
investigation into the problems of vandalism and theft "in schools: how
wgc(fjes%read is it? how can schools best be protected? who are the

of fenders.

This report is the result of a study undertaken by the Bureau of Crinme
Statistics and Research using data Supplied by thé N.S.W_ Department
of Education on illegal entries to government schools. The Bureau is
grateful to M. Peter Hardiman, the Securltkl Officer of the Department
of Education and his staff who assisted us to obtain the data and made
themsel ves available for consultation on all aspects. W would also
like to thank the school principals who took part, for their valuable
tcgn_tr|buth|or} and for their hospitality to the Bureau staff who visited
eir schools.

The research was conducted by Jan HouPhto_n with earlr assistance in
the planning of the study and the collecting and analysing of data from
Adam Sutton, John Morrison and Mariam Smth, former members of the
Bureau staff. Other staff members have read and commented on the
report in its various draft forms; the final report was witten hy

Jan Houghton and typed by Ales Daly.
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PART | : BACKGROUND TO THE STUWDY

I ntroducti on

For some time, the problemof vandalismin schools has been of concern to education
authorities, here and overseas. (overnnent organisations in the United States and United
Ki ngdom have conducted a nunber of studies to deternmine the causes and costs of school
vandal i smand the nost effective nmeasures for prevention.® In Australia, there has been

no detailed investigation into the nature and extent of school vandalism although the
South Australian Conmunity Wl fare Advisory Committee on Vandal i smhas produced a report
(1978) on a general survey of vandalismin the state. A review of the relevant literature
is given in Part Il of this report.

To establish the dimensions of the problemaffecting schools in New South Wal es, the Bureau
of Oine Statistics and Research, at the request of the Mnister of Education, undertook
to analyse and report on statistics relating to vandalismin schools. The principal

obj ectives of the study were:

(i) to evaluate the Department of Education's collection of statistical
information relating to actual occurrences of vandalismin school s

[ii) to assess the use of the collection for policy formilation

(iii) to identify factors associated with security problens in schools and
to evaluate the effectiveness of existing security neasures

It was also hoped in the study, to give sone consideration to issues raised in the
literature on school vandalism including:

the extent of the problem

- defining and measuring vandal i smand the need for better statistics

- assessing social and educational consequences of high rates of
vandal i sm

factors contributing to the probl em

- identifying social and psychol ogi cal characteristics of vandal s
- examning the contexts in which vandalismoccurs

nmet hods of preventing the problem

- assessing the role of the school in relation to vandalism

- deternining the nost effective measures for prevention, both social and
physi cal .

Sources of Statistics on School Vandalismand Gher Ofences

There are two main sources of statistics available on offences agai nst schools: police "accepted
reports" of offences, and the incident reports nade by schools to the Departnent of Educati on.
The latter are the nost direct source of information on vandalismfor which data can be collected,

1. See Bibliography: in United Kingdom- Hone Office Research Unit studies 1975,1977, 1978;
InUhited States - U.S. Senate Report of Sub Committee, 1977 and National Institute of
Education, Safe School Study Report, 1978.




In NS W, persons who "maliciously injure" property, public or private, over a value of
$10 nay be charged under Section 247 of the Orines Act, or, depending on the nature of
the offence, they may be charged with naliciously setting a fire, breaking and entering
and so on. It is not valid to conpare police statistics with Education Departnent
statistics because of the different basis on which they are collected. For instance, the
of fence of breaking, entering and stealing involves a forced entry to a building and
woul d excl ude incidents of theft fromschool grounds. Also in police statistics, .schools
i ncl ude col | eges and uni versities.

As will be seen in the review of other studies (Part Il) and in the analysis of data
fromthis study (Part I11), there is a lack of consistency in both the reporting and the
recording of details of offences against schools. Police statistics have generally been
found to be inadequate in revealing the extent of the vandalism probl em

Wthin the NS.W Education Department, the Security Section has the responsibility for

the collection and analysis of information relating to illegal entries and other breaches
of security in schools including damage to school property caused by breaking and entering,
vandal i smand arson. Wen such an incident occurs the Principal, at his own discretion,
may submit a report on the appropriate form (Appendix la)! to the Security Section.

As a first step, 143 of these reports were examned to establish the type of information
that could be extracted. It was found that there were a nunber of difficulties arising
fromthe design of the formitself and the lack of unifornmity in the way the form was
bei ng conpl eted in school s. These difficulties will be discussed nore fully later
inthe report, but an immediate result was that the data on vandalismcould not easily be
separated from data on other types of incidents of illegal entry whether or not vandalism
was said to be invol ved.

The information supplied by schools on the Illegal Entry Reports is the basis cf the
Security Section's statistical collection and is used to nonitor the problemand nake
recomrendations on the need for security nmeasures. The information fromthe report is
tabul ated to give:

- a record of reports per each school per annum and

- alist of "at risk" schools based on the number of reports subnitted.

The Security Oficer summarises the data annually for an internal Departnental report and
a card index of known or suspected offenders is also kept.

Desi gn of the Study

The study was conducted in two stages.
Stage 1: The analysis of data on reported illegal entries and breaches of security in

N. S.W schools for a twelve nonth period July, 1977 to June, 1978. This was expected
to provide infornation on:

- nunber and type of incidents

- pattern of incidents by area

- nunber of schools affected

- means of entry to school buil dings

- type of property and equi pnent danmaged

- cost of repair and repl acenment

1. At the tine of our study, this formwas called an "Illegal Entry Report"; fromJduly,

1978 the name was changed to "Breach of Security Report" and there was sone nodification
to the design of the form



- existing security neasures

- persons responsible

Met hodol ogy of the study and the results of the analysis are described in Part 1Il of the
report.
Stage 2: Interviews with Principals froma cross-sectional sanple of the state's school

to deternine:
- criteria for reporting or non reporting of incidents
- the nature and extent of the problemas it exists in their school
- their attitudes to vandalism and vandal s

- their experience with various preventive measures.

The results of these interviews are reported in Part |V In Part V results of the
statistical analysis and the school interviews are discussed and related to simlar or
contradictory findings fromother research studies. A nunber of recomrendations for

inprovenents in the nmethod of collecting the statistics and for further research are
made in Part VI.
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PART I1: REVIEWCF THE LI TERATURE

The research into school vandalism and school security has been concerned with:

(i) neasuring the extent of the problemand the cost; not
only in ternms of nonetary val ue but also the social and
educat i onal consequences.

(ii) identifying sociological and psychol ogi cal characteristics of vandal s.

(iii) examning the situations in which acts of vandalismoccur to see if
there are any contributing factors.

(iv) determning the nost effective nethods of prevention, both physical
and soci al nmeasures and, in particular, the role of the school.

Sone research studies into the general probl emof vandali smhave been included in
the review where their findings have application to school vandalism

I'n considering the conclusions and recommendations fromthe studies, it is inportant
to be aware that many of the studies focus on one aspect of the problemonly and nake
assunptions about the others based on what one witer has called "fantasy and folkl ore"
(Cohen, 1971). For instance, there are a nunber of stereotypes about vandals and

the reasons for their behavi our which Cohen believes are reinforced by the nedia's
treatnment of the subject. |In a later study, (1973), he describes various canpaigns
agai nst vandal i sm conducted by public authorities through the nedia and how they

serve to hei ghten public awareness of the so-called problem This awareness is also
hei ghtened by the fact that the results of vandalismare wusually very visible because
the target is public property. Technol ogi cal advances, such as the aerosol paint
spray, also nake the evidence nore visible. Reporting of spectacular incidents(e.g.
when a school is broken into and the contents of several roons destroyed)usually |eads
to another public outcry and renewed calls for action by the authorities.

In fact, Cohen states that the attention given to vandali smhas been "disproportionate
to that given to other types of crime and deviance of equal magnitude" (Cohen, 1971,
p.325). In his 1973 paper he suggests that this is because of the types of assertions
often made about vandalism In particular, that

(i) the particular formof vandalismunder discussion was part of a
general vandal i sm probl em

(ii) the general vandalismproblemwas part of a broader problem of
youth today involving a general decline in norals and respect for
property; and

(iii) the problemw Il get out of hand if the authorities do not take
strong acti on. (GCohen, 1973, p.231).

Cohen suggests that the public sees this type of behaviour as threatening. People fear
being victins of uncontrolled juveniles roamng the streets even though vandalismis
directed at public property, and they cannot understand behavi our which appears to
have no neaning. Certainly, vandalismis often discussed in the literature in

relation to crines of violence (e.g. Kraus, 1979) yet the consequences are often sinply
i nconveni ent and annoyi ng. One aspect of school vandalismoften reported in research
studies fromthe United States (Rubel, 1977; U S. Senate Conmttee, 1977) is its
connection with other types of school crime, such as petty theft within the school and
personal violence against staff and students. There has been no suggestion that this
is a wdespread problemin NS W schools and in fact, no evidence that our schools have
such a probl em energed fromthe study.

There is no doubt that individual serious cases of vandalismdo occur and may even
endanger |ives, but the conclusion frommany surveys is that vandalism conprises a
"very large nunber of often trivial incidents which only in aggregate becone a serious
probl ent (Home Office, 1978c, p.17). Seriousness is in terns of financial cost rather
than danger to society.



One difficulty with the whole field of vandalismresearch is that it is characterised by
the lack of adequate statistics and uniform standards of measurenent. This has inevitably
resulted in wide variations in the findings fromresearch studies particularly in regard
to the extent and seriousness of the problem Attenpts at conprehensive surveys here and
overseas have encountered serious difficulties of definition and neasurenent.

For exanple, a report on vandalismin South Australia (1978], concluded that it was not
possi bl e to establish whether the incidence of vandalismwas increasing or decreasing.
Kraus (1979) analysed data on damage to N.S.W school property over a seven year period
and concluded that "apart from considerabl e annual fluctuations the level of school
vandal i smrenai ned constant." (p.181). A Home Ofice survey of school vandalismin
Manchest er (1978b) found there had been no increase in the problemover the |ast decade;
al t hough noney costs had risen, there was no increase in real costs. Rubel (1977)

| ooked at statistics on school crime in the United States from 1950 to 1975 and
concluded that absolute rates of vandalismhad increased but that the increase had been
in the 60's rather than the 70's and had now | evell ed off (p.540). The U.S. Senate
Committee report (1977) found that schools overall were experiencing increasing |evels of
vandal i sm al though sone had reported |ower |evels.

At this point, some clarification is needed on the definitions of vandalismused in the
literature and the various statistics used to nmeasure the probl em

Defini ng Vandal i sm

Mich of the discussion of vandalismis concerned with definition. The word itself is
defined as the
"Rut hl ess destruction or spoiling of anything beautiful or venerable"
(Shorter Okford English Dictionary).

but,in common usage appears to have come to nean a crine against property usually
committed by a juvenile.

Oficial definitions, such as those listed bel ow, have not contributed a great deal to
our understanding of the problemor to an accurate assessnent of the extent of the
pr obl em
- "wanton and apparently notivel ess destruction of, or damage to,
property" (Home Ofice Standing Committee on Oinme Prevention).

- "wilful or malicious destruction, injury, disfigurenent or defacenent
of property w thout consent of the owner or person having custody and
control" (F.B.l. UniformCime Reports).

- "any illegal act of deliberate destruction, damage or defacenent of the
property of another, or simlar act likely to result in danger to hunan
life". (S A Comunity Wlfare Advisory Committee on Vandalisn).

This is the type of definition of vandalismthat has been generally accepted by the nedia
and the public, but, in fact, words such as wanton, nalicious and wilful are enotive
labels arbitrarily assigned to certain forns of behaviour, not wthstanding that they have
sone neaning in law Cohen has pointed out that vandalismis often not meaningless or
want on but makes sense to the vandal and possesses a distinguishable pattern. The action
is usually directed at a specific target, and property which is regularly damaged has
certain physical and social characteristics. The labelling of certain behaviour as

devi ant obscures potentially nore useful explanations. (Cohen, 1968).

Measuri ng School Vandalism

There is no actual offence called vandalismin the United States, United Ki ngdom or

here which, as pointed out earlier, presents a real problemwhen official police
statistics are used to nmeasure vandal i smor other offences agai nst schools. The |ack

of a precise definition also leads to difficulties when school or education authority
records are used. Rubel, in his study of school crime in the united States., illustrates
the difficulties of conparing results fromstudi es which have used different definitions;
for exanple, there is conplete |ack of agreement about which acts are included in the
category of vandali sm(Rubel, 1977). The U S. Senate Sub-committee Report (1977) concl uded
that thefigures were only estimates as there was "no uniformnationw de reporting system



for school-related crime and the accuracy... varies fromplace to place" (P.12). In the
Manchest er Denpbnstration Project study (Hone Office, 1978b) it was found that Education
Departnent records were too unreliable and so data on costs of repairing danage to school s
fromthe city finance records were used to neasure changes in the anount of vandalism

Apart fromusing official data, there are other possible approaches to measuring the Ievel

of vandalismin schools, although all have limtations in regard to their accuracy and

conpr ehensi veness. Many studi es of school vandalismhave used victimsurveys, that is

where the school as the victimis surveyed to obtain information about the nature and

i nci dence of vandalismin the school. This may be by questionnaire (e.g. National Institute
of Education Safe School Study Report, 1978; South Australian Study, 1978) or by personal
interview of teachers and/or pupils (Sturnman, 1978, d adstone, 1978). The obvious difficulty
with this approach is that, unless the school has kept records, the information supplied is
based on nenory.

The main limtation with either of these neasurements - official data or victimsurvey - is
that there is great variation in the manner of recording and reporting incidents in schools.
For instance, should damage caused through breaking and entering where theft is the notive,
be recorded as vandalism shoul d accidental danage resulting fromplay, be counted with

del i berate damage. The Manchester Denonstration Project study defined a school burglary

as "an unauthorised entry into school prenm ses which results in theft o damage" (Home
Ofice, 1978a). In the South Australian study (1978) the questionnaire to school s attenpted
to obtain information on incidents involving vandali smonly, as against that occurring "in
the cause of theft only" or as a conbination of "theft and nalicious damage".

The question of definition and neasurenment will be further discussed later in the report
inrelation to findings fromthe NNS.W study and the recommendati ons whi ch follow

THECRI ES OF VANDALI SM

Research into vandalismas a distinct formof deviant behavi our has energed only since the
1960's although the termitself has a nuch longer history. Separate studies of school
vandal i sm are conparatively recent and have followed a nunber of different theoretical and
enpi rical approaches.

Traditionally, vandalismhas been studied under the nuch broader category of juvenile

del i nquency. However, this inclusive approach is generally rejected now because of its
basic inplication that all forns of delinquent behaviour can be explained by the sane factors.
(dinard & Wade, 1958: Cohen, 1971). dinard and Wade asserted that the research undertaken
had been "largely explorative and descriptive without a unifying frame of reference and
testabl e hypotheses". (dinard and Wade, 1958, P.499), GCohen (1971), in a paper calling

for new directions in research on adol escent viol ence and vandalism concluded that much of

it was repetitive and had been based on stereotypes about the nature of vandalism

The treatment of vandalismitself, as a single category of behavi our, has been brought into
question by the nost recent research. dinard and Wade separated vandal i sm fromother forns
of juvenile delinquency but limted their definition to damage to property by a single
juvenile or groups of juveniles. There is now evidence that there are many forns of vandalism
and that vandal's are not easily identified or vandalistic behaviour predicted.

The nost usual way of differentiating between types of vandalismis by notivation or |ack
of it. For instance, Coursen (1975) divides school vandalisminto two main types -

mal i ci ous and non-nalicious - and disnisses the latter as a problemfor architects and
desi gners because it appears to have no notivation. He identified three types of

mal i ci ous vandal i sm ari si ng from behavi oural probl ens:

- wanton vandal i smwhich is deliberate but essentially irrational
and wi thout notive,

- predatory vandalismsuch as burglary, which is notivated by desire for
profit,



- vindictive vandalismwhich is carried out inretaliation for sone
real or imagined of fence.

Cohen (1968) distinguishes between six types of vandalismall of which have a
definite notivation and are conmtted in different social contexts by different
cl asses of peopl e.

