
 
 
 

ABSTRACT 

BIXBY, MONICA SUE.  Does Perception of School Safety Bolster the Effects of Family 

and School Social Capital?: An Examination of Educational Attainment, Running Away 

from Home and Violence.  (Under the direction of Dr. Toby L. Parcel.) 
 

While past research shows that unsafe schools are linked to students’ poor academic 

performance and behavioral problems, little work examines the effect of students’ 

perceptions of schools’ safety on educational attainment, delinquency and crime.  Prior 

research suggests that capital investments from both families and schools are important for 

youths’ socialization and development.  Yet, current research neglects to test if two important 

aspects of schools—students’ perceptions of schools’ safety and experiences with 

victimization—hinder the effectiveness of family and school capital on adolescent and young 

adult outcomes.  Therefore, I fill existing gaps by expanding work that addresses the effects 

of both family and school capital on three outcomes: (1) educational attainment, (2) running 

away from home, and (3) violence. Using ecological systems theory and perspectives on 

investments in children and adolescents, I examine the influence of perception of school 

safety and family financial, human and social capital and school social capital predicting 

educational attainment at three time-points: 2001, 2005, and 2011.  I find that students who 

perceived their schools as unsafe obtained fewer years of education than students who 

perceived their schools as safe environments.  I also find students’ perceptions of schools as 

safe bolsters the effect of family financial and human capital and school social capital in 

promoting more years of completed education.  Following this, I also test how perception of 



 
 
 

school safety and experiences with bully victimization moderate the effects of family and 

school resources predicting running away from home and violence.   I find that the bonds 

between youths and their families and youths and their schools are important agents of social 

control.  However, my findings suggests that individuals’ perceptions of their schools as 

unsafe and negative peer experiences in the form of bully victimization may influence the 

process through which the bonds to conventional institutions help prevent problem behaviors.  

This suggests that a theoretical approach that considers investments in youths from multiple 

contexts and youths’ perceptions and experiences may be better suited for predicting 

adolescent and young adult educational and behavioral outcomes. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION  

Early stages of one’s life lay the foundation for adult outcomes, and parents play an 

important role in shaping their children’s academic, social, and behavioral development 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; Sampson and Laub 1993; Parcel and Menaghan 1994; 

Cernkovick and Giordano 2001).  Scholars identify parental resources, family background 

and capital investments in children as factors that contribute to outcomes later in life (Belley 

and Lochner 2007; Reardon 2011).  Recently, Kalil (2015) argues that compared to families 

with lower levels of capital, families advantaged in terms of financial, human, and social 

capital tend to invest more time and money in their children, which contributes to the 

diverging destinies of rich and poor children.  This is important because the growing gaps in 

family inequality have implications for children later in life (McLanahan and Jacobsen 

2015).   

 Inequality begins at home and emerges from differences in the ways parents invest in 

their children (Heckman 2011; Parcel, Dufur, and Zito 2010). Children from more 

advantaged families tend to be more successful in school, have higher rates of college 

enrollment and completion, and have fewer behavior problems compared to children from 

less advantaged families (Kalil 2015).  However, beyond parental investments, we know that 

children develop through interactions with institutions outside of their families.   
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 Children develop in the context of multiple institutions, including families and 

schools (Bronfenbrenner 1974; 1979; Epstein 1983; Parcel and Dufur 2001a; 2001b; Parcel, 

Dufur, and Zito 2010), suggesting that both families and schools are important for children’s 

futures (Eccles and Harold 1996; Dufur et al. 2015). For example, Crosnoe (2004) argues 

that it is important to examine both family and school capital together, as school capital may 

be particularly useful for promoting favorable adolescent outcomes when family capital is 

low or insufficient (Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine 1996).  Hill and Taylor (2004) argue that 

when schools and families collaborate, parents are able to share their expectations and their 

beliefs about education with teachers.  In turn, both parents and teachers can provide 

consistent educational expectations and learning approaches (Woolley, Kol, and Bowen 

2009). Additionally, Parcel and Dufur (2001a) study whether capital investments from both 

families and schools are essential to children’s social development and well-being.  They find 

that family effects exceed school effects in promoting child social development.  This 

suggests the importance of the family over the school in influencing child behavior problems.  

More recently, Dufur et al. (2015) use the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health 

(Add Health) to explore if peers, schools, and families are important for deterring delinquent 

behavior.  They discover that all three are important in predicting delinquency, with family 

social capital having a stronger effect on delinquent behavior than school social capital.   

 Although prior literature testing the effects of both family and school capital on child 

and adolescent outcomes contributes to our understanding of youths’ socialization and 
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development, current research neglects to test if two important aspects of schools—students’ 

perceptions of schools’ safety and experiences with victimization—hinder the effectiveness 

of various forms of family and school capital on adolescent and young adult outcomes.  

Working within the Parcel-Dufur tradition of capital at home and school, I will fill existing 

gaps by expanding work that addresses the effects of both family and school capital on three 

adolescent and young adult outcomes: educational attainment, running away from home, and 

violence.  I also examine if students’ perceptions of schools’ safety have both direct and 

moderating effects on individuals’ educational and behavioral outcomes.  And I test if bully 

victimization has direct and moderating effects predicting the likelihood of running away 

from home and violence.   

Theoretical Frameworks Guiding this Research   

Following Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory, I argue that in order to 

better understand factors related to both increasing positive youth outcomes and reducing 

problem behaviors, a more comprehensive approach is required.  This includes considering 

how multiple contexts affect youths’ socialization and development.  The two primary 

contexts with which I am concerned are families and schools.   I also heavily rely on work by 

Coleman and Bourdieu that stress the importance of social capital in predicting future youth 

outcomes.  I am particularly interested in how forms of family capital and school social 

capital affect academic and behavioral outcomes in adolescence and/or young adulthood.   I 

am also interested in how perception of school safety may moderate the relationship between 
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(1) family financial capital, (2) family human capital, (3) family social capital, and (4) 

students’ academic achievement in predicting educational attainment.  Additionally, I am 

concerned if perception of school safety and experiences with victimization may moderate 

the effect of family social capital and school social capital on running away from home and 

violent behavior.  Finally, I examine if perception of school safety affects the relationship 

between victimization and violent offending to assess if the link between victimization and 

offending may be different for individuals who perceive their schools as safe, compared to 

those who perceive their schools as unsafe environments.   

 In addition to Bronfenbrenner’s conceptual framework, I also rely on criminological 

theories suggesting that in the absence of effective control, crime and delinquency are likely 

to thrive (Cohn, Farrington, and Wright 1998).  Control theories assume that individuals will 

engage in crime and/or delinquency if some form of restraint is not present (Gottfredson 

2008).  In Hirschi’s (1969) seminal work he argues that restraints develop through 

individuals’ connections with others and with social institutions.  Connections among 

individuals in society or social bonds are important for deterring delinquent and criminal 

behaviors.  And Hirschi argues that individuals with weak ties to individuals and/or social 

institutions are more likely to engage in criminal or delinquent behaviors compared to those 

with strong ties (Hirschi 1969).  Additionally, strong bonds between parents and their 

children are one of the most documented deterrents of crime and delinquency in 
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criminological research (e.g., Bowlby 1944; Hirschi 1969; Wright and Cullen 2001; Laundra 

et al. 2002; Ford 2005; Simmons et al. 2007; Dufur et al. 2015).   

While control may operate through multiple contexts, including families and schools, 

studies suggest that familial relationships are an especially powerful form of social control 

because family ties tend to be stronger than social ties outside of one’s family (Lin, Cook, 

and Burt 2001).  Black (1983) argues that there are two types of control, formal and informal, 

and the latter comes primarily from intimate relationships, such as one’s family.  

Additionally, Rose and Clear (1998) argue that family social control stems from social 

support and mutual esteem between individuals and their families, and this form of social 

control has the potential to deter children from delinquency and crime (Kornhauser 1978).  

This is supported by other studies that find that strong bonds between parents and their 

children are strong deterrents of adolescent delinquency and adult criminal offending (e.g. 

see Hagan and Simpson 1978; Coleman 1990; 1994; Sampson and Laub 1993; Putman 

2000).  

 Another branch of criminological work focuses on schools as a form of social control.  

Strong social bonds between students and their schools may help create social control and 

operate as a form of restraint, which helps in reducing problem behaviors (Catalano et al. 

2004).  Additionally, Maddox and Prinz (2003) argue that positive relationships with schools, 

teachers, and conventional classmates may increase students’ acceptance and endorsement of 

social norms, values, and rules, in turn deterring youths from engaging in negative behaviors.  
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Other studies report similar findings.  For example, Sampson and Laub (1995) argue that 

weak attachments to schools are common among delinquents.  And Jenkins (1997) reports 

similar findings using a sample of 754 middle school students to examine the effect of school 

social bonds on (1) school crime, (2) school misconduct, and (3) truancy.  Jenkins finds that 

high levels of school social bonds have a strong negative effect on school crime, suggesting 

that youth who believed that school rules were enforced both consistently and fairly were less 

likely to engage in crime.  This suggests the importance of testing how individuals’ bonds 

with their parents and their schools may help deter delinquency and crime, which is why I am 

concerned with family social capital and school social capital as potential deterrents of 

problem behaviors in adolescence and young adulthood.   

 Although there is overlap in family and criminological literature, I argue that both 

areas may benefit from insights offered by the other.  For example, family scholars typically 

operationalize the bonds between youth and their families and youth and their schools as 

forms of social capital.  And family literature may benefit from the recognition among 

criminologists that family and school social capital are mechanisms of social control, which 

play a prominent role in deterring problematic behaviors.  Criminological research gives 

ample attention to the influence of social control on delinquency and crime, suggesting that 

weak bonds or poor quality relationships between youth and their parents are associated with 

lower levels of social control and higher rates of delinquent/criminal behavior.  Yet, these 
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studies are limited in their treatment of how different contexts may work together to promote 

or deter delinquent behavior.   

 I contribute to this line of research by arguing that in order for family social capital 

and school social capital to be effective forms of social control, students must feel safe at 

school.  Safe school environments have the potential to stimulate students’ bonds to their 

schools (Samdal et al. 1998), and I argue that students’ perceptions of their schools as safe 

may help foster students’ bonds to their schools and enhance school social capital as a 

deterrent for problem behaviors.  I also argue that students’ perceptions of their schools as 

unsafe may weaken the effectiveness of school social capital as a protective buffer against 

delinquency and violence.   

 Positive peer relationships may strengthen the ability of schools to act as agents of 

social control, and Clear (2008) argues that negative peer relationships tend to weaken 

students’ bonds to their schools.  Schreck, Wright, and Miller (2002) find that students who 

have poor peer relationships, as evidenced by being victimized by their peers, were more 

likely to have (1) negative attitudes towards school, and (2) less commitment to their 

schools/education compared to their non-victimized counterparts.  Additional research 

suggests that peer-based victimization occurring at school has negative implications for 

students’ bonds to their schools.  For example, Popp and Peguero (2012) find that both 

violent and property-based victimization occurring at school weakens students’ social bonds 

to their schools.  And others find that peer victimization in the form of bullying has long-
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term effects on students’ bonds to their schools. For example, Kochenderfer and Ladd (1996) 

find that bullying experienced during kindergarten was associated with students’ negative 

feelings towards their schools in later childhood and adolescence.  They also find that even 

after students’ reported that the bullying had stopped, students’ described feeling adversely 

towards their schools and were more likely to have poor attitudes towards school in general.   

These findings suggest that negative peer interactions in the form of victimization 

may weaken students’ bonds to their schools.  Accordingly, I suggest that in spite of 

students’ bonds to their schools, when youth have been victimized by their peers they are 

more likely to engage in problematic behaviors, including delinquency and violence.  I argue 

that students’ experiences with victimization may moderate the relationship between youths’ 

bonds with their schools (school social capital) and schools’ abilities to act as agents of social 

control to deter delinquency and crime.  That is, strong bonds between youth and their 

schools may be less effective for deterring crime/delinquency when students report they have 

been victimized by their peers.   

Contributions to Family Sociology and Criminology  

While previous research has provided a theoretical framework and direction for my 

research, my study will build on social capital research by offering a more nuanced and 

comprehensive conceptual model of how investments from multiple contexts may be agents 

of social control.  First, I wed theory from family sociology and criminology by developing 

and testing models that demonstrate that forms of family capital and school social capital are 
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mechanisms of social control.  This merging of family sociology and criminology 

emphasizes the importance of familial investments in children and adolescence in order to 

promote attainment and deter behavioral problems.  Additionally, the intersection between 

the two branches of sociology underscores how the process of parental investment in children 

may be negatively affected when youth have negative perceptions of their school 

environments and/or negative experiences with their peers.  For example, I argue that family 

and school social capital are important resources for deterring problem behaviors because 

youth are less likely to engage in delinquency and/or crime when they feel bonded to their 

families and schools.  However, I also argue that these resources are less effective forms of 

social control when youth perceive their schools as unsafe or have been the victim of 

bullying.   

 Second, I contribute to research on family and inequality by examining how 

educational attainment is affected by multiple contexts, and I contribute to family and 

criminological research by addressing two unique adolescent and young adult behavioral 

outcomes: (1) running away from home, and (2) violence.  While these three outcomes are 

conceptually distinct, my research suggests that family and school resources may operate 

similarly in regards to promoting attainment and deterring problem behaviors. Additionally, 

all three of my dependent variables are measured at a different time-point, and this is 

important because it will address if family and school resources have long-term effects on 

adolescent and young adult outcomes.  For example, we would expect that the family 
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resources in the form of parental investments in their teenage children will affect youth as 

they work to complete their high school education.  However, do these same familial bonds 

affect youth several years later as they attend and potentially graduate from college?  Do the 

bonds that students experience with their teachers and schools in high school affect their 

behaviors in young adulthood?   My research will address these questions.     

 Third, I fill existing gaps in the literature by examining how perception of school 

safety may moderate the relationship between victimization and offending.  While we know 

that there is a strong relationship between being the victim of a crime and subsequent 

offending (Jennings, Piquero, and Reingle 2012), I pay close attention to how individuals’ 

perception of their schools’ environments may alter this relationship.  I argue that the 

relationship between being the victim of bullying and subsequent offending may be 

moderated by individuals’ perception of school safety.  Feeling unsafe at school may bolster 

the negative effects of being the victim of bullying.  That is, individuals who have been 

victimized through bullying and perceive their schools as unsafe may be most likely to 

engage in subsequent violence, suggesting that negative perceptions of schools’ safety 

bolsters the negative effects of being the victim of bullying.  This is important because it 

suggests that both individuals’ experiences and individuals’ perceptions are important for 

shaping behavioral outcomes, including perpetrating violence.     
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Current Study  

 The following three chapters each focus on a different dependent variable: 

educational attainment (chapter two), running away from home (chapter three), and engaging 

in violence (chapter four).  Within each of these chapters I present a review of the literature 

and discuss my theoretical frameworks—ecological systems theory and investment models.  I 

follow this by a description of the data, measures, analytic techniques, results and conclusion.   

 In chapter two, I examine how perception of school safety affects students’ 

educational attainment at three different time points: 2001, 2005, and 2011.   I consider 

whether perceiving one’s school as unsafe will decrease the number of years of education 

that a student will complete.  I also merge ecological systems theory and investment models 

to address how investments from multiple contexts, including families and schools, have the 

potential to influence individuals’ educational attainment.  For example, I investigate how 

familial investments in the forms of family (1) financial, (2) human, and (3) social capital 

may affect educational attainment.  I also examine how school social capital may foster 

educational attainment, testing if high levels of school social capital help to promote 

students’ completion of high school and college.  Finally, I assess how students’ perceptions 

of school safety may moderate the effectiveness of family and school capital in promoting 

educational attainment.  That is, I argue that students’ perceptions of their schools as safe 

may bolster the effects of family financial, human, and social capital and school social capital 

in predicting educational attainment.  My models are specified to examine whether students’ 
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perceptions of their schools as unsafe impedes high school graduation and further educational 

accomplishments.  

 In chapter three, I focus on the effects of perception of school safety, victimization, 

and family and school social capital on a relatively understudied form of youth delinquency, 

running away from home.  First, I investigate if individuals’ perceptions of school safety may 

influence their likelihood of running away from home.  I argue that individuals who perceive 

their schools as unsafe are more likely to run away from home compared to their peers who 

perceive their schools as safe.  I also am interested whether various forms of victimization, 

occurring both within the context of the school and external to the school, increase youths’ 

likelihood of running away from home.  Because of the importance of families and schools as 

agents of social control, I also consider how the bonds between (1) youth and their families 

and (2) youth and their schools in the form of social capital affect their likelihood of 

becoming youth runaways.   Finally, I examine how perceptions of schools’ safety and 

experiences with victimization may moderate the relationship between (1) family social 

capital and (2) school social capital in affecting the likelihood of running away from home.  I 

argue that families’ and schools’ abilities to act as agents of social control are hindered when 

youth perceive their schools as unsafe or have been victimized.   

 Chapter four centers on developing a better understanding of factors associated with 

violence perpetration.  I first focus on how individuals’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe 

may be associated with engagement in violence.  Following criminological literature that 



 
 
 

13 
 

suggests that there is a link between victimization and offending, I also examine if various 

forms of victimization may be associated with subsequent violence.  Merging perspectives 

from sociology of the family and criminology, I consider how the bonds between youths and 

their families and youths and their schools may help deter violence.  This chapter also 

examines how familial and school bonds may be less effective for preventing violence when 

individuals report they feel unsafe at school or have been the victim of bullying.     

 The final chapter includes a synthesis of the findings from the three substantive 

chapters.  I also link my findings to both sociology of the family and criminological theory, 

including Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory, investment models, including social 

capital theory, and social control theory.  The final chapter also includes a conclusion, a 

discussion of policy implications, and suggestions for future research.   
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CHAPTER TWO  

FAMILY CAPITAL, SCHOOL CAPITAL AND PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL 

SAFETY AS PREDICTORS OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT  

Educational attainment is considered one of the most important determinants of an 

individual’s life chances (Belfield and Levin 2007).   Higher educational attainment is linked 

to greater average earnings (Levy and Murnane 1992; 2004; Day and Newburger 2002; 

Marcotte et al. 2005), lower risk of unemployment (Gangl 2006), and more desirable jobs 

(Hauser and Warren 1997).  College graduates are healthier (Mirowsky and Ross 2003) and 

their marriages are less likely to end in divorce (Cherlin 2010).  Yet, despite the importance 

of education in promoting positive life outcomes, in the United States approximately 10 

percent of individuals ages 25 to 29 have less than a high school diploma and only 34 percent 

of the same age group have a bachelor’s degree or higher (Kena et al. 2015).  This suggests 

the importance of understanding why some individuals end their education before completing 

high school, and why the majority of individuals in the U.S. do not earn a college degree.   

 We know that parents play a critical role in stimulating their children’s educational 

attainment (Bodovski and Farkas 2008; Cheadle 2009; Greenman, Bodovski, and Reed 2011; 

Martin 2012).  Children from more advantaged families tend to be more successful in school 

and have higher rates of college enrollment and completion compared to children from less 

advantaged families (Kalil 2015).  We also know that children develop in the context of 

multiple institutions that includes both families and schools (Bronfenbrenner 1974; 1979; 
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1992; Epstein 1983; Parcel and Dufur 2001a; 2001b; Parcel, Dufur, and Zito 2010).  This 

suggests that both families and schools are important for children’s future educational 

outcomes (Eccles and Harold 1996). 

 Prior literature establishes that both family and school capital contribute to youths’ 

socialization and development and some research suggests that families may be more 

powerful than schools in promoting child and adolescent outcomes (for review see Parcel et 

al. 2010).  However, research neglects to consider if students’ perceptions of their schools as 

unsafe diminish the value of forms of family and school social capital in promoting 

educational attainment.  This is important because students who perceive their schools as 

unsafe may be less likely to achieve the same educational level as their peers who perceive 

their schools as safe, despite having high levels of capital at home and at school.  Therefore, I 

first evaluate whether students’ perceptions of school safety affect educational attainment.  I 

then investigate how students’ perceptions of school safety may influence the effectiveness 

of three forms of family capital—financial capital, human capital, and social capital—in 

predicting educational attainment.  Additionally, I consider how students’ perceptions of 

school safety may influence the relationship between school social capital and educational 

attainment.  Finally, I examine how students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe may 

influence the effect of academic achievement predicting educational attainment.  I argue that 

in spite of students’ high levels of academic achievement, lack of perceived school safety 

may disrupt one’s ability to advance educationally.   
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Past Research: What Affects Students’ Educational Attainment?   

Numerous factors have the potential to either promote or deter students’ educational 

attainment and academic achievement.  Educational attainment refers to the highest level of 

education that an individual completes; this differs from academic achievement, which refers 

to students’ success in school, measured by grades or test scores (Harding, Morris, and 

Hughes 2015).   Research suggests that better grades (Coleman 1961) and higher levels of 

intelligence (Sewell and Shah 1967) are associated with more years of completed education.  

Additionally, researchers suggest that White students tend to earn more education than their 

African-American and Latino counterparts (Farley and Allen 1987; Hauser and Anderson 

1991; Kao and Thompson 2003).  There also are gender inequalities in educational 

attainment (Powers and Wojtkiewicz 2004; Snyder and Dillow 2011; DiPrete and Buchmann 

2013) with recent studies suggesting that in the United States there are more female college 

graduates compared to male (Buchman, DiPrete, and McDaniel 2008).    

Students tend to complete more years of education if they have access to educational 

resources within the family home (Teachman 1987).  For example, Garner and Raudenbush 

(1991) suggest that greater access to financial resources promotes educational attainment 

while lack of resources and social disadvantage are connected to fewer years of educational 

attainment.  Additionally, Rumberger (1983; 1987) argues that there is a link between 

economic difficulties and students’ likelihood of dropping out of high school.  However, 

Coleman et al. (1966) argues that many students of low socioeconomic status are able to 
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complete high school and graduate from college in spite of economic disadvantage.  This 

signifies that elements beyond family financial resources—such as experiences at school—

may be influential in promoting educational attainment (see also Coleman 1961).  Yet, 

although we know that schools have the ability to promote educational attainment, I argue 

that an under-researched aspect of schools is their safety.  

School Safety and Educational Attainment  

 Recently, school safety has gained increased public attention, with many perceiving 

schools as dangerous environments (Cornell 2015).  Pearson and Toby (1991) argue that 

attention to school safety is important because unsafe schools disrupt students’ learning.  

There is also a link between unsafe schools and negative student outcomes, including 

withdrawn and avoidance behaviors (Nansel et al. 2001), social strain with classmates 

(Nansel et al. 2004), truancy (Lane 1989), and difficulties concentrating at school (Pearson 

and Toby 1991).  Additionally, R. Felner and T. Felner (1989) suggest that school safety may 

have profound and negative effects on student outcomes, such as academic achievement and 

educational attainment, although they do not test these ideas empirically.   Several studies 

also note that safer schools promote higher grades and test scores (N. Bowen and G. Bowen 

1999; Stewart 2008).   However, these studies rely on principals’ reports of school safety.  

There may be discrepancies between what principals report and what students perceive. 

Thus, what is less clear but still important is whether students’ perceptions of school safety 

affect their educational attainment.   
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Perception of School Safety and Educational Attainment  

 Prior research analyzing students’ perceptions of the school environment and 

academic achievement focuses on students' perceptions of the safety of their classrooms 

(e.g., Moos 1979). However, Brand et al. (2003) argue that most middle and high school 

students change classes throughout the day and are confronted with changing sets of peers, 

shorter periods of contact with teachers, and fluctuations in implementation of school rules 

across classrooms and teachers.  Therefore, Brand et al. suggest that a more appropriate 

approach tests the relationship between students’ perceptions of their overall school 

environment and students’ academic performance. 

 Other studies examine how perceptions of the school environment may affect student 

outcomes, such as their grades.  For example, using a nationally representative sample of 

high school seniors (N = 10,426), Bryan et al. (2012) examine the effects of students’ (1) 

sense of school satisfaction, (2) sense of fairness at school, and (3) sense of school safety on 

academic achievement.  They find that feeling safe at school has a positive effect on 12
th

 

grade math scores.  Seniors’ who reported a stronger sense of school safety achieved higher 

math scores than their peers who reported that they did not feel safe at school.   

Although Bryan et al. (2012) and others (e.g., Milam, Furr-Holden, and Leaf 2010) 

suggest the importance of perceptions of schools’ safety for promoting academic 

achievement, less is known regarding how they influence educational attainment.  One 

exception is Christle, Jolivette, and Nelson (2007) who examine school-level dropout rates 
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among 196 Kentucky high schools.  They find that higher levels of school administrators’ 

perceptions of problem behaviors are associated with higher drop-out rates.  This may be due 

to students having fewer opportunities to gain academic skills and learn appropriate social 

behaviors when they attend schools plagued with behavioral or safety issues (Christle et al. 

2007).  Their study neglects to uncover, however, how students’ perceptions of their schools 

at the individual level may affect educational outcomes.  This is important because within 

one school, students may have very different experiences and perceptions of their 

environments (Weinstein 2002). My research will fill in this gap by examining the 

relationship between students’ perceptions of school safety and the number of years of 

education they complete.  I argue that students’ perceptions of schools as unsafe will limit the 

number of years of education they will attain, potentially preventing the completion of their 

high school education.  

Ecological Systems Theory and Investments in Children and Adolescents 

 Investments that parents make have long-term consequences for children.  Investment 

models suggest that there are different forms of resources that are helpful in promoting 

favorable childhood socialization and development (Parcel and Hendrix 2014).   In addition 

to parental investments, resources may come from several other contexts.  Bronfenbrenner’s 

(1979; 1992) ecological systems theory emphasizes the need to take into account multiple 

contexts that may potentially influence children, adolescents, and families.  He 

conceptualizes the ecological environment as a set of nested structures.  Bronfenbrenner 
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argues that human development involves the way in which a person perceives and deals with 

his or her environment; the environment extends beyond the behaviors of individuals to 

encompass functional systems both within and between settings.  He suggests that children 

are embedded within the microsystem of families, the mesosystem of relationships between 

microsystems, such as families and schools, and the macro-levels of societies 

(Bronfenbrenner 1974).  This suggests that the process of children’s socialization is complex, 

involving multiple social systems; two critical social systems are the family and the school.  I 

discuss investment of capital in each of these contexts.  

Family Financial Capital 

 Financial capital refers to economic resources available to individuals or aggregates 

such as families. Family financial resources promote a parent’s ability to provide basic 

necessities for children, as children lacking basic necessities tend to have less favorable 

development (Huston, McLoyd, and Coll 1994). Financial capital not only provides food, 

shelter, and clothing, but it also affords higher quality neighborhoods, better schools, and 

more experiences that foster cognitive and social development—all which are associated 

with more favorable child outcomes (Parcel and Menaghan 1994; Parcel and Dufur 2001a; 

Parcel and Dufur 2001b; Lareau 2011).  Families with greater financial resources have the 

ability to stimulate educational attainment through tutoring, private school education, and 

eventually college tuition, which less financially-secure parents may be unable to provide 

(Israel, Beaulieu, and Hartless 2001; Duncan, Huston, and Weisner 2007).   
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 Children from middle-class families with greater amounts of financial capital may 

have more educational opportunities compared to children from lower and working-class 

families (Bourdieu 1973).  For example, Lareau (2002; 2011) argues that specific middle- 

and upper- middle-class parenting practices she refers to as “concerted cultivation” help 

prepare children for school, which in turn leads to greater academic success compared to 

working-class and poor children.  Lareau (2011) also discovers that financial resources may 

be linked to educational attainment because families with greater financial capital have the 

ability and knowledge to provide resources that poor and working-class families are unable 

to afford.   

Family Human Capital 

 Human capital refers to an individual’s knowledge, techniques, and skills (Becker 

1964).  Human capital at home consists of parents’ cognitive abilities and parental education, 

which Parcel and Dufur (2001a) suggest promote both higher socioeconomic status (SES) 

and better parenting.  Recently, Harding et al. (2015) find that maternal human capital 

increases both the quality and quantity of mother’s engagement in stimulating parenting 

practices with their children, such as shared book reading, conversations about current 

events, and helping with homework. These, in turn, had a direct positive effect on children’s 

academic outcomes.   
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Family Social Capital  

 Social capital refers to connections between and among individuals that produce 

social outcomes (Coleman 1990; Portes 2000), reflecting relationships between people 

(Bourdieu 1973).  It also suggests how individuals benefit through their participation in 

groups (Bourdieu 1973; Coleman 1988).  For example, the bonds between parents and 

children and the time and attention parents give their children promote social norms, 

cognitive development, and eventually educational attainment (Parcel and Menaghan 1994; 

Furstenberg and Hughes 1995).  

 Coleman (1990) argues that social capital is developed through family interaction.  

He suggests that parents’ physical presence and high levels of attention are ways that parents 

transmit their human capital to their children.  Coleman also suggests that family social 

capital includes the quality of child-parent relationships.  Parental interest in their children, 

parental monitoring, and extended family exchange and support are also forms of family 

social capital (Coleman 1990).  And studies suggest that higher levels of family social capital 

promote better grades (Dufur, Parcel, and Troutman 2013; Carolan and Wasserman 2015; 

Kalil 2015), and more years of completed education (Duncan and Magnuson 2011).  

Additionally, Dunham and Wilson (2007) find that higher levels of family social capital 

reduce the likelihood of dropping out of high school, particularly for White and Asian 

students.   
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School Social Capital  

 School social capital consists of bonds between parents and schools (Parcel and 

Bixby 2016).  Coleman (1991) argues that parental involvement in children’s education is a 

form of social capital that helps in producing academically successful students.  Strong 

connections between parents and schools create bridging social capital between the family 

and the school (Coleman 1991; Jeynes 2007; Parcel et al. 2010; Parcel and Bixby 2016; 

Putnam 2000).   

 There is increasing evidence that the link between parents and schools is important 

for students’ educational success (Comer and Haynes 1991; Epstein 1987; 1990 McNeal 

1999).  For example, N. De Graaf, P. De Graaf, and Kraaykamp (2000) find that parent-

school involvement is positively associated with educational attainment, as parents’ 

involvement in schools communicates to children the importance of education.  Dika and 

Singh (2002) suggest that school-wide parental involvement in school activities contributes 

to the overall well-being and functioning of the school.  Families and schools may work 

together to promote academic success, simultaneously encouraging educational attainment 

through preparation for college, cognitive stimulation, and support for vocational 

development (Pittman et al. 2011).  However, not all scholars agree that parental involvement 

in school promotes educational outcomes, as Robinson and Harris (2013) argue that there is 

no clear connection between parental involvement in schools and improved academic 

performance of K-12 children.   
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 Parochial schools may also have a positive impact on student outcomes, possibly 

owing to student-teacher bonds, a form of social capital.  Parcel and Dufur (2001a) discuss 

the tight-knit bonds oftentimes found in private schools, including Catholic schools, which 

are often viewed as superior to public schools because of norms and values shared by family, 

community members, the church, and school.  These shared norms and values may help 

promote educational attainment, as Sander and Krautmann (1995) find that high school 

sophomores enrolled at Catholic schools were more likely to graduate compared to 

sophomores attending public schools.  Additional studies suggest a positive relationship 

between Catholic schools and academic achievement (Coleman and Hoffer 1987; Greeley 

1982; Hoffer, Greeley, and Coleman 1985).  However, other studies suggest these effects are 

weak (e.g., Murnane 1984; Alexander and Pallas 1985; Witte 1992).   

