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: PROLOGUE - -
Conflict is inevitable. It is experienced by everyone several times daily.

Conflict exists in the family, school, community, country and the world. A |

true conflict exists whenever a powerful. group ddrﬁinateg a less powerful
group. In schgol conflict exists as teachers battle for the attention of students.

We decided to call this battle for students’ attention ‘thie discipli}ne prob-

lem’ because it reflects essential difficulties in several types of discipline.

Self-discipline invilves the personal control of one’s own attention. Ac-
quiring a subject matter discipline requires attention toa field of<inquiry.
‘Disciples’ are those who pay attention to their teachers. Military disci-
ples involves subprdinatés who do what they are told. When these types

of discipline break down into a battle for attention, students are sent out of

class for‘disciplinary’ purposes. As a quality of consciousness, a power-
ful tool foraction, and a characteristic of cooperative life in organizations,
discipline is both a means for learning and a goal of education.
(Alschuler, 1980). R _ : ’

If the battle for the attention of students can be alleviated, then significant
improvements will be made in other school problems. With the attention and
interest of the students suspension, teacher stress, vandalism and a multitude
of problems can be reduced. Lacking a perfect solution, educators continue to
strive for a working alternative to balance the power between teachers and
students. * ) . B

This book ‘presents four perspectives on student discipline: legal and

+historical, empirical, educational and futuristic. Part I examines the legal ..
history of student discipline. Both corporal punishmerit and suspension as

disciplinary techniques have been reviewed and approved with limitations
by the Courts. However,.the authors indicate that these techniques solve
problems for teachers and acministrators at the expense of those who look to
the school for social and economic advancement. New structures must be

developed in the schools that encourage student self-discipline through .
- cooperation within the power struggle.

Part Il presents empirical perspectives on student discipline. The first
study on the disproportionate suspension and expulsion of male and black
students was conducted in two urban school corporations locatéd in the
Midivest under a grant from the United States Department of Education.
‘Several factors were identified and analyzed in detail.. Characteristics of

disruptive and nondisruptive students, charagteristics of high and low dis- .-

proportionality schools and teacher and administrator attitudes were the

‘analyzed factors. The second study’s foci is twofold and designed to give

juxtaposition between Parts II"and IV. Two independent studies were con-' .

ducted and carefully integrated into one chapter, which ascertained (a)
teacher reactions to misbehaviors and (b) reactions of teachers as they func-
tion in their classrooms. - - N

. Perspectives on educational 'p'olicy_with‘ regard to student discipline are

- investigated in Part II. The first article studies the difference between race

and ¢lass issues. The suthor argues that ‘educational policy that equates
disproportionality with social discrimination has' a tendency to blur the

T

. distinctionbetween race and class. In the second article, the suthorstatesthat. ;=
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educational policy has only superficially changed structural arrangements in
education. At present, educators do not understand how educatiorial policy
affects the lives and personalities of students. . e

The last section, Part IV, introduces perspectives on student discipline
for the future. Due to the fact that many discipline problems at school origi-
nate in the home or community, it is recommended that future researchers
utilize community people to help formulate questions for school-community
related ‘studies. Recommendations are included on who should collect the
data as well ‘as what should be the purpose of future research. Finally, the
eight goals identified by Phi Delta Kappa’s Commission on Discipline are
described along with implementation activities. The attainment of these
goals is necessary for any school that wants to improve student discipline. '

This book was written to serve well the entire leadership and teaching_
staff of any school or university interested in improving student discipline.
Because of the emphasis on improving student discipline through alternative -
methods, this book will serve a dual purpose; that is, instruction as well as
reference for trainees, practitioners and researchers. B

VI
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' ALEGAL - HISTORICAL EXAMINATION

OF STUDENT DISCIPLINE: ALTERNATIVE
- TRENDS IN EDUCATIONAL POLICY . -

J. John Harris 111 -
 Richard E: Fields
A. Reynaldo Contreras

Introduction

A s one of the most vqlatile.&nd»perennialproblems facing the schoolsand -
\ society, student discipline has so exercised cur consciousness, that.

* intervention has occurred by not only school administrators, and staff, but
+ also, by the courts and other govefnmental bodies. Discipline in the public
. schools has been the instrimentality for modifying errant behavior exhibited

’

by students. This has been illustrated by various works.! However, the -
schools of America have come under increasing pressure to abandon their
“outmbded” me}hods of discipline in favor. of more “humane methods” of

resolving student problems.? * . T o L
Nationally, attention hasbeen focused on the issue of student discipline -

. through the publicity given several reports issued by civil rights and child

* advocacy groups. The groups reported findings that disproportionate num-" A

bers of male and minority group students were being suspended and expelled .

from schools in a discriminatory manner. These findings brought into the.

limelight a series of charges countercharges as well as a list of un-

answered ‘questions.?. B ™ . o o e
- More recently, attention is being directed towards the. inability of stu-

dents to cope with problems assqciated with the schools.- The notion is. i

implied that school disorders exist primarily because students have
developed a dislike for authority and lack &f {espect for administrators and -

t teachers. A contrasting point of view suggests that students are not totally

responsible for the disruption and chaos that isevident-in some public
schools. The differing perceptions of discipline problems by administrators,
teachers.and students along with the evidence of disproportionality in sus-
pension and expulsion rates, warrants furth=r inquiry into factors other than
student behavior as contributors to schor | disruptions and high rates of.
suspension and exrulsion of students. : -
The suspension, like corporal punishment, in the schools has tradi-
tionally beenws:d as a form of chastisement 'intended to affect behavior
modification, while causing only a temporary interruption in the student’s
overall school experience. Often, however, the arbitrary imposition of a

- suspension or paddling resultsiponlya “hardening experience” for thechild

to the extent that the road to expulsion’and the ultimate denial of educational

" opportunity begins to be laid brick by faithful brick. .

The history of discipline in the schools has all too often been_an'attempt
by busy &dministrators to treata disruptive student as a surface blemish to be




removed from the student body. ‘What is worse to realize is the fact that the

student body has been conditioned by tradition to accept its imposed paddl-
ings and/or suspensions to the extent that alternatives-to the entire wastéfiil
process are only now beginning to be explored. The problem is that certain
students tend to be disciplined for offenses that are not of a violent nature, but
offenses of a covert nature against the school. In essence, *. . . they have
assertedly engaged in institutionally inappropriate behavior, dlsregardmg
the “hidden curriculum’; or values underlying institutional public schooling

.."4 Since this phenomenon is having such a tremendous effect on the entire
educatlonal arena, there is a need to critically examine those areas whlch have
the most significance. =~ . -

The purpose of this paper is to provide the reader with an in-depth
analysis of historical and legal trends of student discipline, within the context
of public education in these United States. Additionally, the discipline sys-
tem as it now exists, will be examined and inferences d,rawn,.w1th respect to
altehdtive trends in educatlonal pollcy

From Hickory Stick to Dewey - .