These are:

- acquisitive: damage caused to acquire noney or property
- tactical: danage as a neans to an end

- ideol ogical: damage for a cause, to deliver a nessage
- vindictive: damage for revenge

- play: damage as part of a gane!
- malicious: : damage as an expression of rage or frustration.

Qbvi ously, danmage to schools could cone into all these categories although it is usually

seen by the public, nedia and school authorities as being of thefirst or last type. The question
of notivation for acts of vandalismbeconmes particularly inportant when possi bl e nethods

of prevention are being considered.

The study of vandalismin South Australia (1978) identified nine types of vandalism

thus further breaking down the categories suggested by Cohen. They include ideol ogical,
industrial and acquisitive vandalismand also that arising fromthe peer group situation.
O particular relevance to school vandalismare acts of vandalismprecipitated by
individual notivation: stress, a sense of powerlessness or frustration, a desire for
revenge, a desire for self publicity and finally vandalismfor the sheer fun of it.

Anot her way of categorising vandalismis by the specific target: telephone boxes, public
transport, housing estates, schools and so on. A though these targets have factors in
common, such as that all are public property, each may attract a different type of vandal
and for different reasons. Certainly, in regard to vandalismto schools, sone studies
have concl uded that the causes and solutions are often to be found in the school
environnent itself.

These studies, while still exploratory, offer a nuch sounder franework for understanding
and controlling a problemwhich, increasingly, is being seen as social rather than crimnal.
In particular, studies which consider the environnental or situational aspects of the
offence as well as psychol ogi cal and sociol ogi cal factors influencing the offender are of
nost use when possi bl e preventive neasures are being considered. Cohen concluded his

di scussion on new research directions by enphasising the need to supplenment "traditional
causal explanations with nore faithful accounts of the context and structures in which
action takes place and its neaning to the individuals involved." (Cohen, 1971, p.337).

In the research on vandalism a great nany variabl es have been put forward to contribute
to an explanation of vandalism and this has nade the total picture very complex. The main
probl em of the enpirical research has been that it is difficult to obtain data on nany of
these variables and to estimate their relative explanatory power. The variables fall

into three groups - psychol ogi cal, sociological and environnental - and, although they will
be discussed separately, it nust be renenbered that all contribute to the total picture.
An overview of the interrelationships among these variables is given in the introduction
to Tackling Vandal i sm Hone, O fice, 1978.

1. This includes the type of "play vandalisnt that is deliberate, for exanple a group of
children playing in a derelict building may decide to see who can break the nost
windows in the shortest time. Qher danage caused during play may be due to accident
or negligence.



Psychol ogi cal Factors

The vari abl es enphasi sed by psychol ogi sts include the individual's early environment and
upbringing (e.g. famly stability, discipline), the values he has been taught, and
personal ity characteristics such as levels of intelligence and aggressiveness. Cenerally,
studi es |ooking at such variabl es have been inconclusive because of the difficulty of
obtaining reliable data; for instance, many are self-reporting studies. Froma long-term
study of London youths, West and Farrington (1977) found that vandali smwas closely

associ ated with aggression whether self-report data or official statistics were used.

In relation to school vandalism studies have found factors such as early socialisation

of the child, acadenic achi evenent and attitudes to school to be inportant (Q adstone 1978),
Gol dman (1961), who conpared schools with high and |ow rates of damage, found pupils in

hi ghly damaged schools were relatively uninterested in learning and nore likely to dislike
school. A negative attitude to school was associated w th vandali smregardl ess of

acadeni ¢ success or failure.

Incontrast, Gold (1978) found that delinquency in the school situation is a psychol ogi cal
def ence agai nst a poor self image resulting fromfailure in the role of student, that is
acadenic failure. Interestingly, he also reported a negative correlation between

del i nquent behavi our and anxiety; that is, delinquents are |less anxious which suggests

that the high anxiety experienced by some non-achievers may be an alternative form of
behavi our to delinquency. Qher studies have investigated a possible |ink between |earning
disabilities and the devel opment of delinquent behaviour (U S. Senate, 1977).

Allen and G eenberger (1978) tested the theory that the "same variables that account for
the pleasure that acconpanies socially aesthetic experiences are responsible for the

enj oyment associated with socially unacceptable acts of destruction "(P.310). They found
significant correlation between the level of enjoyment experienced from destruction and
the level of "conplexity and interestingness" of the target and conclude that factors
associated with the target are nore relevant than processes within the individual. A so
they suggest that the psychol ogi cal processes involved in vandalismare the same as those
in nore socially acceptabl e behaviour, that is factors which nake the act an enjoyabl e
experience. Further enpirical testing of this theory is needed, particularly in the school
situation; however, much of what was found in this study can be related to the situational
studies to be discussed |later.

Soci ol ogi cal Factors

Soci ol ogi cal variables investigated in the research on vandalisminclude such factors as

age, sex, area or residence, current living circunstances, associates, famly relationships,
crises and events in life [gg, trouble at home or school, quarrel with girlfriend(s) and so on.
However many studies have concentrated on describing the social characteristics of

vandal s without investigating how these influence the behaviour of the individual.

The South Australian survey on vandali sm (1978) suggested that sone of the possible
soci ol ogi cal factors contributing to vandalismwere:

- popul ation density of the area

- communi ty invol venent of public property

- relationshi ps between peopl e who share use of property
- attitudes to property

- unenpl oynent

- famly influences: |ove, discipline, values taught

- influence of the nedia

- sex role definition in the peer group

- human needs unsatisfied by the community.

Many of these factors relate nore to the "situational" approach in the research, but one
factor that is constantly discussed is the inportance of the peer group influences. It



is generally agreed that nost acts of vandalismare carried out in groups rather than by
solitary offenders and that nost vandals are adol escent males in the 14-16 years age group
(d adstone, 1978). Al though, as pointed out earlier, this will vary depending on the type
of vandalismand the reason for it. One survey (Marshall, 1976) identified the follow ng
age groups:

(i) Under 13 - play vandalism

(i) 13-16 peer group influences, status and daring
(iii) Over 16 - persistent delinquents, still in peer groups
(iv) Adults - tactical, ideological, acquisitive vandalism

Al though H ndel ang (1976) suggested that solitary offenders are nore likely to engage in
less serious acts, and nay be greater in nunber that is shown by official statistics. Wade
(1967) enphasi sed that vandalismarises fromgroup interaction in social situations: for
the individual, it is a neans of identifying with and conformng to peer group pressure
thus achieving self-definition through the group.

d adstone (1978) exanined the rel ationship between vandali sm and group nenbership and
found significant differences in types of groups. |n groups where toughness" was inportant,
vandal i smwas a neans of status - pronmotion within the group. Knight and Wst (1975) in
their study found di sengagenent frominfluences of delinquent peer groups an inportant
feature in the abandonnent of delinquent behaviour.

One aspect of the inportance of the peer group which is particularly relevant to school
vandalismis the extent to which vandalismis committed for group enjoyment rather than for
any financial or naterial gain, GCohen included "play vandalisnm as one of his categories
and agreed that it was certainly a group offence. However, he cautioned agai nst over
enphasi sing the inportance of the gang sub-culture and its features of conflict and
aggression and suggested that financial gain nmght be equally inportant.

Environmental Factors

Recent research on vandalismin schools has nainly followed the situational or environnental
approach enphasising factors related to the vandal and his target which, directly or
indirectly, contribute to the act of vandalism The argunment for this approach is that an
act of deviance, such as vandalism may be a tenporary response to the "provocations,
attractions and opportunities" of the imediate situation rather than sinply a result of
psychol ogi cal and soci ol ogi cal factors influencing the vandal. (Hone O fice, 1975, p.l).

As well as the physical context in which the opportunity is presented, factors in the
situation surrounding the individual also contribute to the opportunity. These include
the psychol ogi cal and sociol ogical factors already discussed, but also the person's
under st andi ng of what he is doing and his perception of likely rewards and costs. This
perception will be influenced indirectly by the individual's age, general life style,
previ ous experience and so on, (Home Ofice, 1978c).

Wade (1967) found that the "opportunity structure" of the situation, as it presents
itself to the individual, is inportant; for exanple, an abandoned house with broken

wi ndows, an isolated school building. The behaviour is also influenced by the social
situation in which the individual finds hinmself, by the processes of socialisation, self-
i mage and group pressure.

The inportance of perceived costs such as the chance of being caught and the possible
puni shnent has inplications for legal deterrent strategies which will be discussed |ater.
Percei ved rewards depend on the initial notivation and may be for financial gain, status
(in a peer group), the pleasure of revenge, of for sinple enjoynent of destruction.

Al len and Greenberger (1978) examned this enjoyment factor and asserted that nost theories
of vandalismfailed "to account adequately for selectivity either among, possible targets
(e.g. school, old buildings) or nore specific aspects of one particular target (e.g. a
certain part of a building)" (p.310).

They suggest that there are a nunber of structural properties associated with a target
that stinmulate the act of destruction; for exanple, its degree of conplexity, novelty and
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the patterning (or organisation) of the elenents in the target - size, colour and so on.
Al those factors contribute to the enjoyment that the individual expects will result from
the destruction.

In regard to the target itself, situational studies have |ooked at the external environment
of the school such as its physical design, appearance, |location, security, and also at the
internal environment of the school. The latter includes the size of school popul ation,
age and sex of pupils, staff and adm nistration policies and educational objectives and
achi evenent s.

The nost influential work on the physical situation has been that of Gscar Newran who

i ntroduced the concept of defensible space"; that is the incorporation of crime preventive
neasures into architectural design and building technology (Newran, 1973, 1976).

Newran's early research has been criticised because of weaknesses in his nethodol ogy
(Wlson, 1978) but he did point to a relationship between physical design and crinme

rates which has since been nore rigorously investigated although still not always accepted.
Newnan later nodified his conclusions to concede that the social characteristics of

the resident popul ation and the soci oecononic status of the area are inportant "predictors”
of crine rates (Newran, 1976). However he holds that these can be counteracted by physical
characteristics of the building including appropriate design features which, as well as
reducing vulnerability, will indirectly affect attitudes and behavi our.

Al though the research was based on large urban, housing conpl exes, the conclusions have
rel evance for other public buildings such as schools. The four elenments of design
contributing to defensible space are:

(i) territorial definition: the design creates, in the occupants of the
building, a feeling of responsibility for their ow space.

(ii) natural surveillance: the design enables residents to watch over their
space.

(iii) image and mlieu: the design influences peoples' perception of a
bui | di ng.

(iv) locale: the relationship of the building to the surrounding areas,
popul ation, activities, etc.

Newman considered that the type of crime in the situations he described was crine of
opportunity rather than planned and his ideas were for physical design features that
reduced opportunity. In the United Kingdom the Home O fice has undertaken a nunber
of studies into vandalismin different situations (housing estates, on buses, schools
and so on) to further investigate the concept of crime as opportunity. (Hone Ofice,
1975, 1978 a, b, c¢). This is explained as the ways in which environnental (or
situational) variables contribute to the problemof vandalism The main objective

of this research approach was to | ook at physical preventive measures whi ch make crime
nmore difficult to commt rather than social neasures which try to counteract pre-
dispositions to crime. Physical measures are those of planning and design as well as
those of security and surveillance.

Anot her study particularly concerned with environmental aspects of school vandalism
both external and internal, was that of Pabiant and Baxter (1975) who studied sixteen
pairs of schools with differing vandalismrates and school - nei ghbourhood attributes
(size, ethnic conposition, location etc.) to identify environnental variables
associated with high and low vandalism They suggested that although vandal i sm nay
wel | grow from social or psychol ogical problens, attributes of the school and its
environnent are inportant factors in fostering or deterring vandalism Overall, the

mai n concl usion was that vulnerability was increased by the school's isolation fromthe
nei ghbour hood plus poor design features.

In the United States, the Safe School Study Report (National Institute of Education, 1978)
found certain nei ghbourhood factors such as the school's proximty to student's honmes to
be consistently associated with vandalism The main enphasis in this study was on
identifying factors within the school environemmt which contributed to the problem These
i ncluded size of student popul ation, level of acadenic conpetition and the attitudes and
policies of the school admnistrators.




A study of direct interest to the NS, W study is the proposed research project by the
Hone O fice (1978b) on burglaries and vandalismin schools in Manchester, which will
i nvol ve

(i) analysing the situation in which the offence occurs including |egal
status of the action, propensity of the offenders, and physical
vul nerability of the school;

[ii) identifying possible preventive neasures including |egislative changes,
deterrents, social intervention, as well as physical nmeasures of design,
security and surveillance;

(iii) assessing the neasures and inplenenting the nost practical.

Prelimnary results fromthe denonstration survey on el even hi gh-vandalismschools in
the Manchester area, support the enphasis on physical rather than social neasures.
Individual findings will be discussed el sewhere but there were two general issues that
arose fromthis study. The first is that strategies for prevention nust consider
break-ins, vandalismand acci dental danage together, as neasures to prevent one type of
danmage nmay also help in preventing others. The second point is that there nmust be a
system to nonitor the probl em and neasure the effectiveness of prevention programmes.

STRATEG ES CF VANDALI SM CONTRCL AND PREVENTI ON

Mich of the research on vandalism particularly that undertaken by governnent agencies,
has as its prine objective, the determnation of effective strategies for control and
prevention. Cenerally, these strategies fall into tw categories: those directed at
the vandal including |egal, psychol ogical, social and educational neasures, and those
directed at the target including physical design and construction, security and
surveil l ance.

There is a third alternative approach and that is to do nothing, either because the
vandalismis accepted as inevitable, is regarded as being too trivial to cause concern,
or because the cost of prevention would be greater than the cost of the vandalism
(Cohen, 1978). This is reflected in "witing-off" policies adopted by authorities

i ncluding school admnistrations where such costs are anticipated and absorbed (Van der
Touw, 1976).

Wth regard to the other types of strategies, as suggested earlier, they tend to follow from
the theoretical approach of the research - psychol ogi cal, sociol ogical or environnental.
However it is enphasised in nost studies that there is no single solution to the problem

nor any single method of prevention; a mxture of strategies is needed that is nost
appropriate to the particular situation. Exanples of the nmany types of strategies put
forward in the literature will be summarised briefly here.

Legal Strategies

As well as a clear legal definition of the offence, possible strategies include increased
prosecution and hi gher penalties. However, the general conclusion has been that |egal
deterrents will continue to be ineffective while the rates of reporting of vandalism and
appr ehensi on of offenders are so low (Hone Office 1978b) O her studies enphasise the

i nappropri ateness of inposing harsh penalties to solve a social problemnotwi thstandi ng
that | egal sanctions can operate as deterrents for certain types of offences and on
certain classes of offenders (South Australia, 1978),

Psychol ogi cal Strategies

Cohen refers to this approach as the "strike at the roots" approach, often based on the

m sconception that vandal i sm al ways arises from psychol ogi cal disturbance. |In fact nost
vandal ismarises froma "desire for adventure and excitement and the opportunity
presented ... by the presence of property...which is regarded as fair gane".

61150 3
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Vandal i smin ol der age groups arises nore from deficiencies of the educational and
enpl oyment situation which cannot be counteracted sinply by providing nore |eisure
facilities. (Cohen 1578, p. 237) .

Alan and G eenberger (3978) discounted psychotherapy for young vandal s and suggested
that psychol ogi cal characteristxcs can only be changed through education which, by

i ncreasing individual know edge of the psychol ogical basis of vandalism results
directly in nmore socially acceptable behaviour. The sinlarities of vandalistic
behavi our to other nore socially acceptabl e behavi our shoul d be enphasised rather
than the labelling of vandals as different. The school can redirect the vandal to
seek the pleasure he gets from destruction from other aesthetic experiences such as
art classes.

Social Strategics

Social intervention strategies enphasise the role of the Koine, the commnity and the
authorities in changing behaviour and contributing positively to the creation of an
environnent which will reduce rather than stimilate vandalism Strategi es considered
i ncl ude:

(i) an educational programme in parenting and life skills (South Australia,
1978) to teach parents how to instill acceptable social values in their
children and how to exercise greater; nore effective supervision over
their children (Hone O fice, 1978b)

(ii) anti-vandalismpublicity canpaigns aimed at heightening public awareness
of the costs of vandalism and encouragi ng community responsibility for
vandal i sm prevention. There is little evidence that these are effective
and, in fact, they even be counter-productive (Hne Ofice, 1978); although
canpai gns based on positive educational principles may be nmore successful,
such as the canpaign by British Rail.