 Smaller schools with lower student-teacher ratios provide an opportunity for stronger 

bonds between students and teachers (Parcel and Dufur 2001a).  For example, Finn et al. 

(1989) find that students achieved better grades and were more active participants in their 

classrooms when they attended classes with 12-17 students compared to their peers in classes 

with 22-27 students.   Additional scholars find that students in smaller schools tend to 

participate more actively in their classes (Lindsay 1984), perceive their school as a more 

supportive environment (Finn and Voelkl 1993), and feel safer (Lleras 2008) compared to 

students attending larger schools.  
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 Although smaller class sizes may provide more educational opportunities, Grubb 

(2009) finds that many school resources cannot be bought, such as a positive school climate. 

The climate of the school encompasses norms about appropriate behaviors and a structured 

system of rewards and punishments (Welsh, Stokes, and Green 2000).  Schools with 

structured policies regarding misbehavior tend to produce more favorable outcomes for 

students because students feel more confident that their teachers and administers will address 

school problems (Welsh et al. 2000).   Grubb and Allen (2011) argue that some school 

spending appears ineffective because the spending does not affect traditional outcomes.  For 

example, budget allocations for school security are intended to keep students safe rather than 

promote academic achievement or graduation rates (Grubb and Allen 2011).   However, I 

suggest that a positive school climate in the form of a perceived safe school environment 

may be critical to student success.  

Current Study and Hypotheses 

 We know that multiple contexts influence youths’ socialization and development (see 

Bronfenbrenner 1974; 1979).  Yet, research continues to overlook a key aspect of the school 

environment—students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety.  Research also neglects to test if 

students’ perceptions of school safety may moderate the relationship between forms of 

family capital and educational attainment.  My approach will advance our understanding of 

how families and schools may work together to promote positive adolescent and young adult 
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outcomes.  It may also help us understand why some students fail to advance educationally 

when it appears that they have high levels of family and school resources.   

 For example, would we expect that high levels of school social capital would be 

effective in promoting educational attainment if students perceive their schools as unsafe 

environments?   This suggests the importance of testing the interaction effects between 

perception of school safety and two key institutions—the family and school—to uncover if 

students’ perceptions of school safety moderate the effect of both family and school capital 

on educational attainment.    Additionally, while we know that better grades increase 

students’ likelihood of graduating from high school and attending college, we do not know if 

academically successfully students are able to achieve high levels of educational attainment 

when they perceive their schools as unsafe.  This suggests the importance of testing the 

interaction effect between academic achievement and perception of school safety.  First, I 

test the following five additive hypotheses:  

H1. Individuals who perceive their schools as unsafe will complete fewer 

years of education compared to individuals who perceive their schools as safe 

environments.  

H2. Net of perception of school safety, individuals with high levels of family 

financial capital will attain more years of education compared to individuals 

with lower levels of family financial capital.   
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H3. Individuals with high levels of family human capital will complete more 

years of education compared to their peers with low levels of family human 

capital, net of perception of school safety.   

H4. Individuals with higher levels family social capital will attain more years 

of education compared to their peers with low levels of family social capital, 

net of perception of school safety.   

H5. Individuals who attend schools with more social capital will have higher 

educational attainment compared to students who attend schools with less 

social capital, net of perception of school safety.  

Students who perceive their schools as unsafe may be at an educational disadvantage 

in spite of high levels of family resources.  Therefore, I expect that perception of school 

safety will interact with three forms of family capital—family financial capital, family 

human capital, and family social capital—in predicting educational attainment.  This leads to 

the following three hypotheses: 

H6a. Students with high levels of family financial capital who perceive their 

schools as unsafe will attain less education than their peers with similarly high 

levels of family financial capital who perceive their schools as safe.   

H6b.  Students with high levels of family human capital who perceive their 

schools as unsafe will attain less education than their peers who also have 
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high levels of family human capital but perceive their schools as safe 

environments.   

H6c.  Students with high levels of family social capital who perceive their 

schools as unsafe will attain less education compared to their peers who also 

have high levels of family social capital but have a positive perception of their 

schools’ safety.   

 While school social capital is an important resource for promoting educational 

attainment, it may be less effective when students perceive their schools as unsafe.  School 

social capital may be less likely to foster high levels of educational attainment when 

students’ report feeling unsafe at school.  Therefore, I offer the following hypothesis:  

H7. Students attending schools with high levels of school social capital who 

perceive their schools as unsafe will attain less education compared to their 

peers with similarly high levels of school social capital who perceive their 

schools as safe environments.   

 Students who are academically successful tend to complete more years of education 

than their less academically successful peers.  However, students’ academic success may be 

less effective in promoting high levels of educational attainment when students perceive their 

schools as unsafe.  Thus, I propose the following hypothesis:  
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H8. Students earning high grades who perceive their schools as unsafe will 

attain fewer years of education compared to their peers who also achieved 

high grades but perceive their schools as safe.   

Data  

Sample  

 I used data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (hereafter 

NLSY97). Because I am interested in examining how forms of family and school capital and 

perceptions of school safety affect students’ educational attainment later in life, data for these 

analyses must be longitudinal and include detailed information on family financial, human, 

and social capital, school social capital, and perception school safety.  The NLSY97 fulfills 

these criteria.   

 The NLSY97 is a household-based, nationally representative longitudinal study, 

following a cohort of youths born between the years 1980 through 1984 with Wave 1 starting 

in 1997, continuing to Wave Sixteen collected in 2013.  The oldest youths were 16-years-old 

as of December 31, 1996 and the youngest respondents were 12-years-old.  The initial 

sample includes 8,984 individuals originating from 6,819 unique households; 1,862 

households included more than one NLSY97-eligible respondent.  Starting in 1997, 

respondents were interviewed annually, collecting data regarding youths’ labor market 

behavior and educational experiences, in addition to respondents’ family and community 

background information.  
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 The NLSY97 includes two independent probability samples, a cross-sectional sample 

and an oversample of African-American and/or Latino respondents.  The cross-sectional 

sample was designed to be representative of youths residing in the United States during 

Wave 1 (1997).  Following the initial screening process, 7,327 youths from the cross-

sectional sample were chosen to be interviewed and 92.1 percent or 6,748 respondents 

completed Wave 1 of the survey (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  The supplemental sample was 

based on the number of African-Americans and Latinos living in a particular geographic 

area.  The larger the percentage of African-Americans or Latinos living in a particular area, 

the greater the chance the area was selected for the oversample (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  

Once an area was selected for the oversample, the housing units in the area were screened to 

ensure only African-Americans or Latinos were selected to complete the first-round 

interview. After the screening process, 2,479 individuals were designated to participate in the 

survey with 2,236 respondents (90.2 percent) completing Wave 1 of the interview (NLS 

User’s Guide 2000).   

 Of the 8,984 respondents, 3,565 individuals were born in 1980 or 1981 and were 

eligible for this study.  In 1997 these youths were 16 or 17-years-old.  I chose these ages to 

capture the experiences of students’ mid-point through their high school education, following 

individuals in this cohort to ages 30 and 31.   From the 3,565 respondents born in 1980 or 

1981, in 2001 when I first measure educational attainment, 575 respondents were non-

interviews, five respondents reported that their education was ungraded, one respondent 
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reported that his or her highest grade completed was unknown, and one respondent refused to 

answer.  Therefore, in 2001 I use a sample of 2,983 respondents for analyses.   In 2005, 782 

respondents were non-interviews, two respondents reported that their education was 

ungraded, four respondents reported they did not know their highest grade completed, and 

one respondent refused to answer, resulting in a final sample size of 2,776 respondents.  In 

2011, 760 respondents were non-interviews, six respondents reported that their education 

was ungraded, and 29 respondents were not asked the question due to the survey’s skip 

pattern.   Therefore, for my analyses of educational attainment in 2011 I use a final sample of 

2,770 respondents. 

 I considered using the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS: 2002) for this 

study.  However, I determined that several indicators are either omitted from the survey or 

the NLSY97 has superior measures.  For example, the ELS: 2000 questions respondents 

about their educational experiences by asking respondents how many times they experienced 

each occurrence during the first semester/term of the same school year, rather than asking 

respondents if they had ever experienced these events.  The NLSY97 captures these same 

educational experiences during childhood and early adolescence.  This is important because I 

am interested in controlling for students’ prior educational experiences beyond their present 

school year. 
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Variables and Measures  

 I measure the dependent variable, educational attainment as a continuous variable 

from a survey question that asks respondents the highest year of education they had 

completed.   The completion of 12 years of education suggests that students earned their high 

school diploma.  Years of education past 12 years suggests that students continued their 

studies beyond their high school education.  I measure educational attainment at three time-

points (2001, 2005, and 2011) to test both the short-term and long-term effects of perception 

of school safety, family financial, human, and social capital, and school social capital on 

students’ educational attainment.  This approach is useful because some students may not 

attend college immediately after the completion of high school or may have taken longer than 

four years to complete their college education.  Using multiple time-points captures the most 

common path to educational attainment for American students, high school graduation 

followed-by entrance into a two-year or four-year college or university (Aud et al. 2011), in 

addition to alternative paths.  First, I use data at Wave 5 (2001) to measure educational 

attainment when respondents are 20 and 21-years-old.  I test how perception of school safety 

and family and school capital affect the “traditional” path to educational attainment.  Next, I 

measure educational attainment at Wave 9 (2005) to test if perception of school safety affects 

students four years later when they are 24 and 25-years-old, ages when most individuals have 

completed their post-secondary education (Aud et al. 2011).  Finally, I measure educational 
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attainment at Wave 12 (2011) when respondents are 30 and 31-years-old, ages when the 

majority of individuals have completed professional or graduate school.   

Perception of School Safety  

 I measure perception of school safety at Wave 1 (1997) with a survey question asking 

respondents, “Do you feel safe at school?”  Responses include (1) strongly disagree, (2) = 

disagree, (3) = agree, and (4) = strongly agree.    

Family Financial and Human Capital  

 To measure family financial capital, I include gross household income as a 

categorical variable.  The majority of household income reports came from respondents’ 

parents, with less than 3 percent of reports coming directly from youth.  Based on 

information from the responding parent or youth, the variable household income summarizes 

the household’s financial situation.  This variable is categorical, ranging from (0) = 0 to (6) = 

$70,500 and over.  I include measures for both residential paternal and residential maternal 

years of completed education to reflect human capital.      

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

34 
 

Family Social Capital  

 To measure family social capital, I create an index, which I then dichotomize
1
.  I 

include three aspects of parental involvement or time parents spend with their children.  This 

measure includes the number of days per week respondents typically (1) ate dinner with their 

family, (2) engaged in a fun activity with their family, and (3) participated in a religious 

activity with their family.  Responses range from zero days to seven days per week.  The 

fourth item in the index asks respondents how much their residential mother knows about 

their teachers and what he or she is doing at school with values including (0) = knows 

nothing, (1) = knows just a little, (2) = knows some things, (3) = knows most things, and (4) 

= knows everything.  The social capital index ranges from zero, indicating low levels of 

family social capital, to twenty-five, suggesting high levels of family social capital.  I use 

exploratory factor analysis that suggests that all four items load on one factor, with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .641 indicating a moderate level of reliability.  I dichotomize family 

social capital with zero indicating that respondents reported spending no time with their 

parents and their mother knew nothing about their teachers or what they were doing at 

school.  I measure family social capital in this way to capture the difference between students 

who had no measured parental involvement compared to those who at least had some family 

                                                           
1
 I dichotomize family social capital because it was not statistically significant in any of the models when it was 

included as an index (ranging from 0-25).  This suggests that educational attainment was not affected by small 

changes in family social capital, such as parents spending one or more days per week with their children.  

However, dichotomizing the variable with zero indicating that parents spent no time with their children per 

week and knew nothing about their children’s schools/teachers and one indicating that parents spent at least 

some time with their children and/or knew at least a little about their children’s schools/teachers did have a 

statistically significant effect on students’ educational attainment.    
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social capital because prior research suggests that even when limited, the time adolescents 

spend with their parents is consequential (Collins and Laursen 2004).  All family social 

capital measures are from Wave 1 (1997).   

I also include an additional measure of the respondent’s family environment, if 

respondents had ever run away from home, coded (1) = yes, ran away from home and (0) = 

no, have not ran away from home.  Running away from home reflects negative home 

environments (Janus et al. 1987), which also may signify problematic relationships or weak 

bonds between youths and their families.   All family capital measures are from Wave 1 

(1997) of the survey when respondents were 16-years-old.   

School Social Capital  

 I measure school social capital with an index from questions at Wave 1 (1997) asking 

respondents (1) if teachers are interested in students’ success at school, (2) if the grading 

system was utilized fairly at school, and (3) if school discipline was fair.  Responses include 

(1) = strongly agree, (2) = agree, (3) = disagree, and (4) = strongly disagree.  I recode 

variables so that higher responses reflect a positive perception of the school environment, 

with a range of 4-12.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis that suggests that all three 

items loaded on one factor, and the Cronbach’s alpha of .734 indicated a moderate level of 

reliability.   
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 I use three additional measures of school social capital, the first being type of school, 

(1) = parochial school and (0) = all other schools.  Secondly, I measure school-wide parental 

involvement with a question that asks respondents if they had a day at school where parents 

came to discuss their occupations and careers.  I code school-wide parental involvement as 

(1) = yes, parents involved in school, and (0) = no, parents not involved in school.  This 

measure reflects bridging social capital between families and schools. My final measure of 

school social capital is student-teacher ratio.  Lower student-teacher ratio provides an 

opportunity for stronger bonds between students and teachers (Parcel and Dufur 2001a).  I 

measure student-teacher ratio by (1) = 13 students or less, (2) = 14 to 17 students, (3) = 18 to 

21 students, and (4) = 22 or more students.  All school capital measures are from Wave 1 

(1997) of the survey. 

Demographic Control Variables 

 I also control for several variables that prior research suggests are associated with 

educational attainment.  I measure race/ethnicity by a set of dummy variables (White, 

African American, Latino, and other) with White as the reference category.  I include sex as 

a dummy variable with females as the reference group.  I measure family structure, assessing 

if respondents lived with both biological parents until they were 14-years-old, (1) = yes and 

(0) = no.  Although this does not reflect changes in family structure during childhood and 

adolescence (Cherlin 2010), it will differentiate respondents who remained with both 

biological parents until age 14 from all others.  
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Student Characteristics Control Variables  

 Past educational performance predicts future attainment (Alexander, Entwisle, and 

Horsey 1997).  I measure past academic achievement by the respondents’ grades when they 

were in the 8
th

 grade.  I code this variable to include respondents who reported receiving 

mostly A’s, about half A’s and B’s, and mostly B’s as (3) = above average grades.  I code 

respondents who report at least half of their grades were C’s or mostly C’s as (2) = average 

grades, and I code grades below C’s (D’s and F’s) as (1) = below average grades. I also 

include two measures reflecting educational disruptions.  The first reflects if respondents had 

ever repeated a grade, (1) = yes and (0) = no.  Secondly, I include a measure to reflect if 

respondents had ever been suspended from school, (1) = yes and (0) = no.      

Missing Data  

 Preliminary analyses expose missing data.  To account for missingness I use multiple 

imputation to estimate the missing values on all independent variables.  I use a series of five 

imputations to predict missing values across independent variables.  This procedure estimates 

a set of plausible values for missing data and replaces the missing values with these estimates 

(Allison 2001).  I use SPSS 24, which uses an MCMC algorithm known as fully conditional 

specification (FCS) or chained equations imputation (Enders 2010).  This technique uses a 

specific univariate model for each variable and iteratively imputes each variable with missing 

values, then uses the imputed values in the imputation of other variables (Enders 2010).  
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SPSS uses linear regression for continuous variables and logistic regression for categorical 

variables (Enders 2010).  The average missing data across independent variables is 

approximately 10 percent.  Additional analyses suggest that the findings using imputed 

values are consistent in terms of direction and statistical significance with analyses conducted 

using listwise deletion. 

Multicollinearity, Cluster Correction and Weighting Data 

I test for multicollinearity by examining the bi-variate correlations between each of 

the independent variables.  None of the correlations between predictor variables exceed .499.  

I also perform multicollinearity diagnostics, finding tolerance scores between .696-.982 and 

variance inflation factor (VIF) scores between 1.01-1.44.  This suggests that multicollinearity 

does not challenge the findings.  The sample includes a few cases where multiple children 

were born to the same mother.  This violates the OLS regression assumption that the data 

represent a random sample of the population.  In all analyses I use a cluster correction 

technique to correct for this lack of independence.  Also, following the NLSY97’s User’s 

Guide (2000) I use weighted data to correct for oversampling of African-American and 

Latino respondents.   

Analytic Strategy  

 Because I measure educational attainment in number of years and because the model 

parameters are linear, I use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to assess the influence of 
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perception of school safety, family financial capital, family human capital, family social 

capital, and school social capital on educational attainment at three time-points: 2001, 2005, 

and 2011.  I present ten regression models for each year.  In Model 1, I first investigate 

whether perception of school safety influences educational attainment, controlling for 

race/ethnicity, sex, and family structure.  In Model 2, I add measures of family financial, 

human, and social capital.  Model 3 tests the effect of perception of school safety and school 

social capital on educational attainment, controlling for race/ethnicity, sex, and family 

structure.  Model 4, the final additive model, includes all variables from Models 2 and 3 and 

controls for student characteristics—academic achievement, repeated a grade, and suspended 

from school.   Finally, I independently add each product-term interaction to the main effects 

model (Model 4) to assess the interaction effects between perception of school safety and 

household income (Model 5), perception of school safety and father’s education (Model 6), 

perception of school safety and mother’s education (Model 7), perception of school safety 

and family social capital, (Model 8), perception of school safety and school social capital 

(Model 9), and perception of school safety and academic achievement (Model 10)
2
.   

Results  

 Table 1 contains descriptive statistics for the sample. In 2001, the average educational 

attainment was approximately half of a year beyond a high school education.  In 2005, the 

                                                           
2
 Not shown in Tables 2 through 5, in addition to the strategy of adding one interaction term at a time to the 

additive main-effects model, I perform additional analyses where I add all statistically significant (p < .10, two-

tailed) interaction terms to the final additive model. 
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average educational attainment increased to 13.2 years of education and in 2011 it was 13.8 

years of education.  At Wave 1 (1997), over half of the respondents reported that they 

“agreed” that they felt safe at school, while almost 35 percent “strongly agreed” that they felt 

safe at school.  Nearly ten percent of respondents “disagreed” that they felt safe at school, 

and three percent reported that they “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  On 

average, father’s educational attainment was 11.97 years of education and mother’s 

educational attainment was slightly lower—11.68 years of completed education.   Most 

respondents specified that they did not attend a parochial school and more than half of the 

students indicated they did not have school-wide parental involvement at their school in the 

form of a career day.  The majority of respondents reported receiving average or above 

average grades, nearly 22 percent of students had repeated a grade, and most students 

reported that they had not been suspended from school.  Almost 72 percent of respondents 

indicated that they lived with both biological parents until they were 14-years-old.  

 Perception of school safety and all measures of family capital are positively 

correlated with educational attainment measured in 2001, 2005, and 2011 (p < .001, two-

tailed).  School social capital, attending parochial school, and school-wide parental 

involvement are also positively correlated with educational attainment across the three years.  

Respondents’ academic achievement is positively correlated with educational attainment, 

while repeating a grade and being suspended from school were negatively correlated with 
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educational attainment.  Living with both biological parents until age 14-years-old is 

positively correlated with educational attainment at all three time-points.   

 Table 2 presents the multiple regression results predicting educational attainment in 

2001 when respondents are 20 or 21-years-old.  Model 1 shows support for my hypothesis, 

suggesting that perceiving one’s school as safe is positively associated with educational 

attainment, net of the demographic control variables (.455, p < .001, two-tailed).  In Model 2, 

I find support for my hypotheses that household income, father’s education, and mother’s 

education are statistically significant and positive in predicting educational attainment (p < 

.001, two-tailed).  As predicted, running away from home is statistically significant and 

negative in predicting students’ educational attainment (-.857, p < .001, two-tailed).  Model 3 

shows that school social capital, parochial school, and school-wide parental involvement are 

statistically significant positive predictors of educational attainment, which demonstrates 

support for my hypothesis that higher levels of school social capital are associated with more 

years of education.   In Model 4, perception of school safety continues to be a statistically 

significant predictor of educational attainment after controlling for students’ academic 

achievement, if they had ever repeated a grade, and if they had been suspended from school.   

None of the interaction effects are statistically significant in predicting educational 

attainment in 2001 and therefore are not shown in Table 2.    

Table 3 presents the multiple regression results predicting educational attainment in 

2005 when respondents are 24 or 25-years-old.  The additive results shown in Table 3 are 
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similar to the results presented in Table 2 with a few exceptions.  For example, in Model 2 of 

Table 3, family social capital is statistically significant and positive (.368, p < .05, two-tailed) 

in predicting educational attainment, but it was not statistically significant in predicting 

educational attainment in 2001.  This suggests that family social capital was not an important 

resource for promoting educational attainment when respondents were in their early 20’s.  

However, family social capital was a statistically significant positive predictor of educational 

attainment four years later when respondents were in their mid-twenties.   The findings in 

2005 demonstrate support for my hypothesis that students with higher levels of family social 

capital will earn more education compared to their peers with low levels of family social 

capital.   

Table 4 presents the multiple regression results predicting educational attainment in 

2011.  Perception of school safety continues to be statistically significant and positive in 

predicting educational attainment in all four additive models (Model 1 through Model 4).  

This is important because it suggests that students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe 

have long-term negative effects on students’ educational attainment.  I find that when 

individuals’ perceive their schools as unsafe, they are likely to earn fewer years of education 

compared to their peers who perceive their schools as safe environments.  Table 4 

demonstrates support for my hypotheses that financial and educational resources within the 

family home have positive effects on educational attainment.  I also find that poor home 

environments, measured by one or more episodes of running away from home, have negative 
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effects on students’ educational attainment, even when controlling for student characteristics, 

including academic achievement, if students had repeated a grade, or if students had ever 

been suspended from school.   

In Table 3 and Table 4, Models 5 through 10, I include all terms present in Model 4 

but add a different product-term interaction in each model to test my hypotheses that 

students’ perceptions of unsafe school environments interact with family financial capital, 

family human capital, family social capital, school social capital, and academic achievement 

in predicting educational attainment.  I follow the strategy of adding each interaction term 

one at a time to the full additive model to assess whether perception of school safety 

moderates the relationship between each resource in predicting educational attainment.  

Because I am testing a separate hypothesis for each form of capital and academic 

achievement, this method is more appropriate than an approach that tests whether 

combinations of interactive terms promote more years of completed education.   

In Table 3, Model 5, I find that the interaction between perception of school safety 

and household income is statistically significant and positive in predicting educational 

attainment (p <. 10, two-tailed).  Figure 1 illustrates Model 5 graphically
3
, demonstrating that 

high levels of family financial capital, measured by gross household income, have less of an 

effect on promoting educational attainment when students perceived their schools as unsafe.  

                                                           
3
 I use the following equation to calculate the conditional slopes: Yi´ = b0 - X1i  X2i  
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As household income increases, perception of school safety has a more pronounced effect on 

educational attainment.  Specifically, for students who “strongly agreed” and “agreed” that 

they felt safe at school, household income is a viable resource for promoting educational 

attainment. However, household income only slightly increases educational attainment for 

students who perceived their schools as unsafe, particularly for students who “strongly 

disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  That is, students who “strongly disagreed” that they 

felt safe at school experienced little increase in educational attainment as household income 

increases.   

In Table 3 and Table 4, Model 6 tests the interaction effect between perception of 

school safety and father’s educational attainment.  I find that the interaction effect between 

perception of school safety and father’s educational attainment operate similarly in predicting 

educational attainment in 2005 and 2011, respectively.  Figure 2 demonstrates that in 2005, 

students who reported that they “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school—with 

fathers who attended four years of college—were not likely to achieve any more education 

than students whose fathers had less than a high school education who also “strongly 

disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  This demonstrates that father’s educational 

attainment is not an effective form of family capital for promoting educational attainment 

when students perceive their schools as unsafe.  Figure 3 shows that in 2011, there is only a 

slight increase in educational attainment for students who “strongly disagreed” that they felt 

safe at school with fathers who earned 16 years of education compared to students who also 
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“strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school with fathers who earned less than 12 years 

of education.    Students who reported that they “strongly agreed” that they felt safe at school 

whose fathers earned 16 years of education were predicted to earn nearly the same level of 

education as their fathers.  This difference is alarming because it suggests that father’s 

education does little to promote their children’s education when students perceive their 

schools as unsafe.  Perception of school safety and father’s educational attainment have the 

ability to work together to provide cumulative advantage for students who have both perceive 

their schools to be safe and have high levels of paternal education.  Yet, for students 

perceiving their schools as unsafe, father’s educational attainment does little to promote high 

school graduation or college enrollment, suggesting the importance of both families and 

schools working together to help students’ attain high levels of education.   

In Table 3, Model 9, I test the interaction effect between perception of school safety 

and school social capital, and I find that the interaction effect is statistically significant and 

positive in predicting educational attainment (p < .05, two-tailed).  Figure 4 illustrates Model 

9 graphically, demonstrating that when school social capital is low, perception of school 

safety matters little for promoting educational attainment.  Figure 4 shows that there is only a 

small difference in educational attainment for students with low levels of school social and 

varying perceptions of school safety.  However, as school social capital increases, perception 

of school safety boosts the effects of school social capital predicting educational attainment.  
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Yet, higher levels of school social capital did not help promote educational attainment for 

students who “disagreed” and “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school. 

 In Table 4, Model 10, the interaction effect between perception of school safety and 

students’ academic achievement is statistically significant and positive in predicting 

educational attainment (p < .05, two-tailed).  Figure 5 graphically illustrates this relationship.  

Figure 5 shows that combined, perception of school safety and academic achievement foster 

educational attainment.  It also illustrates that perception of school safety is an important 

resource for students with varying levels of academic achievement, including students 

earning below average, average, and above average grades.  For example, students with 

below average grades who “strongly agreed” that they felt safe at school were likely to earn 

more than 12 years of education, which suggests the completion of high school.  However, 

students earning below average grades who “disagreed” and “strongly disagreed” that they 

felt safe at school were likely to earn fewer than 12 years of education, suggesting that they 

dropped out or failed to complete their high school education.  Additionally, students who 

“strongly agreed” that they felt safe at school with above average grades were likely to earn 

almost three years more education compared to their counterparts who also achieved above 

average grades but “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  This suggests that 

academically successful students are not reaching their full educational potential when they 

perceive their schools as unsafe.  
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Discussion 

 My primary objective has been to study whether perceptions of school safety affect 

students’ educational attainment.  I argued that students who perceived their schools as 

unsafe were likely to achieve fewer years of education compared to their peers who 

perceived their schools as safe environments.   I find support for this hypothesis.  Perception 

of school safety was statistically significant in predicting educational attainment in 2001, 

2005, and 2011, even when controlling for the family financial, human, and social capital, as 

well as school social capital and other key factors known to affect educational attainment.  I 

also evaluate the effects of several forms of capital on educational attainment, finding 

support for my hypotheses that family financial capital and family human capital have 

positive effects on educational attainment.  Both family social capital and school social 

capital also prove to be important predictors of educational attainment.   

Additionally, my interaction models demonstrate that combinations of perception of 

school safety and family financial and human capital work together to shape the educational 

attainment of a cohort of students.  I discover that perception of school safety enhances the 

effects of school social capital predicting educational attainment for students who perceived 

their schools as safe, but perception of school safety did little to promote educational 

attainment when school social capital was low.  In addition, the combined effects of 

perception of school safety and academic achievement predicting educational attainment in 

both 2005 and 2011 suggest that students’ academic achievement is not enough to overcome 
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the detrimental effects of students’ perceptions of unsafe schools.  That is, even when 

students achieve above average grades, perceiving one’s school as unsafe limits students’ 

educational attainment. 

 Students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe hinders the effectiveness of forms of 

family capital and school social capital in promoting high levels of educational attainment.  

This helps explain why resources from families and schools may not always be useful in 

promoting educational attainment, particularly when students have strong negative 

perceptions of their schools’ safety.  I discover that when students’ perceive their schools as 

unsafe, capital investments from both families and schools may not be enough to assist 

students complete their high school education when they face challenges in their educational 

environments, such perceiving their schools as unsafe.  Students embedded in learning 

environments they perceive as unsafe are likely to obtain fewer years of education in spite of 

the family capital available to them at home and the social capital available at school.  My 

study suggests that negative perceptions of the school safety environment are detrimental to 

educational attainment as students work to complete their high school and college education, 

that is, perceiving one’s school as unsafe deters students from graduating from high school 

and earning one’s high school diploma.  This is important because high school graduation is 

required for college attendance and earning a college degree promotes positive outcomes in 

both work and family life (Belfield and Levin 2007).   
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Limitations  

 While I use an appropriate measure of school social capital that includes students’ 

perceptions of (1) teachers’ interest in students’ success at school, (2) the fairness of their 

schools’ grading system, and (3) the fairness of school discipline, a limitation of this measure 

is that school social capital can also include peer relationships, bonds between teachers and 

students, and relationships between educators and students’ parents.  I did not tap into the 

complex nature of school social capital because measures for these were not available in the 

data.  Additionally, variations in students’ perceptions of school safety and experiences with 

victimization may be linked to attending poor-quality schools or living in disadvantaged 

neighborhoods, and racial/ethnic minority youth and youth from lower socioeconomic 

families are more likely to attend these poorer quality schools and reside in less advantaged 

neighborhoods.  My study does not address the complexities of racial/ethnic inequalities or 

economic disparities linked to disadvantaged schools/neighborhoods.  Also, I do not know if 

students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety are having an effect on educational attainment 

because of an “unmeasured” objective measure of school safety or because it is measuring a 

social-psychological state of feeling safe. Also, Kohl, Lengua, and McMahon (2000) suggest 

using a multidimensional measure for parental school involvement; however, I use a single 

measure for school-wide parental involvement, again owing to data limitations.   
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Implications for Policy  

 My results have policy implications.  The findings clearly demonstrate the importance 

of students’ perceptions of their school environments in promoting educational attainment.  