Historically, the chosen method of discipline in the United States has -
been corporal pumshment The practice traces its roots bagk to the days of the -

ancient Hebrews and Egyptians who both promoted and ‘¢ondoned its use.
The religious nature of colonial education lent itself well to this practlcg of
""" the disciplining of the flesh due to the prevailing assumption that people
were, by nature, corruptible and in need of being reformed. Children of the
day were not allowed their days of innocence, but were expected from early
age to reason and perform as little adults. As “adults” they were also respon-

sible for their own learning. Teachers of the period weré’ essentially.:
- facilitators: their duties were confined to the hearing and assignment of

lessons, the mariufacture of pens, the setting of copies, and the maintenang ‘é
.of order.5 Indeed; the School Rules.of 1645 of Dorchester, Massachusetts,

stated that the schoolmaster wds not to be hindered in the exercise of his'

authority as his “rod of correction” was an “‘ordinance of God.”¢
The early nineteenth century continued the practices of colonial Amer-

ica. Humiliation and harshness in the forms of finés and verbal corréctions -

began to gradually replace the whipping posts of colonial times. However,
certain archaic forms still survived in the useof sewing thimbles te rap
children on the head, wooden bits to insert into the child’s mouth and affixed
to his/her head, the split ends of branches fastened to the nose, baskets
suspended from ceilings in which to leave children overnight, and the old
reliable dunce cap.” Underlying the entire process was the belief that corporal
punishment would develop in students the qualities of good moral character

and academic excellence through the disciplining of the mind. This philoso-.

phy would prevail until the emergence of a more enllghlened v1ewpomt from
Europe at mid-century. &

. The theorists Johann Pestalozm and Friedrich Froebel did much to de-
- stroy the old concept of the corruptibility of children by forcing educators to

lock upon the child as a good child, given the fact that’ the ledrning environs;-

ment needed to be secure and that children needed tobe active in the learning
process. John Dewey continued to expand upon this concept by advancmg

16 .
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the theory that achild learns'td choose his actions through practice. In other
words, discipline is developmental. It is unfortunate that the followers of
Dewey, like Kilpatrick, believed that this meant that children were ready for
self-discipline if only left to themselves to follow their own interests.® Denied
a framework upon which children may build their experiences, they are

‘doomed to act at random; and the entire progressive movement has suffered '

due to this misunderstanding of Dewey’s theory ever since. Dewey had

‘intended all along that disciplifitbe viewed as an educational problem; not

- anadministrative problem:>The schools have never fully understood that the

\ B

aim of discipline is to make peopte self-contralling and self-responsible: not '
to impose its will from without, but within. -~ .~ . -
Today's educators face a continuing struggle between the coercive struc- -
tures which have been traditional in American life and which emphasize an
external locus of control and self-disciplining structures which emphasize an
internal locus of conirol.’® The main question here is power. Students who

'have no 'power to affect their own decisions can never experience self-

discipline. Yet, to surrender power completely, without leaving a structure
upon which to build, is only inviting chacs. What is needed are new struc-
tures for schools that encourage student self-discipline through coopera-

tion,1?

- Traditionally, schools haige been unwilling to surrender their coercive

_structures and have turned to one of the following five methods or options to

handle'school discipline problems: (1) more rules and harsher punishments,
(2) more teacher training, (3) easier suspension, (4) increased campus secu-
rity, and (5) juvenile justice revisions.'* Options four and five assume that
outside controls and help may assist the school in solving its problems. This
may not work as well as it first abpears as doubts exist as to whether the courts
will have any more luck than the schools in either rehabilitating children by
sending them to trial as adults or by making their parents legally accountable
for their children’s conduct. Option two also assumes that teachers can be
made responsible for students’ conduct and problems and that teachers agree
on how to handle discipline problems.? This leaves q@ly options one and

_three in the coercive power structure as viable options which the school can

effect. Each presents its own ‘special problems in that the desired end-result
often contradicts the intended purpose of education itself.
The Paddle and the Courts 3 .
Despite arguments to the contrary, corporal punishment is réturning to
the classroom due to the almost universal breakdown of discipline in the
schools. On a national basis, 60,000 teachers and three million students are .
assaulted during a normal school year (and this is only at the secondary
level).** One survey reports that over half of the teachers reporting stated that
they had been verbally insulted or insulted by obscene gestures, and one out
of eight reported being afraid to confront students.'* So bad had the situation

gotten in Los Angeles that corporal punishment was reinstated in March,

1980, after an absence of four years. Los Angeles school board member
Richard Ferraro commented that the return of corporal punishment would be
“a powerful deterrent to antisocial behavior.”!¢ Another member, Bobbi
Fiedler, stated thata statewide survey of 800 parent-teacher associations had
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been held, arid that 85 percent of the respondents, both parentsand teachers,
stated that they favored corporal punishment.? LT~
: Detractors of the practice are just as vocal, Most of the anti-paddling T
. argument centers on its ineffectiveness at achieving its intended outcorne,
“ . behavior modification. School psychologist Wayne Foley and counselor John
~. " .-Wilson of Seattle, Washington, found in their studies that the deviant behav-.

_iorin children is only supressed temporarily. Unfortunately, the punishment
-neither anticipates nor prevents future outbursts.!® The National Education’
Association, after its studies in 1972 and 1973, came out in favor of abolishing
corporal punishment in the schools. The NEA stated 17 reasons why it thinks
that the hickory stick should be abandoned. Among these were: (1) physical .
punishment is ineffective; (2) the physical punishment increases disruptive
hehavior; £3) it hinders learning;'(4) it t@chgs only #f{at “might makes right"”;

(5) it develops aggressive hostility in students and teachers (6) it is often'used. _

. on students weaker and smaller than the teacher; (7) its availability discour-
ages teachers from seeking more effective means of discipline; (8) its use’
makes students appear less than human; and. (9) the schools tend to'be
regarded as dehumanizing.!® The 1972 NEA study found physical punisk-
ment so ineffective that it usually had to be administered repeatedly.2?

The divergent opinions have led to almost 100 years of conflicting state

laws and lower court decisions which finally culminated in the historic U.S.