(iii) media publicity about the prosecution and conviction of vandals; this is
nore effective than sensational nedia headlines about particular incidents
of vandal i sm whi ch may even encaurage bigger and better exploits (South
Australia, 1978.)

(iv) increased supervision by police to prevent and detect vandalism through
special anti-vandalismpatrols and closer contact with authorities and
institution? nmost affected by vandalism (Home O fice, 1975). There is no
evidence thst police patrols have anything nore than a tenporary val ue
(Home Office, 1978c) but certainly close contact with victins may result
in nmore reporting of incidents.

(v) the provision of a greater range of leisure activities for the social
group norst involved in vandalism the adol escent mal e. The evidence
suggests that these are only effective when the young peopl e thensel ves
are involved in planning the activities (South Australia, 1978; Home
O fice, 1378c).

(vi) the deflection of destructive behaviour into safer, harmess or
constructive alternatives; Cohen (1973), p.278) gives sone exanpl e of
this: graffiti or scribbling walls, adventure pl aygrounds, use of
children as "protectors" of the property.

Educati onal Strategics

It has been stressed in a nunmber of studies (eg. U S. Senate, 1977, Home Ofice,

1978c; South Australia, 1978) that schools are in a prinme position to assist in the

control and prevention of all types of vandalism including school vandalism because

as frequent victins, schools are able, at first hand to investigate the nature of the
vandal i smand identify factors contributing to it, such as social and environmental factors,
Al so, schools often generate vandalismtowards thensel ves, since contributing factors

are built into thoir internal and external environment, and thirdly, through educati onal
programmes, schools can hel p change attitudes and behavi our.

Gold (1978) reviewed several studies of the relationship between delinquent behavi our and
school experiences and concluded that there was a need for alternative, nore individualised
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educational progranmmes which increased the proportion of successful to unsuccessful
school experiences and allowed the opportunity for pupils to have warm accepting
relationships with adults.

The U S Senate Sub-commttee Report (1977) lists a nunber of alternative education
programes instituted in particular schools either to deal with offenders and/or

to prevent school crine by providing a nore personal and neani ngful |earning
environment for children alienated and frustrated in the traditional |earning system
A case study of the action taken by one particul ar school to successfully reduce
vandalismis reported in the South Australian study (1978, p.60). The strategy

i ncl uded changes in staff-student relationships, changes in the curriculumto nmake
it more relevant to student needs and the establishment of a mni-school concept
where students took on nore responsibility for their ow education and for the
building itself.

d adst one (1978) nakes a di stinction between what a school nay do t o achi eve a

reduction in vandal i sm and delinquency in the commnity generally and what it may do
to reduce vandalismspecifically directed at the school itself. Schools with a high
rate of pupil delinquency nay have a low rate of vandalismif pupils have a positive
attitude towards the school. Reasons for dislike of school wll vary fromchild to
child and school to school but he considered it was often related to the curriculum
and the type of discipline. Qher strategies have been suggested for schools to
reduce their own level of vandalism For instance, direct appeals to the children and
their parents stressing the social and financial costs; schemes to encourage pupils
to prevent vandali sm such as pronising that noney set aside for repairing damage wll
be spent on special activities or equipnent, if no danage occurs (Hone Ofice, 1978b).

Physi cal Design Strategies

Design strategi es have been called "self-defence for buildings" (Mller, 1973) follow ng
on fromthe "defensible space" concept of Gscar Newran. Architects arc beginning to
accept their responsibility for designing buildings which are able to withstand attack
and less likely to attract attack, however, there nust be a bal ance between physical and
environmental considerations. It should be remenbered that the effectiveness of nany of
these strategies has not been enpirically researched.

Two studies of danage to buildings (Mller, 1973 ; Farner and Dark, 1973] stressed the
inportance of incorporating, in the design stage, precautionary neasures in respect of
design features such as placenent of doors and wi ndows, avoidance of dark spots and
internal and external circulation. A so very inportant is the choice of materials for
construction, finishing (walls, wndows etc.) and furnishing; various design features,
finishes and materials are evaluated in detail. One way in which the architect can

be assisted in the design stage is to be "briefed' as to the likely ways in which the
building will be used and abused.

The South Australian study (1978, p.90-91) contains a conprehensive list of design
features in schools and naterials used in construction that have been reported as
having contributed to illegal entry and vandalism Qher aspects found to be inportant
include location of the school, design of school grounds, size of buildings and

appear ance of buildings. Pablant and Baxter (1975) made a nunber of recommendations for
pl anni ng, design and construction of schools including:

- location of schools in densely popul ated areas with high levels of activity
to minimse isolation

- maximse visibility of school property by careful location of buildings on
the site and by adequate lighting and | andscapi ng

- design the school with one or a mni numnunber of enclosing structures
- design buildings suitable for various uses by the conmunity
- maxi mse aesthetic appeal by sinple but attractive naterials.

Coursen (1975) reports the work of John Zeisel in looking for architectural solutions to
probl ens of vandalism Zeisel has identified five areas where danage, deliberate and
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accidental, is related to design: roofs, entrance, play areas, walls and floors.

Allen and Geenberger (1978) criticise efforts to vandal proof buildings by the use of
sinple, durable and danmage-resistant materials and suggest that durability and resistance
to destruction are less inportant than ensuring that objects are |ess enjoyable to break.
For exanple, glass is the nmost enjoyable (followed in rank order by tiles, wood and netal)
and therefore wire-safety glass should be used and w ndows should be small. Al so danage
nust be repaired imediately to detract fromthe vandal's enjoynment. Qther studies al so
enphasi se the inportance of quick repair and a high level of maintenance (Home O fice,
1978b; Farmer & Dark, 1973).

The school arcitect's dilemma is described by Ward (1973): he is expected to produce a
buil ding reflecting current educational theories and creating an atnosphere of "sweetness
and light" yet solid enough to withstand the onslaught. Sadly, the very last people to be
consul ted about the design and decoration of schools are the children who nust learn in
them The evidence is noving in favour of smaller schools and this wassupported in the
U S. Senate Sub Committee Report which found the size of the school is an inportant
factor in the anount of vandalismit attracts.

Security and Surveillance Strategies

Mbst studi es | ooking at physical prevention strategi es enphasise that as many security
features as possible should be incorporated into the design of buildings. Exanples
include strong rooms, security doors and wi ndows, special |ocks, grilles and so on.
(Mller, Farmer and Dark 1973). 1In addition to these, there are four main types of
security neasures, about which there has been nuch debate in the literature (e.g.
Coursen 1975, South Australia, 1978, U. S. Senate Committee, 1977).

(i) perimeter security fencing versus open access
(ii) security lighting: external and internal
(iii) alarmsystens: audible, direct beam

(iv) use of security personnel: permanent guards, regular patrols, resident
car et akers.

The major difficulty with any of these nmeasures, is that it is usually not possible to
protect the entire school and so a choice nust be made, usually of one or two
particularly vulnerable areas. The cost effectiveness of any neasure nust al so be
consi dered but there has been very little research on this. The general conclusions
have been that effectiveness of these neasures have been very difficult to assess and
agai nst any advantages, must be wei ghed the costs of installing, maintaining and/or
hiring these services and the possible adverse educational and environnmental effects
of turning schools into fortresses (Coursen, 1975).

There are other possible strategies that individual schools may follow to reduce

their own level of illegal entry and vandalism For exanpl e resident watchers,
assigning responsibility for |ocking doors and wi ndows, a systemof key control, student
commttees, conmmunity use of school facilities and so on. The inplications of security
and surveillance neasures will be further discussed in relation to the findings from
the NS W Study.
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PART [11: DATA ANALYSIS

Atotal of 2,329 Illegal Entry Report (IER forns (Appendix 1(a)) for the period July, 1977
to June, 1978 was obtained fromthe Security Section of the Education Departnment.
these, 152 were excluded fromthe study because:

(i) the sane incident had been reported twice or, additional information
sent by a school about an incident previously reported, had been given
a new serial nunber and hence had been counted twice (51).

(ii) the incident had been reported on the new "Breach of Security" form not
yet officially in use {see footnote P2) and these were excluded to ensure
consistency in the data being coded for analysis. (82)

(iii) the incident being reported was not applicable to the study, either
because it was outside the period specified or because it was clearly
accidental (16).

(iv) the data on the incident was incorrectly put on conputer tape(3).

The fol lowing anal ysis was made on the remaining 2177 reports. Data that could not be
extracted directly fromthe IER forns was coded onto a separate form (Appendix |(b))
devised after a pilot test to deternmine categories. There were a nunber of difficulties
in coding and analysing data due to the design and |ayout of the IER form the nunber
of forms where all itens were not conpleted and variation in the termnology used in
the reporting. For exanple, many of the categories on the IER formare not nutually
excl usive, which made it necessary to produce multiple tables to extract a relatively
smal | anmount of information. These problens are further discussed in Part V.

It should be enphasised that the findings fromthe analysis are based on information
supplied on the Illegal Entry Report forns and may not be representative of all

incidents of illegal entry and vandalismoccurring in schools. Also, because of the
difficulty of determning exactly the type of offence being reported - vandalism
theft, illegal entry or arson - the term"incident” is used in the analysis to cover

all categories.

The lack of uniformity in filling out the IER formand the lack of definition as to what
information was required in each section of the form led to many inconsistencies in the
data available for analysis. The npst often occurring inconsistencies were in whether an
illegal entry had been made (e.g. no illegal entry had been marked on the forrr, but

suppl enentary information indicated that an illegal entry had been made), the day that the
incident occurred (e.g. public holidays marked as such and al so as weekdays) , node of
entry (initial entry point versus all subsequent entry points) and security of the

school (security measures installed versus security in operation at the point of entry).
This failure to make explicit the type of information required on the IER form severely
limted the nunber of conclusions that could be drawn fromthe data.

DESCRI PTI ON OF DATA
1. Nunmber of Schools and Area.

Table 1.1. shows the nunber of reports included in the study fromeach of the eleven

admnistrative areas(1) of the Departnent of Education, the nunber of schools in each
area, (2) and the nunber of schools which submtted reports in the period of the study,

(1) Maps showi ng boundaries of each area are given in Appendix |1.

(2) N S.W Department of Education, List of Schools and Inspectorates, 1978.
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Table 1.1: Area X Number of Reports x HNumber of Schaols

Reports sch Schnols % of Total Schools

epeTts cheols Submitting in Areca which Sub-

A Submitied in Areas POTLS mitted Reports
xel Mo 3 No. % o, %
Central Metropolitan 314 14,4 162 7.3 04 11,2 58.0
Liverpool 329 1s.1 167 7.5 1i1 13.3 66.5
Merropelitan West 378 17.4 23 M6 121 14.4 51.5
Nerth Sydney 271 i2.5 210 9.5 111 13.3 52.9
St.George 183 8.3 129 5.8 74 8.8 57.4
Metropolitan Areas 1473 7.7 S03 40.7 511  61.0 56.6
Hunier 160 7.3 259 11,7 73 .7 .2
North {gast 75 3.5 261 11.8 42 5.¢ 16.:
Horth West 36 2.1 154 6.9 32 :.8 20
Riverina 130 6.0 207 9.3 50 6.0 4.2
South Coast 204 9.4 -1 9.8 &1 9.7 37.5
Western 49 4.0 217 9.8 49 s.8 22.6
Country 4reas M4 32,3 1315 59.3 327 35.0 4.3
TUTAL JiVT 1300 4iR 0 100.0 838 1i00.¢ 37.8

Overall, the 2,177 incidents included in the analysis came from only 838 or 37.8" of the
total number of government schools in N.SW. However, as will be discussed in Part V,
there was a certain amount of non-reporting of incidents and therefore, this result and
the other findings reported below on the variations in the reported incidence of illegal
entry from area to area, and by type of school, should be viewed with caution.

A general idea of the differences in the rate of reporting can be obtained by examining
the relationshipbetween the number of schools in an area and tes number of IER forms
submitted, There was a wide disparity over the eleven individual areas but this became

even more apparent when the areas were divided into two regions: Sydney metropolitan and
country. Metropolitan areas include only 40.7% of all government schools in N.S.W. yet ac-
counted for 67.7% of reported incidents. Three metropolitan areas - Central Metropolitan,
Liverpool, Metropolitan West - account for almost half of all reported incidents (46.9%)
but only a quarter (25.4%) of the state's schools.

Table 11 also illustrates area to area differences in the number of schools actually
submitting reports. Again there was a marked difference between the metropolitan region
and the country region: 56.6% of Sydney metropolitan schools submitted reports as compared to 24.9% of

country schools. The five metropolitan areas had a much higher proportion of schools reporting than the county
areas. The two country areas with the highest rates - Hunter (28.2%) and South Coast (37.3%) - include the large
industrial centres of Newcastle and Wollongong.

A further breakdown of administrative areas by Inspectoratesis given in Appendix 111,

Table|. Thisfurther illustrates the disparity in rates of reporting. For example, in

the Central Metropolitan area, one inspectorate (Randwick) accounted for 30.0% of all
reported incidents; another inspectorate (Sydney City), which has 15.4% of al schoolsin
the area, submitted only 8.0% of the total number of reports.
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Table 1.2: Type of School X Regiom ¥ Mumber of Reports

Type of School Metropalitan Country Tatal

Ko, % Mo, % v 5

A. Number of Reperts Submitted

Primary* 588 7.1 417 Hb.d 146% od.5
Secondary 284 320 256 35.3 FAG 340
Central** - - 32 4.5 32 1.5
Total 1472 100.0 705 16GG.6 2177 100.6

B. Bumber of Schools In Hegion

Primary 711 78.7 1021 §3.0 1807 &ile
Secondary 121 21.2 157 1i.% 348 15,7
Central i .1 67 5.1 68 3.1
Tetal s 160.0 1315 100¢ 2218 180.0

. HNumber ef Schools Submitting Keports

Primary 376 52.9 196 18.0 572 31.7
Secondary . 135 70.7 106 €75 241 65,3
Centrsl - - <5 37.3 w5 36.8
Total 511 36.5 (327 24,9 338 7.8 h

* Includes Infants Departnents and Special Schools (S.S.P.)

** |ncludes Infants, Primary and Secondary Departments.

Table 1.2 conpares rates of reporting by type of school and region; overall the rate was
much hi gher fox secondary schools with 69.3% submtting reports as conpared to 31. 7%of
primary schools and 36.8% of central schools. Table 1.2 also shows that 34.0%of all
reports were submtted by secondary schools which conprise only 15.7t of total schools in
the state.

There was little difference in the proportions of total /netropolitan and country secondary
school s subnitting reports (70.7% conpared to 67.5% but a much greater difference in
respect of primary schools (52.9% conpared to 18.0% . However of the schools subnitting
reports metropolitan schools, both prinary and secondary, had a higher rate of reporting
than country schools; that is, they reported al nost twi ce as many incidents per school.
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Table 1.3: Number of Reports per School

Number of Reports Number of Schools Fercentage of all Schools

No. % %
One 413 49.3 18.6
Two 158 18.9 7.1
Three to five 183 21.8 8.3
5ix to ten ' 63 7.5 2.8
Over ten 21 2,5 1.0
Total 838 100.¢ 37.8
No reports 1380 62.2
TOTAL schools 2218 100.0

A further point of interest is illustrated by Table 1.3. Al nost half (49.3% of schools
which submtted reports in fact submtted only one report; 10% of these schools [3.8% of
all schools in the state) sent in nore than five reports and of these 75% were school s
fromthe Sydney netropolitan area (see Appendix I11: Table 1). Wen considering the
variation in reported incidents fromarea to area it nust be renenbered that one school
with a high level of reporting can significantly affect the overall rate for the area.

2. Nature of Incidents

Each incident reported was categorised by the type of entry as shown in Table 2.1 bel ow.
This was based on all information recorded on the IER form and suppl enentary conments
and statenents made by school principals to the Security Section.