This suggests that institutions outside the family, such as schools, can help supplement 

family efforts in assisting students earn their high school diploma, attend and graduate from 

college.  Additionally, this indicates that we cannot strictly promote educational attainment 

through high levels of family resources; rather, we need to consider how to improve students’ 

perceptions of their school environments.  For example, effective school policies that target 

problem behaviors may help in reducing students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe, as 

G. Gottfredson and D. Gottfredson (1985) find that clear expectations for students’ behaviors 

and consistently enforced rules help establish a more positive school climate.  Additionally, 

Gregory and Ripski (2008) argue that adolescents’ perceptions of school staff as trustworthy 

authority figures fosters cooperative behaviors between students and teachers, and in turn 

minimizes problem behaviors at school.  Students may perceive their schools as unsafe for 

various reasons, such as being the victim of teasing, bullying, social exclusion, or witnessing 

another students’ victimization.   Therefore, implementing programs and providing advocacy 

and support for students who perceive their schools as unsafe, negative, or hostile 

environments may help stimulate a more positive learning atmosphere, in turn advancing 

students’ educational attainment and promote better adult outcomes.  
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Conclusion  

 I argued that students’ perceptions of unsafe schools may impede future educational 

attainment.  My findings support this idea.   I find that perception of school safety can disrupt 

students’ educational attainment by preventing high school graduation, a necessary step to 

enable college enrollment or other advanced training.  Secondly, my findings demonstrate 

that families alone are not enough to promote their children’s educational attainment.  

Parents may be doing their best to help encourage their children’s educational attainment, yet 

their efforts may be unsuccessful when students perceive their schools as unsafe.  That is, 

even when students are from more advantaged families in terms of family income and 

parental education, they may not benefit from these resources if they perceive their schools 

as unsafe.  Therefore, it is important for both families and schools to work together to 

promote high levels of educational attainment, because we find that parental investments in 

their children are most effective when students perceive their schools as safe environments.  

This suggests parents will see more return from their capital investments in their children’s 

education if students perceive their schools as safe.    

I also discover that school social capital is most effective in promoting educational 

attainment when students perceive their schools as safe.  Schools are a powerful resource for 

fostering students’ educational attainment when coupled with students’ positive perceptions 

of their schools’ safety.   Yet, I find that school social capital is nearly useless for helping 

students graduate from high school and attend college when students perceive their schools 
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as unsafe.  Additionally, my findings help underscore why some students may fail to advance 

educationally when it appears they have high levels of family and school resources known to 

promote educational attainment.  Finally, some students are already at an educational 

disadvantage due to lack of capital at home or at school.  I find that these students are at an 

even greater disadvantage if they perceive their schools as unsafe.   

Students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety have long-term effects on their 

educational attainment.  For example, I find that students’ perceptions of their schools as safe 

promote students’ educational attainment at three important time-points: (1) in 2001, when 

students are at ages when they have typically graduated from high school and are attending 

college, (2) in 2005, when young adults are at ages when the majority who attended college 

will have completed their four-year degree, and (3) in 2011, when adults have reached ages 

when most have attained the highest level of education they will receive, such as a graduate 

or professional degree.  My findings also show that while the interaction effects between 

perception of school safety and forms of family capital, school social capital, and students’ 

academic achievement were not statistically significant in 2001, in 2005 students’ 

perceptions of their schools as safe bolstered the effects of these resources in promoting 

educational attainment.  In 2011, again I show that students’ perceptions of their schools as 

safe strengthened the effects of family human capital and academic achievement in helping 

students further their education.   
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I also find support for the theoretical perspectives used to guide my analyses.  For 

example, investment models suggest that high levels of parental resources are important for 

promoting positive outcomes later in life.  My findings demonstrate that family financial 

capital and family human capital are important resources for fostering children’s educational 

attainment at three distinct time-points.  Second, I find support for the ecological systems 

theory, as resources from multiple contexts, including families and schools, prove to be 

important for shaping individuals’ educational attainment.  In addition to family resources 

and students’ home environments, school social capital proves to be important for promoting 

educational attainment, as school social capital helped promote educational attainment in 

2001, 2005, and 2011.   

My findings also argue for a more nuanced theoretical approach in understanding 

how family and school resources affect educational attainment.  While prior literature 

establishes the importance of family social capital and school social capital for promoting 

positive educational outcomes (see Parcel et al. 2010 for a review), my approach 

demonstrates the importance  of testing how students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety 

may alter the process through which social capital operates.  For example, the relationship 

between (1) family financial capital and perception of school safety, (2) family human capital 

and perception of school safety, and (3) school social capital and perception of school safety 

predicting educational attainment suggest that family and school resources do not affect all 

students the same.  This suggests that moving forward, in order to better understand the 
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process in which family and school resources promote positive outcomes for adolescents and 

young adults, it is important to consider how individuals’ perceptions of their schools’ 

environments may hinder or bolster the effects of these resources.   

 Although I find that students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe deters 

educational attainment, other contexts also influence youths’ development.  For example, 

some individuals may also perceive that their neighborhoods, communities, and family 

homes are unsafe, which may have a negative effect on their educational progress.  

Therefore, future studies should analyze the effects of students’ perceptions of several 

environments in addition to the school.  By examining student perceptions of safety across 

contexts—schools, neighborhoods, communities, and at home—researchers may be able to 

analyze the cumulative effects of several environments on educational attainment as well as 

other outcomes in young adulthood. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

FAMILY AND SCHOOL SOCIAL CAPITAL, PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL 

SAFETY, AND BULLY VICTIMIZATION PREDICTING YOUTHS' LIKELIHOOD 

OF RUNNING AWAY FROM HOME 

 Youths' family environments are important for shaping their socialization and 

development (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; Sampson and Laub 1993; Parcel and Menaghan 

1994; Cernkovick and Giordano 2001).  Families provide children with basic necessities, 

such as food and shelter.  They also have the potential to provide supportive and nurturing 

environments, which in turn help foster future positive outcomes in adolescence and young 

adulthood (Unger and Powell 2014).  However, we know that not all family homes are equal 

in terms of parental resources and quality of parent-child relationships (Kalil 2015), and as a 

result, some youth may choose to leave their family home before reaching adulthood.   While 

most youth remain at home with their families until 18-years-old or older (Mogelonsky 1996; 

Arnett 2000), studies suggest that 6-7 percent or over 1.5 million youth run away from home 

each year before reaching age eighteen (Sanchez, Waller, and Greene 2006).   

  Runaways are defined as youth, under the age of 18-years-old, who leave home 

without permission and are away from home for at least one night.  Most runaways are gone 

less than one week (Hammer et al. 2002) and return to their parents or guardian after their 

runaway episode (Milburn et al. 2007); yet, studies suggest that running away from home is 

problematic (Lauritsen, Sampson, and Laub 1991; Hagan and McCarthy 1997; Tyler, Hoyt, 
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Whitbeck, and Cauce 2001).  For example, running away from home is associated with an 

increased risk of sexual victimization (Tyler et al. 2001), including becoming a sex 

trafficking victim (Clawson, Dutch, Solomon, and Grace 2009.)   And young girls in 

particular face a high risk of sexual victimization after running away (Kempf-Leonard and 

Johansson 2007).  Additionally, Hagan and McCarthy (1997) argue that running away from 

home introduces youth to new delinquent opportunities, as well as the need to engage in 

them.  For example, hunger may increase theft of food and lack of financial resources may 

lead to engagement in the illegal economy, e.g., prostitution (Hagan and McCarthy 1997).  

Lauritsen, Sampson, and Laub (1991) argue that runaway youths' reliance on the street 

economy increases their exposure to further victimization.  Other studies find that running 

away from home is associated with greater risk of exposure to alcohol and drugs (Simons and 

Whitbeck 1991; Martinez 2006), increased risk of criminal victimization (Whitbeck and 

Simons 1993; Whitbeck, Hoyt, and Ackley 1997), increased likelihood of being arrested and 

incarcerated (Biehal and Wade 1999), and higher risk of exposure to sexually transmitted 

diseases (Courtney et al. 2005).  Additionally, Hyde (2005) argues that running away from 

home interrupts schooling and other training needed to prepare youth for adulthood and 

future employment, suggesting that runaway behaviors during adolescence may have 

negative consequences longer term. 

Prior research suggests that many youths run away from home in order to run away 

from something, such as their families (Tyler, Hagewen, and Melander 2011). Extant 
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literature focuses on the relationship between dysfunctional and abusive families and youths' 

likelihood of running away from home (e.g., Whitbeck, Hoyt, and Yoder 1999; Cauce et al. 

2000; Tyler, Cauce, and Whitbeck 2004; Gwadz, Nish, Leonard, and Strauss 2007).  

However, a limitation of this approach is that it places primary focus on youths’ family 

environments—including victimization occurring within the family—and neglects the 

importance of other contexts, such as schools.   I argue that this approach leaves several 

questions unanswered.  For example, how do negative experiences at school, including 

experiences with peer victimization influence youths’ decisions to leave home?  Do negative 

perceptions of youths' school environments increase the likelihood of running away from 

home?  Do youth run away from home in order to avoid peer victimization at school or to 

avoid attending a school they deem unsafe?   

To address these gaps in the literature I first examine whether youths' perceptions of 

school safety influence their likelihood of running away from home. I also explore if youths' 

experiences with peer victimization at school and victimization in other contexts increase 

youths' likelihood of running away from home. Next, I assess how family and school 

resources in the forms of family social capital and school social capital affect youths’ 

likelihood of running away from home.  I also examine if family social capital and school 

social capital affect the likelihood of running away from home differently depending on if 

youth perceive their schools’ as safe or unsafe environments.  Additionally, I am interested in 

how youths' perceptions of school safety interact with prior runaway episodes and 
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experiences with victimization predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home.  

Finally, to better understand how peer victimization may interact with youths' bonds with 

their families and schools, I assess how youths' experiences as bully victims may impact the 

ability of family social capital and school social capital to deter running away from home.  I 

argue that in spite of youths’ strong bonds to their family and/or school, experiences with 

peer victimization may increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home.   

What Contributes to Youths' Likelihood of Running Away from Home? 

Victimization and the Increased Risk of Running Away from Home   

 Research consistently finds that physical victimization increases youths' likelihood of 

running away from home (Farber, Kinast, McCoard, and Falkner 1984; Greenblatt and 

Roberston 1993; McMorris et al. 2002).   For example, Gwadz, Nish, Lenard, and Strauss 

(2007) argue that many youths run away from home to escape family abuse.  This is 

supported by other studies (e.g., Janus, McCormack, Burgess, and Hartman 1987; Kaufman 

and Widom 1999; Hoyt, and Whitbeck 2000; Yoder, Whitbeck, and Hoyt 2001).  

Additionally, using a qualitative approach, Tyler (2006) finds that among a sample of 

homeless youth (N = 40) the vast majority reported experiencing both physical and sexual 

abuse before running away from home.   These studies and others have greatly advanced of 

understanding of how family victimization contributes to youth runaways and homelessness.  

However, less is known regarding how victimization occurring in other contexts, such as 
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schools, and from sources other than family members, such as one’s peers influences youths' 

likelihood of running away from home.    

Bully Victimization and Running Away from Home  

Bullying is one form of peer victimization that is a serious problem for many youth 

(Berger 2007).  Dinkes et al. (2009) estimate that over 5.7 million American-youth or 32 

percent of students nationwide are bullied each year.  Olweus (1991a) maintains that bullying 

is a form of physical or psychological aggression that is directed at one or more individuals.  

It includes both the intention to harm and an imbalance of power between individuals or 

groups of people (Olweus 1991a).  Bullying encompasses a variety of potentially harmful 

behaviors, such as verbal threats, physical violence, aggression, property theft and 

destruction, retaliatory measures, name-calling, teasing, alienation, rumor-spreading, and 

aggressive behaviors through digital technology (e.g., cyber-bullying) (Mendez, Bauman, 

and Guillory 2012).  Olweus (1991b) argues that while both male and female students report 

concerns about bullying, males tend to be physically bullied more than females, and females 

are more likely to experience verbal ridicule, teasing, and social exclusion than their male 

peers. 

 Studies suggest that there are numerous negative consequences associated with bully 

victimization, including engaging in avoidance behaviors (Hutzell and Payne 2012), social 

strain with peers (Nansel et al. 2004), and truancy (Lane 1989).  However, relatively 

unstudied is how bully victimization influences youths’ likelihood of running away from 
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home.  One exception is Tyler and Bersani (2008) who use the National Longitudinal Survey 

of Youth (1997) to predict the number of times youth ran away from home during 

adolescence.   They find that personal victimization—if youth had been threatened at school 

or been the victim of repeated bullying—is associated with an increased likelihood of 

running away from home, net of the effects of gender, family structure, socioeconomic 

status, and race/ethnicity.   

Tyler and Bersani's (2008) work suggests that it is important to consider bully 

victimization when testing the relationship between victimization and running away from 

home.  But despite their helpful approach, their study has limitations. For example, the 

authors fail to take into account how resources in the form of family social capital and school 

social capital may influence the relationship between peer victimization and running away 

from home.  I argue that the relationship between peer victimization and running away from 

home is complex and family and school resources may moderate this relationship.  

Additionally, while Tyler and Bersani test the effect of youths' experiences with 

victimization at school, they do not test if youths' perceptions of school safety influence their 

decisions to run away from home.  This is problematic because previous research 

demonstrates that in addition to experiences, it is important to consider individuals' 

perceptions in shaping their subsequent behaviors and decisions (Zohar 1980; Bandura 

2001).  I argue that both youths' experiences and youths' perceptions are important in 

predicting their likelihood of running away from home.  Therefore, to address these 
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limitations I include youths' perceptions of school safety, youths' experiences with peer 

victimization, family social capital and school social capital predicting youths' likelihood of 

running away from home.   

Negative School Environments and Running Away from Home  

 Running away from home is a serious problem and negative experiences at school 

may be a contributing factor.  For example, scholars find an association between running 

away from home and dropping out of school and behavioral problems at school leading to 

suspension/expulsion (Whitbeck et al. 1999; Hagan and McCarthy 1997).  Yet, few studies 

examine the school environment predicting youths’ likelihood of running away from home, 

including how youths' perceptions of their school environments influence their likelihood of 

becoming a runaway.  Tyler et al. (2011) are a partial exception.  Using the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) (N=7,000) they test the relationship 

between the youths' school environments and running away from home.  They find that 

environmental factors, such as the school environment, are not direct or indirect statistically 

significant predictors of running away from home.  I argue, however, that this may be due to 

the authors’ approach of combining youths’ friends, neighborhoods, and schools as one 

environment, rather than testing the effect of youths’ perceptions of school safety predicting 

their likelihood of running away from home.  This suggests that further research is needed to 

better understand the relationship between youths' perceptions of school safety and their 

likelihood of running away from home.   
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Other Factors Associated with Running Away from Home  

 Previous studies suggest that several demographic factors are associated with running 

away from home.  Older youth between the ages of 15 and 17-years-old are more likely to 

run away from home than their younger peers (Yoder et al. 2001; Benoit-Bryan 2015), and 

females are more likely to run away from home than males (Sanchez et al. 2006).  Tyler and 

Bersani (2008) find that African-American and Latino adolescents are less likely to run away 

from home than their White/non-Latino counterparts.  However, not all scholars agree.  

Yoder, Whitbeck, and Hoyt (2001) argue that gender/racial differences of runaway youth are 

difficult to determine because of sampling issues (Yoder et al. 2001).  For example, females 

and non-White youth tend to be overrepresented in sample shelters (Robertson 1991).  

Sanchez et al. (2006) argue that there is a strong relationship between family structure and 

running away from home, which is supported by other studies (e.g., Adams, Gullotta, and 

Clancy 1985; Kim, Chenot, and Lee 2015).  Unsafe neighborhoods are associated with lower 

adolescent well-being (Sampson, Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 2002) and may also 

contribute to an increased likelihood of running away from home.  However, Tyler, Johnson, 

and Brownridge (2008) argue that the relationship between environmental risk factors, such 

disadvantaged or unsafe neighborhoods, and running away from home is not well 

understood.   

Some studies suggest that adolescents who engage in problem behaviors are more 

likely to run away from home (SAMHSA 2004).  Yet, others argue that it is unclear if 
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problem behaviors occur before youth run away from home or if delinquent behaviors 

emerge after youths leave home (Tyler and Bersani 2008).  Youth who are friends with 

delinquent peers are more likely to run away from home compared to other youths (Hagan 

and McCarthy 1997).  For example, using data from Add Health, Chen, Thrane, and Adams 

(2012) find that peer deviance is strongly associated with running away from home, net of 

respondent’s own deviant behavior, parental attachment, and school bonding.   The authors 

argue, however, that more research is needed to understand how families, schools, and peers 

contribute to youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  This is one goal of my 

research.    

Considering individual characteristics helps us better identify who runs away from 

home, while sociological and criminological theories help better explain both who and why 

youth may run away from home.  Therefore, for the purpose of this study I draw from three 

theoretical perspectives.  I use ecological systems theory, investment models, and social 

capital theory to better understand why youth engage in runaway behaviors and leave home 

before adulthood.   

Investments in Children and Adolescents 

 Investments that parents make have long-term consequences for children.  Investment 

models suggest that there are different forms of resources that are helpful in promoting 

favorable childhood socialization and development (Parcel and Hendrix 2014).   In addition 

to parental investments, resources may come from several contexts.  Bronfenbrenner’s (1979; 
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1992) ecological systems theory emphasizes the need to take into account multiple contexts 

that may potentially influence children, adolescents, and families.  He conceptualizes the 

ecological environment as a set of nested structures.  Bronfenbrenner argues that human 

development involves the way in which a person perceives and deals with his or her 

environment; the environment extends beyond the behaviors of individuals to encompass 

functional systems both within and between settings.  He suggests that children are 

embedded within the microsystem of families, the mesosystem of relationships between 

microsystems, such as families and schools, and the macro-levels of societies 

(Bronfenbrenner 1974). 

 The microsystem consists of patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal 

relationships that individuals experience in a given setting (Bronfenbrenner 1979).   The 

mesosystem comprises the interrelations among two or more settings in which children 

actively participate, such as the relationships among home, school, and one’s peer group.  

The mesosystem forms or extends as individuals move into new settings.  Bronfenbrenner 

suggests that these interconnections take on additional forms, such as (1) other individuals 

who participate in both settings; (2) intermediate links in a social network; (3) formal and 

informal communications among settings; and (4) the extent and nature of knowledge and 

attitudes existing in one setting about the other.    

 The macrosystem refers to consistencies in the form and content of the lower-order 

systems that exist at the level of the subculture, including belief systems (Bronfenbrenner 
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1979).  For example, the relationships between home and school are different for families 

based on social class and/or racial and ethnic identity.  These relationships reflect unique 

belief systems, which in turn create and perpetuate ecological environments specific to each 

group (Bronfenbrenner 1979).   

 This suggests that the process of children’s socialization is complex, involving 

multiple social systems, with two critical social systems being the family and the school.  In 

the next section I discuss how families and schools have the potential to make capital 

investments in children and adolescents in the forms of family social capital and school 

social capital.  I will first focus on how family social capital may influence youths’ likelihood 

of running away from home.  Next, I address how school social capital may potentially affect 

problem behaviors, such as running away from home.  Finally, I discuss how family social 

capital varies by family structure, which in turn affects youths' likelihood of running away 

from home.   

Family Social Capital  

Social capital refers to connections between and among individuals that produce 

social outcomes (Coleman 1990; Portes 2000), reflecting relationships between people 

(Bourdieu 1973).  It also suggests how individuals benefit through their participation in 

groups (Bourdieu 1973; Coleman 1988).  For example, the bonds between parents and 

children and the time and attention parents give their children promote social norms, which 

in turn may prevent risky and delinquent behavior (Hagan and McCarthy 1997).   
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Coleman (1990) argues that social capital is developed through family interaction.  

He suggests that parents’ physical presence and high levels of attention are ways that parents 

transmit their human capital to their children.  Coleman also suggests that family social 

capital includes the quality of child-parent relationships.  Parental interest in their children, 

parental monitoring, and extended family exchange and support are also forms of family 

social capital (Coleman 1990). 

Hagan and McCarthy's (1997) social capital theory suggests that youth are more 

likely to run away from disadvantaged homes because parents have less social capital.  

Additionally, they argue that low levels of social capital suggest weakened bonds between 

parents and their children and include inconsistent and harsh parenting, both of which 

increase youths' likelihood of running away from home.  This is supported by other studies.  

For example, Schreck and Fisher (2004) find that poor parenting, including high levels of 

conflict and low levels of warmth and support are associated with adverse child and 

adolescent outcomes.  Luster and Small (1994) argue that adolescents with lower levels of 

parental monitoring are more likely to participate in risky behaviors, and these youths are 

likely to have higher involvement in delinquency and problem behaviors, which may include 

running away from home.   

Other studies suggest a link between higher levels of family social capital and fewer 

behavioral problems in childhood (Dufur, Parcel, and McCune 2008) and in adolescence 

(Dufur, Parcel, and Troutman 2013; Dufur et al., 2015).  For example, Milkie, Nomaguchi, 
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and Denny (2015) use time diary and survey data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, 

Child Development Supplement to study the effects of maternal time spent with children and 

adolescents.  They find that time spent with mothers during adolescence may help limit risk-

taking behaviors through blocking delinquent opportunities and through the encouragement 

of pro-social thinking.  They also suggest that time spent together may be a signal to 

teenagers that they matter.  This in turn may help in developing a deeper bond between 

adolescents and parents, which may prevent running away from home.   

School Social Capital  

 Capital at school also affects children’s academic, behavioral, and social outcomes 

(Parcel, Dufur, and Zito 2010).  School social capital consists of bonds between parents and 

schools (Parcel and Bixby 2016).  Strong connections between parents and schools create 

bridging social capital between the family and the school (Coleman 1991; Parcel et al. 2010; 

Parcel and Bixby 2016; Putnam 2000).  Schools where parents are involved may also have 

fewer behavioral problems and lower rates of bullying because there is more investment in 

the school and greater social control (McNeal 1999).  Dika and Singh (2002) suggest that 

school-wide parental involvement in school activities, such as helping with fundraisers, 

taking an active role through parent-teacher conferences, and assisting in classroom duties, 

may contribute to the overall well-being and functioning of the school.  Additionally, 

parochial schools may have a positive impact on student outcomes, possibly owing to 
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student-teacher bonds, a form of social capital and values shared by family, community 

members, the church and school (Parcel and Dufur 2001a).  

 Another form of school social capital is school climate.  School climate encompasses 

norms about appropriate behaviors and embodies a structured system of rewards and 

punishments (Welsh, Stokes, and Green 2000).  Schools with structured policies regarding 

misbehavior tend to produce more favorable outcomes for students, as students feel more 

confident that their teachers and administers will address school problems (Welsh et al. 

2000).  A positive school climate in the form of a safe school environment helps to reduce 

student delinquency (Liska and Reed 1985; Cernkovich and Giordano 1992; O’Donnell, 

Hawkins, and Abbott 1995; Popp and Peguero 2012).  And Parcel and Dufur (2001b) find 

that children who attend schools with high levels of social cohesion among teachers, parents, 

and students tend to exhibit fewer behavioral problems compared to children who do not.  

Additional studies suggest that schools that emphasize positive social norms and attachments 

to mainstream institutions aid in children’s and adolescents’ development.  For example, 

Maddox and Printz (2003) argue that relationships with schools, teachers, and conventional 

classmates may increase students’ acceptance and endorsement of social norms, values, and 

rules.  They also argue that once developed, social bonds to schools may discourage students 

from engaging in behaviors that do not align with the values and norms of the school.  These 

studies suggest that school social capital may take several forms and that each is important 

for reducing youths’ likelihood of running away from home.   
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While family and school social capital are important predictors of youths' behavioral 

outcomes, such as running away from home, we know that not all children and adolescents 

have access to similar levels of capital.  In the following section I address how family social 

capital may vary by family structure, which also predicts running away from home.   

Family Structure, Family Social Capital and Running Away from Home  

Studies find that there is a strong relationship between family structure and running 

away from home (Adams, Gullotta, and Clancy 1985), suggesting that youth living with both 

biological parents are less likely to run away from home than their peers who live with one 

biological and one non-biological parent or with a single parent (Sanchez et al. 2006).  

However, not all scholars agree that family structure is a predictor of running away from 

home.  For example, Tyler and Bersani (2008) find that living with both parents (compared 

to living in another living situation) is not statistically significant in predicting youths' 

likelihood of running away from home, net of gender/race and family socioeconomic status.  

This suggests that the relationship between family structure and running away from home 

may be linked to family resources. 

Other studies suggest that social capital is stronger in two-parent families because 

there are two people to engage in child-rearing and socialization (Coleman 1988; McLanahan 

and Sandefur 1994).  For example, Thomson, McLanahan, and Curtin (1992) argue that 

single parents have less time to invest in their children compared to two-parent families.  

Additionally, using data from the 1987-88 National Survey of Families and Households, 
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Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahan (1994) find that lower levels of maternal and paternal 

support in single-mother households contribute to children’s behavioral problems.  Other 

studies suggest that children in stepfamilies may fare worse than children with two married 

biologically-related parents because parents tend to invest less of their resources in children 

who are not biologically related to them (Case, Lin, and McLanahan 2000).   

While all types of families have the potential to provide youth with nurturing, 

supportive homes, these studies suggest that higher levels of family social capital typically 

found in two-parent families may be most effective for deterring youth from running away 

from home.  This suggests the importance of considering the bonds between parents and their 

children when examining the relationship between family structure and running away from 

home. 

Limitations of Predicting Youths’ Likelihood of Running Away from Home  

Children develop in the context of multiple institutions, including families and 

schools (Bronfenbrenner 1974; 1979; Epstein 1983; Parcel and Dufur 2001a; 2001b; Parcel, 

Dufur, and Zito 2010), suggesting that both families and schools are important for children’s 

futures (Eccles and Harold 1996; Dufur et al. 2015). And while we know that multiple 

contexts influence youths’ socialization and development, research tends to overlook how 

families and schools may jointly contribute to youths' likelihood of running away from home.   
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Brakenhoff et al. (2015) argue that numerous factors place youth at risk for running 

away from home and recommend using Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory 

to understand how environmental, family, and individual factors impact youths' likelihood of 

running away from home.  Yet, few studies account for the influence of institutions external 

to the family when predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home, nor do they test 

if there are interaction effects between different contexts, such as families and schools in 

predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home.  This is problematic because while 

some studies find that families are more important than schools for promoting child social 

development (Parcel and Dufur 2001a) and deterring delinquency (Dufur et al. 2015), 

Greenwald, Hedges, and Laine (1996) suggest that resources at school may be particularly 

useful for deterring problem behaviors when family resources are low or insufficient.  A 

number of unanswered questions remain, which suggest the need for research to test if 

families and schools work together to deter running away from home.   For example, do poor 

quality family environments and negative perceptions of schools' safety have a cumulative 

effect on the likelihood of running away from home?  Are strong family environments 

enough to deter running away from home when youth are faced with poor perceptions of 

their school environments?   My research will provide insights into these questions.  

Furthermore, my study will address several other limitations existing in youth 

runaway research.  For example, Tyler et al. (2011) argue that much of what we know about 

runaway youth is based on small samples of currently homeless individuals; consequently, 
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less is known about the risk factors preceding youths’ runaway behaviors and about youth 

who run away from home but then later return.  The authors also argue that few studies 

examine various risk factors that may impact youths’ likelihood of running away from home, 

including both family and school characteristics. Therefore, to address these limitations my 

study uses a large nationally representative sample of youth, testing the effects of both 

families and schools on youths’ likelihood of running away from home. 

Current Study and Hypotheses 

 Multiple contexts influence youths’ socialization and development; yet, research 

continues to overlook key aspects of these contexts, including youths' perceptions of their 

schools’ safety and experiences with victimization both at school and in other contexts. My 

research makes an additional contribution to the literature by examining how running away 

from home is affected by multiple contexts.  My approach will advance our understanding of 

how families and schools may work together to prevent youth from running away from 

home.   It may also help us understand why some youth are more likely to run away from 

home when it appears that they have high levels of both family and school resources.  I 

propose the following four additive hypotheses:  

H1. Youth who report a negative perception of their schools’ safety will be more 

likely to run away from home compared to their peers who perceive their schools as 

safe environments.  
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H2. Experiences with victimization will increase youths' likelihood of running away 

from home, net of youths' perceptions of their schools’ safety.    

H3. Youth with higher levels of family social capital will be less likely to run away 

from home compared to youth with lower levels of family capital, net of perception 

of school safety.   

H4. Net of youths’ perceptions of schools’ safety, youth who attend schools with 

higher levels of social capital are less likely to run away from home compared to 

those who attend schools with lower levels of school social capital.   

The bonds between youths and their families and youths and their schools have the 

potential to deter youth from running away from home.  However, when youth perceive their 

schools as unsafe, these resources may be less effective in deterring youth from running 

away from home.  This leads to the following two hypotheses: 

H5a.  High levels of family social capital will have less of a deterrent effect on 

running away from home when youths’ perceive their schools as unsafe.    

H5b.  High levels of school social capital will be less effective in preventing youth 

from running away from home when youth have a negative perception of their 

schools’ safety.    

Youth who have ran away from home in the past are more likely to run away from 

home again.  However, youths’ positive perceptions of their schools’ safety may help prevent 
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future runaway episodes.  This suggests that a prior runaway episode may have less of an 

effect on the likelihood of running away from home when youth perceive their schools as 

safe; therefore, I offer the following hypothesis: 

H6.  Youth who have ran away from home in the past who perceive their schools as 

safe will be less likely to run away from home compared to their peers who also have 

a prior runaway episode but perceive their schools as unsafe.   

Victimization is one of the strongest predictors of running away from home and 

perceiving one’s school as unsafe may exacerbate the effects of bully victimization on the 

likelihood of running away from home.  This leads to the following hypothesis:  

H7. Youth who are the victim of bullying who report that they feel unsafe at school 

are more likely to run away from home compared to their peers who have been 

victimized by bullying but have positive perceptions of their schools’ safety.   

The bonds between youths and their families and youths and their schools have the 

potential to deter youth from running away from home.  However, resources from both 

families and schools may be less effective in preventing running away from home when 

youth have been the victim of bullying.  Therefore, I propose the following two hypotheses:  

H8a. High levels of family social capital will be less effective in deterring running 

away from home when youth have been the victim of bullying.    
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H8b. High levels of school social capital will be less likely to deter running away 

from home when youth have been the victim of bullying.   