Supreme Court decision in Baker v.- Owen.?! Baker originally. came into
existence as a lawsuit brought by the mother of one Russell Carl Baker against\_-

, the school system in protest over.the administratioi of corporal punistiment

3 against her wishes. Mrs. Baker contended that the use of corporal punishment

was cruel and unusual punishment and forbidden under the Eighth Amer-

. . ment guarantees. A question of whether substantive due process was foi--

’ lowed prior to the administration of punishment-was made and the actual
constitutionality of the state statute authorizing the use of reasonable force by
teachers in disciplining students was questioned.?? The case was heard on
January 13, 1975. On Aprit 23, 1975, a decision was reached in the United
States District Court M. D. North Carolina, Greensboro Division. o .

The court determined that even though the 14th Amendment generally
v leaves control of discipline over childrén to the.parents, the right is not \
" fundamental and the state has a legitimate interest in maintaining discipline

in the public schools.?* The court said that teachers and school administrators

do have the right to administer corporal punishment, but only after according

minimal due process in the course of such punishment. It was felt that the - -
child has a liberty or property interest in freedom from the arbitrary imposi-

tion of corporal punishment and that somé procedural safeguards must be

present.2* Such safeguards should be attempts to: (1) inform the student that

his misbehavior could occasion the use of corporal punishment; (2) first

. modify behavior by means other than corporal punishment; (3) punish cor-
" porally in the presence of another school official informed of the reasons for

the punishment; and (4) provide in writing, upon request, the reasons for

punishment to the parents, along.with the name of the second school official
who witnessed the punishment.2s Finally, the use of corporal punishment in

this case was held not to bé cruel and unusual; although it was realized that

the issue was still unsettled as far as the Eighth Amendment was concerned.2

The decision of the three-judge court was appealed directly to the United
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States Supreme Court. On October 20, 1975, the judgmient of the lower court
wayg affirmed without comment.?’. a - :

An interesting commentary involving parental permission occurred re-
cently in San Diego where a court has approved a $20,000 out-ofscourt
settlement in a case involving the paddling of a retarded female student by a

_principal.?8 The principal had gone through the process of calling the mother
and receiving permission to paddle the child, thinking that he was safe in‘
administering the punishment using a fraternify paddle. Apparently, the
permission had “expired” and the mother claimed that she thought that the
corporal punishment would be a “token swat;, with a ruler. The so-called

~..._ “theory of informed consent” had failed to prevent a charge of assault-and

“battery from being levied at,the principal. '

The fact that the U.S. Supreme Court had affirmed Baker without com-
ment caused m\uchdi_v\ision in the United States Court of ‘Appeals for the Fifth
Circuit as it attempted totulein the case ofIngrdiium v. Wright.??In this casea
group of students from the DadE'Counti school system, among them In-
graham and Andrews, brought suit againstprincipal Wright, his assistant -
principals, the school board, superintendent, etc. The suit.claimed that the
use of corporal punishment deprived the students of substantive due-process,

. was in violation of the Eighth Amendment guarantees, and involvedﬁﬁa\\
students in.a grievous loss under which the due process standard of the 14th :
Amendment should be applied. Compensatory and punitive damages and
declaratory and injunctive relief against the school system were sought in the
action. ; ’ :

Wheri the U.S. District Court dismissed the action, the parents appealed. - ﬁg"
The Court of Appeals reversed the District Court’s decision and remanded the

case, In’its holding, the Court of Appeals expanded the Baker decision that

corporal punishment in the schools was not cruel and unusual punishment -
by stating that the Eighth Amendment proscriptions are only intended to'be

invoked in matters involving criminal conduct.3 The court further held that -
the plaintiff’s claim of being deprived of substantive due process as a protec-
-tion against arbitrary government action was without merit. Thé court felt
that guidelines had been published by the school system and-that the court
- would not make decisions as to the reasoning of the teacher or administrator
which led to the degree of punishment inflicted. The majority of the court felt
that the Supreme Court’s decision in Baker to affirm without comment ad-
dressed itself only to the question of parental objection to corporal punish-.
ment. As the procedural sa"feguagds-part of the decision was not involved in
the appeal, it was, therefore, not decided upon and not considered as “‘law of

the land” and binding.3! . _ ) - -

The Court of Appeals in Ingraham was well aware that the procedural
safeguards issue had. arisen before in Goss v, Lopez,32 but felt that the In-
graham case involved no grievous loss of educational benefits or property
interests—only a routine disciplinary measure which did not affect the stu-
dents’ liberty interests in maintaining their good names and reputations.3?

Indeed, the court felt that the value of corporal punishment would be diluted

if elaborate procedural processes had to be followed in every case.34

.. Ingraham was appealed directly to the U.S. Supreme Court.3s The case
. - was argued on November 2-3. 1976, and decided on April 19, 1977. The
~ . five-four decision of the'Court was to affirm the holding of the Fifth Circuit
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. Court of Appeals. The Supreme Court further elaborated upon the applicabil-
* ity of the Eighth- Amendment to only criminal proceedings. Iii tracing the
history of the Amendment, the majority felt that its derivation from the -
English Bill of Rights of 1689 was evidence enough that the original framers
- of the U.S. Constitution had intended all along that the Amendment apply
only to injustices committed against those already convicted of a crime. Since
before thie American Revolution, ithad been the accepted practlce at common
» law that a teacher had the right to inflict “moderate correctlon onachild in
his care, but only to the extent thiat it is “necessary to answer the purposes for
which (the teacher) is employed.”3¢ The very openness of the'public schools
and their supervision by the community was séen to afford students ample
" protection from abuse by school officials. If the parents believe that the
punishment was unjustified or was inflicted with malice, they still have legal
redress through the courts by suing the teacher for recovery of damages. and/or
for assault and battery. i
Most mterestmgly. the Court held that as long as a state has acted to
preserve what “has always been the law of the land,*3” the Due Process Clause
of the 14th Amendment: does not require notice and a hearing prior to the *
imposition of corporal punishment, Principals and teachers are admonished,
however, that they must ex e prudence and restraint when deciding the
necessity of corporal pumsh'#ént The imposition of additional administra- *
tive safeguards would bé an unnecessary intrusion upon the arena of school -
responsibility. In fact, it was recognized by the Court that some schoql
officials might be foreced to abandon corporal punishment as a dlsmpllna;}
measure rather than be forced to comply with costly procedural requirements
.which necessitate a diversion of attention from normal schoql pursuits. The
" Justices concluded that the benefits realized by imposing a constitutional
requirement to lmpose prior notice and hearing would not justify the cost of

\ that imposition, .- _ -

—__ Ingraham has been regarded for some time now as the final word on
' cofporal punishment. However, like many last words, it did not prove to be
the last after lLRecently, in a Fourth Circuit Court decision in the case of Hall
v. Tawney,38 the issue- oi granting substantive'due process in cases of corporal
punishment arose (an issue which_Ingraham had not settled). .