Table 2.1: Type of Entry

No. %
Illegal Entry into a building 1584 72.8
Attempted Illegal Entry inte a building 121 5.6
Illegal BEntry into grounds only 269 12.3
Rot known, not stated 203 9.3
Total 2177 i00.0
The type of entry reported nost frequently was an actual illegal entry into a school

building (72.8% . However, as wll be discussed | ater, many of the incidents not
reported were of the second and third type and therefore this actual entry category raay

not, in fact, be such a high percentage of all

types of entries occurring. The large "not

known, not stated" category (9.3% reflects the difficulty principals often had in

knowi ng what had actual |y happened.

Further analysis was undertaken on the type of

incident since nost reported incidents

invol ved several factors and these are presented in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2.: Type of Incident*

No. %
I11egal Entry 3083 46,1
Vandalism 1828 27.4
Theft 1693 25.3
Arson B0 1.2
TOTAL 6684%* 100.0

* As indicated by Principal completing the form

** Not mutuwally exclusive, see Table Z,3.

Ore interesting feature of Table 2.2 is the proportion of each type of incident as seen
by the Principal completing the form. Of the 6,684 individual acts recorded on the
2,177 IER forms, illegal entry is clearly the mogt commonly occurring at 46.1%, vandaism
and theft follow at 274% and 25.3% respectively. Incidents of arson were frequent at
126 although it is thought that some incidents of fire, especially serious and costly
ones, are not reported through an IER foom but are dealt with by other means. This will
be discussed later in the report.

The problem of interpreting this data is illustrated by a comparison of Table 2.1 where
72.8% of reported incidents involved illegal entries to buildings as indicated by all
the available information and Table 2.2 where only 46.1% were marked as such on the
IER form

Table 2.3: Multiple Incidents

Category No. %
Illegal entry - no theft/vandalism/arson 313 14.4
Illegal entry with theft - no vandalism/arson 670 30.8
Illegal entry with vandalism/arson - no theft 407 18.7
Illegal entry w.ith vandalism/arson/theft 357 16.4
Vandalism/arson - no illegal entry/theft 430 19.7

TOTAL 2177 100.0

The conbination of incidents reported on each formis presented in Table 2.3. The highest
category was for "lllegal entry with theft only" (30.8% .

O just under half of the IER forms (45.2%there was no vandalismreported with the
illegal entry. However, the problemof termnology and consistency in reporting
arises here: in particular, what is neant by vandalism For exanple, vandalismnay
or may not have been marked on the formif the only damage was a w ndow broken to
gain entry.

Table 2.4 gives the place of entry together with the type of incident: illegal entry,
vandalism theft and arson as indicated on the IER form It is to be noted that none
of these categories is mutually exclusive. Al four nay be commtted in any nunber
of places, depending on the nunmber of offenders and their intentions, ease of access
to various sections of the school and so on.
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Table 2.4: Type of Incident X Place of Entry

Section of School Tllegal Entry  Vandalism Theft Arson Total

No. % Na. % No. % No. % ko, %
Administration 701 2.8 357 19.5 337 19.9 11 15,7 1406 1.0
Staff Rooms 372 12,1 163 8.9 154 11.40 4 =40 725 0.9
Science/Arts 288 9.3 155 8.5 139 8.2 G 11.3 591 5.9
Library 204 6.6 112 6.1 103 6.1 4 5.0 423 6.3
Canteen 279 9.1 153 5.4 158 11.1 3 3.8 i3 9.3
Storerooms 322 10,4 147 8.1 192 11.3 3 B2 afif 10.0
Other? 917 29.7 741 40,5 548 32.4 44 55.0 2250 33,0
TOTAL 3G83 100.40 18238 100.0 1693 100.0 80 1o0.0 6684 100.0

* Usually specified on formas a classroom school grounds, outbuildings, demuntable
cl assroons.

Table 2.4 also shows that the administration section of schools, which includes the offices of
the Principal and Deputy as well as clerical and reception areas,was a particular target for
all types of incidents. The "other" category, although very high, was specified on the IER
form in the mpjority of instances, as a "classroom' which could be located in any part of the
school. The data shows that a fairly consistent pattern of incidents occurred

throughout the rest of the school.

3. Tinme of Incidents.

In nost cases, the actual times of the day that an incident of illegal entry or vandalism
occurred was not known. However, as shown in Table 3,1 below, the mpjority of incidents
reported occurred outside school hours, on weekends or holidays. The total exceeds the

nunmber of reports since times werenot nutually exclusive. For exanple, an incident nay have
occurred on a weekday which was also a public holiday and both options may have been recorded
on the one report.

Tahle 3.1: Time of iIncident

Time Na ., %
Weekday 712 30.0
Keekend 1247 52.86
Public Holiday 132 5.6
School Heliday 279 1.2

2370 106¢.0

Some inconsistency in reporting was noted. For exanple, Friday nights were recorded either
as a weekday or weekend; as over half the incidents occurred on a weekend, this figure would
be greater if it included all Friday night incidents. Also, the figure for weekdays would
have been smaller if the principals had consistently chosen public holiday or school holiday
where this was nore appropriate.




An analysis was also made of the pattern of reporting over the year of the study
as shown in Table 3.2 below,

Table 3.2: Month Incident Reported*

Month Reparts
No. %

July 157 7.2
August 176 2.1
September** 183 8.4
October 225 10.3
November 242 11.1
December 136 6.3
January 31 1.4
February** 252 I1.6
March 2449 11.2
April 189 8.7
May 132 6.1
June** 185 3.5
Not known 25 1.1
Total 2177 100.0

*

Assuned incidents are reported in the nonth they occur.

** |ncluded sone incidents occurring during school holidays in the previous nonth.

Excl udi ng Decenber and January, the nonths of the long school vacation, the average
nunber of incidents reported per nonth was 198. Cbviously, it was not possible to
general i se fromdata based on one year only. However, the table does show that
more incidents were reported in the sunmer nonths of February, March, Cctober and
Novermber than during the mddle of the year.

An analysis of place of entry by type of incident at particular tinmes Wekday

weekend etc.) is given in Appendix IIl, Table 2. Overall, the proportion of incidents
occurring at certain times was consistent with the pattern shown in Table 3.1. However,
therewas sone variation fromthe pattern in regard to certain sections of the school.

For exanple, the admnistration sectionwas nore likely to have an illegal entry or theft
on a weekday than are other parts of the school; also, the library and science/arts roons
had a higher incidence of illegal entry, theft and vandalism during school holidays than
at other tines.

4. Means of Entry

In incidents of illegal entry to a building, the nost usual nmeans of entry was by
forcing a window (see Table 4.1). This has inplications both for the type of damage
caused and for the security neasures to be taken; these issues will be discussed in
Part V.
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Table 4,.1: Mode of Entyy to Building

Mode of Entry T No . %
School Open ' 20 1.0
Door - open 42 2.1
- forced/broken : 390 20.3

- other 58 3.0

Total 499 25.4

Window - open 48 2.4
- forced/broken 884 44.9

- other 101 5.1

Total 1133 52.4

Other * 189 9.6
Not known 228 11.6
Toral** 196% 160.0

¥ Includes entry through rooves, canteen shutters, pates etc.
*% Total greater than that shown in Table 2.3 because categories are not
mutuaily exclusive (see next paragraph).

There were relatively few reports of incidents occurring when the school was open
(for exanple, during school hours, or epen for workmen) or when a w ndow or door
had been inadvertently left unlocked. However, one difficulty with the data on
nmeans of entry was that, on sone reports only the initial point of entry was
recorded while on others, all points of entry to the buildings and room i nside
wer e recorded

5. Damage /Theft Resulting from Incident

As indicated in Table 2.2, Principals reported 1,828 individual acts of vandalismto
various sections of the school. The problemof whether or not all damage was or
shoul d have been classed as "vandalism wll be discussed in Part V. However, there
was obviously sone inconsistency in the reporting of damage. The main types of
types of danage to buil dings, ground and equi pnent are shown in Table 5.1 bel ow and
a nore detailed breakdown is given in Appendix Il11: Table 4

Table 5.1, Reports of Damage

No. %
To school grounds 197 5.7
To buildings
- broken plass 699 20,2
- doors/windows 1560 45.2
- oather 560 le.2
Te property/equipment 438 12.7
TOTAL 3454  100.0




23

Most damage reported would appear to have been caused by forced entry to buildings and
rooms. There were a total of 3,454 instances of damage recorded on the IER forms and of
these 65.4% related to windows and doors. This is consistent with the earlier finding
that the most usual mode of entry (or attempted entry) was to force or break a window
or door (see Table 4.1). The more detailed table (Appendix I11) also shows the percentage
of total IER's reporting each type of damage; for example almost one third (30,1%) were
reporting broken glass.

The number of reports of outside damage was quite small although this may be mainly due
to the greater non-reporting of incidents where no actual entry to a building had been
made. Also, given the number of occasions when buildings were entered (Table 2.1) the
number of reports listing damage to equipment and internal furnishings was surprisingly
small. However, because of the design of the IER form, this type of damage may not
necessarily have been mentioned unless serious enough to warrant replacement of the
equipment.

Theft was involved in 47.2% of incidents reported (see Table 2.3) and a breakdown of
equipment and property reported stolen is given in Table 5.2 below. The procedure for
reporting details of items stolen is discussed in Part V. Therewas some inconsistency as
shown by the fairly high number of instances (14.1%) where no details at all were given.

Table 5.2: Equipment/Property Stolen

Category Number of Times Percentage of Total Percentage of IER3
Reported Thett Reports Reporting this Type

Electrical 393 22.9 18.1

Cameras/supplies 34 3.1 2.5

Outside furniture/equipment 102 5.9 4.7

Inside furmiture/equipment 102 5.9 4,7

Class supplies/equipment 217 12.6 16.0

Maoney 178 10.4 8.2

Food 112 6.5 5.1

Other 257 14.9 11.8

Unspecified 307 17.8 14.1

TOTAL 1724 100.90

6. Costs

A linmted amount of information about the costs of theft and damage resulting fromincidents
of illegal entry and vandalismwas supplied with some reports.

For instance, the estimated cost of repairs to buildings was given on 183 reports totalling
$29,971 an average of $164 per incident; the amounts stated ranged from $2 to $2000.

As shown in Table 2.3, there were 1194 incidents where damage was reported, nost of which
was to building as a result of the forced entries. Therefore, it is estimated that the total
lost of damage to buildings fromthe normal type of incident would be between $200,000 and
$250,000. This estimate excludes incidents involving major fire damage or other major
structural damage to buildings where the cost for a single incident may run into thousands
of dollars.
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Details on the cost of repair and repl acenent of equiprment and furnishings danmaged or
stolen was nore often supplied. Table 6.1 shows the type of equipnent and range of
cost involved, and Table 6.2 the total cost reported. This was still considerably bel ow
the full amount as in many cases this data was not avail able.

Table 6.1: Type and Cost of Equi prent Darmaged and/or Stol en.

Amount Donated Departmental ggéng Total

$ Ne. % No. % No. % NO . %
20 or tess 56 14.2 145 17.8 182 42.2 383 23.4
21 ta 50 65 16.5 126 15.9 118 27.4 312 19.1
51 to 100 99 25.1 iee 20.4 74 17,2 338 20.7
101 te 200 68 17.3 149 13.3 31 7.2 248 15.1
201 to 500 63 16.0 136 17.1 17 3.9 219 13.4
501 vo 1000 20 7.4 55 6.5 7 1.6 89 5.4
Over 1000 14 3.5 32 3.9 2 0.5 15 2.9
TOTAL 3%4 100.0 §13 100.0 431 100.0 1638 100.0

* Other includes canteen equipment and supplies, personal belengings of staff and students and
items of an unspecified type.

Table 6.2: Reported Cost of Equipment Damaged and/or Stolen

Type Total Cost Percentage Highest Cost
Donated $ 82,212 27.5 $2,825
Departmental $186,829 62.4 $4,634
Other $ 30,495 10.1 $3,160
TOTAL $299,536 100.0

Table 6.1 shows that in the najority of cases of theft or danmge to equi pnent, the
value of the itens stolen or damaged was fairly small. For exanple, in over half of
the incidents (54.1% involving theft of or damage to departnental equipnent and
supplies, the value was $100 or |ess. However, as shown in Table 6.2, the cumulative
cost of these incidentswas very high. It should be enphasised again that details

of costs were not always given and the actual total could be expected to be much

hi gher.

7. Security Measures

Table 7.1 shows the type of security neasures reported as existing in a school at
the tinme an incident occurred. It should be renmenbered that many schools did not
subnit a single report and others submtted several reports. Therefore, the data on
security relates only to the 2,177 reports being analysed and not to N.S.W schools
in general. Also the large "not known" category, where this section of the IER form
was not conpleted, affects the interpretation of the data.
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Table 7.1: Security Measures

In Use Burglar Alarm Floed Lighting Security Service Strong Room
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Yes 3od 16.2 874 4.1 153 7.0 863 29.1
No 1709 78.5 1144 52.6 1867 85.8 1358 62.4
Not Known 116 5.3 159 7.3 157 7.2 186 8.5
TOTAL 2177 100.90 2Y77 100.0 2177 1e0.0 217% 100.0

One difficulty with the data on securitywas that it did not necessarily indicate the state
of security in the part of the school where the incident occurred, and at the tine it
occurred. For exanple, the school may have a burglar alarmin the adm nistration section
but not in the library where the break-in took place; the front of the school may have
floodlighting but not the back. Also, a frequent comment on the 1ER formwas that the

al arm systemor security lighting was not operating at the tine.

The data was analysed to see if there was any rel ationship between the type of incident
(see Table 2.1) and the type of security nmeasure in use at the school. The results are
shown in Table 7.2 below, a nore detail ed breakdown is given in Appendix Ill, Table 3.

Table 7.2: Type of Incident and Security Measure¥

Burglar Security Flood Strong None/ Total No. of
In Use Alarm Service Lighting Room Not known Incidents
Na. % No. %  No. % No. % No. % No. %

Iliegal Entry 230 65.3 106 69.3 632 72.3 437 69.0 583 76.4 1584 7.8

Attempted
Illegal Entry 22 6.3 12 7.8 42 4.8 42 6.6 39 5.1 121 5.6

Entry to grounds 64 18.2 18 11.8 106 12,1 97 15.3 75 9.8 209 12.4

Unknown 36 10.2 17 11.1 94 10.8 57 9.0 6o 8.7 203 4.2

TOTAL 352 100.0 153 190,00 874 100.0 633 100.0 763 i00.0 2177 100.0

* The categories of security measures are not mutual ly exclusive; an individual school
nmay have one or all.

Schools in which a burglar alarmwas installed had a lower rate of illegal entries (65.3%
and a higher rate of other types of incidents suggesting a possible deterrent effect. Those
results will be further discussed in Part V; however, because of the difficulties nentioned,
it was not possible to draw any conclusions fromthis analysis about the effectiveness or
security neasures.

8. Identification of Ofenders

On nost ILR forns there was no informati on about persons responsible for the incidents
reported as so few offenders (3.8% were apprehended. As shown in Table 8.1, in over 90%
of instances nothing was known or reported known about the possible identity of the offender.
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Table 8.1: Persons Responsible

No. %
Not known/not stated 19958 9L.8
Suspects mentioned 95 4.4
Cffenders apprehended/charged 84 3.8
TOTAL 2177 100.0

In some instances, information about offenders may have becone known sonetime after the

| ER formhad been forwarded to the Security Section. As shown in Table 82 below, in the
maj ority of instances, when an incident was reported to the Security Section it was al so
reported to the police for investigation

Table 8.2: Reported to Police

No. %
Yes 2012 92.4
No 74 3.4
Not Kknown 91 4.2

TOTAL 2177 160.0
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SUWARY CF FI NDI NGS

Data from 2177 Illegal Entry Report forms for the period July, 1977 to June, 1978
were anal ysed and the main findings were:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)
V)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)

()

(xi)

(xii)

37.8% of N.S.W Government Schools reported incidents of illegal entry or
vandal i sm (Table 1.1)

3.8% only of all schools reported nore than five incidents (Table 1.3)

the ngjority of incidents (67.7% were reported by schools in the
Sydney metropolitan area; three areas account for alnost half the nunber
of reported incidents (Table 1.1)

Metropolitan schools reported twice as nany incidents per school (Table 1.2)

nore secondary schools (69% reported incidents than prinary schools (31.7%}
the proportion of country and netropolitan secondary schools reporting
was the sane (Table 1.2)

the majority of incidents (72.8% reported involved an illegal entry into a
school building (Table 2.1); 54.8%resulted in danage and 47.2%resulted in
theft (Table 2.3)

the pattern of incidence throughout all sections of the school was fairly
consistent for all types of incidents with the highest rate being for the
adm ni stration section (Table 2.4)

the probl emnas greatest on weekends and holidays and during the sumrer nont hs
(Table 3.1, 3.2)

nost incidents reported involved forced entries of w ndows and doors
(65.2% (Table 4.1) and nost damage caused appeared to have been a result of
this (Table 5.1)

overall costs of property damage and of equiprment stolen or damaged coul d
be estimated with any accuracy fromthe data available. (Table 6.1)

there was insufficient evidence to determne the effectiveness of security
neasures (Table 7.2)

inthe majority of cases, the identity of persons responsible was not known
(Table 8.1) .