Data  

 I use data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (hereafter NLSY97).  

Because I am interested in examining how youths' perceptions of school safety, youths' 

experiences with victimization, and family and school social capital affect youths’ likelihood 

of running away from home, data for analyses must be longitudinal and include detailed 

information on youths’ perceptions, experiences, families and schools.  The NLSY97 fulfills 

these criteria.   

 The NLSY97 is a household-based, nationally representative longitudinal study, 

following a cohort of youth born between the years 1980 through 1984 with Wave 1 starting 

in 1997, continuing to Wave Sixteen collected in 2013.  The oldest respondents were 16-

years-old as of December 31, 1996 and the youngest were 12-years-old.  The initial sample 

includes 8,984 individuals originating from 6,819 unique households; 1,862 households 

included more than one NLSY97-eligible respondent.  Starting in 1997, respondents were 

interviewed annually, collecting data regarding youths’ labor market behavior and 

educational experiences, in addition to respondents’ family and community background 

information.  
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 The NLSY97 includes two independent probability samples, a cross-sectional sample 

and an oversample of African-American and/or Latino respondents.  The cross-sectional 

sample was designed to be representative of youth residing in the United States during Wave 

1 (1997).  Following the initial screening process, 7,327 youth from the cross-sectional 

sample were chosen to be interviewed and 92.1 percent or 6,748 respondents completed 

Wave 1 of the survey (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  The supplemental sample was based on the 

number of African-Americans and Latinos living in a particular geographic area.  The larger 

the percentage of African-Americans or Latinos living in a particular area, the greater the 

chance the area was selected for the oversample (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  Once an area 

was selected for the oversample, the housing units in the area were screened to ensure only 

African-Americans or Latinos were selected to complete the first-round interview. After the 

screening process, 2,479 individuals were designated to participate in the survey with 2,236 

respondents (90.2 percent) completing Wave 1 of the interview (NLS User’s Guide 2000).   

Of the 8,984 respondents, 7,123 respondents were considered eligible for the survey 

because they were (1) 17-years-old or younger and (2) living with a parent or guardian at the 

date of the interview.  From the 7,123 respondents, two reported “don’t know” and ten 

respondents refused to answer the question.  Therefore, my final analytic sample includes 

7,111 respondents. 

 I considered using the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS: 2002) for this 

study.  However, I determined that several indicators are either not included in the survey or 
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the NLSY97 has superior measures.  For example, the ELS: 2000 lacks questions about 

crime, victimization, delinquency and peer group delinquency.  Also, the ELS: 2000 

questions respondents about bullying by asking respondents how many times they 

experienced bullying during the first semester/term of the same school year, rather than 

asking respondents if they had ever experienced bullying.  The NLSY97 captures 

respondents' experiences with bullying and other forms of victimization during childhood 

and early adolescence.  For example, at Wave 1 (1997) respondents are asked if they had 

ever experienced these events.  Thereafter (Wave 2 through Wave 16), respondents are asked 

if they had experienced these events since the date of the last survey.   This is important 

because I am interested in youths’ prior experiences with victimization beyond their present 

school year.  

Variables and Measures  

 I measure my dependent variable, running away from home at Wave 2 (1998) from a 

question asking respondents if they had left home and stayed away at least one night without 

their parent’s prior knowledge or permission since the date of the last interview.  This 

question allows me to test youths’ likelihood of running away from home for respondents 

between the ages of 13 to 17-years-old.  The oldest survey respondents were 17-years-old at 
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Wave 2, which is important because youth older than 17 are considered legal adults and are 

no longer referred to as runaways
4
.   

Perception of School Safety  

 I measure perception of school safety at Wave 1 (1997) with a survey question asking 

respondents, “Do you feel safe at school?”  Responses include (1) strongly disagree, (2) = 

disagree, (3) = agree, and (4) = strongly agree.    

Family Social Capital  

 To measure family social capital, I create an index.  I include three aspects of parental 

involvement or time parents spend with their children (see Furstenberg and Hughes 1995).  

This measure includes the number of days per week respondents typically (1) ate dinner with 

their family, (2) engaged in a fun activity with their family, and (3) participated in a religious 

activity with their family.  Responses range from zero days to seven days per week.  The 

fourth item in the index asks respondents how much their residential mother knows about 

their teachers and what he or she is doing at school with values including (0) = knows 

nothing, (1) = knows just a little, (2) = knows some things, (3) = knows most things, and (4) 

= knows everything.  The social capital index ranges from zero, indicating low levels of 

family social capital, to twenty-five, suggesting high levels of family social capital.  I use 

                                                           
4
 18-years-old is considered the legal age of majority in most states; however, the legal age of majority in 

Alabama and Nebraska is 19-years-old (Human Research Protection Office 2015).  The difference in the legal 

age of majority by state does not affect my results because I measure running away from home when youth are 

17-years-old.   
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factor analysis that suggests that all four items load on one factor, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 

.641 indicating a moderate level of reliability.  All family social capital measures are from 

Wave 1 (1997).   

I include running away from home at Wave 1 (1997) as an independent variable.  I 

use it as an additional measure of respondents’ family environments because running away 

from home is associated with poor home environments (Janus et al. 1987).   The survey 

question asks respondents if they had ever run away from home coded (1) = yes, ran away 

from home and (0) = no, have not ran away from home.  Additionally, following 

Brakenhoff’s et al. (2015) argument that prior runaway episodes predict subsequent 

occurrences of running away from home, I include running away from home as an 

independent variable.  

School Social Capital  

 I measure school social capital with an index from questions at Wave 1 (1997) asking 

respondents (1) if teachers are interested in students’ success at school, (2) if the grading 

system was utilized fairly at school, and (3) if discipline was fair.  Responses include (1) = 

strongly agree, (2) = agree, (3) = disagree, and (4) = strongly disagree.  I recode variables so 

that higher responses reflect a positive perception of the school environment, with a range of 

4-12.  Factor analysis suggests that all three items loaded on one factor, and the Cronbach’s 

alpha of .734 indicates a moderate level of reliability.   
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 I use three additional measures of school social capital, the first being type of school, 

(1) = parochial school and (0) = all other schools.  Secondly, I measure if schools have 

school-wide parental involvement in school.  Respondents were asked if they had a day at 

school where parents came to the school to discuss their occupations and careers.  School-

wide parental involvement in school is coded as (1) = yes, parents involved in school, and (0) 

= parents not involved in school.  This measure reflects bridging social capital between 

families and schools. My final measure of school social capital is student-teacher ratio.  

Lower student-teacher ratio provides an opportunity for stronger bonds between students and 

teachers (Parcel and Dufur 2001a).  Student-teacher ratio is measured by (1) = less than 14 

students per teacher, (2) = 14 to 17 students per teacher, (3) 18 to 21 students per teacher, and 

(4) 22 or more students per teacher.  All school capital measures are from Wave 1 (1997) of 

the survey. 

School-Based Victimization  

 In order to tap into the experiences with school-based victimization, I use two 

variables for analyses: (1) threatened at school and (2) victim of property theft at school.  I 

measure threatened at school with a question asking respondents the number of times they 

had ever been threatened to be hurt at school, ranging from 0 to 50 or more times.  Over 80 

percent of the respondents answered zero, indicating that they had never been threatened to 

be hurt at school.  Because of the skewed distribution, I recode this to include seven 

categories: (0) = never threatened at school, (1) = threatened once at school, (2) = threatened 
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twice at school, (3) = threatened three times at school, (4) = threatened four times at school, 

(5) = threatened five times at school and (6) = threatened six or more times at school.  

Respondents were also asked at Wave 1 (1997) the number of times they had been the victim 

of property theft while at school (“had something of value been stolen at school”).  

Responses range from 0-20 with 75 percent of respondents indicating that they have never 

been the victim of property theft.  I recode victim of property theft at school into five 

categories: (0) = not the victim of property theft at school, (1) one-time victim of property 

theft at school,  (2) victim of property theft at school twice, (3) victim of property theft at 

school three times, and (4) = victim of property theft at school four or more times.     

Other Forms of Victimization  

 I include three other measures of victimization from Wave 1 (1997) of the survey: 1) 

if the respondent’s house was ever broken into when they were a child; (2) if they had ever 

witnessed a shooting as a child; and (3) if they were the victim of repeated bullying.  

Witnessing extreme violence, such as a shooting is oftentimes referred to as “co-

victimization” (Shakoor and Chalmers 1991) and is associated with serious consequences 

similar to those resulting from direct victimization (Franzese et al. 2014). This demonstrates 

the importance of including if respondents had ever witnessed a shooting as a measure for 

victimization.  I measure bullying with the question, “Before you turned age 12, were you 

ever the victim of repeated bullying?” I include all victimization measures as dichotomous 

variables, (1) = yes, experienced victimization and (0) = no, did not experience victimization.   



 
 
 

82 
 

Control Variables  

 I control for delinquency by using a seven-item index that asks respondents if they 

had ever (1) destroyed property, (2) stole something worth less than $50, (3) stole something 

worth more than $50, (4) committed other property crimes, (5) drank alcohol, (6) smoked 

cigarettes, or (7) smoked marijuana.  I measure all delinquency items from Wave 1 of the 

survey.   Exploratory factor analysis suggests that the seven items load on one factor, and the 

Cronbach’s alpha of .760 indicates a moderate level of reliability.   

 I also control for peer delinquency.  Similar to Haynie (2002), I measure respondents’ 

proportion of friends who (1) belong to a gang, (2) use illegal drugs, (3) cut classes or school, 

(4) smoke cigarettes, and (5) get drunk once a month or more.   I count the item if 

respondents responded, “about 75 percent” or “almost all” (more than 90 percent) of their 

peers engaged in each behavior.  Higher values of this scale—which is coded from zero to 

five—indicate that a higher percentage of the respondents’ friends engaged in delinquent 

behaviors.  Cronbach’s alpha of .717 suggests a moderate level of reliability.   

 Finally, I control for several demographic variables that prior research suggests are 

associated with running away from home.  I measure race/ethnicity by sets of dummy 

variables (White, African American, Latino, and other) with White as the reference category.  

I include sex as a dummy variable with females as the reference group.  I measure family 

structure, assessing if respondents lived with both biological parents until they were 14-
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years-old, (1) = yes and (0) = no.  Although this does not reflect changes in family structure 

during childhood and adolescence (Cherlin 2010), it will differentiate respondents who 

remained with both biological parents until age 14 from all others.  I also control for age by 

including respondents’ year of birth.   

Multicollinearity, Missing Data and Weighting Data  

I test for multicollinearity.  Tolerance scores range from .722 to .980, and variance 

inflation faction (VIF) scores range from 1.02 to 1.39 suggesting that multicollinearity is not 

an issue.  Preliminary analyses expose missing data.  I impute missing values for all 

independent variables using multiple random imputation (Allison 2001).  I use a series of 

five imputations to predict missing values across independent variables.  This procedure 

estimates a set of plausible values for missing data and replaces the missing values with these 

estimates (Allison 2001; Enders 2010).  I use SPSS 24, which uses an MCMC algorithm 

known as fully conditional specification (FCS) or chained equations imputation (Enders 

2010).  This technique uses a specific univariate model for each variable and iteratively 

imputes each variable with missing values, then uses the imputed values in the imputation of 

other variables.  SPSS uses linear regression for continuous variables and logistic regression 

for categorical variables (Enders 2010).  The average missing data across independent 

variables is approximately 10 percent.  Additional analyses suggest that the findings using 
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imputed values are consistent in terms of direction and statistical significance with analyses 

conducted using listwise deletion.  

Analytic Strategy  

 I use logistic regression to predict the binary outcome variable, likelihood of running 

away from home in 1998 from sets of independent variables measured in 1997.  The equation 

for the logit is expressed as:  

logit [θ(x)] = log([θ(x)]/[1-θ(x)]) = α + β1X1 + β2X2… + βkXk 

In Model 1, I test whether perception of school safety influences youths’ likelihood of 

running away from home.  In Model 2, I add measures of victimization occurring at school 

and in other contexts.   Model 3 tests the effect of perception of school safety and family 

social capital, while Model 4 introduces perception of school safety and school social capital 

to predict youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  In Model 5, I include all of the 

independent variables and control variables.  Finally, I assess the interaction effects of (1) 

family social capital and perception of school safety (Model 6), (2) school social capital and 

perception of school safety (Model 7), (3) prior runaway episode and perception of school 

safety (Model 8), (4) bully victimization and perception of school safety (Model 9), (5) 

family social capital and bully victimization (Model 10) and (6) school social capital and 

bully victimization predicting running away from home (Model 11).  
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Results  

 Table 5 includes descriptive statistics for the all of the variables and bivariate 

correlations between each independent variable and the dependent variable, running away 

from home.  At Wave 2 (1998) almost eight percent of respondents reported that they had run 

away from home since the date of the last interview.  Over half of the respondents reported 

that they “agreed” that they felt safe at school, while almost 35 percent “strongly agreed” that 

they felt safe at school.  Nearly ten percent of respondents reported that they “disagreed” that 

they felt safe at school and three percent indicated that they “strongly disagreed” that they 

felt safe at school.  The majority of respondents reported that they had not been threatened at 

school, were the victim of property theft at school, or were the victim of a home burglary.  

Almost 20 percent of respondents specified that they had been the victim of bullying and 

approximately 11 percent of respondents had witnessed a shooting.  Most respondents 

indicated that they did not attend a parochial school and more than half of the students 

reported they did not have school-wide parental involvement at their schools.  Approximately 

half of the sample was male and over 73 percent of respondents indicated that they lived with 

both biological parents until they were 14-years-old.  On average, respondents were 

approximately 15-years-old (born in 1982) at Wave 1 (1997) of the survey.     

 Table 5 shows that perception of school safety is statistically significantly and 

negatively correlated with running away from home (p < .001, two-tailed), which suggests 

that respondents who reported that they felt safe at school were less likely to run away from 
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home compared to their peers who reported that they did not feel safe at school.  All five of 

the victimization measures are positively correlated with running away from home.  Family 

social capital, attending parochial school, and school-wide parental involvement are 

negatively correlated with running away from home.  Delinquency and peer delinquency are 

positively correlated with running away from home.  Additionally, being male, living with 

both biological parents until age 14, and age are statistically significant and negatively 

correlated with running away from home.   

 Table 6a presents results from logistic regression models predicting likelihood of 

running away from home in 1998.  Model 1 shows support for my hypothesis that perceiving 

one's school as safe is negatively associated with running away from home (-.414, p < .001, 

two-tailed).  In Model 2, I find support for my hypothesis that experiences with victimization 

are statistically significant positive predictors of running away from home.  That is, 

respondents who have been threatened at school or have been the victims of property theft at 

school are more likely to run away from home compared to their peers who did not 

experience these forms of victimization.  Other forms of victimization, including having 

one's home burglarized (.104), being the victim of bullying (.349), and witnessing a shooting 

(.599) also increases the likelihood of running away from home (p < .001).   Model 3 shows 

that a prior runaway episode increases the likelihood of running away from home (1.77, p < 

.001), net of perception of school safety and family social capital.  Model 3 demonstrates 

support for my hypothesis that family social capital is statistically significant and negative in 
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predicting one's likelihood of running away from home (-.042, p < .001).  Additionally, 

Model 3 shows that perception of school safety remains statistically significant and negative 

in predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home.  Model 4 shows that school 

social capital is statistically significant and negative in predicting running away from home (-

.199, p < .001), which supports my hypothesis that high levels of school social capital 

prevent youth from running away from home.  Attending parochial school and school-wide 

parental involvement are also statistically significant and negative in predicting youths' 

likelihood of running away from home.   

Model 5 includes all of the independent variables and the control variables, including: 

(1) delinquency, (2) peer delinquency, (3) race/ethnicity, (4) sex, (5) family structure, and (6) 

age.  Model 5 demonstrates that perception of school safety remains statistically significant 

and negative in predicting the likelihood of running away from home, net of the control 

variables.  Model 5 also shows that being threatened at school, the victim of property theft, 

and the victim of bullying continue to be statistically significant and positive in predicting 

youths' likelihood of running away from home even after controlling for delinquency, peer 

delinquency, and the remaining control variables.  Additionally, both family social capital 

and school social capital remain statistically significant and negative in Model 5, net of the 

control variables.  Delinquency (.245, p < .001) and peer delinquency (.038, p < .10) are both 

statistically significant and positive in predicting the likelihood of running away from home.  
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Model 5 also shows that Latinos are more likely to run away from home than White/non-

Latinos and females are more likely to run away from home compared to males.   

 Table 6b presents the interaction models of the logistic regression results predicting 

youths' likelihood of running away from home.  In Models 6 through 9, I include all terms 

present in Model 5 but add a different product-term interaction in each model to test my 

hypotheses that youths' perceptions of school safety moderate the relationships between 

family social capital, school social capital, prior runaway episodes, and bully victimization 

predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home.  In Model 6, the interaction effect 

between family social capital and perception of school safety is not statistically significant (p 

< .10, two-tailed).  This suggests that perception of school safety does not moderate the 

relationship between family social capital and the likelihood of running away from home.  

That is, the magnitude or direction of the effect of family social capital predicting the 

likelihood of running away from home is not conditional upon students’ perceptions of 

school safety.   

In Model 7, the interaction effect between school social capital and perception of 

school safety is statistically significant and negative in predicting running away from home.  

This supports my hypothesis that perception of school safety moderates the effect of school 

social capital predicting youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  Figure 6 

demonstrates Model 7 graphically, illustrating that when youth report that they “disagreed” 

or “strongly disagreed” that they feel safe at school and have low levels of school social 
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capital, they are more likely to run away from home compared to individuals with similarly 

low levels of school social capital who report that they “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that 

they feel safe at school.  Figure 6 demonstrates that perception of school safety matters more 

for deterring running away from home when respondents report low levels of school social 

capital.  At schools where social capital is low, perception of school safety is more important 

for preventing running away from home compared to when youth report attending schools 

with high levels of school social capital.  Figure 6 shows that when youth report high levels 

of school social capital, perception of school safety does little to boost the effect of school 

social capital in deterring running away from home.   

In Model 8, I test the interaction effect between having a runaway episode prior to 

1997 and perception of school safety predicting the likelihood of running away from home.  I 

find a statistically significant interaction effect between having a prior runaway away episode 

and perception of school safety, which supports my hypothesis.  Figure 7 graphically 

displays this relationship.  It shows that individuals who reported a runaway episode prior to 

1997 were much more likely to run away from home in 1998; however, as predicted, 

perception of school safety moderates this relationship.  Figure 7 demonstrates that 

individuals who ran away from home prior to 1997 and “strongly agreed” that they felt safe 

at school were less likely to run away from home again in 1998 compared to their peers who 

had also run away from home in the past but reported that they “agreed”, “disagreed”, or 

“strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  Individuals who reported that they had 
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never ran away from home and felt safe at school were the least likely to run away from 

home.  Figure 7 also shows that for individuals who reported that they had a prior runaway 

episode, “agreeing” that they felt safe at school did not deter running away from home at 

Wave 2 (1998).  This suggests that the relationship between prior experiences with running 

away from home and youths' perceptions of their school environments are important because 

when youths had run away from home in the past, only those who reported feeling the safest 

at school (“strongly agreed”) were deterred from subsequent runaway episodes.    

In Model 9, I test my hypothesis that perception of school safety moderates the 

relationship between bully victimization and youth's likelihood of running away from home.  

I find support for this hypothesis.  Figure 8 illustrates Model 9 graphically, showing the 

nature of the interaction effect between bully victimization and perception of school safety 

predicting youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  As shown in Figure 8, individuals 

who reported that they had never been bullied and “agreed” or “strongly agreed” that they 

felt safe at school were the least likely to run away from home.  Perception of school safety 

operates similarly for individuals who reported that they had been the victim of bullying; 

however, perception of school safety is a less effective resource for deterring running away 

from home for those who had been bullied.  This suggests that youth are most likely to run 

away from home when they reported that they “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at 

school and reported being the victim of bullying.  While we know that both bully 

victimization and feeling unsafe at school are linked to negative adolescent outcomes, Figure 
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8 illustrates that together, the negative experience of being bullied and youths' perceptions of 

schools as unsafe increase youths’ risks of running away from home.   

In Model 11, I find support for my hypothesis that bully victimization moderates the 

effect of school social capital predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home.  

Figure 9 graphically displays this relationship, demonstrating that school social capital is less 

effective in deterring youth from running away from home when individuals report that they 

were the victim of bullying.  As demonstrated in Figure 9, individuals who reported low 

levels of school social and reported that they had been bullied were more likely to run away 

from home compared to their peers who also reported low levels of school social capital but 

had not been bullied.  Being the victim of bullying is most consequential for individuals with 

low levels of school social capital.  As school social capital increases, bully victimization is 

less likely to increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  This suggests that 

school social capital is an especially important buffer for deterring running away from home 

when individuals have been bullied.   

Discussion  

My primary objective was to test whether youths’ perceptions of their school as 

unsafe increased their likelihood of running away from home. I argued that youth who 

perceived their schools as unsafe were more likely to run away from home compared to their 

peers who perceived their schools as safe environments.  I find support for this hypothesis.  

Perception of school safety proves to be an important deterrent for running away from home 
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in 1998 in all five additive models.  In the final additive model (Model 5), youths' 

perceptions of schools as safe continues to be statistically significant and negative in 

predicting youths’ likelihood of running away from home even when controlling for 

experiences with victimization, family social capital, prior runaway episodes, school social 

capital, and other key factors known to affect youths' likelihood of running away from home.  

I also evaluate the effects of several forms of victimization on running away from home, 

finding support for my hypothesis that experiences with victimization both inside and outside 

of the school increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  I also find that family 

social capital, having a prior runaway episode, and school social capital also prove to be 

important predictors of running away from home.  

Additionally, the relationship between school social capital and perception of school 

safety demonstrates that a positive perception of the school environment and high levels of 

school resources in the form of school social capital work together to deter youth from 

running away from home.  I find that perceiving one’s school as safe enhances the effects of 

school social capital deterring youth from running away from home and is especially 

important for preventing running away from home when youths’ report low levels of school 

social capital.  My findings also suggest that youths’ perceptions of their schools as safe may 

be helpful to deter future runaway episodes when youth have ran away from home in the 

past.  Youth with a prior runaway episode may be more influenced by unsafe school 

conditions, which suggests the importance of schools acting as protective buffers to prevent 
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youths from multiple runaway episodes.  The relationship between being the victim of 

bullying and youths’ perceptions of school safety suggests that negative perceptions and 

negative experiences have cumulative effects on running away from home.  That is, youth are 

most likely to run away from home if they have been the victim of bullying and perceive 

their school as unsafe.  I also find being the victim of bullying hinders the effectiveness of 

school social capital in decreasing youths' likelihood of running away from home.  My 

findings suggest that high levels of school resources, although helpful, are not enough to 

completely prevent youth from running away from when they face challenges in their 

educational environments, such as perceiving their schools as unsafe.  

Limitations  

 While I use an appropriate measure of school social capital that includes students’ 

perceptions of (1) teachers’ interest in students’ success at school, (2) the fairness of their 

schools’ grading system, and (3) the fairness of school discipline, a limitation of this measure 

is that school social capital can also include peer relationships, bonds between teachers and 

students, and relationships between educators and students’ parents.  I did not fully tap into 

the complex nature of school social capital because measures for these were not available in 

the data.  Additionally, variations in students’ perceptions of school safety and experiences 

with victimization may be linked to attending poor-quality schools or living in disadvantaged 

neighborhoods, and racial/ethnic minority youth and youth from lower socioeconomic 

families are more likely to attend these poorer quality schools and reside in less advantaged 
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neighborhoods.  My study does not address the complexities of racial/ethnic inequalities or 

economic disparities linked to disadvantaged schools/neighborhoods.  While individuals’ 

perceptions of their schools as safe prove to be important for deterring running away from 

home, I do not know if individuals’ perceptions are having an effect on the likelihood of 

running away because of an “unmeasured” objective measure of school safety or because it is 

measuring a social-psychological state of feeling safe.  Also, Kohl, Lengua, and McMahon 

(2000) suggest using a multidimensional measure for parental school involvement; however, 

I use a single measure for school-wide parental involvement, again owing to data limitations.  

In addition, while LGBT youth tend to experience disproportionately high rates of 

homelessness each year (Quintana, Rosenthal, and Kehely 2010), data limitations prevented 

me from testing the relationship between youths’ sexual orientation and running away from 

home.  Finally, my sample includes youth who have ran away from home, but later returned.  

Therefore, my study does not capture youth homelessness.   

Implications for Policy  

My findings have implications for school policies that may help reduce the likelihood 

that youth will run away from home.  Besides time spent at home, youth spend the majority 

of their time at school (Larson 2001).  And if remaining at home means attending a school 

that youth deem disadvantaged in terms of school social capital and negative in terms of 

safety—youth may choose to leave home rather than be required to attend school.  Strict 

truancy laws require parents to send their children to school, particularly if they are under age 
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16-years-old (Gleich-Bope 2014).  This suggests that neither the youth nor their parents may 

feel that they have much control whether a minor attends school on a regular basis.  While 

some families may have the knowledge and resources to choose their children’s schools, for 

many, changing schools is not an option (Parcel and Taylor 2015).  Therefore, school 

administrators may consider stricter enforcement of rules, policies, and practices, which in 

turn may help youth feel safer at school and deter youth from the potentially consequential 

and dangerous decision to run away from home.  

Conclusion  

 Existing research on the effects of family and school social capital on adolescent 

outcomes rarely consider the effects of the school, particularly youths’ experiences at schools 

and youths' perceptions of their schools when studying problem behaviors during 

adolescence.  Prior research fails to provide a theoretically motivated and comprehensive 

treatment of how youths’ perceptions of their school environment may moderate the 

effectiveness of family and school resources known to have positive effects on later 

outcomes.  I examine if perception of school safety and experiences with victimization 

increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home and if these two factors moderate the 

relationship between family social capital and school social capital in predicting youths' 

likelihood of running away from home.     

I argued that youths’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe may increase their 

likelihood of running away from home.  My findings support this idea.  Families alone are 
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not enough to deter runaway behaviors among adolescents.  My findings underscore the 

importance of youth feeling safe at school in order to deter running away from home.  I find 

that youth who report feeling safe at school are less likely to run away from home, net of 

many other factors that we would expect to influence youths’ likelihood of running away 

from home.   

I also find that some of the key control variables that are typically associated with 

running away from home were not statistically significant in predicting youths' likelihood of 

running away from home.  For example, research finds a strong relationship between family 

structure and running away from home, suggesting that living with both biological parents 

helps deter youth from running away from home (e.g., Kim, Chenot, and Kim 2015). Yet, 

while my bivariate correlations in Table 1 suggest a statistically significant and negative 

relationship between living with both biological parents until age 14 and running away from 

home, in my final additive regression model predicting youths' likelihood of running away 

from home, the relationship between family structure and running away from home is not 

statistically significant.   

Additional analyses not shown demonstrate that all of the control variables are 

statistically significant in predicting running away from home when they were included in 

the model without perception of school safety and the other major independent variables.  

For example, family structure was statistically significant and negative in predicting running 

away from home, suggesting that youth who resided with both biological parents until age 14 
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were less likely to run away from home compared to their peers who lived in a different 

family structure.  However, after adding perception of school safety to the model, family 

structure was no longer statistically significant in predicting youths' likelihood of running 

away from home.  This is important because it suggests that the relationship between family 

structure and running away from home was explained away by youths' perceptions of school 

safety.  Additionally, age and the racial groups African American and other were no longer 

statistically significant predicting youths' likelihood of running away from home after adding 

perception of school safety to the model.    

I also find that experiences with victimization occurring both in the school and in 

other contexts increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  The majority of 

previous research focuses on unstable home environments, suggesting that family neglect and 

abuse increases youths’ likelihood of running away from home (e.g., Nye 1980).  I take a 

different approach by focusing on victimization occurring specifically at school and peer 

victimization in the form of bullying.  I find that victimization occurring at school, including 

when youth report that they have been threatened at school or had property stolen at school 

increases youths' likelihood of running away from home.  I also find that bully victimization 

increases youths' likelihood of running away from home.  Additionally, I find that 

experiencing a home burglary increases the likelihood of running away from home.  These 

findings are important because they suggest that attending schools where victimization is 

more likely to occur and living in unsafe neighborhoods or communities increase the 
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likelihood that youth will leave home before reaching adulthood.  Although parents may not 

have the ability to protect their children from all forms of victimization occurring outside of 

their family homes, there may be opportunities to help children attend safer schools, which in 

turn may prevent youth from running away from home.   

Additionally, I demonstrate that youths' perceptions of schools as safe may help 

prevent youth from running away from home, particularly if they have run away from home 

in the past.  This is important because youth who reported that they had run away from home 

prior to 1997 may have few family resources at home, poor peer relationships, and/or may be 

involved in problem behaviors or with delinquent peers.  My findings suggest that the school 

may be a useful resource for troubled youth who need additional support from an institution 

external to their family.  Therefore, it is important that youth perceive their schools as safe 

because those who perceive their schools as unsafe may be less likely to use the school as a 

supplemental resource when family resources are scarce or they have experienced other 

negative events during childhood/adolescence that may push them to leave home.    

 I also find that school social capital is most effective in deterring running away from 

home when youth perceive their schools as safe.  Schools are a powerful resource for 

discouraging negative youth outcomes when coupled with youths’ positive perceptions of 

their schools' safety.   When youth report the highest levels of school social capital, their 

perceptions of school safety do little to further decrease their likelihood of running away 

from home.  Yet, when youth attend schools with the fewest resources in terms of school 
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social capital, perception of school safety is imperative to help deter running away from 

home.  This suggests that low levels of school social capital and negative perceptions of 

one’s school environment are detrimental for youth.  When youth perceive their schools as 

disadvantaged in term of school social capital and perceive their schools to be unsafe they are 

the most likely to run away from home.  This suggests the importance of better relationships 

between students and administrators, students and teachers, and students and their peers to 

help improve youths’ overall perceptions of their schools' environments.   

Additionally, my findings demonstrate support for the theoretical frameworks used to 

guide this study.  First, I find support for investment models, which suggest that the bonds 

between parents and their children in the form of family social capital are important for 

deterring problem behaviors, such as running away from home.  The relationships between 

parents and their children in the form of family social capital prove to be an important 

resource for preventing youth from becoming runaways.  Secondly, my findings show 

support for the ecological systems theory, as I find that social capital from multiple contexts 

are important for discouraging youth from running away from home.  I find that even after 

controlling for individual and demographic characteristics typically associated with youth 

runaways, social capital from both families and schools are important predictors for runaway 

behaviors.   