-On December 6, 1974, Naomi Hall alleged.that she was struck repeatedly
on the hip and thigh by a teacher using a five- inch-wide-rubber paddle. The
paddling supposedly resulted in the girl's' confinement-to ¢ hospltaFfOLa\
period of ten days and her subsequent treatment by specialists for possible
permanent injuries to her lower back. As in Ingraham, with which it shares
many similarities, the prmmpal teacher, and school board were all named as
defendants.

Hall's attorneys argued that as the parents had mstructed the school that
they did not want their daughter paddled, the school had violated the parents’
right to decide upon the means of discipline to be used in punishing their ..
child. Secondly, the attorneys stated that the paddling violated Hell’s sub-
stantive due precess rights. The U.S. District judge for the Southem District of
West Vlrglma dismissed the suit before it came to trial on the basis of the -
Ingrahaim decision. The case went on appeal to the Fourth Circuit Court of
Appeals which reversed the lower court’s fuling on May 9, 1980. While the
Fourth Circuit agreed that the parents have no constitutional right to forbid

"t
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corporal punishment, the court based its reversal of the lower court’s decision

on the substantive due process issk@by stating that Ingraham did not ex- :

pressly forbid the courts from examining whether school officials might have
violated a student’s substantive due process rights through the administering
of corporal punishment. The court then proceeded to define substantive due
process as “the right to be*freé of state intrusion into realms of personal
privacy and bodily security through means so brutal, demeaning, and harm-.
fi:l as to shock the conscience of the court.”

a

The impac! of the ruling is crucial. School board members, teaéhers, and -

adniinistrators alike are hearby put on notice that even though they cannot be
_ sued for violaiion of a student’s procedural due process rights, or for violation

of the Eighth Amendment provisions,,they are still liable for attorney’s fees.

and monetary damages if the court’can be convinced that the corporal
puqishment'employed would “shock the conscience of the court.”>

The Suspension Alternative to Paddling? .- o

With the brutality involved in both the Hall and Ingraham cases, the
suspension of a student from school might appear on_the surface to be the
more viable alternative to maintaining discipline in the schools. But is it
accomplishing its end? Certainly in terms of usage, it is a success. The
Children’s Defense Fund reports that, using the data available from the Office
for Civil Rights' 1972-73 survey of 2,862 schools with a combined population

of 24 million students, over one million students were suspended in the’

course of the year.4® This means that overall one out of 24 students faced
suspension at least once; and at the secondary level, the figure increased to
one out of 13.4 However, due to reporting differences, non-reporting, etc., the
figures may not be inflated to their proper levels. .

** Suspension from school serves several apparent purposgs,,ac'cording to

its advocates:*2 (1) it forces students to comply with those established behav-. '

ioral riles which are necessary to “maintain an atmosphere conducive to
. learning and teaching'’; (2) it helps studénts to learn acceptable modes of
conduct in a free society; (3) it providesa “cooling off" period for both student
and school staff who have been unable to deal with the behavior .problem
through other means; and (4) it serves to “provoke a-crisis’” which forces
parents to get in contact with the school. The suspension is popularasatool of

administrators due to the fact that it takes less time than other alternatives,-

and the fact that school officials feel that it is effective. o :

Is the use of the suspension justified in light of recent increases in
violence and vandalism in the schools? Are suspensions being used to stem
this tide? The evidence compiled by the Children’s: Defense Fund says no.
The survey was conducted by questioning both parents and students as to the
reasons given for the imposition of suspensions. The survey revealed that
-63.4 percent of the suspensions were for school rules violations and not for
violence in the schools.*? : ) o

A Suspensions have also been found to have a disproportionate impact
" upon students with certain characteristics of race, sex, and income. Blacks
- were found to be suspended more often for discretionary minor offenses and.

fights, whereas white students were placed under suspension more often for
attendance problems and violations of the law.44 Males are twice as likely to
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be suspended as females; and students who are poor enough to receive free or
reduced piice lunches ate more likely to be suspended.* ' T
The long-range impact of suspensions upon students can be one of
rejection in its message.*¢ Certain students simply resolve to quit school early
toavoid the hassle. The-drbitrary imposition of suspensions sometimes makes
students question how fair school justice really is. Indeed, the student is -
labeled as a troublemaker and is not only denied the 'social structure in his
life, but also his chance foracademic success during the year. Such impacting

“ upon the career of a student has provided a wealth of litigation over the years

_which culminated in the celebrated case of Goss v. Lopez.*’

. Although case law is unclear as to whether a pupil may bé suspended or
expelled permanently from school, one Hlinois court has ruled that an expul-
sion cannot éxtend beyond the end of the currant school year,*® and a South
Carolina court has held that a principal has the authority to suspend pupils
unless denied that authority by the school board.+®" . i .

~_School law was confusingin itsapplication of due process beforeGoss in
that thie Due Process Clause might be applicable to short tern: suspensions in

" ope court and inapplicable in another for suspension of three days wassubject -
to the provisions of the Due Process Clause in the case of Shanley v. Northeast
Independent School District, Bexar County, Texas,*° but not applicable to a
suspension of three days in the-case of Dunn v. Tyler.5! The federal courts.

" have demonstrated. the same variation in their decisions. o

In 1971, existinig Ohio law allowed a principal to suspend students for up
to ten days for misconduct or to expel the students from school. Notification
had to be made to the parents within 24 hours of the suspension stating the
reason for the action. The law allowed an expelled pupil the right to a hearing
before the board of education, but ng such provision existed for pupils under
suspension. Nine pupils who were suspended from school during a period of

_unrest in the Columbus, Ohio, schools during the months of Feb,ruiiry and.
March, 1971, sued in federal court charging that they had been denied due
process of the law contrary to the 14th Amendment in that they were sus- -
pended from'school without a hearing prior to suspension or within areason-
able time thereafter. They also'sought to have the administrators remove all
traces of their suspensiors from their official school records. - . _

The preponderance of evidence was that no such hearings had been held,
and pursuant to the plaintiffs charges, the Ohio statute which permitted the

" suspensions was declared unconstitutional. The defendants appealed on the

basis that the right to an education does not exist under the Constitution, and
- the Due Pracess Clause does not apply to suspensions as they do not represent’
a “severe detriment or grievous loss” to the students. The U.S. Supreme
Court, in upholding the decision of the District Court, stopped short of
"requiring hearings which would involve counsel, cross-examining wit-

__nesses, etc.; but felt rather that an inférmal hearing would act as a measure of
. " safety against an erroneous action by an administrator. Also\the matter only -

require more formal procedures.