These findings will be further discussed in Part Vin relation to the results of other
studies and the interviews with school principals.
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PART |V: | NTERVIEWs W TH SCHOOL PRI NCI PALS

I ntroducti on

As aresult of the difficulties of analysis reported in Part 111, it was considered that
the findings required sone validation. In particular, it had to he deternined whether:
(i) the level and pattern of incidence of illegal entryand vandalismwas as

varied fromarea to area and within areas as appeared, or whether the
variation was due to differences in policies about the reporting of
i nci dents;

(ii) the information about the incidents thenselves - theft, damage, costs,
security neasures and so on - was being consistently reported.

Therefore, to gain sone background information on the reporting of incidents and to
clarify the neaning of the data, it was decided to interview a snall nunber of

principals froma cross-section of schools. As it was expected that, in sone cases,

the principal to be interviewed may not have been at the school during the period of

the study (July, 1977 - June, 1978), the interviews were conducted as a general discussion
of the problens of school security and vandalismw th reference, where possible, to actual
occur rences.

Al though the current policies of reporting followed by a school nay not necessarily have
been those at the tine of the study, it was felt that, overall, a clear picture of
reporting practices would emerge that was applicable to the data being anal ysed. The
matters to be discussed in the interviews were outlined as:

(i) the causes and consequences of vandalismin general

(ii) the nature and incidence of illegal entries and vandalismin the particul ar
school

(iii) the criteria for reporting incidents and the terminol ogy used

(iv) the methods adopted by the school for dealing with the problem including
security neasures, and

(v) the general physical, environmental and educational features of the school.

Sel ection of Sanple for Interview

Four schools were selected fromeach of three netropolitan aml two country adninistrative
areas of the Education Department. In each netropolitan area, one secondary school and
three prinmary schools were chosen which corresponds to the proportion in the state as a
whol e; this was slightly varied in the country areas. The sanple contained an equal
nunber of schools which had reported

- a high nunmber of incidents (5 or nore)
- a low nunber of incidents (1 to 4)
- no incidents at all during the period.
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Table 9.1: Sanple of School s

School Type
Administrative Area Secondary  Primary Central Total
Central Metropolitun 1 3 - 4
Metropolitan West 1 3 - 4
North Sydney 1 3 - 4
Riverina 2 2 - 4
North Coast 1 2 1 4
Total 6 13 i 20

SUMVARY COF | NTERVI EVWS

Conpl etion of Illegal Entry Report Forns

In all schools visited, the Principal or Relieving Principal decides which incidents

are to be reported to the Education Departnent. However, in sone schools, particularly

H gh Schools, the inpression was gained that not all incidents were necessarily brought,

to the attention of the Principal. For exanple, graffiti on walls, or rubbish in the

pl ayground nay be sinply cleaned up by the school maintenance staff in the normal course
of their duties. A so repairs of ninor damage to taps, outside seats, toilets and so on,
may be carried out by the General Assistant on the spot wi thout reference to the Principal.
This woul d appear to depend on the policy of individual principals about reporting and the
degree of interest £hey take in the overall pattern of vandalismin their school.

Oiteria for Reporting

There is great variation in the policy followed by individual principals on the reporting

of acts of illegal entry or vandalism |f the Education Departnent has issued instructions
on this, principals do not appear to be fully aware of them and nake their own decisions
based on how they interpret the neaning of illegal entry, vandalism serious danmage and

so on. Cost is often an inportant factor as it appears fromthe discussions that, if
danage is reported, the cost of repairs is borne by Public Wrks; otherwise the cost is
paid out of the school maintanance fund. Cbviously this is an incentive to schools,
especially those with a high level of incidence, to report everything. However, it was
not confirned fromthe interview whether damage reported to Public Wrks was al so
reported to the Security Section if it appeared to be the work of intruders.

Principals stated that they reported all incidents of illegal entry to the Security Section;
however, all could ther. give exanples of types of incidents they would not report. Some
principals said they had changed their policy since the introduction of the new "Breach of
Security" formin July, 1978' and now interpret the instructions to nmean that all
incidents involving theft or damage within school grounds are to be reported whether or

not actual entry was nade to a building.

However, there is still a certain anount of under-reporting fromall schools, ranging from
a few incidents being reported to alnmost all incidents being reported.
Ceneral ly, it was concluded fromthe discussion that:

(i) illegal entries to buildings or grounds resulting in theft, whether petty or
large scale, are usually reported. This may be because the stolen itens nust
be accounted for in the school inventory and replaced and/or to claim
i nsurance, particularly in the case of personal itens;

(1) See Footnote p. 2
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(ii) incidents involving major damage, whether inside buildings or in
grounds, are usually reported; estimates of "seriousness" appear
to be based solely on cost of repairs rather than type of damage
or inconveni ence caused;

(iii) rmost schools report actual entries into buildings involving m nor
danage caused by the means used to gain entry, or by actions of the

intruders inside the building. However, many do not report illegal
entries" where there was no danage or theft, and many do not report
attenpted illegal entries;

(iv) some schools report attenpted entries if there was any damage at all.
It is often difficult to distinguish between accidental danmage, random
acts of vandalismand deliberate damage caused to gain entry. This
applies particularly to broken w ndows.

Non- Reporting of Incidents

Very few schools report mnor danmage to the outside of buildings, outside facilities or
grounds thensel ves even if some cost is involved, preferring to pay out of school
nmai ntenance. This "mnor" danmage includes such incidents as:

broken wi ndows (unless a large nunber or as an apparent means of entry);
- damage to taps, bubblers, toilets;
destruction or danage of trees, shrubs etc.;
graffiti onwalls, intoilets;
- general ness (beer cans, papers etc.) left by trespassers in playground
m nor damage to rooves, guttering.

The main reasons given for non-reporting of mnor incidents were:

() there was no cost or very |low cost involved and repairs could be nade
by the General Assistant or cleaners;

(ii) there was no evidence that it was vandalism the damage nay have been
accidental even if caused by intruders out of school hours;

(iti) it is awaste of time reporting these incidents to the Security Section or
the police because very little can be done to find the culprits or
prevent it happening agai n;

(iv) it is tinme consuming to fill out a formfor every mnor incident;
particul arly when these occur frequently.

Anot her possi bl e reason for non-reporting was that the reputation of the school would
suffer if all nminor incidents were reported. Principals generally stated this was not
a factor to thembut they had heard this expressed by other principals. It is
interesting that the principals of two schools which sent in an extraordinarily high
nunber of reports stated that they had adopted the policy of reporting everything
because they were concerned with ensuring that the total picture of illegal entry,
theft and vandal i smwas made known, and that the school itself did not have to bear
all the resulting cost of repair and replacenent of property and equi pnent.

Illegal Entry versus Vandalism

In many cases of illegal entry, there does not appear to be any actual vandalismto the
school . Any danage caused is considered to be the result of forcing entry, ransacking
cupboards, desks etc. However, some principals do nmark "vandalism on the report if
there is any damage at all associated with the illegal entry. Incidents of serious
danage to equi pnment, furniture etc. appear to be isolated but can be very costly when
they occur. The najority of principals felt that nmost illegal entries were for the
purpose of stealing, (particularly noney and small saleable itens) and not to

nmal i ci ously danage the school. Some principals nentioned the possibility of children
conmng into roons to play or other people comng in for shelter wthout intending

to cause damage.



Principals take different views about what constitutes vandalismor illegal entry but
generally, all relate the "seriousness" of an incident to its cost. There appears to be
a fair amount of acceptance of minor nuisance vandalismas inevitable. Incidents

consi dered serious include major theft, damage inside a building, fire and costly outside
danage such as the breaking of several wi ndows at once. Sone schools have never had

what they considered a serious incident but have a frequent incidence of nuisance

vandal i sm others have little nuisance vandal i smbut occasional serious cases of theft

or damage.

Cost of Damage

Principals were usually unable to estinate accurately the cost of repairing mnor damage
resulting frombreak-ins or nuisance vandalismas it was either repaired on the spot or
through Public Wrks contract. The approximate cost of any incident involving najor
danmage was usually known by the principal although not always at the tinme the incident
was reported. Country schools often arranged their own repairs by obtaining quotes
fromlocal tradesnen and submtting accounts to Public Wrks for paynent. Two of the
principals interviewed kept a fairly detailed record of damage and the cost of repairs
but no such records appeared to be kept in other schools visited. A so there are other
"costs" which cannot be assessed such as the time of the General Assistant or cleaning
staff who frequently carry out ninor repairs or clean off graffiti and so on.

Mbst schools do not keep records of the minor incidents not reported and, therefore,
principals could only estimate the |ikely number according to their recollection of the
period or, if they were newto the school, they asked a nenber of staff who was there
at the tine. However, according to those interviewed the pattern of incidence does not
vary much fromyear to year apart from an occasional outbreak of illegal entries or
particularly bad vandalism There were a few exceptions where schools had reduced their
vandal i sm probl em or where their probl emhad increased. Estimates of the nunmber of
unreported incidents ranged fromone or two a year to several each week.

Moti vati on

In general, it was felt that the main object of illegal entries into school buildings
was theft and that any danage caused in the process was not necessarily malicious. A
nunber of opinions were offered as the reasons why persons would want to deliberately
cause danage:

(i) former pupils "getting back" at the school or a particular teacher -
sone isolated exanples were reported. One principal suggested there
was a considerable reduction in vandalismin his school after the
departure of the previous principal who had frequently used corporal
puni shment. Two other schools with an existing vandal i sm probl em
both hoped for a long terminprovenent following a change in the
school regine.

(ii) the boredom of ol der children and teenagers with nothing to do and
nowhere to go, particularly at week-ends. For exanple, groups often
use school grounds as a central neeting place. |t was suggested
that group pressure and frustrations of puberty |lead sone boys into
deliberate acts of theft and danage.

(iii) young children tenpted into mischief by older children with little
under st andi ng of the consequences of what they are doing.

(iv) local residents and passers by who throw rubbish, break a w ndow,

wite on walls etc. while passing school or wal king through grounds
but have no obvious notive.

Identity of Qulprits

In the najority of cases, persons responsible were not caught and there was no evi dence
as to their identity. GQccasionally, police or security service personnel have caught
intruders in the act or have traced them afterwards. Al so sone principals reported
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that they were able, fromevidence or information supplied to themby other children,
to sonetines identify pupils fromthe school who had been responsible for an incident.
The few of fenders caught are usually teenagers fromthe area; they nay be forner pupils
of the school but only rarely arc current pupils found to be responsible.

The treatnment of offenders apprehended woul d appear to depend on the nature of the
offence and the age of the culprit. For relatively mnor cases, young persons responsible
woul d be talked to by the principal, their parents inforned and conpensation obtained if
necessary. It was noted that there was sone reluctance by principals to informthe
police or Security in these instances. Wen older children or teenagers not from school
are caught they are unlikely to be charged except in "serious" cases.

Mbst principals interviewed were of the opinion that ol der children and teenagers were
responsi ble for the majority of cases of theft and damage but did not believe that

current students of the school were involved. In the case of prinmary schools, particularly,
it was felt that former pupils who knew the |ayout of the school and where equi prent was
kept, were likely to be the offenders. There were occasional exanples of nore "professional !
operations involving major theft. Mich of the mnor external damage was thought to be

acci dental and caused by children playing in the grounds.

Gt her opinions offered were that:

- offenders were usually high school boys or other teenagers;
- girls occasionally damage or deface toilets but are not usually
responsi bl e for serious danage;
- migrant children are less likely to offend than Australian born children
- younger children commt offences such as minor stealing or lighting of
fires on the "spur of the monent" rather than deliberately.

Prevention of Illegal Entries and Vandal i sm

As expected, there was a great variety of opinion expressed by the principals interviewed
on nethods of preventing illegal entries and vandalism It is difficult to generalise
about the reasons for the level of vandalismin a particular school, whether high, Iow,
or non-existent, or to relate it to any special feature of the school or security method
used. However, a nunber of factors that would appear to have sone effect did energe,
although there was only limted agreenent on their inportance. These include:

- design features

- school population and adninistration
- use of school grounds and facilities
- location of school

- methods adopted to deter intruders

Desi gn Features

One problem frequently nentioned was the practice of |ocating school buildings around a
central area which was then protected fromview. Once inside this area, intruders could
not be seen. Apart fromthis area, nost schools had sone other "dark" portion of their
grounds behind a building or backing onto bush where children and teenagers liked to
gather. Qher design features nentioned as maeking security difficult were:

(i) windows which were the usual neans of access as they are generally easy to
open; sone schools have put steel bars or mesh across vul nerabl e wi ndows and
in one school they had been permanently nailed down;

(i1) doors are also easy to force open, particularly sliding doors; porticos over
doors and verandah roofs are easily clinbed giving access to higher w ndows;

(iii) concrete overhangi ngs between the first and second stories of buildings also
hel ped give access to higher windows - this was a design feature of two nore
recently built schools;



(iv) use of lead in roofing naterial was a great attraction to thieves;
also costly to replace and nay |lead to damage in classroons if not
repaired quickly.

Despite these comments, no particular type of building stood out as being nmore vul nerabl e
than another; all schools visited had sone features which nade security difficult.

Dermount abl e cl assrooms did not appear to be nore of a target, although this may be
because they are less likely to contain anything of value. Schools built in one bl ock

or connected by linking passageway appeared nore vul nerabl e because access was possible
to the whol e school, not just one section of it. This raised the question of security
inside the school which some principals felt was not given sufficient attention.

Al though it was alnost inpossible to keep intruders frominitially gaining access, they
maybe prevented from stealing and vandali smby |ocked rooms, security gates etc. Qi nions
differed as to whether all val uabl e equi prent should be kept in a security room or spread
throughout the school. ne principal felt that teachers would not nake use of equi pnent
if tinme and effort were required to obtain it froma security room

Location of School and Use of @ ounds

Allied to design is the location of the school: whether it is in a residential or
comrercial area, its proximty to main roads, and its degree of seclusion. Again, no one
type of location appeared to be preferable to another. Some very secluded schools had a
serious problem others did not; of the two schools reporting the greatest nunber of
incidents, one attributed it partly to the schools location in the centre of the
comercial district, the other to an isolated residential |ocation.

Anot her aspect of location often nentioned was the amount of "through-traffic" it
generated. Mst principals thought it inevitable that local residents would use the
school as a short cut and that this was probably a good thing as they did no harm and
kept intruders away. One contentious issue that energed was the school's policy on
allowing children to play in school grounds after hours. n balance, the general view
was that the use of the grounds in this way would act as a deterrent to undesirables.
However it may lead to nore accidental damage and therewas al so the question of the
children's safety. Mst principals, while not actively encouraging children did not
forbid it unless problens arose.

Al so, the anmount of use of school sporting facilities, halls etc. by outside organisations
depended on the location and again nost thought the nore use the better. |In fact there did
not appear to be a great deal of use of school facilities in this way.