Thirdly, the relationship between (1) school social capital and perception of school 

safety, and (2) school social capital and bully victimization predicting running away from 
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home suggest that moving forward, it is important to consider how individuals’ perceptions 

of their schools as unsafe and experiences with victimization may hinder the effectiveness of 

these resources.  Family and school social capital are less useful for preventing youth from 

running away from home when youth have negative perceptions of their schools and/or have 

been the victim of bullying.  Therefore, a theoretical approach that considers investments in 

youth from multiple contexts and youths’ perceptions and experiences may be better suited 

to explaining delinquency, including the likelihood of running away from home.    
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FAMILY AND SCHOOL SOCIAL CAPITAL, PERCEPTION OF SCHOOL 

SAFETY, AND BULLY VICTIMIZATION AS PREDICTORS OF THE 

LIKELIHOOD OF VIOLENCE 

Adolescent violent delinquency has received a lot of attention over the years, with 

scholars predicting youths' likelihood of violence from individual (Monahan et al. 2001; 

Swanson et al. 2006), family (Piquero et al. 2009), peer (McGloin and Piquero 2010; Weiss 

2011) and neighborhood characteristics (Anderson 1999; Bellair and McNulty 2005).  

Studies suggest that violent delinquency is associated with family disadvantage (De Coster, 

Heimer, and Wittrock 2006) and child maltreatment (Mersky and Reynolds 2007).  Other 

scholars identify delinquent peer networks (Weiss 2011), disadvantaged neighborhoods 

(Stewart and Simons 2010), and prior victimization experiences (Lansford et al. 2007) as 

strong predictors of youth violence.   

Scholars tend to agree that youths' prior experiences with delinquency are critical to 

our understanding of youth violence because most adolescents who engage in crime and 

delinquency are likely to engage in these types of behaviors again (Moffitt 1993; Laub and 

Sampson 2011).  More specifically, studies suggest that individuals are more likely to be 

violent if they have a high frequency of offending (Piquero, Farringotn, and Blumstein 2003). 

Scholars also tend to agree that regardless of prior delinquent behaviors, most adolescents 
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age out of crime (e.g. Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983), which may be why there has been less 

attention paid to violence perpetrated after adolescence during young adulthood.    

Multiple contexts are also important for shaping youths’ behavioral outcomes, 

including the resources that children/youth acquire from both their families and their schools 

(Parcel and Dufur 2001b).   For example, Dufur et al. (2015) find that family social capital 

and school social capital are both important resources for deterring problem behaviors.  Other 

studies suggest that the bonds between youth and their parents and youth and their schools 

may act as forms of social control and these bonds may help prevent youth from engaging in 

problem behaviors (Hirschi 2004).  However, for the purpose of this study I am interested in 

how youths’ perceptions and experiences during childhood and adolescence affect the 

relationship between family/school resources and violence perpetration in early adulthood.  I 

expect that both family social capital and school social capital will be less effective in 

preventing violence when individuals perceive their schools as unsafe or when they have 

been victimized.   

Additionally, to better understand the link between victimization and subsequent 

violence, I explore if peer victimization in the form of bullying moderates the effect of family 

and school social capital on individuals' likelihood of engaging in violence.  That is, I 

examine if family social capital and school social capital are less powerful for discouraging 

violence when individuals have been victimized by bullying.  Finally, because we know that 

gender is important for understanding individuals' experiences with victimization and crime, 
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I assess the relationship between gender and violent offending moderated by bully 

victimization.  That is, while we know that males are more likely to engage in violence 

compared to females, I argue that experiences with bullying may affect females differently 

than males in predicting violence.   My approach of merging insights from sociology of the 

family and criminology will help advance our understanding of what affects individuals' 

likelihood of engaging in violence and how both perceptions and experiences may influence 

the relationship between family and school resources and likelihood of violence.       

School Safety and Violent Offending in Adolescence and Young Adulthood  

 School safety and youth violence are primary concerns in American schools (Sprott 

2004; Brookmeyer, Fanti, and Henrich 2006), and studies suggest an interconnectedness 

between the two (Reis, Trockel, and Mulhall 2007; Johnson 2009).  Johnson (2009) suggests 

that school safety potentially influences the social, psychological, and physical well-being of 

students, in turn affecting individuals’ behavioral outcomes.  For example, studies suggest 

that many students report feeling unsafe at school (Dinkes et al. 2009), and students who 

report bringing weapons to school may do so for their own protection (Crowe 1991; Sheley 

and Wright 1993; Khoury-Kassabri, Astor, and Benbenishty 2007).  These studies, among 

others (e.g., Felson et al. 1994; Wilcox, Augustine, and Clayton 2006), suggest that unsafe 

schools may be linked to individuals’ involvement in delinquency and crime, including 

violent offending.   
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 Sprague and Walker (2000) argue that exposure to a negative school environment is 

one aspect of the ecological environment and may lead to violent offending.   Other studies 

find similar outcomes.  For example, Crooks et al. (2007) use a longitudinal design to 

examine 9
th

 grade students (N=1,897) from 23 high schools.  They find that individuals 

attending schools with an overall safer climate are less likely to engage in violent 

delinquency four to six months later compared to students attending unsafe schools, even 

after controlling for students’ individual risk factors including being male, experiencing 

victimization, and poor parental nurturing.  What is unclear, however, is how individual-level 

perceptions of school safety contribute to violent offending.  While serious violent offending 

is at its peak during adolescence (Zimring 1979; Strasburg 1984; Weiner and Wolfgang 

1985; Elliott 1994), we know little about how individuals' perceptions of their schools as 

unsafe may influence their likelihood of engaging in violence as they enter early adulthood.  

Currently, it is unclear if individuals' perceptions of school safety have long-term 

consequential affects.  For example, we do not know if youths' perceptions of schools’ safety 

matter as they age out of high school and enter adulthood.  Therefore, my study will address 

these limitations by using longitudinal data to examine how individuals’ perceptions of 

schools’ safety during high school affect their likelihood of engaging in violence later, 

capturing individuals' violent behaviors into young adulthood.   
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Demographic Characteristics and Violent Offending  

Many studies suggest a patterned relationship between violent crimes and several 

demographic characteristics.  For example, Elliott (1994) finds that African-American men 

tend to have higher rates of violent offending compared to their female and non-Hispanic 

White counterparts.  Similarly, Haynie and Payne (2006) find that after controlling for 

individual and family characteristics, African- American and Hispanic youth tend to engage 

in significantly more violence than their White counterparts (see also Hawkins et al. 2000; 

McNulty and Bellair 2003).  Other studies find that residing in a single-parent family 

increases the likelihood of engaging in violence (Black and Ricardo 1994).  For example, 

Blum et al. (2000) finds that both middle school students and high school students are more 

likely to engage in weapon-related violence if they are from a single-parent family, net of 

gender, family income, and race/ethnicity. 
 
 Studies also find that lower socioeconomic status 

(Braithwaite 1981; Elliott and Ageton 1980; Brownfield 1986; Heimer 1997) and 

neighborhood disadvantage (Kornhauser 1978; Fagan, Piper, and Moore 1986; Sampson, 

Raudenbush, and Earls 1997; Gorman et al. 2001) are associated with higher rates of violent 

offending.  Additionally, Anderson’s (1999) ethnography of family life in the inner-city finds 

that concentrated poverty and alienation from mainstream society contribute to involvement 

in crime and violent behaviors, particularly for African-American men.    

 Men are more likely to commit violent crimes than women (Heimer 1997; Heimer 

and De Coster 1999; Lauritsen, Heimer, and Lynch 2009).  Extensive literature examines the 
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gender gap in violent offending, focusing on the differences between men’s and women’s 

rates of committing violent crimes (e.g., Sanders 2006; Steffensmeier et al. 2006; Lauritsen 

and Heimer 2008; Zimmerman and Messner 2010).  Some argue that there has been a rise in 

violent female offending that has reduced the gender gap (Simon 1975).  Others suggest that 

the narrowing of the gender gap actually reflects changes in the behaviors of both female and 

male offenders rather than stark increases in female violent offending (Lauritsen et al. 2009).  

Qualitative research focusing on women’s violent offending underscores how women’s 

experiences with victimization influence their participation in subsequent violence and crime 

(Richie 1996; Simpson, Yahner, and Dugan 2008).  For example, Richie (1996) examines 

African-American women’s experiences with intimate partner victimization.  She finds that 

among her sample of victimized African-American women (N = 26), the intersection of race, 

gender, and victimization traps women into pathways leading to crime.   

 Taken together, these studies suggest the importance of considering students’ 

perceptions of school safety and demographic characteristics in predicting violent behavior.  

Yet, there continue to be gaps in our understanding of violence that my study will address.  

My study will contribute to the extant literature by examining if experiences with 

victimization, including victimization occurring at school and in the form of bullying, will 

increase adolescents’ and young adults’ likelihood of engaging in subsequent violence, while 

controlling for demographic factors associated with violent behavior.  Additionally, my study 

will fill a gap in the literature by examining if students’ perceptions of school safety may 
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moderate the relationship between victimization and offending.  That is, I argue that 

individuals' experiences with victimization will not affect all individuals in the same way, but 

instead will vary depending on individuals' perceptions of their school environments.  

The Link between Victimization and Offending   

 Victimized individuals are more likely to become offenders themselves and the 

relationship between victimization and offending is often referred to as the victim-offender 

overlap (Lauritsen, Sampson, and Laub 1991; Chang, Chen and Brownson 2003).  The 

notion that there is a relationship between victimization and offending is supported by 

numerous studies (e.g., Gottfredson 1981; 1984; Maxfield 1987; Widom 1989b; Daday et al. 

2005; Simpson, Yahner, and Dugan 2008).  Jennings et al. (2010) find support for the victim-

offender overlap using longitudinal data from the Gang Resistance Education and Training 

Project (N = 407). Additionally, Jennings, Piquero, and Reingle (2012) review research 

published between 1958 and 2011 that tests the relationship between victimization and 

subsequent offending.  Eighty-four percent of the articles they reviewed find support for the 

victim-offender overlap.   

 Other studies find a relationship between family victimization and subsequent 

offending (Rivera and Widom 1990; Dodge, Bates, and Pettit 1990; Herrenkohl et al. 2008).  

The relationship between childhood exposure to violence and later violent offending is 

oftentimes referred to as the intergenerational transmission of violence (Curtis 1963; 

Bandura 1973; Widom 1989b).  The intergenerational transmission of violence thesis 
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suggests that children's exposure to parental violence may lead to perpetration of violence in 

the next generation (Widom and Wilson 2015).  In particular, studies suggest a relationship 

between children's exposure to violent parental interactions and future involvement in violent 

intimate relationships (Straus, Gelles and Steinmetz 1980).  Recently, Rivera and Fincham 

(2015) find support for the relationship between children's exposure to parental violence and 

subsequent violent behaviors.  They find that among their sample of young adults (N = 285), 

witnessing interpersonal violence between parents is significantly related to later perpetration 

of intimate partner violence.   

 While research addressing the victim-offender overlap and the intergenerational 

transmission of violence has helped shape our understanding of how victimization and 

violent offending are related, there are limitations my study will address.  For example, while 

we know that victimization occurring at home may predict subsequent violence, I argue that 

school-based victimization may be associated with the victim-offender overlap or the cycle of 

violence, similar to the cycle of violence occurring within families.  And the majority of prior 

research does not test whether individuals' experiences with school-based victimization and 

bullying increases their likelihood of engaging in violence.  This is why I test the relationship 

between peer victimization occurring at school and in the form of bullying to predict 

individuals' likelihood of violence.  

Prior research also neglects to consider how individuals' perceptions of school safety 

may influence the relationship between victimization and offending, and questions remain.   
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For example, are individuals more likely to engage in subsequent violence if they have been 

the victim of bullying and report that they feel unsafe at school?  Do experiences with 

victimization and perceptions of unsafe school environments have a cumulative effect on 

individuals' likelihood of engaging in violence?  In the following section, I focus on the 

effects of school-based victimization and bullying on subsequent violence, including why it 

is important to consider both when testing the relationship between victimization and 

subsequent violent offending.   

School-Based Victimization   

 School-based victimization is associated with a host of negative outcomes including 

academic underachievement (Konishi, Hymel, Zumbo, and Li 2010; Juvonen, Espinoza, and 

Knifsend 2012), school avoidance (Hutzell and Payne 2012), truancy (Lane 1989), dropping 

out of high school (Cooper and Nickerson 2013), social strain with classmates (Hazler, 

Hoover, and Oliver 1991), higher levels of depression, loneliness, and anxiety (Nishina, 

Juvonen, and Witkow 2005), lower levels of self-efficacy (Erath et al. 2010), psychosocial 

adjustment problems (Nansel et al. 2004), and, of particular interest to this study, 

involvement in delinquency and criminal behavior (Sullivan, Farrell, and Kliewer 2006).   

 Subsequent delinquency and criminal behavior may be a response to students’ 

frustrations from experiencing school-based victimization, as the school environment should 

be a safe haven for learning and development.  Unfortunately, we know that this is not 

always the case.    For example, using a multi-method design, including in-depth interviews 



 
 
 

110 
 

and surveys, Miller (2006) explores the effects of school-based victimization on a sample of 

young African- American women (N=35) with a comparison group of 40 young men from 

disadvantaged neighborhoods in St. Louis.  Miller finds that many of the African-American 

women experienced victimization at school, particularly from male peers.   She also finds 

that school authority figures were reluctant to respond to the victimization.  For example, one 

young woman in the study described feeling unprotected by teachers and security guards, 

“Sometimes they don’t even really say nothing.  They just sit back and watch us” (Miller 

2006:104).  While Miller’s study helps shape our understanding of adolescents’ experiences 

with school-based victimization, it does not show how these experiences affect the young 

women at a later time-point.  One goal of my study is to fill this gap by examining whether 

school-based victimization experienced during high school influences one’s likelihood of 

engaging in violence during late adolescence or early adulthood.  

Bully Victimization and Subsequent Violence  

 While school-based victimization may take many forms, bullying is one form of peer 

victimization that is particularly problematic for youth.  Bullying refers to intentional 

aggressive behaviors that are repeated and include a power imbalance between the bully and 

the victim (Olweus, Limber, and Mihalic 1999; Hemphill et al. 2015).  Others describe 

bullying as the systematic physical and/or psychological abuse by one’s peers (Bosacki, 

Marini, and Dane 2006).  Bullying encompasses a variety of potentially harmful behaviors, 

such as verbal threats, physical violence, aggression, property theft and destruction, 
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retaliatory measures, name-calling, teasing, alienation, rumor-spreading, and aggressive 

behaviors through digital technology (e.g., cyber-bullying) (Mendez, Bauman, and Guillory 

2012).   

 Recent research suggests that many American youth experience bullying (Berger 

2007; Dinkes et al. 2009).  From a survey of over 15,000 American students, Nansel et al. 

(2001) find that almost 30 percent of their sample aged 12 to 16-years-old report experiences 

with bullying and most indicate that they were the victims of bullying rather than the 

perpetrators.  This is alarming because Bond et al. (2001) find that bully victimization at age 

13 is associated with both anxiety and depression the following year.  Studies also link bully 

victimization to an increase in withdrawn behavior, (Hemphill et al. 2015; Arseneault et al. 

2006), peer rejection (Hodges and Perry 1999), increased aggression and externalizing 

problems (Kim et al. 2006), and higher rates of suicide (Berger 2007; Gibb, Horwood, and 

Fergusson 2011).   

 Bullying tends to take multiple forms, including covert or relational/social bullying 

and overt or direct/traditional bullying (Olweus et al. 1999). Olweus (1993) describes covert 

or relational bullying as indirect, often involving a third party (Olweus 1993).  He also 

suggests that it is frequently perpetrated to damage one’s friendships or reputation through 

rumor spreading, malicious gossip, and exclusion from social groups.  This is supported by 

other studies (e.g., Crick and Grotpeter 1995; Cullerton-Sen and Crick 2005).  Overt or direct 
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bullying is considered "traditional" bullying and includes face-to-face physical aggression, 

intimidation, and/or violence (Olweus et al. 1999).   

 Recently, Hemphill et al. (2015) argue that there are typically three groups of 

individuals involved with bullying: (1) the bullies, students who perpetrate bullying, (2) the 

bully-victims, students who are the victims of bullying, and (3) students who are both the 

perpetrators and the victims of bullying.  The third group of students—those who are both 

perpetrators and victims—demonstrates the importance of testing whether bullying predicts 

future violent behavior, as the distinction between victimization and offending is often 

blurred. 

 Other studies address the importance of considering how bully victimization may 

influence adolescents’ behaviors later in life, but measurement issues prevent definitive 

conclusions.  For example, Gibb et al. (2011) follow a cohort of individuals (N=1,265) from 

birth to age 30 to examine the association between bully victimization in childhood and 

adolescence and later social outcomes in young adulthood.  The authors' measure bully 

victimization from questions asked to respondents’ parents when their child was ages 13, 14, 

and 15.  Parents were asked if their child had been teased or bullied by other children.  

Respondents whose parents report that bullying was a “serious problem” for their child were 

classified as being the victims of bullying.  At ages 18, 21, 25, and 30 participants themselves 

were asked about a range of disorders and involvement in criminal offending and contacts 

with the police.  The authors find that bully victimization is associated with higher rates of 
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victim arrest and violent offending, suggesting a link between bully victimization and 

subsequent violence.  This demonstrates support for the victim-offender overlap.  However, a 

major limitation of Gibb et al.’s work is failure to account for students’ reports of bully 

victimization.  Some consider self-reports of victimization to be superior to other reports, as 

they capture victimization episodes that others e.g., parents and teachers, do not know about 

(Crick and Bigbee 1998).  Although others suggest that self-reports may over-report peer 

maltreatment (e.g., Perry, Kusel, and Perry 1988), Thornberry and Krohn (2000) argue that 

the self-report technique is highly valid and reliable.  Therefore, my study will improve on 

Gibb et al.’s work by including students’ self-reports of both victimization and engagement 

in subsequent violent behavior.   

Gender and Bully Victimization  

 Gender is linked to bully victimization in several ways.  For example, Seals and 

Young (2002) find a statistically significant relationship between gender and bully 

involvement, suggesting that males were more likely than females to be involved with 

bullying.   Several studies suggest that girls are more likely than boys to engage in covert or 

relational bullying (Olweus 1993; Crick and Grotpeter 1995; Cullerton-Sen and Crick 2005; 

Wang, Iannotti, and Nansel 2009).   SooHoo (2009) finds female students tend to use 

relational bullying to maintain their social status or lower an already inferior student’s social 

status.  Additionally, Crick and Grotpeter (1995) argue that girls’ use of relational bullying 

tends to be more focused on damaging reputations or relationships rather than inflicting 
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physical harm, and male students tend to be more involved in direct, overt, or physical 

bullying.  Connell (2005) finds that male-perpetrated violence towards other males is 

typically used in schools to display masculinity, as young men tend to gain prestige and a 

positive image by engaging in physical violence.   Messerschmidt (2000) reports similar 

findings, discovering that schools are environments for males to construct violent 

masculinities through victimizing their weaker male peers.  This suggests that bully 

victimization may be more consequential for male victims compared to females.  That is, 

males may be more likely than females to respond to bully victimization with subsequent 

violence in order to construct their identities as masculine.  While bully victimization is 

likely to be associated with subsequent violence for both males and females, I expect that 

bully victimization is more detrimental in promoting violent behaviors for male respondents.   

This demonstrates the importance of considering gender when examining the relationship 

between victimization and subsequent violence.    

 In addition to peer victimization, studies suggest that individuals' relationships with 

their peers influence their likelihood of engaging in crime and delinquency, particularly if 

their peer groups are involved in criminal/delinquent behaviors.  Therefore, in the following 

section I discuss how youths' peer relationship may influence their likelihood of engaging in 

violence.  
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Peer Relationships  

During adolescence, peer relationships are critical to the socialization process because 

(1) adolescents spend much of their time with their peers, (2) they value their support, and (3) 

they are strongly influence by their behaviors (Brown et al. 1993).  Brown and Bakken 

(2011) suggest that during late adolescence, parents tend to lose some of their ability to 

provide direct social control over their teenagers and friendship networks become 

increasingly important.  Others argue that friendships can be used to promote either positive 

or negative behaviors depending on the behaviors of youths' friendship networks (Crosnoe, 

Cavanagh, and Elder 2003; Thomas 2015).   For example, Weiss (2011) uses the first two 

waves of the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) to test the 

effect of peers' social networks on violent delinquency, finding that positive peer 

relationships are linked to decreases in violent behavior among adolescents.  Other studies 

suggest that delinquent social networks facilitate and encourage violent behavior (Felson et 

al. 1994).  Haynie and Payne (2006) test the effect of adolescents' peer networks on youths' 

likelihood of engaging in violence.  They find that friends' deviance and friends' violence at 

Wave 1 are both statistically significant and positive in predicting likelihood of violence at 

Wave 2, even after controlling for family structure, family SES, prior deviance/violence, 

gender and age. This suggests that peers are powerful socialization agents, particular for 

youth.  However, a limitation of Haynie and Payne’s approach is they only capture violent 

behavior over the past 12 months and during adolescence.  They survey youth who were in 
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grades 7 through 11 at Wave 2, and they measure violence from questions asking 

respondents if they had engaged in serious violence during the previous 12 months.  My 

analyses extend Haynie and Payne’s approach.  I include multiple years of data to capture if 

respondents had ever engaged in violence over a time period ranging from 1999 to 2003.  

This allows me to examine if individuals’ engaged in violence beyond a 12-month time 

period.   

 While peer relationships are important for youths’ socialization and development, we 

also know that socialization begins at home and parents play an important part in shaping 

children’s social and behavioral development (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; Sampson and 

Laub 1995; Parcel and Menaghan 1994; Cernkovich and Giordano 2001).  Scholars argue 

that parental investments in their children are particularly important for promoting positive 

outcomes later in life (Reardon 2011; Kalil 2015).  Beyond parental investments, we also 

know that children develop through interactions with institutions outside of their families, 

including schools.   

Studies suggest that both families and schools are important for youths' socialization 

and development, including the resources children and adolescents gain from both contexts 

(see Parcel, Dufur, and Zito 2010 for review).  And I argue that in order to better understand 

what predicts violent offending in late adolescence and early adulthood, it is important to 

consider how resources from both families and schools influence individuals' likelihood of 

engaging in violence.  Therefore, in the following section I introduce my theoretical 
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framework, investments in children and adolescents, including how investment models stress 

the importance of capital investments in children/youth to deter problem behaviors later in 

life.   

Investments in Children and Adolescents 

 Investments that parents make have long-term consequences for children.  Investment 

models suggest that there are different forms of resources that are helpful in promoting 

favorable childhood socialization and development (Parcel and Hendrix 2014).   In addition 

to parental investments, resources may come from several contexts.  Bronfenbrenner’s (1979; 

1992) ecological systems theory emphasizes the need to take into account multiple contexts 

that may potentially influence children, adolescents, and families.  He conceptualizes the 

ecological environment as a set of nested structures.  Bronfenbrenner argues that human 

development involves the way in which a person perceives and deals with his or her 

environment; the environment extends beyond the behaviors of individuals to encompass 

functional systems both within and between settings.  He suggests that children are 

embedded within the microsystem of families, the mesosystem of relationships between 

microsystems, such as families and schools, and the macro-levels of societies 

(Bronfenbrenner 1974). 

 The microsystem consists of patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal 

relationships that individuals experience in a given setting (Bronfenbrenner 1979).   The 

mesosystem comprises the interrelations among two or more settings in which children 
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actively participate, such as the relationships among home, school, and one’s peer group.  

The mesosystem forms or extends as individuals move into new settings.  Bronfenbrenner 

suggests that these interconnections take on additional forms, such as (1) other individuals 

who participate in both settings; (2) intermediate links in a social network; (3) formal and 

informal communications among settings; and (4) the extent and nature of knowledge and 

attitudes existing in one setting about the other.    

 The macrosystem refers to consistencies in the form and content of the lower-order 

systems that exist at the level of the subculture of the culture, including belief systems 

(Bronfenbrenner 1979).  For example, the relationships between home and school are 

different for families based on social class and/or racial and ethnic identity.  These 

relationships reflect unique belief systems, which in turn create and perpetuate ecological 

environments specific to each group (Bronfenbrenner 1979).   

This suggests that the process of children’s socialization is complex, involving 

multiple social systems, with two critical social systems being the family and the school. And 

while investment models suggest the importance of families and schools in predicting child 

and adolescent outcomes, earlier theories of crime underscore personality traits, such as poor 

self-control as one of the key predictors for offending (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990).  

However, more recently Hirschi (2004) argues that social bonds—including the bonds 

between individuals and their families and the bonds between individuals and their schools—

are more appropriate indicators of self-control.    
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Hirschi (2004) suggests that social bonds are important because they signify the 

calculation of costs associated with offending.  For example, when individuals feel bonded to 

others, such as family members and teachers, they value their opinions.  In turn, these social 

bonds are inhibitors that may keep an individual from offending.   Additionally, (1) the 

number of pro-social bonds a person has and (2) the importance a person places on these 

bonds affects an individuals' likelihood of offending.  Therefore, I follow Hirschi in arguing 

that the social bonds between youth and their families in the form of family social capital and 

youth and their schools in the form of school social capital are important for predicting the 

likelihood of violence.   

In the next section I discuss how families and schools have the potential to make 

capital investments in children and adolescents in the forms of family social capital and 

school social capital, and I address how family social capital varies by family structure, 

race/ethnicity, and socioeconomic status.   

Family Social Capital  

Social capital refers to connections between and among individuals that produce 

social outcomes (Coleman 1990; Portes 2000), and scholars tend to agree that social capital 

is an important concept in understanding deviance and crime (Shaw and McKay 1942; 

Bursik and Grasmick 1993; Weiss 2011).   Social capital reflects relationships between 

people (Bourdieu 1973).  It also reflects how individuals benefit through their participation in 

groups (Bourdieu 1973; Coleman 1988).  And Coleman (1990) argues that social capital is 
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developed through the family.  High quality child-parent relationships, parental interest in 

their children, parental monitoring, and extended family exchange and support are forms of 

family social capital (Coleman 1990).  Community sanctioning of children’s behavior is 

another way social capital benefits children.  For example, when adults outside of one’s 

family discipline children, this helps deter future problem behaviors because it communicates 

to children shared norms and values (Coleman 1988; 1990).  This suggests the importance of 

strong parental ties to community networks that promote positive behaviors.   

Research suggests that higher levels of family social capital may help in reducing 

delinquency (Amato and Booth 1997; Higgins, Jennings, and Mahoney 2010).  Dufur, Parcel, 

and McCune (2008) find that higher levels of family social capital are associated with fewer 

behavioral problems in childhood.  Other scholars find similar effects of family social capital 

predicting delinquency during adolescence (e.g., Dufur et al., 2015; Milkie, Nomaguchi, and 

Denny 2015).   Milkie, Nomaguchi, and Denny (2015) use time diary and survey data from 

the Panel Study of Income Dynamics, Child Development Supplement to study the effects of 

family social capital on problem behaviors.  They find that family social capital, measured by 

time mothers' spent with their children during adolescence helps in limiting risk-taking 

behaviors through blocking delinquent opportunities and through the encouragement of pro-

social thinking.  They suggest that maternal time spent with their children may signal to 

teenagers that they matter, and this in turn may help in developing deeper bonds between 

adolescents and parents, which may prevent delinquency.     
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School Social Capital  

 Capital at school also affects children’s behavioral and social outcomes (Parcel, 

Dufur, and Zito 2010).  School social capital consists of bonds between parents and schools 

(Parcel and Bixby 2015).  Strong connections between parents and schools create bridging 

social capital between the family and the school (Coleman 1991; Jeynes 2007; Parcel et al. 

2010; Parcel and Bixby 2016; Putnam 2000).  Schools where parents are involved may also 

have fewer behavioral problems and lower rates of bullying because there is more investment 

in the school and greater social control (McNeal 1999).  Dika and Singh (2002) suggest that 

school-wide parental involvement in school activities, such as helping with fundraisers, 

taking an active role through parent-teacher conferences, and assisting in classroom duties, 

may contribute to the overall well-being and functioning of the school.  Parochial schools 

may also have a positive impact on student outcomes, possibly owing to student-teacher 

bonds, a form of social capital.  The tight-knit bonds oftentimes found in private schools, 

including Catholic schools help promote norms and values shared by family, community 

members, the church, and school (Parcel and Dufur 2001b). 

 Another form of school social capital is school climate.  School climate encompasses 

norms about appropriate behaviors and embodies a structured system of rewards and 

punishments (Welsh, Stokes, and Green 2000).  Schools with structured policies regarding 

misbehavior tend to produce more favorable outcomes for students, as students feel more 

confident that their teachers and administers will address school problems (Welsh et al. 
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2000).  A positive school climate in the form of a safe school environment is critical to 

student success because it helps to reduce student delinquency (Liska and Reed 1985; 

Cernkovich and Giordano 1992; O’Donnell et al. 1995; Popp and Peguero 2012).  For 

example, Parcel and Dufur (2001b) find that children who attend schools with high levels of 

social cohesion among teachers, parents, and students tend to exhibit fewer behavioral 

problems compared to children who did not.  Additional studies suggest that schools that 

emphasize positive social norms and attachments to mainstream institutions aid in children’s 

and adolescents’ development.   For example, Maddox and Printz (2003) argue that 

relationships with schools, teachers, and conventional classmates may increase students’ 

acceptance and endorsement of social norms, values, and rules.  This in turn may help 

strengthen students’ attachments to their schools, which is important because Sampson and 

Laub (1995) argue that weakened attachments to schools are common among delinquents.  

That is, without a social bond or commitment to one’s school, students may be more likely to 

engage in delinquent behaviors (Sampson and Laub 1995).   

 School social capital in the form of school commitment and attachment may also help 

create social control, which in turn helps in reducing problem behaviors.  And Maddox and 

Printz (2003) argue that once developed, social bonds to schools may discourage students 

from engaging in behaviors that do not align with the values and norms of the school.  For 

example, studies find that the bonds between youth and their schools reduce both 

misbehavior (Stewart 2003) and crime (Wright, Caspi, Moffitt, and Silva 1999).  
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Additionally, Catalano et al. (2004) find that high levels of school social bonding are 

associated with positive social outcomes and lower levels of deviant behaviors.  These 

studies suggest that school social capital may take several forms and that each is important in 

deterring students’ problem behaviors.   

 Although research suggests that high levels of school social capital are important for 

deterring behavioral problems, I argue that it may be a less effective resource for preventing 

unfavorable adolescent and young adult outcomes when students perceive their schools to be 

unsafe or they have prior experiences with victimization.  This suggests that perception of 

school safety and experiences with victimization may moderate the effect of school social 

capital on behavioral outcomes.    