" . Reaction to Goss was to be expected in light of the resulting confusion as
to what the Court ihtended asa due process hearing. However, the prbces.g has
proven,to be neither elaborate nor time consiming, and is in line wi most

existing school practices.s* Many lower courts and local'and state boards of
. / . : _ .
/
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education have adapted their laws and procedures to include those situations

involving longer suspensions so as to be in line with Goss.5?
One area of litigation which has arisen concerning Goss has been the

‘question of suspension or expulsion of special education students. The argu-

ment has been that any acticn of this kind changes a student’s special educa-
tion placement which cannot be done without amending the student’s indi-
vidualized educational plan. The main problem arose in this area in the case
of Stuart v. Nappis* where a Connecticut specia] education pupil was pre-
vented from being expelled because of this placement. The court held that
certain rights established under P.L. 94-142 would be violated if the student
were expelled from school. Among these were: (1) the right to an “apprapriate

- public education”; (2) the right to remain-in her present placement urti! the
" resolution of her special education complaint; (3) theright to an education in-
~ the “least restrictive environment,” and (4) the right to have all changes of

placement effectuated- in accordance with prescribed procedures.s5 The

courts have, however, proven lenient so far in their treatment of short-termor .

emergency suspensions involving special education students as long as the
minimal procedures set forth in Goss are observed.¢ o
A comparison of the rulings in Goss and Ingraham would lead adminis-
trators toview the rulings as basically in conflict. Consider thatGoss imposes
a minimal due process hearing so that an erroneous ?k/)n might notbe taken;
whereas Ingraham states that such an action or.hedring would decrease the
value of the corporal punishment by virtue of thé delay. One must consider
the Ingraham ruling in light of the earlier Baker'case and, as such, follow the
Baker. guidelines to eliminate any potential conflicts which might arise:in
future litigation. The due process issue is fqr from settled in these areas.

A Movement Towards Alternatives
- 'Dissatisfaction with current methods of discipline and the restraints

" being placed upon school systems in maintaining discipline have forced

educators to seek alternative methods of dealing with the disruptive student.
Francis lanni, Director of thé Horace Mann-Lincoln Institute at Teachers
College, Columbia University, feels that what is needed in the schools are
rules which allow a “firm, fair, and consistent structure of social control.”s?
Ianni states that the key is a consistent, even-handed application of theserules

without exception, and that the rules serve €ducational, rather than'discipli-

nary, ends, .

Roland Barth, Harvard Graduate School of Education, echoes this.con-
cern for conisistency in stating that schoc!s often “do not have enough effec-
tive ways to say to a child, ‘If you do that again, will hap-
pen.’"’s8 Barth recommends setting up a process within the school modeled

_ upon the adult legal system. Three levels of rules are formulated: at the

_ classroom level (where diversity is permitted), in common areas (where no o

diversity is allowed, or desired), and at the office level for true disciplinary
problems. Barth recommends the use of letters and conferences with parents
at which one or two of the child’s behavior problems become the focus.and

 rules are spelled out to the child. The conference is followed by sendinga

letter home from the principal summarizing what was discussed and the
manner in which the child.is expected to behave upon his/her return to
school. If the child again fails to live up to the agreement, (s)he. is sent homé

9 s
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‘for a day. Barth has found the system effective in that it backs up the promise

of the school with force as well as concern. Here the key is *clear expectations

". and carefully laid .out consequences.”®

Thomas McDaniel, Director of the Mastét’s Education Program at Con-
verse College, feels that teachers may ‘effectively incorporate elements of
three models (behavioral, human relations, and pedagogical) into their teach-
ing styles to prevent disciplinary problems from arising in the first place.®

. The main elements of the behavioral model involve modeling and establish-
 ing rewards for desirable behavior and using positive wverbal and non-verbal

responses to praise that behavior in the classroom. In the human relations
rr'lodgl the teacher treats the students with respect and politeness, negotiates
with students to establish rules of behavior, and communicates effectively
with students by using various techniques. The pedagogical model is de-
signed to prevent problems in the classroom through fhotivational and assert-
iveness techniques, and providing varied lessons and-a series of natural

~ consequences of student misbehavior. Through these models effective disci-

pline, it is felt, may be maintained at the classroom level. _ .
Edward Lichtenstein, Coordinator of Alterriative Education Programs in
the Wallingford-Swarthmore School District in Pennsylvania, suggests sev-
eral alternatives to suspension of students from the school itself.6 Among -
these-are the development of (1) a “tirme-out program” to allow the schools
time to develop a program to put a student back into the regular classroom
environment; (2) a “halfway program” for students moving from special
education classes to mainstreaming; (3) special work-study programs; and (4)
special self-contained classrooms for disruptive students. Although these
measures are intended to aid in avoiding suspension and expulsion of special
education students, there is no reason that they could not also be applfed to
the problem of suspersions and expulsions at large. Co
"' Barbara'Martin, a teacher at Lynnfield High Schodl\ in Massachusetts,
describes a special in-school suspension room within her,schoo}, known as.
“The Slammer,” which has proven very successful in dealing with'disruptive
students.5? Stidents are assigned to a special classroom by ‘referral and are

_ allowed a “cooling-off time” to vent their frustrations and tell.their side of

“what really happened.” Records are kept by the two part-time teachers in

_charge, and a contract is drawn up between student and teacher as to expecta-

tions and responsibilities. Lessons are sent to the room by the tedchers of the
students so that they may keep up with their classwork during the day-long
confinement. The number of students assigned is limited to five. The room
provides an “oasis” with a sympathetic ear within the student’s trcables at

*school; and it provides a positive structured alternative to those irresponsible

students with whom traditional methods have previously failed.

Daniel Duke, Professor of Education at Stanford University, feels that the
only solution to school disciplinary problems is to break up the large urban .
schools into smaller, more manageable units with self-contained or speciality
programs.s® Duke states that certain’ students are not ready to make the
transition from self-contained classroom to a large secondary school with
multiple teachers and expectations. S oot )

Duke also-finds fault with the way in which educational research has
tended to shift the blame for disciplinary problems from the student to other
environmental and personal factors.® In effect, this “depersonalization of
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blame" has only served to mask the issue, rather than focusing upon it. Duke .

feels that schonl disciplinemay not be linked to harsher rules and punish-
ments, but rather-to whether students are willing to accept responsibility for
-« their q_Wn behavior. ' ‘ -

Implications for Educational Policy e :

Education, as with other fields of social policy, has had a relationship
with law for hundreds of years. During the 1960's, we saw the evolvement of
significant changes in social policy and an emerging new relationship be-
tween the two, mainly due to the expansion of law into education, in the
Brown decision. Our prime concern here is on the nexus between student
discipline and its implications for educational policy. Even today, many view

legal intervention into the educational arena as deux ex machina, thatonly

causes havoc in the school’s operation. This notwithstanding, there is a need
to study the issue of student discipline and draw some implications for
educational policy. o a :

. The basic implicatio
through disciplinary practices, we-are affirming a social policy in America.
Riggan®s asserfs that American ediicetion has lived with at least two essential
but contradicting social policies. First, universal education of the citizenry
for participation in a democratic society; and second, the identification of_
elites and non-elites for capitalistic production processes through mecha-
nisms such as class, race and sex. Carnoy states that *“the discipline of workers

A

“promotion for those who conform,”’s6 The work alone is without value to tite

worker, incentives must be utilized te insure appropriate working behavior.

n of historical and legal trends of discipline is that . .