School Popul ati on and Environnent

School s visited ranged in size from90 to 1500 pupils but there is no evidence that school
size is a factor in the level of vandalism Principals mentioned such things as conmunity
spirit, parent support and good school discipline as being inportant in controlling the
behavi our of their own pupils. Mst stated that they tried to encourage pride in the
school by providing a pleasant environemt both physically and educationally. There does
not appear to be a great deal of internal vandalismor theft by pupils.

There did not appear fromthe interveiws to be any significant differences between prinmary
and secondary schools in the extent of the problemparticularly the anount of non-reporting.
However, principals of secondary schools gave the inpression of being less in touch with
day-to-day matters and hence, less aware of the pattern and incidence of mnor vandalism

in their schools. This is to be expected as high schools are nmuch larger and the role of
the principal nore conplex.

Security Methods

The main security neasures adopted by schools and considered, by principals interviewed,
to be the nost effective deterrents are:

(i) Security lighting - there was general agreenent that outside |ighting was
effective. However, as nentioned earlier, once inside the central area




(i)

(iii)

intruders are screened by buil dings thenselves. Mst schools woul d
like nore lighting than they had; usually only certain parts cf the
school were illumnated and often the lighting was out of order and
delays in repairs were reported. Sonme schools nade a practice of

| eaving on some internal lights at night to give the inpression of
activity.

Al armsystens - a few schools had alarns in vul nerabl e areas particularly
the admnistration section, library and strongroom However there were
often technical problens with al armsystens. One school had a | ocal
resident prepared to investigate when the al arm sounded; another school
had an alarmwith a direct beamto the security service which was

consi dered nost effective in reducing the nunber of break-ins.

Security patrols - the value of these caused the nost di sagreenent
anong principals. Sone had used them for trial periods but found they
made no difference; another school thought them inportant enough to pay
for a security service fromP & C funds. The main problemis that

they provide only a linited service and to catch intruders security
personnel need to be on the spot. Sone principals, on the basis of
their own experience, believe that resident caretakers are the best
deterrent to intruders particularly during school holidays.



PART V - DI SCUSSI ON CF FI NDI NGS

As pointed out in the introduction to Part 111, there were a nunber of difficulties in
interpreting the data because of the lack of precise termnology for reporting incidents,
the large nunber of inconplete reports and the lack of uniformty in the policies of
reporting or non-reporting followed by schools.

The requirenents of the Education Departnment with respect to reporting incidents of
vandalismand illegal entry are difficult to specify. It appeared, from the comrents
of school principals, that they are encouraged rather than instructed to report all
incidents. The consequence of a systemallowi ng discretion in reporting is that the
statistical collection fails to give a true account of the extent and nature of the
problemas it exists. This is conmpounded by the other difficulties mentioned.

The terns used in describing the incidents have not been clearly defined and therefore
are subject to interpretation both by the person conpleting the formand the person
collecting and analysing the information. For instance, illegal entry nay be a forced
entry into a school building or sinply soneone wal king through the grounds; vandalism
may be a window broken accidentally by children playing or by a thief to gain entry.
Anot her exanple is the node of entry: in some cases, only the initial point of entry is
indicated, in others the offender's progress through the school is detailed.

Al so there was a considerabl e nunber of fornms with certain itens not conpleted and there
diu not appear to be a consistent pattern of followup to obtain this information. Two
significant itens frequently not conpleted or conpleted very sketchily were 'Mde of

entry" and "Particulars of Damage to Buildings". Qher itens included on the the formwere
al nost inpossible for the schools to answer; for example the actual tine of the incident
and the costs of damage. A nunber of recommendations about the nmethod of collecting
statistics are given in Part VI.

Simlar difficulties of termnology and reporting practices were frequently nentioned in
the literature, particularly in studies attenpting to neasure the amount of school -rel ated
crime and to identify trends. However, despite problens of definition and neasurenent

whi ch make comparison difficult, a simlar pattern of results has been found in the

N.S.W study (summary of findings p.27) as in other studies. Therefore, while there nust
be sone doubt about the accuracy and reliability of the data, overall some inportant

concl usi ons can be nmade when the results are considered in the light of the comments

of school principals and the literature on school vandalismand crime.

The Extent of the Problem

The problemof illegal entry and vandalismto schools as reported, does not appear to be
wi despread in New South Wal es; less than 40% of schools reported any incidents at all
during the period of the study and of these alnmost half reported only one incident.
Throughout the state, only the 5.8% of schools who reported nore than five incidents woul d
appear to have a serious problem There are significant variations between the
metropolitan and country areas, within netropolitan areas and between different types of
school s for which explanations nust be sought. ne possible explanation is that the
variations are due, not to factors affecting the particular school area but result from
different reporting policies of schools. It is apparent fromthe discussions wth school
principals that nost schools experience a certain amount of ninor nuisance vandal i smthat
it is not consistently reported; although, principals differed as towhat they neant by
"mnor". However, there is no evidence that nore serious incidents, including incidents

of actual entry or theft, are not being reported. The under-reporting of mnor incidents
certainly affects the rate for individual schools and for particular areas. Estimates from
principals of the nunber of incidents not been reported ranged fromone or two a year to
several each week. In the survey reported by Sturman (1978) it was estimated that there
were two and a half times as many incidents of damage occurring as were reported to the
Wirks Departnent. This, however, was based on only ten schools in one area.

It is considered likely that school policies about reporting are affected by the nunber
of incidents as well as the seriousness of individual incidents. For instance, if there
are several incidents a week, principals nmay decide to report everything so that the cost
can be recouped or security can be increased; or they may decide to report only the nost
serious and costly to save the tine and effort involved in the reporting procedure, or to



protect the school's reputation. Variations in the rate of illegal entry and vancLjiMi
in particular areas, may be due as much to the reporting policies of individual schools
in the area as to the actual size of the problem

Overall,the pattern of illegal entry and vandalism over the state, as shown by the data
and the interviews, nmust be considered to be a fair indication of the extent of the
problem The nost serious problemexists in certain Sydney netropolitan areas which,
during the study period, had the highest rate of reported incidents per nunber of schools.
Again, there is considerable variation within these areas, partly due to individual school
policies on reporting but also, it is suggested, to the particular situation of sone
school s. The probl emnost seriously affects secondary schools which, in both netropolitan
and country areas, have a much higher rate of reporting than primary schools (Table 1.2).

Simlar results have been found in other surveys of school-related crinme. For exanple,

the U S. Safe School Study Report found that the najor problemwas in the cities. One other
interesting finding fromthis study was that, within netropolitan areas, the greatest
problemwas in the suburban rather than urban (inner-city areas). O the school principals
interviewed inthe U 'S. study 75%reported only a mnor problem 17%only a noderately serious
probl em and 8% a very serious problem (15% of city schools and 6% of small town or rura)
school s). Again the probl emwas npst serious in secondary schools.

It is not possible fromthe data, which covers only one year, to establish whether or not
the problemis increasing in NS.W However, the majority of principals interviewed
stated that, apart from occasional upsurges, the pattern of illegal entry and vandalism
did not vary greatly fromyear to year. The evidence fromthe literature is inconclusive;
on this point.

Types of O fences

The categorisation of incidents into four types - illegal entry, vandalism theft, arson -
presented a problemin the analysis of the data as the terns were obviously widely
interpreted. Many incidents involved a nunber of features and it was frequently difficult
to identify the precise nature of an incident fromthe information supplied on the report
form Again, nost other studies have encountered sinilar difficulties, pointing to the
need for a nore precise termnology and better guidelines for reporting.

Fromthe data, it was determned that just over half of the reported incidents involved some
vandal i sm and just under half involved theft. Wen reporting incidents,principals usually
narked the "vandal i smf category on the formto indicate that there had been danage to

school property. This may have included accidental damage or danage caused as a neans of
gaining entry, as well as the"wanton and malicious" type of danage usually inplied by the
word vandalism It is interesting that only a snall proportion of reported incidents were of
vandal i smal one wi th no acconpanying break-in or theft. The actual proportion is probably
hi gher as generally principals indicated that mnor acts of vandalismwere not reported;
however, it was difficult to obtain a consensus of opinion as to what was a mnor offence.
Usually it appeared to have been derided on the question of cost rather than the nature of
the of fence.

Al though theft was recorded in less than half of the incidents reported, it is likely that
the actual proportion where theft was the nmotive was nuch higher. For instance, nmany of the

attenmpted illegal entries and illegal entries,into the grounds (Table 2.1) woul d have been
thwarted break-in attenpts. Principals were al nost unaninmously of the opinion that nost
illegal entries, and the resulting danmage, were for the purposesof stealing. |In Cohen's

termnol ogy therefore, mobst school vandalismcan be described as "acquisitive". This is
supported by the finding that nost of the damage reported is consistent with forced entry
(Table 5.1).

In regard to the other categories of vandalismdiscussed by Cohen, there is evidence from

the interviews particularly, that incidents of all types occur fromtine to time. For

i nstance, nost of the m nor damage not reported involves damage to the outside of buil dings
and to the school grounds which, in sone cases nay be deliberate, but nmay also result from

children playing or local residents wal king through the school. . Also, there may be a
smal | anount of malicious or vindictive vandalismnotivated by frustration or the desire
for revenge. Incidents of this type are usually fairly obvious and spectacul ar but may al so

be quite mnor and difficult to distinguish fromaccidental damage. The question of cause
and notivation will be returned to again in the discussion on security and preventive nmeasures
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One type of offence of particular concern is arson and the statistical and descriptive
information required on these incidents is not adequately covered by the Illegal Entry
Report, nor is it certain that all such incidents are reported in this wa,. particularly
those where the direct cause is uncertain, that is whether it is deliberate or accidental.
Al t hough the number of these offences is small conpared to the other types, arson is

seen as the nost "serious" offence both in terns of cost and disruption to education.

The Pattern of O fences

It was found that incidents of illegal entry and vandalismwere nost likely tc occur on
weekends and holidays which is consistent with findings from other studies. Schools with
a nore serious problem nay experience incidents regularly during the week but generally
the pattern was for offences to take place over the weekend ana be discovered on Monday
nmorning. Sone principals reported a problem after |ate-night shopping on Thursdays
particularly if the school was located in a commercial area. There was no evidence from
the data or the interviews tbat Theft or vandalismoccurred to any great extent during
school hours; nost incidents involved forced entry although some of the incidents where
the method of 7 entry was not known may have been during the school day. However, one of the
difficulties of accurately analysing the time pattern was again the inconsistency in the
manner of reporting. It may be that petty theft and minor vandalismin schooltine is
not viewed as a breach of security and therefore not reported. Another factor considered

inmportant in determining notive is the section of the school that is the target. It was
found that the adm nistration area was particularly at risk.
CGeneral ly, the design of the formis not adequate for the recording of descriptive
information about an incident such as the various sections of the school involved and the
met hods of entry particularly if there were nmultiple points of entry. These, in fact,
were the items on the formnost frequently not conpleted. This problem applies also to
ne information on equi pnent and property damaged or stolen. There appeared to be a
nultiplicity of fornms used by schools for recording this information and there must be
doubt about the relevance of some of the itens for security. In the intervieiws, many
of the principals expressed frustration about being asked to supply information on costs
whi ch was sinply not available to them

The information on the type of danage resulting from incidents of illegal entry was
interesting in that relatively few reported incidents involved deliberate and sensel ess
damage, rather npbst damage was caused during the forced entry. There were a nunber of
incidents of serious internal danmage to schools (apart fromthe cases of arson) but again
usually only very sketchy information was supplied in the report. Simlarly, the details
on items stolen was not supplied in any standard way although the information that was
avai |l abl e supports the conclusion that theft rather than vandalismis the prinmary notive
for school illegal entries; for instance a certain degree of planning would be required
to steal large pieces of electrical equipnent. In other cases of course it would appear
to be a question of taking whatever came to hand particularly if no noney could be found.

Costs of Illegal Entry and Vandalism

It has proved alnost inpossible to calculate the actual costs resulting fromincidents of
illegal entry and vandalismto schools. At best, a rough estinmate based on infornmation
supplied for incidents reported puts the mininum cost of repairs to building and

equi prent and repl acenent of stolen equipment at about $600,000 for the year of the study.
To this nust be added the costs from minor incidents not reported (including a |arge

amount of broken glass; and nmore significantly, the cost of damage resulting from incidents
of arson ranging fromminor damage to the total destruction of a school.

The nunber of such incidents is small in proportion to other types of incidents but the cost
is obviously nuch greater. For instance, in three cases of arson reported, the costs were
estimated at $18,000, $20,000 and $60,000. The U.S. Senate Subconmittee Report (1974) gave
the followi ng breakdown of how the school vandalism dollar is consumed: equipnent theft
15.4% property destruction 19.6% glass breakage 25.4% fire danage 39.6% On this basis,
the annual costs of illegal entry and vandalism would be around $1 million dollars in N.S.W

Informati on on costs becomes inportant when nmeasures for prevention and security are being
considered. If a large part of the cost results fromfire damage then perhaps nore should be
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spent on firealarns and firefighting equipnent and |ess on security equi prent and services.
On the other hand, perhaps nore should be spent on preventing access to schools in the

first place. Unfortunately, there appears to have been very little attention paid by the
authorities here or overseas, to the question of the cost effectiveness of security measures
and, until nore detailed and accurate information on costs is available, this situation wll
not change.

Security measures and Strategies for Prevention

There are four main types of security measures in use in NS W schools: external security
lighting, burglar alarns, strong roons, and security service personnel. One objective

of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of these neasures in preventing

illegal entries and vandalism However, it was not possible to achieve this fromthe data
available; not only for the reasons of inconsistency in reporting nentioned earlier but also,
because the use of the security neasure was not related to the situation at the time of the
incident, particularly in regard to the place and the method of entry. The principals

i nterviewed gave varying opinions on the deterrent effects of these measures and/or their
useful ness in detecting offenders. Generally, their effect could not be isolated from other
factors contributing to the incident such as the design of the school buildings and the
school 's location, and the notivation of the offender. Therefore, it is not possible to
concl ude whet her one security nmeasure is nore effective than another in deterring woul d-be-
thi eves and vandal s.

Many of the schools surveyed had adopted special measures to deter intruders and protect
property. These included renoving areas of scrub, naking "dark corners" nore visible,

bl ocki ng of f points of easy access (e.g. nailing up gound floor wi ndows, erecting security
gates within the schools), systens for key control, internal |ighting at night,

nei ghbour hood wat chers; all these nmeasures are ainmed at reducing opportunity for offences
to be coomitted. Sone schools with a serious vandalism problemhad taken a w der view and
were |ooking at social and educational neasures such as encouragi ng the use of the school
by the community, review ng the admnistration of the school and fostering "school spirit".

The great difficulty with assessing security neasures and deciding on strategies is the very
low rate of detection and apprehension of offenders involved. It was not possible, for
exanple, to determne if schools which regularly used a security service, had a greater rate
of detection of offenders than schools which did not. The principals interviewed had varying
opi nions, based on their own know edge and experience, of the identity of school intruders.
Ceneral ly they thought that those nost often responsible were local children and teenagers,
unenpl oyed youths and ex-students rather than current pupils of the school. Pupils playing in
the grounds both in and outside of school hours may have been responsible for nost of the
acci dental damage but not for vandalising and stealing. In the literature on vandalism
there has been considerabl e discussion of the social and psychol ogi cal characteristics of
vandal s. However these findings may not necessarily apply to the type of person whose

notive is theft rather than danage. Until nore offenders are caught few conclusions can be
nade about the school vandal .

Very little information was obtainable, either fromthe Illegal Entry Reports or the school
interviews about the environmental or situational variables surrounding the target which
have become the focus of nmuch of the research on school related crine. These include the
external (design, location) and internal (school popul ation, nethod of adm nistration,
educati onal achi everrents) environmental variables of the individual school. Until data on
these factors can be collected and anal ysed on a nmuch w der scale than was attenpted here,
questions on effectiveness of security measures and strategies for prevention of illegal
entry and vandal i smnust remain open.
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PART VI : CONCLUSI ONS AND RECOMMVENDATI ONS

The main conclusions fromthe findings are summarised bel ow but it shoul d be enphasi sed
again that this study was of reported incidents and not of all incidents occurring at
school s. Therefore, the conclusions and the subsequent recommendati ons are general
rather than specific.