Additional Factors Affecting Investment in Children and Adolescents 

 Not all children and adolescents have access to similar levels of family and school 

social capital.  Access to these resources may vary by family structure, family socioeconomic 

status, and race/ethnicity, which also predict behavior problems.   

Family Structure  

 Studies suggest that social capital is stronger in two-parent families because there are 

two people to engage in child-rearing and socialization (Coleman 1988; McLanahan and 

Sandefur 1994).  For example, single parents may have less time to invest in their children 

compared to married parents (Thomson, McLanahan, and Curtin 1992).  Using data from the 



 
 
 

124 
 

1987-88 National Survey of Families and Households, Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahan 

(1994) test the effects of parental behavior as explanations for family structure effects on 

child well-being.  They find lower levels of maternal and paternal support in single-mother 

households compared to two-parent households, which contribute to children’s behavioral 

problems.  Other studies suggest that children in stepfamilies may fare worse than children 

with two-married biologically related parents because parents tend to invest less of their 

resources in children who are not biologically related to them (Case, Lin, and McLanahan 

2000). 

Family Socioeconomic Status  

 Extant research suggests that low-income individuals tend to have fewer and weaker 

social ties compared to their middle-class counterparts, as researchers find that low-income 

families tend to be embedded in relative small and dense networks infused with a mood of 

distrust and noncooperation (Jackson et al. 2000; Smith 2007; Miller-Cribbs and Farber 

2008).  For example, Wellman and Potter (1999) find that low-income mothers tend to lack 

social capital because their social networks are localized, narrow, and oftentimes 

psychologically draining. Low-income families may also face higher levels of parenting 

stress, which in turn may affect their parenting abilities.  For example, using data from the 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study, Nomaguchi and Johnson (2013) analyze 

parenting stress among a sample of economically disadvantaged fathers (N = 3,299) and 

mothers (N = 3,165).  They find that unemployed fathers show a higher level of parenting 
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stress than employed fathers, and for mothers, less frequent time spent with children was the 

strongest predictor of mothers’ parenting stress.  This suggests a vicious cycle for low-

income families, particularly mothers, as low-income work may lead to less time spent with 

children, which in turn increases parenting stress. This may result in lower levels of family 

social capital, including less positive parental interactions with children and weaker child-

parent bonds.   

Race/Ethnicity  

 Findings regarding the association between race and social capital are conflicting. 

Some argue that African-American families may have less social capital compared to White 

families, which in turn may affect child outcomes.  For example, Jackson, Kennedy, 

Bradbury and Karney (2014) argue that African-Americans enter marriages at a social 

disadvantage relative to White couples because they tend to have smaller networks of close 

relationships.  Additionally, these networks tend to provide less financial and emotional 

support compared to White couples’ social networks (Neighbors 1997).  This suggests that 

children born into African-American families may be at a social capital disadvantage, as 

children tend to benefit from their parents’ social capital, including the connections that 

parents have with others (Coleman 1990; Johnson, Crosnoe, and Elder 2001).   

 Other studies suggest that African-American families may have more social capital 

compared to White families because of their tendency to draw support from their extended 

social networks (Stack 1974; Hammer 2001; Johnson and Staples 2004).  Studies suggest that 
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extended families are particularly important among African-American families, and these 

extended kin networks may provide useful resources for children (Hays and Mindel 1973; E. 

Martin and J. Martin 1980; Bengtson 2001).   These conflicting findings suggest race as an 

important control.  

Current Study and Hypotheses 

 Both families and schools are important for shaping youths’ socialization and 

development (see Bronfenbrenner 1974; 1979).  Yet, research continues to overlook key 

aspects of these contexts, including students’ perceptions of their schools' environments and 

experiences with victimization both inside and outside of school predicting individuals' 

likelihood of engaging in violence. These limitations contribute to an incomplete 

understanding of how perceptions and experiences during childhood and adolescence 

influence individuals' behaviors later in life.  My approach will advance our understanding of 

how individuals' perceptions of their schools' environments and experiences with 

victimization influence their likelihood of engaging in violence.  I also test how high levels 

of family and school resources may act as deterrents for subsequent violent behavior.  

Finally, I test how perceptions of school safety and experiences with victimization may 

moderate the relationship between resources from both families and schools predicting 

violence.  I propose the following four additive hypotheses:  

H1. Individuals who perceive their schools to be unsafe environments will be more 

likely to engage in subsequent violence.   
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H2. Victimization will increase the likelihood of violent behavior, net of perception 

of school safety.  

H3. Individuals with higher levels of family social capital will be less likely to engage 

in violent behaviors compared to their counterparts with lower levels of family capital 

and this relationship will be statistically significant net of perception of school safety.   

H4. Net of individuals' perception of school safety, individuals who attend schools 

with higher levels of social capital will be less likely to engage in violence compared 

to individuals who attend schools with lower levels of school social capital.    

The bonds between youths and their families and youths and their schools are 

important for deterring problem behaviors, including violence.  However, these bonds may 

be less effective as forms of social control when individuals’ perceive their schools as unsafe.  

This suggests that high levels of family social capital and high levels of school social capital 

may be less effective in preventing violence when individuals’ perceive their schools as 

unsafe.  This leads to the following two hypotheses:  

H5a.  High levels of family social capital will be less effective in deterring violent 

behaviors when individuals’ perceive their schools as unsafe.   

H5b.  High levels of school social capital will be less effective in deterring violent 

behaviors when individuals’ perceive their schools as unsafe 
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 While sociology of the family and criminological theories suggest the importance of 

youths’ bonds to their families and their schools as agents of social control, bully 

victimization may hinder the effectiveness of family social capital and school social capital 

as deterrents for criminal behavior, such as violence.  This suggests that the bonds between 

youths and their families and youths and their schools may be less successful in deterring 

violence when individuals have been the victim of bullying.  Therefore, I offer the following 

two hypotheses:  

H6a.  High levels of family social capital will be less effective in deterring violent 

behavior when individuals have been the victim of bullying.  

H6b. High levels of school social capital will be less effective in deterring violent 

behavior for individuals who have been bullied.  

Extant literature suggests a relationship between victimization and offending, 

suggesting that individuals who have been bullied are more likely to become offenders 

themselves.  Perceiving one’s school as unsafe may exacerbate this relationship.  That is, 

individuals who have been bullied and perceive their schools as unsafe may be more likely to 

engage in violence compared to individuals who have been bullied but perceive their schools 

as safe.  Thus, I propose the following hypothesis: 
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H7: Individuals who are the victims of bullying who perceive their schools as unsafe 

will be more likely to engage in violence compared to individuals who have been bullied but 

perceive their schools as safe environments.     

 Because violence is important in constructing and demonstrating masculinity, the 

relationship between victimization and offending may also be affected by gender; therefore, I 

offer the following hypothesis:  

H8: Bully victimization will increase the likelihood of subsequent violence more for 

male respondents compared to females.    

Data  

 I use data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (hereafter NLSY97).  

Because I am interested in examining how family social capital, school social capital, 

experiences at school, and perceptions of school safety affect young adults' likelihood of 

engaging in violence, data for analyses must be longitudinal and include detailed information 

on youths’ families, schools, perceptions of school safety and later behavioral outcomes, 

such as violence.  The NLSY97 fulfills these criteria.   

 The NLSY97 is a household-based, nationally representative longitudinal study, 

following a cohort of youths born between the years 1980 through 1984 with Wave 1 starting 

in 1997, continuing to Wave Sixteen collected in 2013.  The oldest youth were 16-years-old 

as of December 31, 1996 and the youngest were 12-years-old.  The initial sample includes 
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8,984 individuals originating from 6,819 unique households; 1,862 households included 

more than one NLSY97-eligible respondent.  Starting in 1997, respondents were interviewed 

annually, collecting data regarding youths’ labor market behavior and educational 

experiences, in addition to respondents’ family and community background information.  

 The NLSY97 includes two independent probability samples, a cross-sectional sample 

and an oversample of African-American and/or Latino respondents.  The cross-sectional 

sample was designed to be representative of youths residing in the United States during 

Wave 1 (1997).  Following the initial screening process, 7,327 youths from the cross-

sectional sample were chosen to be interviewed and 92.1 percent or 6,748 respondents 

completed Wave 1 of the survey (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  The supplemental sample was 

based on the number of African- Americans and Latinos living in a particular geographic 

area.  The larger the percentage of African-Americans or Latinos living in a particular area, 

the greater the chance the area was selected for the oversample (NLS User’s Guide 2000).  

Once an area was selected for the oversample, the housing units in the area were screened to 

ensure only African-Americans or Latinos were selected to complete the first-round 

interview. After the screening process, 2,479 individuals were designated to participate in the 

survey with 2,236 respondents (90.2 percent) completing Wave 1 of the interview (NLS 

User’s Guide 2000).   

From the full sample of the 8,984 respondents, 8,344 respondents gave a valid answer 

to the survey question used to measure the dependent variable in 1999.  Other respondents 
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were non-interviews (598 respondents), valid skips (20 respondents), refused to answer the 

question (16 respondents), or responded, "don’t know" (6 respondents).    In 2000, 904 

respondents were non-interviews, one respondent was a valid skip, 47 refused to answer the 

question, and four respondents indicated, "don't know" for a final sample of 8,028.  In 2002, 

1,088 respondents were non-interviews, one respondent was a valid skip, there were 30 

refusals and two respondents answered, "don't know" for a sample size of 7,895.  In 2003, 

1,230 respondents were non-interview, 23 respondents refused to answer the question, and 

one respondent answered, "don't know" for a sample of 7,730.  My final sample size consists 

of 6,887 respondents who provided a valid answer to the survey question used to measure the 

dependent variable all four years (1999, 2000, 2002, and 2003).   

 I considered using the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS: 2002) for this 

study.  However, I determined that several indicators are either not included in the survey or 

the NLSY97 has superior measures.  For example, the ELS: 2000 lacks questions about 

crime, victimization, delinquency, and peer group delinquency.  Also, the ELS: 2000 

questions respondents about bullying by asking respondents how many times they 

experienced bullying during the first semester/term of the same school year, rather than 

asking respondents if they had ever experienced bullying.  The NLSY97 captures 

respondents' experiences with bullying and other forms of victimization during childhood 

and early adolescence.  For example, in Wave 1 (1997) respondents are asked if they had 

ever experienced these events.  Thereafter (Wave 2 through Wave 16), respondents are asked 
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if they had experienced these events since the date of the last survey.   This is important 

because I am interested in students’ prior victimization experiences beyond their present 

school year.  

Variables and Measures  

 I measure violent behavior from multiple years (1999, 2000, 2002, and 2003).  

Respondents were asked each of these years, “Since the last interview on (date of last 

interview), have you attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting them or have had a 

situation end up in a serious fight or assault of some kind?”  The responses include, (1) = yes 

and (0) = no.  I add together the four years of data and recode violent behavior into a 

dichotomous variable.  I code responses as (1) = engaged in violence if respondents reported, 

“yes” they had engaged in violence any of the four years.  I code responses as (0) = have not 

engaged in violence if respondents indicated that they had not engaged in violence in 1999, 

2000, 2002, or 2003. 

Perception of School Safety  

 I measure perception of school safety at Wave 1 (1997) with a survey question asking 

respondents, “Do you feel safe at school?”  Responses include (1) strongly disagree, (2) = 

disagree, (3) = agree, and (4) = strongly agree.    
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Family Social Capital  

 To measure family social capital, I create an index.  I include three aspects of parental 

involvement or time parents spend with their children (see Furstenberg and Hughes 1995).  

This measure includes the number of days per week respondents typically (1) ate dinner with 

their family, (2) engaged in a fun activity with their family, and (3) participated in a religious 

activity with their family.  Responses range from zero days to seven days per week.  The 

fourth item in the index asks respondents how much their residential mother knows about 

their teachers and what he or she is doing at school with values including (0) = knows 

nothing, (1) = knows just a little, (2) = knows some things, (3) = knows most things, and (4) 

= knows everything.  The social capital index ranges from zero, indicating low levels of 

family social capital, to twenty-five, suggesting high levels of family social capital.  I use 

exploratory factor analysis that suggests that all four items load on one factor, with a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .641 indicating a moderate level of reliability.  All family social capital 

measures are from Wave 1 (1997).   

I also include if respondents had run away from home prior to Wave 1 (1997). The 

survey question asks respondents if they had ever run away from home coded (1) = yes, ran 

away from home and (0) = no, have not ran away from home.  I include this variable as an 

additional measure of respondents’ family environments because running away from home is 

associated with poor home environments (Janus et al. 1987).   
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School Social Capital  

 I measure school social capital with an index from questions in Wave 1 asking 

respondents (1) if teachers are interested in students’ success at school, (2) if the grading 

system was utilized fairly at school, and (3) if discipline was fair.  Responses include (1) = 

strongly agree, (2) = agree, (3) = disagree, and (4) = strongly disagree.  I recode variables so 

that higher responses reflect a positive perception of the school environment, with a range of 

4-12.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis that suggests that all three items loaded on 

one factor, and the Cronbach’s alpha of .734 indicated a moderate level of reliability.   

 I use three additional measures of school social capital, the first being type of school, 

(1) = parochial school and (0) = all other schools.  Secondly, I measure if schools have 

school-wide parental involvement in school.  Respondents were asked if they had a day at 

school where parents came to the school to discuss their occupations and careers.  School-

wide parental involvement in school is coded as (1) = yes, parents involved in school, and (0) 

= parents not involved in school.  This measure reflects bridging social capital between 

families and schools. My final measure of school social capital is student-teacher ratio.  

Lower student-teacher ratio provides an opportunity for stronger bonds between students and 

teachers (Parcel and Dufur 2001a).  Student-teacher ratio is measured by (1) = less than 14 

students per teacher, (2) = 14 to 17 students per teacher, (3) 18 to 21 students per teacher, and 

(4) 22 or more students per teacher.  All school capital measures are from Wave 1 (1997) of 

the survey. 
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School-Based Victimization  

 In order to tap into the experiences with school-based victimization, I use two 

variables for analyses: (1) threatened at school, and (2) victim of property theft at school.  I 

measure threatened at school with a question asking respondents the number of times they 

had ever been threatened to be hurt at school, ranging from 0 to 50 or more times.  Over 80 

percent of the respondents answered zero indicating they had never been threatened to be 

hurt at school.  Because of the skewed distribution, I recode this variable into seven 

categories: (0) = never threatened at school, (1) = threatened once at school, (2) = threatened 

twice at school, (3) = threatened three times at school, (4) = threatened four times at school, 

(5) = threatened five times at school, and (6) = threatened six or more times at school.  

Respondents were also asked in 1997 the number of times they had been the victim of 

property theft while at school (“had something of value been stolen at school”).  Responses 

range from 0-20 with 75.3 percent of respondents indicating that they have never been the 

victim of property theft.  I recode victim of property theft at school to include five categories:  

(0) = not the victim of property theft at school, (1) one-time victim of property theft at 

school,  (2) victim of property theft at school twice, (3) victim of property theft at school 

three times, and (4) = victim of property theft at school four or more times.     

Other Forms of Victimization  

 I include three other measures of victimization from Wave 1 (1997) of the survey: (1) 

if respondent’s house was ever broken into when they were a child; (2) if they had ever 
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witnessed a shooting as a child; and (3) if they were the victim of repeated bullying.  

Witnessing extreme violence, such as a shooting is oftentimes referred to as “co-

victimization” (Shakoor and Chalmers 1991) and is associated with serious consequences 

similar to those resulting from direct victimization (Franzese et al. 2014).  This demonstrates 

the importance of including if respondents have ever witnessed a shooting as a measure for 

victimization.  I measure bullying with the question, “Before you turned age 12, were you 

ever the victim of repeated bullying?” I include all victimization measures as dichotomous 

variables, (1) = yes, experienced victimization and (0) = no, did not experience victimization.   

Control Variables  

I control for prior delinquency because most adolescents who have experiences with 

prior delinquency and/or crime are likely to engage in these behaviors again (Moffitt 1993; 

Moffitt 1997; Sampson and Laub 2001; 2002).  I measure delinquency using a seven-item 

index that asks respondents if they had ever (1) destroyed property, (2) stole something worth 

less than $50, (3) stole something worth more than $50, (4) committed other property crimes, 

(5) drank alcohol, (6) smoked cigarettes, or (7) smoked marijuana.  I measure all delinquency 

items from Wave 1 of the survey.   Exploratory factor analysis suggests that the seven items 

load on one factor, and the Cronbach’s alpha of .760 indicates a moderate level of reliability.   

 I also control for peer delinquency.  Similar to Haynie (2002), I measure respondents’ 

proportion of friends who (1) belong to a gang, (2) use illegal drugs, (3) cut classes or school, 
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(4) smoke cigarettes, and (5) get drunk once a month or more.   I count the item if 

respondents responded, “about 75 percent” or “almost all” (more than 90 percent) of their 

peers engaged in each behavior.  Higher values of this scale—which is coded from zero to 

five—indicate that a higher percentage of the respondents’ friends engaged in delinquent 

behaviors.  Cronbach’s alpha of .717 suggests a moderate level of reliability.   

 Finally, I control for several demographic variables that prior research suggests are 

associated with violent behavior.  I measure race/ethnicity by a set of dummy variables 

(White, African American, Latino, and other) with White as the reference category.  I include 

sex as a dummy variable with females as the reference group.  I measure family structure, 

assessing if respondents lived with both biological parents until they were 14-years-old, (1) = 

yes and (0) = no.  Although this does not reflect changes in family structure during childhood 

and adolescence (Cherlin 2010), it will differentiate respondents who remained with both 

biological parents until age 14 from all others.  I also control for age by including 

respondents’ year of birth.   

Multicollinearity, Missing Data and Weighting Data  

 I test for multicollinearity.  Tolerance scores range from .722-.980 and variance 

inflation factor (VIF) scores range from 1.02-1.39 suggesting that multicollinearity does not 

challenge the findings.  Preliminary analyses expose missing data.  I impute missing values 

for all independent variables using multiple random imputation (Allison 2001).  I use a series 
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of five imputations to predict missing values across independent variables.  This procedure 

estimates a set of plausible values for missing data and replaces the missing values with these 

estimates (Allison 2001; Enders 2010).  I use SPSS 24, which uses an MCMC algorithm 

known as fully conditional specification (FCS) or chained equations imputation.  This 

technique uses a specific univariate model for each variable and iteratively imputes each 

variable with missing values, then uses the imputed values in the imputation of other 

variables (Enders 2010).  SPSS uses linear regression for continuous variables and logistic 

regression for categorical variables (Enders 2010).  The average missing data across 

independent variables is approximately 10 percent, which is not uncommon in longitudinal 

datasets (Enders 2010).  Additional analyses suggest that the findings using imputed values 

are consistent in terms of direction and statistical significance with analyses conducted using 

listwise deletion.  Also, following the NLSY97’s User’s Guide (2000) I use weighted data to 

correct for oversampling of African-American and Latino respondents.   

Analytic Strategy  

 Violent behavior is a dichotomous variable, which is why I use logistic regression to 

predict the likelihood of engaging in violent behavior based on the influence of perception of 

school safety, victimization, and family and school social capital.   

The equation for the logit is expressed as: 

logit [θ(x)] = log([θ(x)]/[1-θ(x)]) = α + β1X1 + β2X2… + βkXk 
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I present eleven regression models. In Model 1, I test if perception of school safety 

influences individuals' likelihood of violent behavior.  In Model 2, I add measures of 

victimization occurring at school and in other contexts.  Model 3 tests the effect of perception 

of school safety and family social capital, and in Model 4, I test the effect of perception of 

school safety and school social capital predicting violent behavior.  Model 5 is my full 

additive model where I include all independent variables and the control variables.    

The remaining models test interaction effects predicting the likelihood of violence.  In 

Model 6, I assess the interaction effect between family social capital and perception of school 

safety predicting likelihood of violence.  Model 7 tests the interaction effect between school 

social capital and individuals' perception of school safety predicting the likelihood of 

engaging in violence.  In Model 8, I test whether the victim-offender overlap hypothesis is 

moderated by perception of school safety.  That is, I test if there is a statistically significant 

interaction effect between bully victimization and perception of school safety predicting 

likelihood of subsequent violence.  This model tests my hypothesis that when victimized 

students attend schools they perceive as unsafe they will be more likely to engage in violent 

behavior compared to victimized youth who perceive their schools as safe.  In Model 9, I test 

the interaction effect between family social capital and bully victimization predicting 

likelihood of violence, and in Model 10, I test the interaction effect between school social 

capital and bully victimization predicting likelihood of violence.  Model 11, my final 
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interaction model, tests the interaction effect between gender and bully victimization 

predicting the likelihood of violence.   

Results 

 Table 7 includes descriptive statistics for the sample and bivariate correlations with 

the dependent variable, violent behavior.  Almost 20 percent of respondents indicated that 

they engaged in violence at least once in 1999, 2000, 2002 or 2003.  Over half of the 

respondents reported that they “agreed” that they felt safe at school, almost 35 percent 

“strongly agreed” that they felt safe at school, nearly ten percent “disagreed” that they felt 

safe at school, and almost three percent reported that they “strongly disagreed” that they felt 

safe at school.    The majority of respondents reported that they had not been threatened at 

school, were the victim of property theft at school, or were the victim of a home burglary.  

However, almost 20 percent of respondents specified that they had been the victim of 

bullying and approximately 11 percent of respondents had witnessed a shooting.  Most 

respondents indicated that they did not attend a parochial school and more than half of the 

students reported they did not have school-wide parental involvement at their school in the 

form of a career day.   Approximately half of the sample was male and almost 73 percent of 

respondents indicated that they lived with both biological parents until they were 14-years-

old.  On average, most respondents were born in 1982 or were 15-years-old at Wave 1 (1997) 

of the survey.     
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 The bi-variate correlations in Table 7 show that perception of school safety is 

negatively correlated with violence, which suggests that respondents who reported that they 

felt safe at school were less likely to engage in violence compared to their peers who reported 

that they did not feel safe at school.  All five of the victimization measures are positively 

correlated with violence.  Family social capital, school social capital, and attending parochial 

school are negatively correlated with engaging in violence.  Delinquency and peer 

delinquency are positively correlated with violence, and being African American and being 

male are also positively associated with violence.  Additionally, living with both biological 

parents until age 14 is negatively correlated with engaging in violence, and age is positively 

correlated violence.   

 In Table 8a, I show the additive models of the logistic regression results predicting 

the likelihood of violence.  Model 1 shows that perception of school safety is statistically 

significant and negative in predicting the likelihood of violence (-.392, p < .001, two-tailed).  

This demonstrates support for my hypothesis that perceiving one's school as unsafe increases 

the likelihood of engaging in violence.   In Model 2, perception of school safety remains 

statistically significant and negative in predicting individuals' likelihood of engaging in 

violence after adding measures for victimization.  Model 2 shows that being the victim of 

threats at school (.132), and being the victim of property theft at school (.133) increases the 

likelihood of engaging in violence (p < .001, two-tailed).  The remaining statistically 

significant positive relationships in Model 2 suggest that individuals who were the victim of 
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a home burglary (.376), the victim of bullying (.431), or had witnessed a shooting (.924) 

were more likely to engage in violence (p < .001)
5
.   

In Model 3, family social capital is statistically significant and negative in predicting 

the likelihood of violence, which demonstrates support for my hypothesis that individuals 

with high levels of family social capital are less likely to engage in violence compared to 

individuals with lower levels of family social capital.  Model 3 also shows that individuals 

who have run away from home are almost three times as likely to engage in violence 

compared to their peers who reported that they had not ran away from home (1.01, p < .001).  

In Model 4, I show that perception of school safety remains statistically significant and 

positive in predicting the likelihood of violence after adding other school measures.  School 

social capital is statistically significant and negative in predicting the likelihood of violence, 

suggesting that when individuals reported high levels of school social capital they were less 

likely to engage in violence compared to their peers who reported lower levels of school 

social capital.  Also shown in Model 4, parochial school (-.569) and school-wide parental 

involvement (-.078) are statistically significant and negative in predicting likelihood of 

violence (p < .001, two-tailed).  Model 5 is the full additive model, which includes all of the 

                                                           
5
 I conduct additional analyses examining if the effects of the covariates in Model 2 diminish over time.  I 

replicate Model 2, but measure the dependent variable, engaged in violence separately each year (1999, 2000, 

2002, and 2003).  I find that the coefficients for perception of school safety (-.198), victim of threats at school 

(.115), victim of property theft at school (.078), victim of a home burglary (.296), victim of bullying (.348), and 

witnessed a shooting (.864) are consistent in terms of their direction and statistical significance (p <. 001, two-

tailed) as the results shown in Table 8a, Model 2.  I find similar results in 2000, 2002, and 2003.  This suggests 

that students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety and experiences with victimization both inside and outside of 

the context of the school have both short-term and long-term effects on individuals’ likelihood of engaging in 

violence.   
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independent variables and the control variables.  In Model 5, perception of school safety and 

all victimization measures remain statistically significant predicting likelihood of violence, 

although the school safety effect is significant only at the p < .10 level.  Regarding the 

control variables, delinquency is statistically significant and positive in predicting likelihood 

of violence (p < .05), while the relationship between peer delinquency and violence is 

statistically significant and positive at the p < .10 level.  Additionally, the racial/ethnic 

groups African American, Latino, and other race are statistically significant and positive 

predicting likelihood of violence, suggesting that each racial/ethnic group included in the 

model is more likely to engage in violence compared to their White counterparts.  Model 5 

also shows that males, individuals who did not live with both biological parents until age 14 

and older respondents were more likely to engage in violence.   

 In Table 8b, I show the results from the interaction models predicting likelihood of 

violence.  I add a different product-term interaction to each of the models (Models 6 through 

11), which also include all of the variables from the full, main-effects model (Model 5).   

Model 6 shows that the interaction effect between family social capital and perception of 

school safety is not statistically significant in predicting the likelihood of violence.  This 

suggests that the magnitude or direction of the effect of family social capital predicting the 

likelihood engaging in violence is not conditional upon students’ perceptions of school 

safety.  That is, family social capital has the same effect on individuals’ likelihood of 

engaging in violence in spite of varying perceptions of their schools’ safety.   
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Model 7 demonstrates a statistically significant and negative interaction effect 

between school social capital and perceived school safety.  Figure 10 shows this relationship 

graphically, suggesting that the two resources work together to deter violence.  However, 

when individuals “strongly disagreed” that they felt safe at school, social capital was 

ineffective in preventing violence.  I demonstrate in Figure 10 that as the level of school 

social capital increased the likelihood of violence decreased for those who “strongly agreed”, 

“agreed”, and “disagreed” that they felt safe at school.  Yet, the likelihood of violence 

slightly increased as level of school social capital increased for those who reported “strongly 

disagreeing” that they felt safe at school.  This demonstrates that perception of school safety 

moderates the effect of school social capital on the likelihood of violence.  This also suggests 

the importance of individuals’ perceptions of schools’ safety, as Figure 10 shows that high 

levels of school social capital are not enough to prevent violence when individuals’ perceive 

their schools as unsafe.   

In Model 8, the interaction effect between perception of school safety and bully 

victimization is statistically significant in predicting the likelihood of violence.  Figure 11 

displays Model 8 graphically, showing that respondents who have not experienced bullying 

and who “strongly agreed” that their schools are safe are the least likely to engage in 

violence.  This suggests that both experiences and perceptions are important for deterring 

violence and both may work together to discourage violent behavior.  However, Figure 11 

also suggests that perceiving one’s school as safe is less successful for preventing violence 
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when individuals’ report that they have been the victim of bullying.  Bully victims who 

“strongly disagreed” that they feel safe at school are the most likely to engage in violence.  

This demonstrates that the joint effects of being victimized through bullying and “strongly 

disagreeing” that one’s school is safe are detrimental to the behavioral outcomes of 

individuals.   

Model 9 shows that the interaction effect between family social capital and bully 

victimization is statistically significant and positive in predicting the likelihood of violence.  

In Figure 12, I graphically display this interaction effect, which suggests that family social 

capital is an important resource for deterring violent behavior, but only for individuals who 

have not been bullied.  Figure 12 shows that as family social capital increased, the likelihood 

of violence decreased for individuals who reported that they had not been bullied.  However, 

as family social capital increased, there is little to no effect on the likelihood of violence for 

those who have been bullied.  This is alarming because it suggests that bully victimization 

encourages subsequent violence and family resources do little to prevent violence when 

individuals have been bullied.  

Model 10 displays similar findings, that is, the interaction between school social 

capital and bullying victimization is statistically significant and positive in predicting the 

likelihood of violence.  Figure 13 exhibits this relationship graphically, suggesting that 

school social capital is a protective buffer for deterring violence for those who have been 

bulled and for those who have not been bullied.  This is unique compared to the before 
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shown effect of family social capital and bully victimization predicting violence (shown in 

Figure 12) because in Figure 12, bully victimization undermined family social capital's 

effectiveness for deterring violence.  However, the interaction effect between school social 

capital and bully victimization (shown in Figure 13) demonstrates that even when individuals 

have been bullied, increases in school social capital may help deter violence.  This is 

important because it suggests that school social capital may help deter victimized individuals 

from engaging in subsequent violence.  Yet, it is also important to note that there are some 

differences in the effectiveness of school social capital as a protective buffer for deterring 

violence between those who have bullied compared to those who have not been bullied.  

School social capital appears to be most effective for decreasing the likelihood of violence 

for those who have not been bullied.   

 In Model 11, I show that the interaction effect between gender and bullying 

victimization is statistically significant in predicting violence (p < .001, two tailed).  Figure 

14 graphically displays Model 11, demonstrating that being the victim of bullying increases 

the likelihood of violence for both male and female respondents.  For individuals who have 

not been bullied, females are much less likely to engage in violence compared to their male 

counterparts.  However, bully victimization appears to be more consequential in fostering 

violence for females compared to males.   Figure 14 shows that there is a prominent increase 

in the likelihood of violence for females who have been bullied compared to males who have 

been bullied.  This suggests that males and females not only experience bullying differently 
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(see Olweus 1993), but they are also likely to experience different consequential effects from 

being the victim of bullying, such as engaging in subsequent violent behavior.    

Discussion  

 Violence continues to be prevalent in our society, which suggests the importance of 

being concerned with perceptions and experiences that increase one's likelihood of engaging 

in violence.  My primary objective was to test if individuals' perceptions of schools' safety 

affected their likelihood of engaging in violence.  I also was interested in how experiences 

with victimization both within and outside of the school influenced individuals' likelihood of 

engaging in violence in adolescence and young adulthood.  I argued that individuals who 

perceived their schools as unsafe were more likely to engage in violence, and I find support 

for this hypothesis.  Perception of school safety was statistically significant in predicting the 

likelihood of violence in all five additive models, even after controlling for individual factors 

that are known to increase individuals' likelihood of violence, including race/ethnicity, 

gender, family structure, and age.  I also find support for my hypotheses that individuals' 

experiences with victimization both inside and outside of school increase individuals' 

likelihood of engaging in subsequent violence.  My findings suggest that both individuals' 

perceptions and their experiences during childhood and early adolescence have consequential 

affects later in life.   