K

' is maintained through the promise of good pay, steady work and possible -

‘Traditiona]ly in schools, the attraction of promotion and high grades has

helped to maintain discipline. However, with the présent ‘economy and the
. job situation, the probability of social success frora education has.deterio-

rated. Likewise, the grading system is no longer adequate to maintain student
. discipline. These are not the point of discussion here. We merely wish to
_ illustrate that in discussing the implications of the historical and legal trends

of school discipline,i.e., extra homework, detention, suspension or corporal

punishiment, we need to keep clearly in mind the fundamental social policy

used to legitimize disciplinary practices as, part of the educational process.
- The issue is, which social policy is being affirmed in the kinds of disci-

" ‘plinary practices used? Conformity to socially prescribed norms and expec-

-tations for participation in production processes appears to be the affirmed

policy. History documents this fact quite clearly. The Americah public be- -

cause of religious roots has consistently believed in corporal punishment in

schools as acceptable disciplinary practice to- modify unacceptable behavior ‘

and to use fear as a means of motivating students to subscribe to the regulated
ways, of society.s? This belief in physical punishment is associated with the
public’s continued concern with those unacceptable behaviors in the schools
and therefore “lack of discipline.”s® - .- . '

" Parents, teachers and administrators continue to see child-rearing
through historical lenses. Therefore, they give credence to the use of external
sanctiohing systems such as physical punishment that advocate social-con-
formity. The social conformity promoted is one that makes an individual fit

11 . 4




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/

=

R T

for their pres‘crlbed"place-rn soc1ety 62 Wlth the use of: western democratlc

philosophy, came a belief in freedom. due- process and 1nd1v1dual rights. .~

This new set of beliefs became the'found‘atloh for the development of an-.. -

" alternative approach to dlsclpﬁne The new approach to discipline was char-_

acterized by acceptance of less restnctn?e ‘behaviors of the young and the >
rewarding of acueptable behavior: The aim of discipline did.not chengabut\
the approach did. Control and training are still thecob]ectrves, but discipline is

S

now defined as self-control developed with the support of a reward systemi. : . - -

The alterlmuve approach to d1sc1pllne has become the ppposing, legacy of the.

progressive ‘educator.’® This’ legacx sheds llght on the. conflicts as to the ~ -

definition of schogl discipline: On the one h hand discipline is viewed as a set

- of sanctioning practlces charactenzed by pain; fear “and/or deprivation, that
_ promote external-control and social 1rrespons1b111ty On the other hand, dis-"
cipline is viewed as a set of rewardlng practices charactenﬁby pleasure, .
confidence and self-affirmation that'pfomote self-control and social respon-

sibility. The conflict is- often«reﬂented in schools in debates over whether.- . . "

discipline is a curricular matter, inseparable from pedogoglcal aims-and
methods, or whether disciplineisa managerlal responslblllty of tea,chers and .
administrators.” .

Today, the progressive deflnltlon of dlsclphne is less acceptable This '
follows from the fact that American. educational-goals- of self-direction and
. socigl responsibility continue to have less value than those of social conform- °

* ity.72 Instead, discipline is expressed in schools as a matter of. traditional, ‘

practice of chastisement expressed in terms of managerial responslblllty Asa' "’
managerial function, disciplin€ involves both: the matter of in loco pqrentls
role of school personnel and the matter of the rlghts of students ts and parents
The implications are quite clear in regards {o thése matters. = -+ - 3

Litigation trends suggest clearly that social control for production’ proc- o .."'.

esses is the real meaning of the heavy mvolvement of the judiciary system in : )
‘education. The turning to the liberal courts by ethnlc/raclal -language :oF -
gender minorities; by student rights advocates and-by:the hand\capped dur- )

LS

~

ing the '60’s and~70’s was the result of the failure:of other forces within our . -

polltlcal system to provide the expected social Justice. Now,erlght w1ng-:' :
conservatives have successfully come to the bench. Traditional djsciplis, ary’ _
practices are regaining social legitmacy through- legeL decisions.. Still o

publlc schools, every administrative act must be tested agalnst constltutlona "

restrictions.

. where al'attempt is made to enforce an unreasonab gor ultra wres rule.b g
aggneved pames may have resource to the court . v LA S :

In effect, : ’ . j‘-;' s R

where the state pumshes students fox: dlsobeymg school rules. the statehas
engaged in “stateaction,” which is subject to the prohibitions c contamed inthe-
First-gnd Fourteenth Amendments. The nub of this legal doctrine is that -
.- constitutional guarantees such as freedom of speech and religion, equal pro-
tection of the laws, and due process of law apply only to acts of the state-

The role of the administrator and teacher has been strengthened in some
cases, to achieve “more effective” discipline in the school. Much of this has ..
been achieved through educational pollcles and court decisions, in spite-of .
student and parent opposltlon They are exercising their rights as citizens to -

12
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employ legal remedies against school disciplinary practices, which were
perceived not to be judicious. School personnel end school boards have

" successfully withstood these efforts to remedy dubious disciplinary prac-
tices, under séveral guises. First, the maintaining of discipline in schools;
second, the ambiguity of student due process; and third, the supposed p'ro-

. tection of themselves and scheol staff from ciyil or criminal liability. _

This struggle over school discipline has resulted in an adversary schooly
 community relationship that often does not help neither the teacher, nor the
. student in the classfoom. This ddversarial relationship is one where teachers
and administrators blame parents for ““lack of discipline” or ““lack of adequate
social and emotional support” at home, while parents blame teachers ‘and
administrators either for “insufficient discipline” or “‘misuse” of, disci-
pline.?s ' » v VR

In short, the role of:discipline is merel§ one of maintaining the state’s’
end; namely, an educated and enlightened citizenry. Schools,.in order to
survive, are committed to this purpose through enforcement of rules, regula-
tions, and procedures for carrying them out. Rules, regulations and proce-

dures that are not judiciously applied are contradictory to the purpose of
" schooling. The consequences of this enforcement continue to be inapprop-
* riate to the needs of students. : :
Recommendatigns ot :

Educators must make every effort to addres;s{éhool discipline-in ways
that will be constructive and supportiveé of a student's learning experiences.
They must do this in spite of the historical and legal trends towards conserva-
tive school discipline. T : e o

Tife promise of the aforementioned appears to hold the key to effective -
school discipline in the decade Which isupon us. It is therefore recommended
that school systems use a multiple-alternative-methods approach toward
solving student disciplinary problems. In addition, it must also berealized by
administrators that specialists, i.e., counselors, social workers, psychologists,
must be employed as part of an overall approach to student discipline.