GONCLUSI ONS

1. The major problemfacing NS.W schools is not vandalismas such but illegal entries
and attenpted illegal entries for the purposes of theft; danmage to buildings and
property often results fromthese incidents.

2. The problemis not evenly distributed throughout the state but is principally a
serious problemonly for particular schools in certain metropolitan areas.

3. There is evidence (fromthis study and other research) that factors exist in some
areas and within individual schools that contribute to high levels of offences
agai nst schools and that nore investigation of these factors is needed before
effective strategies for prevention can be deternined.

4. The use and effectiveness of security neasures cannot be considered without
reference to the design and |ocation of the school, the type of offence and the
state of security at the time of the offence.

5. As there is so little know edge about the identity of offenders, the enphasis
nmust necessarily be on determning effective strategies for preventing the offence
(reducing the opportunity) rather than on apprehending the offender.

6. Overall, the present systemof reporting incidents of illegal entry and vandalism
is not adequate to answer questions about the extent and cost of the problem
effective security neasures, appropriate school design and |location; all essential
factors in deternmining strategies for prevention.

RECOMMVENDATI ONS

This study had three nain objectives (see Part |) and the conclusions and the
recomendati ons which follow are related to howwell it has been possible to achieve
these obj ecti ves.

First Cbjective: To evaluate the Departnent of Education's collection of statistical
information relating to actual occurrences of vandalismin schools.

It was found that data on vandalismcould not be anal ysed separately fromdata on
other types of incidents and therefore the study included all reported of fences
agai nst schools. There are a nunber of inadequacies in the statistical collection
caused by the present system of reporting by schools.

(i) the lack of a consistent policy for reporting: school principals exercise a
consi derabl e amount of discretion particularly in regard to the reporting
of incidents.

(ii) the manner of reporting: there is great variation in the termnol ogy used
and in the interpretation of critical terns such as vandalismand so on.
Also as there is such a range of incidents occurring there appears to be a need
for a different method of reporting for different categories of incidents.
For exanple, the Illegal Entry Report is not adequate for reporting major
fire damage and is too cunbersome and time-consumng for reporting everyday
mnor incidents. There is also great variation in the nanner of supplying
suppl enmentary informati on such as details and costs of itens stolen.

(iii) the design of the form this presents considerable problens for the
statistical analysis of data, particularly in regard to the need for data
to be coded for conputing. Al so, data on some itens cannot be supplied by
schools and there is sone doubt about the relevancy of other itens to
consi der ati onsof security and overall policy formulation. The form does




not allow for sufficient descriptive reporting of the circunstances of
an incident and of damage resulting fromit.

(iv) the procedure for followup of incidents: there docs not appear to he any-
consistent follow up, particularTy in regard to obtaining information on
costs, or on police action to investigate the incident and apprehend
of fenders.

Recomrendat i ons

1. Quidelines should be prepared and issued to schools on the types of incidents that nust
be reported and the manner of reporting; inportant ternms to be precisely defined,

2. The report formshould be redesigned to allow direct coding of factual data for
conputer analysis, while allowing for sufficient descriptive reporting of the incident.
Note: It is not proposed to make specific reconmendations here as to how the form
shoul d be redesigned as this could be more appropriately undertaken by officers of the
Education Departnent. However, two suggestions are that

(a) a plan of the school be submitted with each incident report indicating the
point (s) of entry, and sections of the school where danage occurred

(b) a checklist of the common types of damage and of school equi pment commonly stol en
shoul d be provided with each formso that reporting is consistent.

3. Separate forms or systenms of reporting should be designed for different categories
of incidents. For exanple:

(a) a general report formfor incidents of illegal entry and attenpted illegal
entry

(b) a special report formfor incidents of major damage (above a certain estinmated
cost)

(c) a separate systemof reporting incidents of arson (in addition to information
supplied on the general report if associated with an illegal entry)

(d) a diary systemof recording details of minor incidents (strictly defined) to
be maintained by schools and a report subnitted to the Departnent, for exanple,
at the end of each termunless circunstances warrant otherw se.

4. Aformal followup procedure should be devised for obtaining information on costs,
stolen itens, police and court action that is not available at the tinme of first
reporting the incident.

Second Objective: To deternine the use of the collection for policy formulation

It was concluded fromthis study that the major problem facing schools is illegal entry
and theft rather than vandalism and that the size of the problemvaries considerably
fromplace to place and school to school. These are both critical issues in the

fornmul ation of policy when decisions nade about the need for security may conflict with
educational objectives including the type of environment necessary for learning to take
place. Under the present system as has been stated, the Department is not being supplied
with accurate and reliable information of sufficient detail on which to base policy
decisions particularly those relating to strategies for prevention - physical, social and
educational - which have been discussed.

oviously, there is only a limted anount that schools can do to solve the social
problens that lead to crine but a great deal nore could be done to protect schools and
prevent crime if adequate data was available. In particular, there is insufficient
information on:

(a) the cost of illegal entries and vandalismto schools in terms of property
damage and theft of equi pnent.



(b) the social cost in terra of disruption to education and the effect on the
i mage of the school as seen by staff, students and the comunity.

(c) the identity of offenders and their motivation
(d) design factors in school buildings which contribute to the problem

(e) socio-economc characteristics of the area in which the school is |ocated
and fromwhich it draws its students.

This situation would be partially renedied by the redesign of the reporting system al ong
the lines already reconmended but further steps should al so be taken.

Recommendat i ons

1. pjectives should be formulated for the collection and anal ysis of data on of fences
agai nst schools so that decisions about school design and security can be based on fact
rather than assunption.

2. A questionnaire should be sent to all schools requesting information on the nature
and extent of the problemin each school, characteristics of the school and its
environment and policies followed by the school in dealing with any probl em that
may exist.

Note: The interviews with school principals conducted as part of this study proved
to be a very valuabl e source of infornation.

3. A detailed investigation should be undertaken in individual schools consistently
reporting a serious problemthis should include all factors shown to be rel evant
to the problem social, educational, physical and environmental.

Third Oojective: To identify factors associated with security problens in schools and to
evaluate the effectiveness of existing security neasures

Again, as with every other aspect of this problem the infornation being collected is not
adequate to answer questions about security. There is a considerable lack of detail about
the exact nature of incidents occurring in schools; the nethod of entry, place of entry,
tinme of day and so on. In particular there is very little information on the state of
security in the school around the tine an incident occurs. It is not enough to know that
a school has a burgler alarminstalled; it is also necessary to know where the alarmis
installed and whether it was in operation at the tine.

Al so, individual schools appear to a large extent to be naking their own decisions about the
need for internal and external security neasures; for exanple, the use of internal |ighting
at night, the hiring of security peronnel, use of strong roons for val uabl e equi pnent etc.
Unfortunately there is insufficient data for determning the cost-effectiveness of different
types of security measures yet it would seemto be inportant that the cost of security is
not greater than the likely cost of danage or | oss.

Recommendat i ons

1. Asurvey shoul d be conducted of security neasures (external and internal) in use in schools
throughout the state.
Note this could be in conjunction with the questionnaire suggested above or carried out
separately.

2. An evaluation should be made of the various security measures available in relation to cost,
design factors and materials, school |ocation, internal school environemmt, nunber and
type of incidents occurring and the cost of such incidents, in order to deternine the cost-
effectiveness of security neasures.

Finally, two inportant points should be nade again. First, that overseas research has found

a sinlar situation of inconsistencies and unreliability in the reporting of school -rel ated

of fences and that no conprehensive sol uti onshave yet been found for obtaining adequate information
on either the nature and extent of the problemor howto prevent it. Second, the probl em of

vandal i sm and ot her school crine should not be conpletely isolated fromthe problemexisting in
whol e communi ty.
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(b) ILLEGAL ENTRY STURY

REVISED QUCSTIONS FOR CODING FROM “ILLEGAL ENTRY REFORTS™

Serial Nmnber.mmmm

Type of School.......... b ......;....................................E]
1 Infants/Primary/5.5.P.
2 Secondary

3 Central
4 Other

School Area Code,,...... Crerrrsear i et eraredanisaaresara ey m
1 Central Metropolitan

2 Liverpool

3 Metropolitan West
4 North Sydney

5 51, George

6 Hunter

7 KBorth Coast
8 North ¥West

9 Riverina

0 South Coast
1 Western

Schocl Code,..... .

Kas offence reported to police..‘........‘...............................E:]
1 Yes
Z No
3 Not Stated

Date of Report......

Who detected offence.....................................................[:]
1 Member of schoel staff
2 Cleaner/General Assistant/Caretaker
3 Police/Security/Fire Brigade
4 Other
5 Mame only
6 Noi stated

Time offence detected {To nearest hour)(01-24, 99 not known/not stated1E][:]

Date offence detected (99/99/%9 not known/not stated)...... DEIDDGD

Type of Offence.. ... .ciivirrvnenrrarcsnrsrrencans T SO B |
1 an jllegal entry to a building
2 an attempied illegal entry to building
3 an entry to the grounds only
4 not certain/not stated

Mode of entry to building ( code 1 in relevant box/boxes )
Not relevant......

el ss T I EaF At a TR AA TR AT rFA R A r AT s e Fr A d

SChOOl OPEM. ittt seranrosransssasrrsssnmrasasstsansrrannenns

Boor - open/not Locked. ..v..ioivuercaoaesrnaronrasucrrannon R
= forced/ DTo N .. i vva i sttt s b e sy
- ather..... e it et e eaeNtemarasasrae At
- not specified........ iRt nais et it eereen
Window - open/not locked........ ieaeeaa A .

« forced/broken. c.. i iiiiiiaannaan

- louvres/glass removed......cconirrarnstcsarera-icane

- ather........ .

= not specified. uiiiniienrrieir it .
Canteen roller shutter,..

- Other............ aeenan

~ Not specified/nOt KNOWA, .vveenrimesnsensnnnnsanns .n

PR R AR E YR Yoot E AN a wEEEEERAR

e LA EEEEREE]




APPENDI X |

Q 13

Q 14

Q15
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(b) (continued)

Darmage to school (code 1 in relevant boxes)
A, School surrounds
Fences/ gat es
Qut si de furniture/equi pnent.
Q her (speci fy)
O eaning only

B. Buildings
Broken Glass . ... ... ... .. ... ..
Door/Door frames. ... ... .. ... ... . .
WindovWindow frames . ... ... ... . ... ..
Protective screen/wire meh .. ... .. ..
Locks/latches . ... ... ... ... . ... .
Walls/ceiling(include cleaning) .. .. ..
Floor/floor covering(include cleaning)
Roof/guttering .. .............. .. . . .
Other(specify). ..................... ..
Unspecified damege .. ... ... .. .. . ..

C. Property
Furniture/fittings
Equi pent / suppl i es
O her (speci fa/)
Unspecified damage ..~ .

Equi prent / Property stol en(code 1 in relevant box/boxes)

Electrical - sound/recording/T.V.; P A speakers/supplies

ot her (power tools, fans etc.)

Caner as/ suppl i es

Qut si de furniture/equipnent (including sports)

I nside furnitute/equi pment
O ass suppl i es/ equi prent

Money

Food

Qt her (speci fy)
Unspeci i ed

Cost of equi pment/property damaged or stol en
Donated .... ... ... ... ....... ..
Departnental . .
Personal. . o

Canteen .........
Not specified

Suspects....
1 Not stated
2 No suspects
3 Suspects mentioned
4 Suspects apprehended/ charged/ cauti oned
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APPENDIX IIX

TABLE I
Number of Schools which Total Number of I.E.R.'s Number of I.E.R.'s

Total Number of Schools Submitted I.E.R.'s Submitted Submitted per School

IfP Bec. Cen, Total 1/P Sec. Cen, Total /P Sec., Cen. Total Qne Two Three GSiXto Over
AREA/TNSPECTORATE No. % No. % ’ No. % tofive tem  ten
Central Metropolitan
Ashfield 13 4 - 17 10,5 2 3 - 12 12,8 19 13 - 32 10,2 4 4 3 1 -
Burweod 16 5 - 21 13,0 8 4 - 12 12.8 11 Il - 22 7.0 7 4 - 1 -
Hunters Hill 15 5 - 20 12,3 6 3 - 9 2.4 35 4 - 3g 12,5 4 1 2 1 1
Marrickville 9 5 - i4 8,6 6 S - 11 11.7 25 26 - 51 16.3 1 2 4 4 -
Randwick 17 7 - 24 14,8 11 7 - 18 191 58 36 - 84 30,0 5 3 3 4 3
Ryde 13 5 - 18 11,1 8 2 - 10 10.6 11 14 - 25 8.0 5 3 - 2 -
Sydney City 2) R - 25 15.4 7 4 - 11 11.7 14 11 - 25 2,0 S 1 5 - -
Noocllahra 13 3 - 16 9.9 3 3 - 8 8.5 14 5 - 19 4§.1 5 - 2 1 -
C.M. Infants 7 - - 7 4.3 3 = - 3 3.2 & - - 6 1.9 1 1 1 - -
TOTAL 123 39 - 162 110.Q 63 kil - Q4 100,00 193 120 ~ 313 10,0 37 19 20 14 4
Liverpool
Bankstown 12 3 - 15 9.0 8 2 - 10 9.0 12 3 - 15 4.6 8 1 1 - -
Birrong 6 3 - 9 5.4 & 1 - 6 5.4 7 11 - 18 55 3 2 - - 1
Cabramatta 8 4 - 12 7.2 7 4 - 11 9.9 13 11 - 24 7.3 4 3 4 - -
Camden 20 2 - 24 14,3 4 2 - 6 5.4 5 pd - 7 2,15 1 - - -
Campbelltown 21 5 - 26 15.6 11 5 - 16 14,4 26 14 - 40 12,2 5 3 7 1 -
East Hills 12 4 - 16 2.6 11 2 " 13 1.7 25 2 - 27 8.2 7 3 2 1 -
Fairfield 15 4 - 19 11.4 12 3 - 15 13.5 49 11 - 6a 18,2 5 4 Z 3 1
Liverpool 19 5 - 24 14,3 12 5 B 17 15,3 28 19 - 47 14,3 10 1 3 3 -
Miller 16 & " 22 13,2 12 5 - 17 15,3 &7 24 - 91 27.7 4 3 5 2 3
TOTAL 120 38 - 167 100.0 82 29 - 111 100.0 232 97 - 329 100.G 51 21 24 10 5

L¥



Appendix IIT - Table T ... .
Number of Schools which — Total Number of I,E,R.'s  MNumber of L.E.R.'s

Total Number of Schools Submitted I,E.R.'s Submi tted Submitted per School
I/P Sec. Cen. Total I/P Sec. Cen. Total I/P Sec, Cen, Total One Two Three Six to Gver

AREA INSPECTORATE No. % Ho. % No. % to five ten ten
Metropelitan West

Blacktown North 14 4 - 18 7.7 1G 3 - 15 10.7 35 23 - 58 15,3 4 2 3 3 1
Blacktown South 13 4 - 17 7.2 7 2 - 2 7.4 23 7 - 30 7.9 3 - 4 2 -
Castle Hill 14 4 - 18 7.7 5 3 - 8 6.6 10 8 - 18 4.7 3 2 3 - -
Granville 11 3 - 14 8.0 9 2 - 11 9.1 20 4 - 24 6.3 7 - 3 1 -
Merrylands 11 3 - 14 6.0 5 2 - 8 6.6 7 4 - 11 2.9 5 3 - - -
Mount Druitt 9 4 - 13 5.5 9 3 - 12 9.9 48 24 - 75 18,3 3 1 2 2 4
Parramatta 18 6 - 24 10.2 g 3 - 12 9.9 18 g - 26 6.9 5 3 4 - -
Pendle Hill 13 3 - 16 6.8 6 - - & 5.0 14 - - 14 3.7 3 - 3 - -
Penrith 27 5 - 32 13.6 11 3 - 14 11.6 24 6 - 30 7.9 5 4 5 - -
Shalvey 7 2 - 9 3.8 <] 2 - 8 6.6 42 10 - 52 13,7 1 - 3 3 1
S5t. Marys 20 4 - 24 10,2 9 3 - 12 9.9 16 15 - 31 8.2 4 3 4 1 -
Windsor 32 4 - 36 15.3 1 - 8 6.6 8 4 - 12 3.2 6 1 1 - -
TOTAL 189 46 - 235 100.0 94 27 - 121 100.0 266 113 - 379 100.0 49 19 35 12 6
North Sydney