 While my additive models show that both family social capital and school social 

capital are important deterrents of violence, the interaction effect between school social 
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capital and perception of school safety suggest a complex relationship between individuals' 

perceptions of their schools and school resources.  My findings suggest that school social 

capital does little to prevent violence when individuals perceive their schools as unsafe, 

suggesting that school resources in the form of social capital are not enough to deter 

violence, particularly when individuals reported strongly disagreeing that they feel safe at 

school.  High levels of school social capital decrease the likelihood of violence for 

individuals who strongly agreed, agreed, and disagreed that they feel safe at school.  

However, when individuals reported that they strongly disagreed that they felt safe at school, 

even high rates of school social capital did not discourage subsequent violent behavior.  This 

is important because it suggests that in spite of high levels of school resources in the form of 

school social capital, when youth feel unsafe at school these resources do little to help 

promote positive behavioral outcomes later in life.  This also suggests that more efforts are 

needed to help ensure that youth feel safe at school, which in turn may help promote positive 

outcomes in late adolescence and young adulthood.   

Additionally, the interaction effects between (1) family social capital and bully 

victimization and (2) school social capital and bully victimization help shape a better 

understanding of how family and school resources operate differently for individuals 

depending on if they have been the victim of bullying.  They also help further our 

understanding of the relationship between victimization and offending.  For example, as 

expected, family social capital and school social capital deter violence; however, not all 
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individuals experience the same deterrent effects of family and school resources when they 

have been bullied.  This suggests that family and school resources may not be enough to 

prevent violence when individuals have been bullied.    

Limitations  

 While I use an appropriate measure of school social capital that includes students’ 

perceptions of (1) teachers’ interest in students’ success at school, (2) the fairness of their 

schools’ grading system, and (3) the fairness of school discipline, a limitation of this measure 

is that school social capital can also include peer relationships, bonds between teachers and 

students, and relationships between educators and students’ parents. I did not tap into the 

complex nature of school social capital because measures for these were not available in the 

data.  Additionally, variations in students’ perceptions of school safety and experiences with 

victimization may be linked to attending poor-quality schools or living in disadvantaged 

neighborhoods, and racial/ethnic minority youth and youth from lower socioeconomic 

families are more likely to attend these poorer quality schools and reside in less advantaged 

neighborhoods.  My study does not address the complexities of racial/ethnic inequalities or 

economic disparities linked to disadvantaged schools/neighborhoods.  While individuals’ 

perceptions of schools’ safety prove to be important for predicting violent behavior, I do not 

know if individuals’ perceptions are having an effect on violent behavior because of an 

“unmeasured” objective measure of school safety or because it is measuring a social-

psychological state of feeling safe. Also, Kohl, Lengua, and McMahon (2000) suggest using 
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a multidimensional measure for parental school involvement; however, I use a single 

measure for school-wide parental involvement, again owing to data limitations.   

Implications for Policy  

My findings also have policy implications. For example, my findings suggest that it 

may be important for schools and community organizations to implement programs and 

provide advocacy to help promote positive peer relationships during childhood and 

adolescence, which may aid in the deterrence of problem behaviors, including violence.  

While we know that the relationships between youths and their families are important, more 

attention should focus on encouraging positive relationships between youths and their peers.  

This may include the development of bully prevention programs that provide educational 

resources and support for both perpetrators and victims.  Because the relationship between 

victimization and offending is often blurred, programs should provide support for both 

perpetrators and victims, since victims of bullying may consequently become the next 

perpetrators of violence.   

Conclusion  

 Existing research on the effects of family social capital and school social capital 

predicting behavioral outcomes rarely considers the effects of individuals' perceptions of 

their schools' safety and individuals' experiences with victimization both inside and external 

to the school environment.  Additionally, prior research fails to provide a theoretically 
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motivated and comprehensive treatment of how individuals' perceptions of their school 

environment and experiences with peer victimization may moderate the effectiveness of 

family and school resources known to have positive effects on later outcomes.  

The persistence of the victim-offender overlap suggests that more work is needed to 

understand the processes through which victimized individuals become offenders.  I help fill 

a gap in the research by testing how (1) perception of school safety, (2) family social capital, 

(3) school social capital, and (4) gender moderate the relationship between bully 

victimization and violent offending.    My findings suggest support for the victim-offender 

hypothesis; however, I find that victimization predicts subsequent violent offending 

differently depending on individuals' perceptions of school safety, access to family and 

school resources in the form of family and school social capital and gender. 

Although victimization is a strong predictor of violence, I find that high levels of 

school social capital may help deter victims from becoming violent offenders.  This is 

important because it suggests that more attention should be paid to the bonds between youth 

and their schools because even when individuals report being the victim of bullying, school 

social capital helped deter subsequent violence.  While much of the earlier literature suggests 

that family social capital is a more powerful predictor of child and adolescent outcomes than 

school social capital (for review see Parcel et al. 2010), my finding demonstrate that the 

relationship between school social capital and adolescent and young adult behavioral 

outcomes are complex and that individuals' perceptions of school safety and experiences with 
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bully victimization moderate the relationship between school social capital and likelihood of 

engaging in violence.   

However, I find that this is not the case for family social capital.  That is, bully 

victimization remains powerful in promoting violence even when individuals' report high 

levels of family social capital.   My findings suggest that high levels of family social capital 

do little to deter violent offending when individuals have been the victim of bullying.  

Additionally, this suggests that families as a form of social control are less effective when 

individuals have been bullied.  Peer victimization in the form of bullying proves to be an 

important predictor of violence.  Bully victimization appears to be so powerful in fostering 

subsequent violence that when individuals have been bullied, the bonds that youth have with 

their parents do less to promote positive behavioral outcomes than we would expect.  This 

may be in part due to the importance that youth place on peer relationships during 

adolescence, and when bullied youth lack supportive peer networks, family relationship may 

not be enough overcome this deficient.    

  Finally, while we know that much of youths' socialization and development occurs 

within families and at schools, peer victimization in the form of bullying appears to be a 

missing piece of the puzzle in explaining what predicts violence perpetrated in adolescence 

and early adulthood.   My findings suggest that bully victimization is detrimental for youth 

because youth who are bullied are more likely to become perpetrators of violence, in spite of 

having high levels of family and school resources.   
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My findings also demonstrate support for investment models, which suggest that the 

bonds between parents and their children in the form of family social capital are important 

for deterring problem behaviors.  This also supports social capital theory and Hirschi’s 

(2004) argument that the bonds between youth and their parents may act as a form of self-

control, potentially deterring behavioral problems, including violence.  Additionally, my 

findings show support for ecological systems theory, as I find that social capital from both 

families and schools are important for discouraging violence.  Finally, the relationship 

between (1) school social capital and perception of school safety, (2) family social capital 

and bully victimization, and (3) school social capital and bully victimization predicting 

subsequent violence suggest that in order to better understand the process in which family 

and school resources deter violence, it is important to consider how individuals’ perceptions 

of their schools as unsafe and experiences with victimization may hinder the effectiveness of 

these resources.  Family and school social capital may be less valuable as deterrents for 

violence when individuals have negative perceptions of their schools and/or have been the 

victim of bullying.        
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSION  

The first objective for this study was to examine whether perceptions of school safety 

affect students’ educational attainment.  I argued that unsafe schools may disrupt students’ 

socialization and development; therefore, students who perceive their schools as unsafe may 

be less likely to achieve the same educational outcomes as students who perceived their 

schools as safe.  I find support for this argument.  I find that perception of school safety 

proved to be an important indicator of educational attainment in 2001, 2005 and 2011.  

Perception of school safety was not only important for increasing students’ likelihood of 

graduating from high school, but also students’ who perceived their schools as unsafe were 

likely to earn fewer years of education several years later than their peers who perceived their 

school as safe.  This suggests that perceiving one’s school as unsafe has long-term negative 

effects, and students who perceived their schools as unsafe were at an educational 

disadvantage several years after reporting that they felt unsafe at school.  Additionally, I find 

that these students were unable to “catch up” educationally with their peers who perceived 

their schools as safe.   

I also build on prior research, testing if family (1) financial, (2) human, and (3) social 

capital and (4) students’ academic achievement may have unique effects on students’ 

educational attainment depending if they perceive their schools to be safe environments.  I 

find that students’ perceptions of their schools as unsafe hinders the effectiveness of several 
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of the resources known to promote educational attainment, such as family resources and 

individual student achievement.  This suggests that while we know that family resources are 

important for promoting favorable educational outcomes, parental investments in the form of 

family capital may not be enough to help students complete their high school education when 

they face challenges in their educational environments, such as perceiving their schools as 

unsafe.  Additionally, while we would expect that academically successful students are likely 

to complete more education than their less academically successful peers, my findings 

suggest that even for highly successful students, negative perceptions of their schools’ safety 

limits the number of years of education they will complete.  These findings suggest that 

students’ perceptions of school safety are a powerful force that may help or hinder students’ 

educational outcomes.  In sum, my findings help us better understand why some 

academically successful students may fall behind their peers educationally when it appears 

that their academic success would put them at an advantage.     

 Secondly, I explore a relatively understudied area in family sociology and 

criminology—youths’ likelihood of running away from home.  I test if perception of school 

safety and victimization increase youths’ likelihood of running away from home and if these 

factors moderate the influence of family and school social capital in preventing youth from 

becoming runaways.  Rather than using a small sample of homeless youth like much of the 

prior research in this area, I analyzed longitudinal data from a nationally representative 

sample, exploring if the bonds between adolescents and their families and schools may act as 
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protective buffers against running away from home.  I find that while both family and school 

resources are important for deterring youth from leaving home prematurely, these resources 

are less effective when youth report that they feel unsafe at school or that they have been 

victimized through bullying.  I also find that while prior runaway episodes are strong 

predictors of youth running away from home again, perceiving one’s school as safe may help 

prevent youth from subsequent runaway episodes.  While we would expect that youth from 

homes where there are high levels of social capital would be less likely to run away from 

home than their peers from less nurturing family environments, my findings underscore the 

powerful nature of individuals’ perceptions and experiences.  The bonds between youth and 

their families alone are not enough to deter youth from becoming runaways.   

 Finally, I tested if perception of school safety, experiences with victimization, and the 

bonds between youth and their families and youth and their schools predict individuals’ 

likelihood of engaging in violence.  I find that perceiving one’s school as safe as well as 

family and school resources do deter subsequent violent behaviors.  I also find that 

victimization is a strong predictor of violence.  However, the persistence of the victim-

offender overlap suggests that more work is needed to better understand the processes 

through which victimized individuals become offenders.  I helped fill this gap by testing not 

only if perception of school safety and victimization moderates the effectiveness of family 

and school social capital in deterring violent behavior, but also if perception of school safety 

moderates the relationship between victimization and offending.  My study also increases our 
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understanding of the relationship between victimization and offending because it evaluates 

how family social capital and school social capital operate in preventing violence when 

individuals have been victimized.  This portion of my study helps to fill a gap in the literature 

because I take into account that experiences with victimization may hinder the investment 

process by disrupting the bonds between children and their parents as well as between 

children and their schools.   

I also help fill a gap in criminological research regarding the relationship between 

victimization and offending, moderated by gender.  Many early criminological theories are 

gender-neutral, likely derived primarily from studies of males (Giordano, Deines, and 

Cernkovich 2006).  More recently, however, gender-specific theories have emerged, and the 

latter are often considered better-suited for explaining female violence because they suggest 

that there are unique causal paths for female perpetrators (Heimer and De Coster 1999). 

While we know that there are long-term consequences of being the victimized (Widom 

1989b; Lauritsen, Sampson, and Laub 1991; Cunnigham 2003; Herrenkohl et al. 2008), I find 

that these consequences vary by gender.  My findings contribute to this area of 

criminological literature because surprisingly, I find that bully victimization is more 

consequential in predicting violence for females compared to males.  While bullying tends to 

reproduce social inequalities and have negative consequences for both males and female 

youth, I find that bullying may be most consequential for females.   
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Patterns across Chapters  

While each section of this study focuses on a different adolescent/young adult 

outcome, Table 9 highlights common patterns across independent variables predicting the 

three unique dependent variables: (1) educational attainment, (2) running away from home, 

and (3) violence.  First, I show that perception of school safety is a valuable resource across 

the three dependent variables. Perceiving one’s school as safe help students’ achieve more 

years of education in 2001, 2005, and 2011.  High school students’ perceptions of their 

schools’ safety matters for promoting high school graduation, the completion of college, and 

earning an advanced degree.  I also demonstrate that perceiving one’s school as safe helps 

deter problem behaviors in adolescence and young adulthood.  That is, perceiving one’s 

school as safe prevents youth from both running away from home and perpetrating violence.   

While we typically think of youth being more or less advantaged economically, 

common patterns across dependent variables suggest that when students’ perceive their 

schools as safe, they are at an advantage both educationally and behaviorally compared to 

their peers with less positive perceptions of their schools’ safety.  This demonstrates the 

significance of including students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety in both family and 

criminological research that test how to best predict individuals’ educational and behavioral 

outcomes. 

Another pattern that emerges from my findings is that running away from home 

predicts educational attainment, subsequent runaway episodes, and the likelihood of 
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engaging in violence.  I find that when individuals reported running away from home in 1997 

they were more likely to earn fewer years of education in 2001, 2005, and 2011 compared to 

their peers with no runaway episodes.   This is alarming because it suggests that students may 

not be able to overcome the deleterious effects of running away from home during childhood 

and/or adolescence.  Running away from home also proves to be an important indicator of 

subsequent runaway episodes and engaging in violence in later adolescence and early 

adulthood.  This underscores that running away from home during childhood not only affects 

individuals as they reach adolescence and young adulthood, but running away from home 

also has negative effects on three unique outcomes: (1) educational attainment, (2) 

subsequent runaway episodes, and (3) violence perpetration.   

Table 9 also demonstrates the importance of school social capital as a predictor across 

dependent variables.   While we know that inequality begins at home, my findings suggest 

that resources at school in the form of school social capital may contribute to inequality in 

the form of fewer years of educational attainment.  We also know that educational attainment 

is pertinent for bettering individuals’ life chances, and I demonstrate that school social 

capital, attending parochial school, and school-wide parental involvement are important 

resources for promoting individuals’ educational attainment as students work towards 

completing their high school education and college degrees.  I also find that school social 

capital is important for fostering high school graduation and education beyond a college 

degree, net of familial resources and student characteristics.  This suggests that even when 
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students have high levels of resources available to them in the family home and they are 

academically successful, school social capital still matters for promoting better educational 

outcomes.   

In addition to promoting educational attainment, Table 9 shows that school social 

capital affects behavioral outcomes as well, as higher levels of school social capital, 

attending parochial school and school-wide parental involvement prove to be important 

resources for deterring running away from home and violence.  This is important because it 

suggests that the resources available to youth at school do more than affect students’ 

educational outcomes.  Rather, my findings suggest that school social capital has the 

potential to prevent negative behavioral outcomes, such as running away from home and 

engaging in violence.  And we know that both of these problematic behaviors have adverse 

implications for individuals’ life opportunities and later outcomes.    

I also demonstrate that student characteristics (1) academic achievement, (2) 

repeating a grade, and (3) being suspended from school predict educational attainment in 

2001, 2005 and 2011.  And all victimization measures are positively associated with both 

negative behavioral outcomes.  Additionally, adolescent delinquency and peer delinquency 

also increase the likelihood of both running away from home and engaging in subsequent 

violence. 

Patterns also emerge from my interaction effects.  For example, while additively 

school social capital is important for both promoting attainment and deterring behavioral 
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problems, I also find that the relationships between school social capital and (1) educational 

attainment, (2) running away from home, and (3) violence were similarly moderated by 

perception of school safety.  Perception of school safety bolsters the effects of school social 

capital predicting educational attainment in 2005, suggesting that school social capital is 

most effective for promoting higher levels of education when students perceive their schools 

to be safe.  School social capital also proves to be a powerful resource for deterring 

problematic behavior when youth perceive their school as safe.  Overall, these findings 

suggest that students’ perceptions of their schools as safe has positive effects on school social 

capital’s ability to promote more favorable outcomes in adolescence and young adulthood 

because when students perceive their schools as unsafe, school social capital does little to (1) 

promote educational attainment, (2) deter running away from home, or (3) prevent violence.  

I also find similar patterns between perception of school safety and bully 

victimization predicting (1) running away from home and (2) violence.  For example, in 

Table 9 I show positive relationships between perceiving one’s school as safe and being the 

victim of bullying predicting these two behavioral outcomes.  This suggests that perceiving 

one’s school as safe is less likely to prevent both running away from home and engaging in 

violence when individuals report being the victim of bullying.  While students’ positive 

perceptions of their schools’ safety may help prevent problematic behaviors, when 

individuals have been victimized they are less likely to experience the positive effects of 

perceiving their schools as safe environments.  This is important because it emphasizes the 
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significance of both perceptions and experiences in shaping youths’ socialization and 

development.  That is, when individuals have both negative perceptions of their schools’ 

safety and negative peer experiences in the form bully victimization they are more likely 

engage in delinquency and perpetrate violence.   

Additionally, I find similar patterns between bully victimization and school social 

capital predicting (1) running away from home and (2) violence.  School social capital is less 

effective for preventing behavioral problems when individuals report that they had been the 

victim of bullying.  This is important because it suggests that bully victimization negates the 

positive effects of school social capital deterring youth from running away from home and 

engaging in violence.   The bonds between youth and their schools do little to prevent 

delinquent and criminal behaviors when youth report feeling unsafe at school or that they 

have been the victim of bullying.   The finding that youths’ experiences with childhood 

bullying negate the positive effect of school social capital is particularly concerning because 

it suggests that bullying experienced before adolescence has long-term negative effects, 

potentially lasting into young adulthood.  While investments in youths’ futures in the form of 

school social capital are important for deterring problematic behaviors, it is also important 

that we invest in children and youth by promoting positive peer relationships and protecting 

them from bullying.  

 

 



 
 
 

163 
 

Implications for Theory  

My findings have implications for both family and criminological theory.  First, I find 

support for Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory, which suggests that multiple 

contexts influence children’s socialization and development.  While we know that inequality 

begins at home and the family is typically the first context where children develop, as 

children grow older, schools become increasingly important for promoting positive 

educational and behavioral outcomes. And I find that both families and schools are important 

for promoting educational attainment.  This suggests that the microsystem of families and the 

mesosystem of the relationships between families and schools are critical contexts for human 

development and are vital for helping students earn high levels of education, including 

attending and graduating from college. Ecological systems theory also has implications for 

criminological research, as I find that both families and schools have the potential to deter 

delinquent and criminal behaviors, such as running away from home and violence.      

Second, my findings demonstrate support for investment models, which suggest that 

greater amounts of capital tend to produce more favorable outcomes for both adolescents and 

young adults.  For example, I find that when youth have access to greater amounts of family 

financial capital, they are more likely to graduate from high school compared to their peers 

with lower levels of financial resources at home.  Additionally, higher levels of parental 

education and additional time parents spend with their children help promote youths’ 

educational attainment as they work to complete their college education.  Resources at school 
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in the form of school social capital also have positive effects on youths’ educational 

attainment.  This suggests that when there are weaker bonds between youth and their schools, 

they are at an educational disadvantage compared to their peers attending schools with higher 

levels of social capital.   

I also find that capital investments from both families and schools have long-term 

consequences for youths’ educational attainment.  For example, family investments in the 

form of family financial capital influenced youths’ educational attainment at three time-

points—2001, 2005, and 2011.  This suggest that the financial resources parents provide for 

their children not only influence their children’s abilities to graduate from high school, but 

they also matter later on when youth are working towards both undergraduate and advanced 

degrees.  Family resources in the form of family human capital also have long-term effects 

on youths’ educational outcomes, suggesting that the benefits of parental education have 

enduring effects for youths and young adults as they progress through their educational 

careers.  Across the three time-points, school social capital also matters for promoting 

educational attainment, suggesting that capital investments in youth during high school not 

only impact students’ abilities to graduate from high school, but they also affect students 

after adolescence and during young adulthood.   

 My findings also contribute to the investment perspective by testing how students’ 

perceptions of school safety influence the relationship between forms of family capital and 

school social capital predicting students’ educational outcomes.  My findings suggest that 
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students’ perceptions of their schools’ safety are important for understanding why not all 

youth experience the same returns from capital investments from their parents and schools.  

For example, I find that family financial capital and family human capital are less effective 

resources for promoting educational attainment when youth perceive their schools as unsafe.  

This suggests that family resources alone are not enough to promote favorable educational 

outcomes.  School social capital also proves to be less powerful for promoting students’ 

educational attainment when youth report that they do not feel safe in school.  This suggests 

that while parental and school investments in youth are important for shaping positive 

educational outcomes, theoretically it is also important to test how youths’ perceptions of 

their school environments may influence the return of these capital investments for 

promoting students’ high school and college graduations.   

Additionally, I find support for investment models with implications for 

criminological research.  For example, I find that family and school investments in youth are 

important deterrents for problem behaviors during adolescence and young adulthood.  

Parental investments in their children in the form of social capital prove to be an important 

resource for preventing running away from home.  Even when youth reported negative life 

events, such as being the victim of crimes both inside and outside of the context of the 

school, family social capital helped prevent youth from leaving home prematurely.  School 

social capital also helped discourage runaway behaviors.  This is important because it 

suggests that youth may be able to draw social support from various contexts, which in turn 
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may help deter problematic adolescent and young adult behaviors.  Family social capital and 

school social capital had similar effects on the likelihood of engaging in violence, further 

demonstrating the importance of parental and school investments in youth in the form of 

strong, quality bonds between youth and their families and youth and their schools.    

Third, my findings have implications for social control theory.  Criminological 

literature suggests that the bonds between youth and their families and youth and their 

schools are important agents of social control.  However, I find that (1) individuals’ 

perceptions of their schools as unsafe and (2) negative peer experiences in the form of bully 

victimization may influence the process in which the bonds to conventional institutions help 

prevent problem behaviors.  For example, while my additive models show support for social 

control theory in that higher levels of school social capital decreased the likelihood of 

engaging in violence, I find that both perceptions of school safety and experiences with 

victimization affect this relationship.  That is, the bonds between youth and their schools are 

less effective as a form of social control when youth report that they (1) feel unsafe at school 

or (2) have been the victim of bullying.  While social control theory suggests that strong 

bonds between youth and their schools are deterrents for criminal and delinquent behaviors, 

my findings suggest that school social capital alone is not enough to deter violence.  Rather, 

school social capital is most effective as a form of social control when youth perceive their 

schools as safe environments and when they have not been the victims of bullying.    
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Implications for Policy  

 My findings provide policy guidance to those concerned with promoting both 

academic achievement and positive social adjustment in late adolescence and early 

adulthood.  I believe that one way to promote positive educational outcomes and deter 

problem behaviors is further developing programs that help youth build positive peer 

relationships.  Facilitating positive peer relationships for youth may have dual impacts, 

including (1) helping improve students’ perceptions of their schools’ environments, and (2) 

helping to deter youth from engaging in bullying.   

One context for policy implementation is schools.   Programs promoting positive peer 

relationships should focus on providing educational resources and support for bullies, bully 

victims, and their families. Recent studies suggest that school-based bully prevention 

programs should start as early as elementary school and teach youth conflict resolution skills 

and values such as respect (Yeager et al. 2015; Espelage and Colbert 2016).  For example, 

the elementary school bullying reduction program, Steps to Respect, focuses on the overall 

school climate and delivers youth messages regarding friendship, feelings, conflict, and both 

reporting and standing-up against bullying (Espelage and Colbert 2016).  And studies show 

that Steps to Respect has positive effects, including improved behaviors on the playground 

and more positive attitudes towards schools (Hirschstein et al. 2007).   

Another program takes a unique approach to bully prevention by using text 

messaging to deliver anti-bullying messages to students.  Ybarra, Prescott, and Espelage 
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(2016) test the effects of BullyDown, a text messaging-based bullying prevention program.  

They find that sending text messages to middle school students is an effective form of 

delivery for a bully prevention program.  Additionally, they argue that one of the benefits of 

using text messaging to communicate with youth is that they could reach youth both inside 

and outside of school.   

These studies suggest that learning to think differently about peer relationships may 

help cultivate positive relationships among children and adolescents.  This in turn may help 

promote more positive school environments and help deter problematic behaviors.  

Additionally, taking a holistic approach and offering these programs to all students is 

important because the relationship between bullies and bully victims are often blurred, and 

the victims of bullying may consequently become the next generation of bullies.  

In addition to schools, community organizations should implement programs and 

develop advocacy groups external to schools to help promote positive peer relationships.  

Because schools are often faced with budgetary issues, fostering more positive and inclusive 

school environments may not appear to be a critical part of school spending.  However, my 

findings suggest that schools may see positive returns for their investments in school safety 

and peer relationships, and these investments may have long-term positive effects for 

students.  Specifically, creating safe and more positive school environments may help 

promote students’ educational attainment and help discourage behavioral problems, and these 
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are both important aspects of youths’ socialization and development that have lasting 

implications for individuals’ later success and life chances.   

Directions for Future Research  

 Moving forward, future research on adolescent and young adult outcomes should 

focus on youth who identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual, and/or transgender (LGBT).  This is 

important because LGBT youth are more likely to be bullied compared to their heterosexual 

peers (Friedman et al. 2006; Saewyc et al. 2007).  This is also important for social capital 

research because LGBT youth tend to have limited social support systems (Warwich, 

Aggleton, and Douglas 2001), and may be hesitant to utilize social support for fear that it 

may lead to further victimization (Telljohann and Price 1993).  Gaining a more thorough 

understanding of LGBT youths’ experiences with bullying may increase our ability to protect 

youth from negative peer experiences. Additionally, we may be able to find ways to promote 

higher quality support systems for sexual minority youth.   

Future research should also consider providing a more nuanced understanding of how 

family structure may influence adolescent and young adult outcomes. Although numerous 

researchers have investigated the influence of family structure on child/adolescent outcomes 

(e,g, Astone and McLanahan 1994; Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahan 1994; Osborne and 

McLanahan 2007; Thomson and McLanahan 2012), many of the analyses have been 

restricted to comparisons between children in married families and children in divorced or 

single-mother families. Other studies have been limited to comparing youth who experienced 
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multiple family structure transitions with youth from more stable family environments (e.g., 

Regnerus 2012a; 2012b).   In particular, children and adolescents residing with same-sex 

parents have been understudied.  Currently, we know little regarding how youth may benefit 

from residing in stable same-sex families.  Therefore, moving forward, researchers should 

over-sample children from same-sex families to allow for a considerable number of 

comparisons among family structures.  This in turn may increase our understanding of family 

structure’s influence on youths’ socialization and development.    

Additionally, more research is also needed to better understand how, in combination, 

gender and experiences with victimization influence the likelihood of engaging in violence.  

For example, Espelage and Swearer (2004) argue that because youth are affected by both 

individual and ecological systems, future research should consider the intersection between 

individual characteristics and the larger social context in order to gain a more thorough 

understanding regarding gender differences associated bullying.  Prior research on gender 

and bullying tends to homogenize students’ victimization experiences based on a 

dichotomous understanding of gender.  For example, Olweus’ (1993) seminal work suggests 

that boys are more likely to be victimized through bullying than girls, and boys tend to 

engage in physical bullying while girls are more likely to use relational bullying to victimize 

their peers.  This oversimplification fails to address the complex nature of gender (Collins 

2000; Connell 2005).  Therefore, moving forward, research should consider using an 

intersectional approach that examines ways in which gender is entangled with other forms of 
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oppression, which may provide a more nuanced understanding regarding how dually 

marginalized groups are affected by bullying.   
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 Table 1: Descriptive Statistics and Bi-Variate Correlations with Educational Attainment  

N=2,265 (unweighted) Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Minimum/ 

Maximum  

Correlations with  

 Educational 

Attainment in 2001  

Correlations with 

Educational 

Attainment in 2005  

Correlations with 

Educational 

Attainment in 2011 

 

Educational Attainment 

(2001) 

12.406 1.611 2-17 1.00***   

 

Educational Attainment 

(2005) 

13.216 2.454 2-20  1.00***  

 

Educational Attainment 

(2011) 

13.816 2.974 5-20   1.00*** 

 

Perception of School 

Safety  3.095 0.739 0-4  .227*** .231***  .237*** 

 

Household Income  2.881 1.333 1-6  .356*** .373***  .359*** 

 

Father’s Education 11.967 4.065 1-20  .281*** .314***  .315*** 

 

Mother’s Education 11.684 4.232 1-20  .285*** .306***  .302*** 

 

Family Social Capital 0.961 0.194 0-1  .072*** .084***  .051*** 

 

Ran Away from Home 0.141 0.348 0-1 -.232*** -.215*** -.184*** 

 

School Social Capital 8.570 1.613 3-12 .147*** .173***  .154*** 

 

Parochial School 0.047 0.212 0-1 .156*** .159***  .147*** 
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Table 1 (Continued)       

       

School-Wide Parental 

Involvement 0.442 0.497 0-1 .106*** .105***  .109*** 

 

Student-Teacher Ratio 2.321 1.031 1-4             -.023             -.034+             -.024+ 

 

Academic Achievement 2.405 0.678 1-3 .429*** .440***  .443*** 

 

Repeated a Grade 0.224 0.417 0-1 -.380*** -.336*** -.350*** 

 

Suspended from School 0.328 0.470 0-1 -.379*** -.369*** -.372*** 

 

African-American 0.275 0.446 0-1 -.117*** -.116*** -.112*** 

 

Latino 0.214 0.410 0-1 -.110*** -.140*** -.126*** 

 

Other Race/Ethnicity  0.008 0.089 0-1               .030              .041              .017 

 

Male  0.479 0.500 0-1  -.092*** -.092*** -.095*** 

 

Live with Biological 

Parents 0.719 0.449 0-1  .114*** .132*** .102*** 
 

     Note: Estimates are unweighted descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for the entire sample. 