Well-meaning approaches cannot hope to succeed without them.

‘ Government officials will also have to realize that novel approaches such
as in-school suspension programs, will need to be funded, monitored and -
evaluated, in. order to show their effectiveness. School officials and their
represenfatives in the state legislatures and at the Congressional level will
have to carefully prepare their cases in requesting these funds. Due to finan-
cial exigency in education, the trend has been to reduce spending in light of

* tax reformers and the public demand for economy and efficiency in govern-
ment. One can only speculate at the economy of not funding such aiterna-
tives, when the price of losses incuiréd by maintaining the status quo through
its future impact is astronomical. o . '

. Finally, further study is imperative. Studies which report on various
aspects of student discipline have been conducted. Solutions have been
developed, but inadequately operaticnalized. Clearly, educators are cogni-
zant of the problem..Our goal is meaningful'and effective chauge, in terms of
the -state and the student. Why have educational organizations failed to ~
alleviate the problem? ““The more things change, the- more they rerhain' the
same’’ philosophy?¢ is perpetuated in the structure of education. This most

. R ¢ X
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rudimentary principle must be reanalyzed and placed in meaningful per-
spéctive. _ . N

A

2 ‘ »
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SﬁJDENT DISCIPLINARY SUSPENSIONS
.REFLECTIONS ON CASE LAW WITH AN
EYE TOWARDS ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY :

(7_. . ‘ :. . . X . } .

-

. Richard E. Fields

Lt

- N
Introduction - \\' .

t has been a common-pracn e for America to view its chlldren as instru-

ments of its own future. Children are being forced to serve long sentences in

-"the public schools under the guise of.compulsory attendance and, until

recently, have had little:to say about their roles. The chlldre\n\l'{equently see
the American system of education as only one in which they are: expacted to -
learn democratic values and ideas through first: knowing totalitaﬁanism 1N

"tional standards when he suggested that the stern Amencan system of educa—

tion might be softened. Mann' could ‘not cite an instance throughout his .
European 1nspectxon trip in which he hadseen ablow struckby ateacher. The"
masters’ of the Boston grammar schools only response was to emphasizc that
d1sc1pline was “the cornerstone of all order”? —an ‘all-too-familiar rationale
applied to the “non-persons”. which were the students of that day. o
1In the era of the 1970’s, students finally gained the status of “persons,”

* both in and out of school, under the U.S. Constitution:3 As such, the students
. now enjoy certain fundamental protectlons from the arbltrary imposmon of -

punishments by school authorities. In 1975, the case of Goss v. Lopez* ulti-
mately extended to students the right to be heard before any formal action for -
‘shori-term suspension could occur: The implications of that decision have
been far-reaching and have ultlmately rewritten educational pollcy across the
land. . - . ) :
I: Socxetal Setting For The Study _ ¢ S

The Children’s Defense Fund’s report of Chxldren Out of School found
that the 1970 census revealed a total of nearly 2 million school children
between the ages of 7 and 17 were not in school.$ In probing further into the’
problem, the Fund conducted an extensive series of interviews with 8, 500 in

" 30 states. The results of that survey continced the Defense Fund that the

census figures “reflect only the surface of how many chlldren are out of
school in America.”¢ _
The problem affects all segments of American society — regardless of -
race, color, or economic level. Some non-enrollmen’. is traceable to economic
problems; others to lack of proper facilities to handle certain handlcaps The

- most inexplicable cause, however, is found to be the wide-spread and often

arbitrary and discriminatory. use of suspension to remove students from

.school.” The 1mpllcanons of these suspensmns are that the chlldren affected
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usually end up in situations whichare far more serious than if they had been
retained in school and allowed to work out faeir problems.® L
The Children’s Defense Fund survey frind that only a small percentage
of all suspensions were reimied to cafety of individuals or the destruction of
property.? Even the retionale that suspension will bring the parents into the
school to help in the consideraticu of the child’s case isa failurein 33 per cent
of the cases.!® Worst of all, the suspension often marks only the fiist of aseries
of exclusions from school which lead to the eventual termination of the
child’s formal education. . '
The number of suspension cases in the year 1972-73 reflect the enormity
of the problem. New York City schools suspended over 20 thousand students;
Cleveland, 11 thousand; Houston, 9 thousand; the states of Ohio and New
Jersey, more than 36 thousand; and South Carolina, 38 thousand. The sus:
pensions are also heavily weighted against minority students. New York,
with its 64 per cent minority students, handed out 86 per cent of its suspen--
sions to minority students. Dallas, which has a 50 per cent minority, re-

“portedly out 70 per cent of its suspensions to minorities. The evidence also

shows that the suspensions are applied more oftento the poor than to the
affluent.!! ) : Coe

An HEW study conducted in’the year 1972-73 sampled 2,908 school
districts containing half the nation’s school children and more than 90 per
‘cent of the minority students: Blacks, who accounted for 27 per cent of the
studeréts enrolled, made up 42 per cent of the suspensions. Whites, compos-
ing 62 per cent of the'students, only received 51 per cent of the suspensions.*?

A further consequence of the suspension process is that within a year of
the final falling away from school, children often become in- olvéd in crimi- °
nal activities.!? The recording of the suspension on the child’s school record
has the effect of permanently “marking” the child to any potential employer,
police department, or academic program administrator who can obtain per-
mission to view that record.!* His placement in educational programs and his
chance for employment often rest with the information on these records.