Avalon 12 4 - 16 7.6 9 4 - 13 11.7 33 23 ~ a2 22,9 5 1 2 4 13
Beecroft 17 4 - 21 10.0 7 i - 2 8.1 8 3 - 11 4.1 702 - - -
Chatswood 7 2 - 9 4.3 6 2z - 8 7.2 9 10 - 19 7.0 5 1 H 1 -
Frenchs Forest 14 4 - 18 8.6 5 3 - 8 7.2 11 13 - 24 8.9 2 1 4 1 -
Gordon 16 3 - 19 9.0 E 1 - 6 5.4 8 V4 - 10 3.7 2 4 - - -
Gesford 25 4 - 29 13.8 10 2 - 12 10,8 23 3 - 26 2.6 5 3 4 - -
Hornsbhy 19 4 - 23 11.0 12 4 - 16 14.4 24 12 - 36 13,3 6 7 2 1 -
Manly 14 4 - 18 3.6 10 4 - 14 12.6 21 7 - 28 10,3 8 2 3 1 -
North Sydney 19 6 - 25 11.9 9 4 - 13 11.7 18 13 - 311 11.4 5 4 3 1 -
Wyong 27 5 - 32 15.2 8 4 - 12 10,8 15 9 - 24 8.9 7 2 3 - -
TOTAL 170 40 - 210 100.0 &1 30 - 111 106.0 176 95 - 271 100.9 52 27 22 9 1

gy



Appendix ITI - Table I,.. ]

Number of Schools which Total Number of I.E.R.'s Number of 1.E.R.'s

Total Mumber of Schools  Submitted T.E.R,'s $ubmitted Submitted per School
I/P Sec. Cen, Total I/P Sec, Cen, Total I/P Sec, Cen, Total One Two Three Six to Qver

AREA INSPECTORATE o, % No, % Mo, % to five ten ten
5t. Georgs
Arncliffe 11 2 - 13 10,1 ] 1 - 7 8,5 13 1 -~ 14 7.8 4 1 2 - -
Cronulla 18 5 - 23 17.8 10 1 - 11 14,9 13 1 - 14 7.8 ] 3 - - -
Hurstville 12 5 - 17 13.2 4 - 12 16,2 17 b4 - 26 14,4 6 2 4 - -
Kogarah is 3 - 18 13.9 2 - g 12,2 21 6 -~ 27 15,0 3 1 5 - -
lakemba 11 5 - 16 12,4 2 - 9 12,2 26 7 -~ 33 18.3 - 2 7 - -
Sutherland 18 4 - 22 17,1 10 4 - 14 18,9 17 14 - 31 17,2 5 6 2 1 -
Sylvania 16 4 - 20 15.5 8 4 - 12 16,2 14 21 - 3% 19.4 6 3 2 -
TOTAL 101 28 - 129 100,0 56 18 - 74 100,0 121 59 - 180 100,0 32 18 22 1
Hunter
Great Lakes 25 4 1 30 11,6 ] 2 1 g 12,3 11 4 1 16 10.1 5 2 2 - -
Lake Macquarie 32 5 - 37 14,3 7 3 - 10 13,7 1 5 - 21 13,2 6 - 3 1 -
Maitland 38 4 - 42 16.2 G 2z - g 11.0 9 5 - 14 8.8 5 1 2 - -
Muswellbrook 32 3 1 36 13,9 4 2 - 6 3.2 5 8 - 13 8.2 3 1 2 - -
Newcastle Central 22 4 - 26 10,0 9 3 - 12 16,4 15 5 - 20 126 6 4 2 - -
Neweastle North 25 4 - 29 11.2 s 3 - 3 11.0 12 & - 18 11.3 5 1 1 1 -
Newcastle South 23 4 - 27 10.4 11 4 - 15 20.5 34 15 - 49 30.3 6 it 4 4 -
Newcastle West 28 4 - 32 12,4 3 2 - 5 6.8 4 4 - 8 5.0 301 1 - -
TOTAL 225 32 2 255 100.0 51 21 1 73 100.0 106 52 I 159 100,0 3 11 17 G -
North Coast
Casino 41 2 3 46 17.6 1 2 P 5 11.9 1 3 3 7T 9.2 3 2 - - -
Coffs Harbour 24 5 1 30 11.5 4 4 - 8 19.0 5 12 - 17 22.4 4 z 2 - -
Grafton 28 3 1 32 12.3 1 3 1 5 11.9 1 & 1 8 10.5 2 > - - -
Kempsey 32 3 - 35 13.4 5 2 - 7 16,7 6 - 10 13.2 5 1 1 - "
Lismore 41 4 1 46 17.6 4 4 - B 19.0 6 - 15 19,7 4 2 2 - -

av



Appendix III - Table I...

Number of Schools which Total number of IFR’s Mumber of I.E.R.'s

Total Number of Schoels Submitted I,E,R,'s Submitted Submitted per School

I/P Sec, Cen, Total I/P Sec., Cen, Total i/F, Sec, Len. Total One Two Three Sixto Over
AREA INSPECTORATE No. % No. % No. % wfive ten ten
Murwillumbah 35 3 - 38 14,6 2 2 - 4 9.5 2z 7 - 9 11.8 2 1 1 - -
Taree 30 3 1 34 13.0 3 2 -5 11,9 3 7 - 10 13,2 3 1 1 - -
TOTAL 231 23 7 261 100,06 20 19 3 42 100.0 24 48 4 76 100,0 23 12 7 - -
North West
Armidale 20 2 2 Z4 15,6 4 2 1 7 o21.9 4 6 2 12 26,1 4 1 2 - -
Coonakarabran 9 3 7 19 12,3 4 - b & 18.8 7 - 1 8 17.4 5 - i - -
Gunnedah 24 2 1 27 17.5 2 1 1 4 12,5 3 2 2 7 15.2 1 3 - - -
Inverell 16 4 3 23 14.9 2 3 - 5 15.6 2 4 - 6 13,0 4 1 - - -
Moree 17 3 3 23 14.9 2 1 - 3 9.4 3 1 - 4 87 2 1 - - - .
Tamworth North 18 2 4 24 15.6 - - 2 2 6.3 - - 2 2 43 2 - - - - e
Tamworth South 111 3 - 14 9,1 3 2 - 5 15.6 3 3 - 7 15,2 3 2 - - -
TOTAL 115 19 20 154 100.0 17 9 6 32 100.0 23 16 7 46 100.0 21 8 3 - -
Riverina
Aibury 23 b - 28 13.5 6 4 - 10 20.90 48 10 - 58 45.0 7 - - 2 1
Broken Hill 9 1 - 10 4.8 1 1 - 2 4.0 4 1 - 5 3.9 1 - i - -
Deniliquin 24 3 3 30 14.5 3 2 2 7 14,0 5 4 z2 11 g.5 3 4 - - -
Griffith 23 3 1 27 13,0 2 1 - K 6.0 2 4 - 6 4.7 2 - 1 - -
Narrandera 21 3 4 28 13.5 2 2 1 5 10.0 3 5 1 9 7.0 K) 1 1 - -
Temora 20 3 a 27 13.0 2 2 1 5 10.0 2 2 1 5 39 5 - - - -
Tumut 27 4 1 3215.5 5§ 4 1 10 20,0 6 4 4 14 10,8 8 1 1 - -
Wagpa Wagga 21 3 1 25 12,1 & - 8 16.0 9 12 - 21 16,3 5 - 2 -
TOTAL 168 25 14 207 We.0 27 18 5 50 100.0 79 42 £ 129 100.0 a6 & 3 1



Mppendix TIT - Table 1,..

Number ¢f Schools which Tetal Numbers of ILE.R's Number ©of I.E.R.'s

Total Number of Schogls Submitted I.E.R.'s Snubmitted Submitted per School

T/P Sec. Cen. Total I/ Sec, Cen. Total 1/? Sec, CTen. Total One Two Three Six to Over
AREA INSPECTORATE No. % No. % Ne. % to five ten ten
South Coast
Bega 35 4 1 30 13.8 3 4 -7 BE6 5 - 153 5 1 r - -
Bowral 27 3 - 30 13.8 6 3 - 0% 111 & 9 - 17 8.2 5 2 2 - -
Cooma 17 3 2022 10,1 3 2 2 7 8.6 4 3 3 w43 4 3 - - -
Carrimal 21 3 - 24 111 8 2 -1 123 12 10 - 2z1g.6 6 1 2 1 -
Dapto 11 4 - 15 6.9 7 1 - 8 9.9 30 1z - 42 24,3 1 2 2 2 i
Goulburn 24 3 - 27 12.4 4 2 - B 7.4 7 2 - 9 4.3 4 1 1 - -
Nowra 21 3 - 24 11.1 [ 2 - 8 9.9 8 6 - 14 6.8 5 - 3 - -
Sheliharbour 14 4 - 18 5.3 8 z - 10 12,3 32 7 - 3918,8 5 - 1 3 1
Wollongong 22 5 - 27 12,84 11 5 - 16 19,8 31 - 12 - 4320.8 5 3 7 1 -
TOTAL 132 32 3 217 100.0 Sa 23 2 81 100,0 138 66 3 207100,040 13 19 7 2
Western
Bathurst 34 4 - 38 17,5 7 4 - 11 22,5 7 5 - 12 13.6 10 1 - - -
Dubbo North 14 2 i 17 7.8 2 2 - 4 82 5 2 - 7 8,0 3 - 1 - -
Dubbo South 16 5 3 24 11,1 3 3 2 8 16,3 3 10 2 15 17,0 6 - 1 1 -
Far West 10 2 3 15 6.9 1 1 2 4.1 12 4 - 16 18.2 - - 1 - 1
Forbes 28 5 4 37 17,1 2 2 1 5 10,2 4 1 7 8.0 4 - 1 - -
Lithgow 28 3 2 33 15.2 5 3 19 18.4 8 8 2 18 20,5 3 3 3 - -
Orange 26 3 2 31 14,3 3 . 14 82 6 - 1 7 8.0 3 - 1 - -
Wellington 1M 2 6 22 10,1 2 1 2 6 12,2 2 1 3 6 6.8 6 - - - -
TQTAL 170 26 21 217 100,00 25 i6 8 4% 100.0 47 32 g 88 100,035 4 & 1 1
TOTAL METRCPOLITAN 712 191 - 803 40,7 376 135 -5t 61.0 988 484 - 1472 74 2211404 123 46 17
TOTAL COUNTRY 1691 157 67 1315 58,3 196 156 25 327 39.0 417 256 32 705 324192 54 60 17 4

TOTAL STATE 1803 348 67 2218 100.0 572 241 25 838 100.0 1405 740 32 2177 100,0 413158 183 63 21

Lg
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APPENDI X | I|: Table 2
Section of School Entered X Tinme of |ncident
Section of School Weekday Weekend School Holiday Public Holiday TOTAL*
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
| LLEGAL ENTRY
Admi ni stration 297 38.5 342 44h4 B2 11.9 44 5.2 771 100.0
Staff Roons 127 30.2 214 BL.O 47 m.2 32 7.6 420 100.0
Sci ence/ Arts 72 21.9 IB? TH.B 49 mm.e 26 7.9 329 100.0
Li brary 77 33.0 102 43.8 42 8.0 12 5.2 233 100.0
Cant een 88 32,6 %7 .2 U6 B.6 20 6.6 301 100.0
St or er oons 121 34.2 171 4B.3 4B 2.1 19 5.4 354 100.0
O her 281 28,0 535 53.4 115 11.5 7 7.1 1002 100.0
THEFT
Admi ni stration 141 37.9 167 44.9 38 10.2 26 7.0 372 100.0
Staff Roons 65 32.3 109 54.2 13 6.5 14 7.0 201 100.0
Sci ence/ Arts 40 25.5 77 49.0 28 17.8 12 7.6 157 100.0
Library 40 31.3 47 36.7 22 17.2 18 14.8 128 100.0
Cant een 64 31.1 110 53.4 16 7.8 16 7.8 206 100.0
St or er oons 74 35.1 101 47,9 25 i1.9 i1 5.2 211 100.0
Q her 177 30.1 304 51.7 62 10.5 45 7.7 588 100.0
VANDALI SM
Admi ni stration 125 31.5 199 50.1 53 13.4 20 5.0 397 100.0
Staff Roons 52 28.3 97 52.7 23 12.5 12 6.5 184 140.0
Science/ Arts 39 22.9 96 58.5 27 15.9 8 4.7 170 100.0
Li brary 40 31.0 59 45.7 25 19.4 5 3.9 129 100.0
Cant een 41 24.4 11 60.1 16 9.5 10 6.0 168 10¢.0
St or er oons 5% 33.8 82 52,2 15 5.6 7 4.5 157 100.0
G her 208 25.5 461 56.6 95 11.7 531 6.3 815 100.0

* nmore than the total

are not mutual l'y exclusive.

nunber

as shown in Table 2.4 because the

"Time of Entries'
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APPENDI X I'I'l: Table 3
Type of |ncident
Illegal Attempted Entry to Not Known TOTAL

Security Measures Entry I11.Entry Grounds

No. % No. £ No. &% No. % No. %
Burglar Alarm 84 5.3 9 7.4 28 10.4 10 4.9 131 6.0
Security Service 31 2.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 2 1,0 34 1.6
Flood Lighting 358 22.6 22 18.2 49 18.2 54 26.6 483 12.2
Strong Rooom 178 11.2 22 18.2 38 14.1 20 9.9 258 11.9
BA/SS 4 0.3 g 0.0 5 1.9 1 0.5 0 0.5
BA/FL 56 3.3 & 5.0 12 4.5 12 5.9 g6 4.0
BA/SR 44 2.8 2 1.7 i 3.7 4 2.0 60 2.8
85/FL 17 1.1 1 0.8 1 0.4 i 2.5 20 0.9
85/5R 23 1.5 5 4.1 5 1.9 5 2.5 38 1.7
F1./SR 156 9.5 7 5.8 37 13.8 6 7.8 216 9.9
BA/S55/FL 14 0.8 1 0.8 2 0.7 o 0.0 17 0.8
BA/SS/SR 5 0.3 i 0.8 2 0.7 1 0.5 4 0.4
BA/FL/SR 9 1,2 2 1.7 Z 0.7 4 2.0 27 1.2
SS/FL/SR 8 0.5 2 1.7 0 0.0 3 1.5 13 0.6
BA/SS/FL/SR 4 0.3 1 0.8 3 1.1 4 2.0 12 0.6
Nene/Not kmown 583 36.8 3¢ 32.2 75 27.9 66 32.5 763 35.0
TOTAL 1584 72.8 121 5.6 26% 12,4 203 9.3 2177 100.0

BA = Burglar Alarm

FL = Flood Lighting

SR

SS = Security Service

= Strong Room
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APPENDI X |11: Table 4

No. of times Percentage of Total Percentage of I[liRS
Type of Damage Repor t ed Danmage Reports Reporting this Type

School @ ounds

Fences/ Gat es 30 0.9 1.4
Qut si de furniture/equi prent 65 19 3.0
Q her 66 1.9 3.0
A eaning only required 36 1.0 17
Sub-t ot al 197 57
Bui | di ngs
Broken gl ass 699 20.2 32.1
Door/ door franes 461 13.4 21.2
W ndows/ f r ames 534 15.5 24.5
Ser een/ mesh 115 3.3 5.3
Lock/ | at ches 450 13.0 20.7
2259 65. 4
Roof / guttering 177 1.7 8.1
Wl | s/ ceiling 120 5.1 5.5
Fl oor/fl oor coverings 60 3.5 2.8
O her 176 5.1 8.1
Unspeci fi ed 27 0.8 12
560 16.2
Sub-t ot al 2819 81.6
Property
Furni ture/fittings 207 6.0 9.5
Equi prent / cl ass suppli es 122 3.5 5.6
Q her 90 2.6 4.1
Unspeci fi ed 19 0.6 0.9
Sub-t ot al 438 12.7
TOTAL 3454 100. 0
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