     +indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed. ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed. *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

      Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (1997). Sample includes youth born in 1980 or 1981, ages 16 or 17-years-old at Wave 1 (1997). 
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Table 2:  OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting Educational Attainment in 2001 

N = 2,983 (weighted)     Model 1    Model 2    Model 3    Model 4 
     

Perception of School Safety  .455*** .290*** .349***        .149*** 

Household Income  .254***   .180*** 

Father’s Education  .051***   .027*** 

Mother’s Education  .056***    .041*** 

Family Social Capital         .211         .036 

Ran Away from Home  -.857***        -.446*** 

School Social Capital      .072***        .032+ 

Parochial School     .660***        .221* 

School-Wide Parental Involvement    .293***        .153*** 

Student-Teacher Ratio         -.014       -.035 

Demographic Controls      

African-American -.446***      -.066 -.445***        .131+ 

Latino -.626***      -.002 -.612***       -.041 

Other Race/Ethnicity         .016       .187       .097        .330 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
    

     

Male -.461***      -.475***      -.468*** -.208*** 

Live with Biological Parents       .283***       .144*       .275***       .075 

 

Student Characteristics 

    

Academic Achievement  
          

      .499*** 

Repeated a Grade 
        

     -.772*** 

Suspended from School 
         

     -.507*** 

Constant  
        

       11.23 

     

      9.54 

        

      10.82 

       

       9.51 

R
2
        0.103      0.248        0.123       0.376 

 

+indicates p < .10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two tailed.  ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed.  

Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients.  

I use NLSY’s custom sampling weights, which adjust the unweighted data for the over-representation of African-American and 

Latino respondents. 

I use an OLS estimator with a more robust standard error that allows for the presence of heteroscedasticity for all regression 

models. 

Interaction effects between perception of school safety and household income, father’s education, mother’s education, family 

social capital, school social capital, and academic achievement were each independently added to the full model (Model 4).  None 

were statistically significant (p < .10, two-tailed).  
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Table 3:  OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting Educational Attainment in 2005 

N = 2,776 (weighted) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model  7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 

           

Perception of School Safety   .651***  .409***  .454***  .165*** -.017  -.293+     .059    .211   -.369    -.323+ 

Household Income   .368***   .270***  .061  .266***    .269***    .270***  . 270***     .267*** 

Father’s Education   .081***   .049***  .049*** -.073+    .049***    .049***   .050***     .049*** 

Mother’s Education   .082***   .062***  .062***  .061***    .034    .063***   .061***     .062*** 

Family Social Capital    .368*   .007  .013 -.317    .004    .143   .033     .012 

Ran Away from Home  -1.23***  -.630*** -.621*** -.629***   -.628***   -.630***  -.624***    -.618*** 

School Social Capital     .153***  .091***  .091*** .095***    .091***    .092***  -.118     .088*** 

Parochial School    1.27***  .586***  .560*** .531***    .577***    .586***  .546**     .553*** 

School-Wide Parental Involvement    .462***  .212***  .212*** .211***    .213***    .212***  .212***     .204*** 

Student-Teacher Ratio   -.003 -.034  -.034 -.032   -.034   -.034  -.030    -.033 

Demographic Controls            

African-American -.703***  -.174+ -.697***  .084  .087  .093    .084     .082  .085      .095 

Latino -1.06***  -.154 -1.06 -.220* -.212+ -.211+   -.218*   -.220* -.220*    -.217*  

Other Race/Ethnicity  -.196   .095  .112  .284  .302  .316    .280     .285  .289      .317 

Male -.548*** -.616*** -.575*** -.256*** -.247*** -.251***   -.256***   -.256*** -.245***    -.253*** 

Live with Biological Parents  .504***  .251***  .504***  .166+  .163+  .041***    .164+    .166+  .166     .163+ 
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Table 3 (Continued) 
          

           

Student Characteristics            

Academic Achievement      .804***  .803***  .805***    .804***   .805***  .800***    .164 

Repeated a Grade    -.779*** -.783*** -.776***   -.781***  -.778*** -.780***   -.776*** 

Suspended from School    -.681*** -.676*** -.667***   -.681***  -.681*** -.686***   -.677*** 

Interaction Effects with  

Perception of School Safety: 

 

        

Household Income      .067+      

Father’s Education     

 

 .041***     

Mother’s Education           .009    

Family Social Capital           -.049   

School Social Capital              .066*  

Academic Achievement         
 

      .212*** 

Constant  11.45 8.93 10.51 8.32 8.87     9.69 8.65 8.19 9.96 9.80 

 

R2 0.108 0.257 0.139 0.372 0.373    0.375 0.373 0.373 0.374 0.375 
 

+indicates p < .10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two tailed. ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed. *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed.  

Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients.  
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  Table 3b:  Summary of Interaction Models with Mean-Centered Interaction Coefficients from  

OLS Regression Analyses Predicting Educational Attainment in 2005  

N = 2,776 (weighted) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Perception of School Safety .208*** .230***  .200*** .201*** .230***  .227*** 

Household Income  .270*** .265***  .267*** .268*** .268***  .264*** 

Father's Education  .062*** .067***  .062*** .061*** .063***  .062*** 

Mother's Education        .060*** .060***  .061*** .060*** .060***  .059*** 

Family Social Capital       .030      -.016        .018       .079        .039        .023 

School Social Capital .095***       .099***  .095***       .094***   .093***        .091*** 

Ran Away from Home      -.628***      -.637*** -.630***      -.631***  -.628***  -.624*** 

Parochial School  .558*** .525*** .565***       .571***  .551***   .539*** 

School-Wide Parental Involvement .228*** .225*** .229*** .229***  .227***   .222*** 

Student-Teacher Ratio       -.029      -.028      -.029       -.029       -.028       -.027 
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Table 3b (Continued)       
       

Demographic Controls        

African American        .160*      .163*       .162*        .163*       .163*       .170* 

Latino     -.160*     -.162*      -.162*       -.161*      -.161*      -.163* 

Other Race       .332       .350        .318        .318        .325        .355 

Males      -.207***     -.213*** -.214*** -.213***      -.208*** -.212*** 

Live with Biological Parents        .250***      .242*** .251*** .250*** .251*** .250*** 

Student Characteristics       

Academic Achievement        .830***       .830*** .830*** .830*** .829***  .865*** 

Repeated a Grade      -.829*** -.820*** -.827*** -.827*** -.825*** -.818*** 

Suspended from School       -.718*** -.710*** -.724*** -.725*** -.726*** -.720*** 

 

Interaction Effects with  

Perception of School Safety: 
    

  

Household Income        .056* 
 

    

Father’s Education    .042***     

Mother’s Education            .008    

Family Social Capital             .145   

School Social Capital         .036**  
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Table 3b (Continued)       

 

Academic Achievement  
    

        

      .247*** 

 

Constant 7.82 7.71 7.87 7.82 7.75 7.72 

 R2 .391 .393 .390 .390 .392 .392 

+indicates + indicates p < .10, two-tailed. * indicates p < 05, two-tailed.  ** indicates p < .01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p < .001, two-tailed. 

Table        Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. 

Following Jaccard and Turrisi (2003), I mean-center the independent variables used to compute the product-term interactions and recalculated the interaction terms 

using the   mean-centered scores.  I reran the interaction models from Table 3 (Models 5 through 10).  
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Table 4: OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting Educational Attainment in 2011 

N = 2,770 (weighted)  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 
           

Perception of School Safety      .850***    .574***    .645***    .262***     .140    -.103    .101    .013   -.130   -.187 

Household Income     .438***     .317***     .174     .314***    .315***    .317***    .316***    .314*** 

Father’s Education     .093***     .055***     .055***    -.042    .055***    .054***    .056***    .055*** 

Mother’s Education     .102***     .074***     .074***     .073***    .032    .074***    .074***    .074*** 

Family Social Capital     -.136    -.421+   -.418+   - .454+  -.426+   -1.24   -.402   -.422+ 

Ran Away from Home    -1.24***    -.497***   -.492***    -.500***  -.494***  -.496***  -.492***   -.487*** 

School Social Capital      .154***    .092***    .092***     .096***    .093***   .091***   -.061    .090*** 

Parochial School     1.23***    .473*    .457*     .431*    .461*   .475*    .446*    .443* 

School-Wide Parental Involvement     .590***    .333***    .331***     .331***    .333***   .335***    .333***    .322*** 

Student-Teacher Ratio     .037   -.003   -.003    -.001   -.003  -.002    .001   -.001 

Demographic Controls            

African-American    -.828***   -.237+  -.836***   .103   .106     .113   .106   .103   .103    .110 

Latino    -1.11***   -.020  -1.15***  -.123  -.118    -.113  -.119  -.121  -.123   -.122 

Other Race/Ethnicity     -.082    .355  -.012   .424   .424     .406   .422   .417   .424    .452 

Male   -.739***   -.818***  -.757***  -.345***  -.339***    -.340***  -.345***  -.343***  -.338***   -.341*** 

Live with Biological Parents    .385***    .120   .381***   .018   .018     .009   .017   .015   .018    .017 
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                         +indicates p < .10, two-tailed. * indicates p < 05, two-tailed. ** indicates p < .01, two-tailed. *** indicates p < .001, two-tailed. 

           Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. 

 

 

Table 4 (Continued) 
          

           

Student Characteristics            

Academic Achievement      .995***   .995***     .996***   .994***  .994***  .991***   .408 

Repeated a Grade    -1.12***  -1.12***    -1.12***   1.12***  1.12*** -1.12***  -1.12*** 

Suspended from School    -.893***  -.889***    -.881***  -.894*** -.896*** -.898***  -.887*** 

Interaction Effects with  

Perception of School Safety: 

        

 

Household Income  

   

  .046 

     

 

Father’s Education 

    

   .032* 

       

 

Mother’s Education  

     

  .014    

 

Family Social Capital  

     

 

 

 .287   

 

School Social Capital  

      

  

 

.048  

 

Academic Achievement  

      

   

  

 .194* 

 

Constant  
  11.60  9.04 10.53    8.30   8.67    9.38    8.80   9.10  9.49   9.66 

 

R2 
   0.103 0.232 0.126   0.361  0.361   0.362   0.361  0.361 0.362  0.362 
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Table 4b: Summary of Interaction Models with Mean-Centered Interaction Coefficients from  

OLS Regression Analyses Predicting Educational Attainment in 2011  

N = 2,770 (weighted) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Perception of School Safety .309*** .329*** .309*** .311*** .318*** .328*** 

Household Income  .316*** .313*** .312*** .316*** .314*** .310*** 

Father's Education  .070*** .075*** .071*** .070*** .071*** .071*** 

Mother's Education  .075*** .075*** .077*** .075*** .075*** .075*** 

Family Social Capital      -.391+      -.429+      -.405+      -.249+       -.386+      -.403 

School Social Capital       .103*** .107*** .104*** .101***  .102*** .100*** 

Ran Away from Home      -.478*** -.488***      -.478***      -.479*** -.478***      -.474*** 

Parochial School        .286*        .254*       .278*        .294*        .283*        .261* 

School-Wide Parental Involvement       .346*** .342*** .346***  .349*** .346***  .334*** 

Student-Teacher Ratio        .003       .004       .002        .002        .004        .006 

Demographic Controls        

African American         .175+        .181+        .179+        .178+        .176+       .178+ 

Latino       -.059       -.056       -.058       -.056       -.059      -.064 

Other Race        .455        .434        .453        .448        .458       .487 

Males -.216*** -.217*** -.219*** -.215*** -.216***      -.218*** 

Live with Biological Parents         .077        .329        .075        .072        .076       .077 
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Table 4b (Continued)       

 

Student Characteristics  
      

Academic Achievement   1.05***  1.04***  1.04***  1.04***  1.04*** 1.08*** 

Repeated a Grade -1.08*** -1.07*** -1.08*** -1.08*** -1.08***      -1.07*** 

Suspended from School  -.945*** -.937*** -.950*** -.953*** -.950***      -.943*** 

 

 

                                       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    +indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed.  ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

     Table entries are unstandardized regression coefficients. 

     Following Jaccard and Turrisi (2003), I mean-center the independent variables used to compute the product-term interactions and recalculated the interaction terms 

                     using the mean-centered scores.  I reran the interaction models from Table 4 (Models 5 through 10).  

 

  

Interaction Effects with  

Perception of School Safety 
      

Household Income         .031      

Father’s Education          .034*     

Mother’s Education            .180    

Family Social Capital             .432   

School Social Capital       .019  

Academic Achievement            .233*** 

Constant         7.57         7.45 7.58 7.46 7.54 7.47 

R2        .374         .375 .374 .374 .374 .375 
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Table 5:  Descriptive Statistics and Bi-Variate Correlations with  

Running Away from Home in 1998  

N = 7,111 (unweighted)  Mean Std. Deviation Min/Max 

Bi-Variate 

Correlations 

Ran Away from Home (1998)  .078 .268 0-1   1.00*** 

Perception of School Safety   3.15 .724 1-4     -.075*** 

Victim of Threats at School  .545 1.35 0-6  .088*** 

Victim of Property Theft at 

School  
.406 .861 0-4  .059*** 

Victim of Home Burglary  .152 .359 0-1  .037*** 

Victim of Bullying  .195 .396 0-1  .069*** 

Witnessed Shooting .109 .312 0-1  .075*** 

Family Social Capital  12.13 5.18 0-25 -.064*** 

Prior Runaway Episode  .087 .281 0-1  .220*** 

School Social Capital  8.99 1.61 3-12 -.092*** 
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Table 5 (Continued) 
    

Parochial School .060 .237 0-1     -.024* 

School-Wide Parental 

Involvement  
.393 .489 0-1     -.021+ 

Student-Teacher Ratio  2.34 1.03 1-4      .004 

Delinquency Index 1.67 1.81 0-7  .198*** 

Peer Delinquency Index 1.42 1.53 0-5   .099*** 

African American  .247 .431 0-1     -.013 

Latino .211 .405 0-1      .014 

Other Race .008 .090 0-1      .009 

Males .516 .499 0-1     -.034*** 

Two-Biological Parent Family .734 .442 0-1     -.021+ 

Age (Year of Birth) 1982 1.32 1980-1984     -.060*** 

 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed. ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed. *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 
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Table 6a: Summary of Additive Models from Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Youths'  

Likelihood of Running Away from Home in 1998  

N = 7,111 (weighted)
   Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Perception of School Safety   
 -.414*** 

 (.661) 

-.239*** 

(.788) 

-.280*** 

(.756) 

-.211*** 

(.810) 

-.091* 

(.913) 

Victim of Threats at School  
 

 .104*** 

(1.11)   

 .050*** 

(1.05) 

Victim of Property Theft at School 
 .096*** 

(1.10)   

 .051+ 

(1.05) 

Victim of Home Burglary  
 

 .202*** 

(1.22)   

 .102 

(1.11) 

Victim of Bullying   
 

 .349*** 

(1.42)   

 .248*** 

(1.28) 

Witnessed Shooting 
 

 .599*** 

(1.82)   

 .169* 

(1.18) 

Prior Runaway Episode  
  

 1.77*** 

 (5.86)  

 1.14*** 

(3.12) 

Family Social Capital  
  

-.042*** 

 (.959)  

-.024*** 

(.976) 

School Social Capital  
   

-.199*** 

(.819) 

-.059*** 

(.943) 

Parochial School 
   

-.276* 

(.759) 

-.087 

(.916) 

School-Wide Parental Involvement  
  

-.185*** 

(.831) 

-.212*** 

(.809) 
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  Table 6a (Continued)      

Student-Teacher Ratio  
   

 .001 

(1.00) 

 .025 

(1.03) 

Peer Delinquency  
    

 .038+ 

(1.04) 

African American 
    

-.067 

(.935) 

Latino 
    

 .177* 

(1.19) 

Other Race 
    

 .133 

(1.14) 

Males  
    

-.493*** 

(.611) 

Two-Biological Parent Family  
   

-.046 

(.955) 

Age (Year of Birth)  
    

-.006 

(.994) 

Constant   -1.17   -2.02  -1.41   .028 10.01 

-2 log likelihood 10,893  10,675 10,110 10,747 9,633 

Chi-Square 138.49*** 356.55*** 921.67*** 284.81*** 1398.49*** 

df      1      6      3      5     20 
 
 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed. ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed. *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

Values in parentheses are exponentiated β (effects on the odds). 
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Table 6b: Summary of Interactive Models from Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting Youths' Likelihood 

of Running Away from Home in 1998 

   N = 7,111 (weighted) Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 
       

Perception of School Safety   
-.298* 

(.742) 

 .262 

(1.20) 

-.150*** 

(.861) 

-.191*** 

(.826) 

 -.115* 

 (.892) 

  -.102* 

  (.903) 

Victim of Threats at School 
 .030 

(1.03) 

 .051*** 

(1.05) 

 .051*** 

(1.05) 

 .057*** 

(1.06) 

  .088*** 

 (1.09) 

   .055*** 

  (1.06) 

Victim of Property Theft at  

School 
-.022 

(.978) 

.059+ 

(1.06) 

 .052+ 

(1.05) 

 .050+ 

(1.05) 

  .049 

 (1.05) 

   .052+ 

  (1.05) 

Victim of Home Burglary  
 .172+ 

(1.19) 

 .101 

(1.11) 

 1.05 

(1.11) 

 .109 

(1.11) 

  .104+ 

 (1.15) 

   .093 

  (1.10) 

Victim of Bullying  
 .335*** 

(1.40) 

 .245*** 

(1.28) 

 .253*** 

(1.29) 

-.723*** 

(.486) 

  .225 

 (1.25) 

  -.256 

  (.774) 

Witnessed Shooting 
 .128 

(1.14) 

 .167+ 

(1.18) 

 .158+ 

(1.17) 

 .179* 

(1.20) 

  .151 

 (1.16) 

   .170* 

  (1.19) 

Family Social Capital  
-.067+ 

(.935) 

-.024*** 

(.976) 

-.023*** 

(.977) 

-.024*** 

(.976) 

 -.026*** 

 (.974) 

  -.025*** 

  (975) 

Prior Runaway Episode  
 .995*** 

(2.62) 

 1.15*** 

(3.16) 

 .556* 

(1.74) 

 1.15*** 

(3.15) 

  1.12*** 

 (3.07) 

   1.14*** 

  (3.14) 

School Social Capital  
-.118*** 

(.889) 

 .070 

(1.07) 

-.057*** 

(.944) 

-.059*** 

(.942) 

 -.073*** 

 (.930) 

  -.077*** 

  (.926) 

Parochial School 
-.229 

(.796) 

-.044 

(.957) 

-.078 

(.925) 

-.081 

(.922) 

 -.200 

 (.818) 

  -.067 

  (.935) 
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  Table 6b (Continued)       
 

 

     

School-Wide Parental  

Involvement  
-.246*** 

(.782) 

-.218*** 

(.804) 

-.215*** 

(.806) 

-.212*** 

(.809) 

 -.259*** 

 (.772) 

 -.204*** 

 (.816) 

Student-Teacher Ratio  
 .082* 

(1.09) 

 .025 

(1.03) 

 .022 

(1.02) 

 .020 

(.466) 

  .065* 

 (1.07) 

  .019 

 (1.02) 

Interaction Effects: 

 

Family Social Capital* 

Perceived School Safety   
 .010 

(1.01)      

 

School Social Capital*  

Perceived School Safety    

 

-.043* 

(.958)     

 

Prior Runaway Episode* 

Perceived School Safety     

 

 .198* 

(1.22)    

 

Bully Victimization* 

Perceived School Safety    

 .326*** 

(1.39)   

 

Family Social Capital*  

Bully Victimization      

 .004 

(1.00)  
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Table 6b (Continued)        

 

School Social Capital* 

Bully Victimization      

  .059+ 

 (1.06) 
 

Constant  110.12  12.63   14.92 

 

   9.12  12.05    8.28 

-2 log likelihood  5,464  9,519   9,627   9,616   8,609   9,515 

Chi-Square 894.55*** 1395.73*** 1404.48*** 1415.36*** 1211.98*** 1366.37*** 

df    21     21     21     21     21    21 

 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed.  ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

Values in parentheses are exponentiated β (effects on the odds). 

All control variables from Table 6a, Model 5 were included in the interaction models (Models 6 through 11). 
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Table 7: Descriptive Statistics and Bi-Variate Correlations with Violent Behavior 

N=6,887 (unweighted) 

 

Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Min/Max 

Bi-Variate 

Correlations 

Dependent Variable (1999, 2000, 2002, 2003)    

Violent Behavior   .197 .397 0-1   1.00*** 

 

Independent Variables (1997)  

 

    

Perception of School Safety    3.14 .733 1-4     -.102*** 

 

Victim of Threats at School  

 

.545 1.34 0-6   .145*** 

 

Victim of Property Theft at School 

 

.409 .863 0-4   .106*** 

 

Victim of Home Burglary  

 

.159 .365 0-1   .087*** 

 

Victim of Bullying  

 

.199 .399 0-1   .125*** 

 

Witnessed Shooting 

 

.109 .312 0-1   .151*** 

 

Family Social Capital  

 

12.04 5.23 0-25  -.043*** 
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Table 7 (Continued)  

 
    

Ran Away from Home  

  

.097 

 

.296 

 

0-1 

 

 .137*** 

School Social Capital  
 

8.95 1.62 3-12 -.101*** 

Parochial School  
.059 .235 0-1     -.044*** 

 

School-Wide Parental Involvement  
 

.399 .490 0-1     -.010 
 

Student-Teacher Ratio  
 

2.32 1.03 1-4     -.002 
 

Delinquency Index 
 

1.73 1.83 0-7  .237*** 
 

Peer Delinquency Index 
 

1.48 1.56 0-5   .078*** 
 

African American  
 

.262 .440 0-1      .071*** 
 

Latino 
 

.208 .406 0-1     -.004 
 

Other Race 
 

.010 .100 0-1      .013 
 

Males 
 

.498 .500 0-1      .121*** 
 

Two-Biological Parent Family  
 

.728 .445 0-1     -.079*** 
 

Age (Year of Birth) 
 

1982 1.39 1980-1984   .052*** 
 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed. ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed. *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 
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Table 8a: Summary of Additive Models from Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting  

Likelihood of Violence in 1999, 2000, 2002 and 2003 

N=6,887 (weighted)  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
      

Perception of School Safety   
 -.392*** 

 (.676) 

-.184*** 

(.832) 

 -.328*** 

 (.720) 

-.245*** 

(.782) 

-.056+ 

(.946) 

Victim of Threats at School  
 

.132*** 

(1.14)   

 .084*** 

(1.09) 

Victim of Property Theft at School 
 

.133*** 

(1.14)   

 .065** 

(1.07) 

Victim of Home Burglary  
 

.376*** 

(1.46)   

 .250*** 

(1.28) 

Victim of Bullying   
 

.431*** 

(1.54)   

 .294*** 

(1.34) 

Witnessed Shooting 
 

.924*** 

(2.52)   

 .539*** 

(1.71) 

Family Social Capital  
  

-.014*** 

 (.986)  

 .002 

(1.00) 

Ran Away from Home   
  

 1.01*** 

 (2.76)  

 .367*** 

(1.44) 

School Social Capital  
   

-.136*** 

 (.873) 

-.070*** 

(.933) 

Parochial School 
   

-.569*** 

 (.566) 

-.438*** 

(.645) 

School-Wide Parental Involvement  
  

-.078* 

 (.925) 

-.081+ 

(.922) 
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Table 8a (Continued)      
      

Student-Teacher Ratio  
   

 -.021 

 (.979) 

-.025 

(.976) 

Delinquency Index  
    

 .301*** 

(1.35) 

Peer Delinquency Index  
    

 .030+ 

(1.03) 

African American 
    

 .434*** 

(1.54) 

Latino 
    

 .200*** 

(1.22) 

Other Race 
    

 .416* 

(1.52) 

      

      

      

 

Males  
    

 

 .524*** 

(1.69) 

Two-Biological Parent Family  
    

-.258*** 

(.773) 

Age (Year of Birth)  
    

 .268*** 

(1.31) 

 

Constant   -.259  -1.33  -.422   .593  -533.94 

 

-2 log likelihood 18065.26 17302.63 17697.73 17899.76 15922.64 

 

Chi-Square 241.26*** 1003.88*** 608.78*** 406.76*** 2383.88*** 

 

df     1       6     3     5     20 
 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed.  ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

Values in parentheses are exponentiated β (effects on the odds). 
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Table 8b:  Summary of Interaction Models from Logistic Regression Analyses Predicting  

Likelihood of Violence in 1999, 2000, 2002 and 2003 

N=6,887 (weighted) Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 
       

Perception of School Safety   
 .015 

(1.02) 

.199 

(1.22) 

-.135*** 

(.874) 

-.055*** 

(.946) 

-.074* 

(.929) 

-.052+ 

(.949) 

Victim of Threats at School   .084*** 

(1.09) 

.088*** 

(1.09) 

.089*** 

(1.09) 

 .084*** 

(1.09) 

 .084*** 

(1.09) 

 .085*** 

(1.09) 

Victim of Property Theft at School 
.064*** 

(1.07) 

.065*** 

(1.07) 

.064*** 

(1.07) 

.064*** 

(1.07) 

.054* 

(1.06) 

 .062*** 

(1.06) 

Victim of Home Burglary  
.249*** 

(1.28) 

.248*** 

(1.28) 

.252*** 

(1.29) 

.250*** 

(1.28) 

.258*** 

(1.30) 

 .240*** 

(1.27) 

Victim of Bullying  
.294*** 

(1.34) 

.293*** 

(1.34) 

-.477** 

(.620) 

-.003 

(.980) 

-1.19*** 

(.305) 

 .612*** 

(1.85) 

Witnessed Shooting 
.540*** 

(1.72) 

.549*** 

(1.73) 

.545*** 

(1.72) 

.534*** 

(1.71) 

 .579*** 

(1.79) 

 .545*** 

(1.72) 

Family Social Capital  
.020 

(.102) 

.002 

(1.00) 

.002 

(1.00) 

-.005 

(.995) 

 .002 

(1.00) 

 .001 

(1.00) 

Ran Away from Home   
.366*** 

(1.44) 

.378*** 

(1.46) 

.373*** 

(1.45) 

.369*** 

(1.45) 

 .352*** 

(1.42) 

 .322*** 

(1.38) 

School Social Capital  
.069*** 

(.933) 

.029 

(1.03) 

-.070*** 

(.932) 

-.070*** 

(.932) 

-.113*** 

(.893) 

-.065*** 

(.937) 

Parochial School 
-.437*** 

(.646) 

-.419*** 

(.658) 

-.435*** 

(.647) 

-.438*** 

(.645) 

-.416*** 

(.660) 

-.445*** 

(.641) 

School-Wide Parental  

Involvement  
-.081+ 

(.922) 

-.084* 

(.919) 

-.082* 

(.921) 

-.081+ 

(.922) 

-.086* 

(.918) 

-.091* 

(.913) 
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Table 8b (Continued)       
 

 

     

Student-Teacher Ratio  
-.024 

(.976) 

-.022 

(.978) 

-.028 

(.973) 

-.024 

(.976) 

-.018 

(.982) 

-.021 

(.979) 

Interaction Effects:       

Family Social Capital*  

Perception of School Safety   
-.006 

(.994)      

 

School Social Capital* 

Perception of School Safety    
-.031* 

(.969)     
 

 

Perceived School Safety*  

Bully Victim   

 

 

 

 .255*** 

(1.29)    

Family Social Capital*Bully Victim  
   

 .026*** 

(1.06)   

School Social Capital*Bully Victim 
    

 .169*** 

(1.18)  

Males*Bully Victim   
     

-.544*** 

(.580) 

Constant  -534.69 -532.34 -533.21 -533.88 -538.67 -540.45 

 

-2 log likelihood 15921.23 15835.57 15903.68 15914.27 15564.99 15711.98 

 

Chi-Square 2385.29*** 2381.54*** 2402.84*** 2392.25*** 2396.64*** 2410.84*** 

 

df     21    21     21     21     21     21 
 

+indicates p<.10, two-tailed. * indicates p<.05, two-tailed.  ** indicates p<.01, two-tailed.  *** indicates p<.001, two-tailed. 

Values in parentheses are exponentiated β (effects on the odds).   

All control variables from Table 2a, Model 5 were included in the interaction models. 
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Table 9:  Summary of Relationships between all Independent Variables and Dependent Variables: 

Educational Attainment, Running Away from Home, and Violence  

 

Educational 

Attainment 

(2001) 

Educational 

Attainment 

(2005) 

Educational 

Attainment 

(2011) 

Running Away 

from Home 

(1998) 

Violence 

(1999, 2000, 

2002, 2003) 

 

Perception of School Safety  + + + -  - 

 

Household Income + + +   

Father’s Education + + +   

Mother’s Education + + +   

Family Social Capital  +  - - 

Ran Away from Home - - - + + 

School Social Capital + + + - - 

Parochial School + + + - - 

School-Wide Parental Involvement + + + - - 

Academic Achievement + + +   

Repeated a Grade - - -   

Suspended from School - - -   
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Table 9 (Continued)      

Victim of Threats at School    + + 

Victim of Property Theft at School    + + 

Victim of Home Burglary    + + 

Victim of Bullying    + + 

Witnessed Shooting    + + 

Delinquency Index    + + 

Peer Delinquency Index    + + 

Interaction Effects with  

Perception of School Safety       

   Household Income    +    

   Father Education    + +   

   School Social Capital   +  - - 

   Academic Achievement   + +   

   Prior Runaway Episode    +  

   Bully Victimization    + + 
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Table 9 (Continued)      

Interaction Effects with  

Bully Victimization       

   Family Social Capital     + 

   School Social Capital     + + 

   Males     -  
 
 

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (1997)  

(+) = statistically significant (p<.10, two-tailed) positive relationship in at least one model  

(-) = statistically significant (p<.10, two-tailed) negative relationship in at least one model  
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Figure 1: Predicted Years of Education in 2005 by Household Income and  

Perception of School Safety  
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Figure 2: Predicted Years of Education in 2005 by Father’s Educational Attainment  

and Perception of School Safety  
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Figure 3: Predicted Years of Education in 2011 by Father’s Educational Attainment  

and Perception of School Safety  
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Figure 4: Predicted Years of Education in 2005 by School Social Capital  

and Perception of School Safety   
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Figure 5: Predicted Years of Education in 2011 by Academic Achievement  

and Perception of School Safety   
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Figure 6: Predicted Probability of Running Away from Home by School Social Capital and  

Perception of School Safety  
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Figure 7: Predicted Probability of Running Away from Home by Prior Runaway Episode and  

Perception of School Safety  
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 Figure 8: Predicted Probability of Running Away from Home by Bully Victimization and  

Perception of School Safety 
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Figure 9:  Predicted Probability of Running Away from Home by School Social Capital and  

Bully Victimization 
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Figure 10: Predicted Probability of Violence by School Social Capital and Perception of School Safety 
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Figure 11: Predicted Probability of Violence by Bully Victimization and Perception of School Safety 
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Figure 12: Predicted Probability of Violence by Family Social Capital and Bully Victimization  
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Figure 13: Predicted Probability of Violence by School Social Capital and Bully Victimization  
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Figure 14: Predicted Probability of Violence by Gender and Bully Victimization  