. Thomas J, Cottle, currently on leave from the Children's Defensé Fund, -
gives us an insight into the problems of a child of 17, “Jimmy McGuinness,"
whose history of suspensions finally led to his dropping out of school and his
difficulties in finding employment thereafter. Jimmy states his opinion very
simply: - ’ _ :

You know what I am, man?I'm an ex-con who's never been in prison. . . . Hell,
‘a real ex-con who finished school, maybein prison; he’ll get a job faster than I
will . . . and all I done was fight once or twice in the schiool.”. . . I'm worse off

"than (the ex-con) by far. Prison helped him out, but my school wouldn't help

me out. . . . They killed me, my school. . . . They thought all they were doing

was throwing me out for five, ten daysat atime. . . . It's easier tolet peoplelike
me fall away. First we fall away, then we craw] away. . . . Then we're dead.®

II: Foundations Of General School Law
The Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states that no per-

son shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of law.

Due process is further divided into two classifications — procedural and
substantive. The latter doctrine has only existed under law since 1923. Sub-
stantive due process requires that if  State is going to deprive a person of life,




liberty, or property, it must demonstrate a valid..obiective; and the means L

employed must be reasonable to achieve that objective.!” Procedural due

process, on the other hand, requires that before depriving an individual of "

life, liberty, or property, three basic factors must be present to satisfy pre-
scribed Constitutional procedures. The individual must first be given notice

that he is about to be deprived of life, liberty, or property; he must be given the-

opportunity to be heard; and the hearing must be conducted fairly.18

Originally, the Constitutional guarantees of procedural due process were
viewed by the courts as only being applicable to trial be jury. in recent years,
"~ the courts have extended the doctrine to include individuals affectedv,b/y the
decisions of administrative agencies, such as public schools, where the pos-
sible loss of a fundamental right was present. One court has held that con-
stitutional scrutiny becomes a factor in disciplinary actions when those
actions involve suspension “for any period of time substantial enough to
prevent one from obtaining credit for a particular term.”?? g

One early test of procedural due process being required for students
before suspension from school may be found in Dixon v. Alabama State
Board of Education.?® The case concerned the expulsion. from school of
several students for attending demonstrations located at a lunch grill in the
basement of the Montgomery County Courthouse and in other places in and
around the Alabama State College Campus. Even though it was the usual
practice of the college to give a student a hearing and opportunity to offer a

defense before being expelled, no such hearings were granted to the students

involved in this case; While the district courthad found that no such notice of

opportunity for hearing was actually required, the U.S. Court of Appeals
tended to disagree. © . - :
The Court of Appealsexplained that whenevera governmentalbody acts
. toinjure ar individual, the U.S. Constitutiorn: requires that the act be consist-
‘ent with the doctrine of due process of law. The minimum procédural re-
- quirements for such observance of due process will vary with the circum-
“stances of each case, but the danger of arbitrary application of a rule must be
carefully guarded against. In this case, the court found that there was no
consideration.of immediate danger to the general public. or.to the peril of
national security, which would have prevented the college from allowing the
students the opportunity to be heard. The court further held that such treat-
ment of students by the college would ultimately have the effect of breaking
their spirit and do inestimable harm to their educadtion. - :
© . The court went on to elaborate on the procedural due process issue. The

court did not call for full-dress judicial hearings to be granted in every case of

suspension — that would vary with the circumstances of each case. But the

court did state that the student is entitled to be given the names:of, the.

witnesses against him and an oral or written report as to their testimony.-The
student should be allowed to presenthis own defense against the charges and
to present testimony and/or.witnesses on his behalf. If those procedures were
followed, the court said that this would satisfy the requirements for due
process of law. The lower court’s judgment upholding the suspensicn of the
students was reversed and the cause remanded. '

In the wake of Dixon, a “Joint Statement on Rights and Freedoms of

“Students”;?! was drafted by a joint committee comprised of representatives

from the American Association of University Professors, U.S. National Stu-

o83

-~



~ dent Association, Association of American Colleges, National Association of
Student Personnel Administrators, and the National Asscciation of Women -
Deéans and Counselors. The statement called for procedural fair play through
insuriny that a student be informed of the nature of the charges against him,
that the institution notbe arbitrary in its actions, that the student be given the
opportunity to refute the charges against him, and that there be established a
» process by which the student might appeal the institution’s decision. To
insure this, the statement calls for the following safeguards when there are no
existing honor codes offering comparable guarantees: ‘

A) In the Matter of Standards of Conduct Expected of Students:

1) The institution should clarify those standards of behavior which it

+  considers essential to its educational mission and community lrfe

2) Offenses should be as clearly defined as possible.

3) stcrpimary procedures should be-instituted only for those viola-
tions of student conduct formulated with student participation and
published in advance advance through a student handbook or other

_ generally through a student handbook or other generally available
.\ - body of student regulations.

B) Investigations of Student Conduct:
1) Except undér emergency circumstances, students’ premises and
personal property should not be searched without authorization.
2) Students detected or arrested in the course of serious violations of
" institutional regulatrons or infractions of the law should be mformed
of their constrtutronal rrghts

C).. Status of Students Pendmg Fmal Action: .
1) The status of the $tudent should not be altered pendmg action on the
charges.
2) The student™should not have his rrght to be present on the campus
suspended unless for reasons of safety to himself or others. |
D) Hearmg Commrittee Procedures:
1), The committee should consist of faculty members and/or students
. -No person having an mterest in the proceedings should sit in judg-
ment.
: 2) The stud®hit should be lnformed in writing, of the reasons for the
' proposed disciplinary action in sufficient detail and with enough
notice to insure opportunity to prepare ari adequate defense. *
- 3) The student should have the right to an advisor at.the hearing.
' 4) The burden of proof) should rest upon the officials brmgmg the
charges: : )
5) Thestudent should be given the opportumty to testrfy and to present
- evidence and witnesses of his own and to question adverse wit-
nesses. .
6) Anydecision of the hearmg committee should be based solely on the .
" eviderice presented at the hearing. .
7) A record of the hearing should be kept.
8) - The decision of the hearing committee is to be considered fmal —
subject to appeal by the student. - ‘

1




- " The Code of Student Rights and Responsibilities developed by the NEA's °
Task Force on Student Involvement in 1971 would provide these and similar
guarantees in case of suspensions lasting more than one day.?? .

The right of the school to suspend students has not been questioned by
the courts. A South Carolina court has held that a principal has the inherent

* rightand authority to suspend pupils unless deprived of that authority by the .

~ school board.?? Generally, the suspension of a student is upheld by the courts
if it can be shown that the student violated a reasonable school rule or that his

- continued prQéence constitutes a'danger to others. In a 1906 case, the Com-
missioner of New York State held that it was the duty of a school to expela
student' who:swore, smoked on school grounds, and fought with a teacher
attempting to discipline him.¢ . N )

) Exactly what length of time constitutes a “temporary” suspension and
“the need to afford due process has been the topic of endless court decisions in

_ various siates. One Illinois court has held that expulsion of a student by a -
school board must not extend beyond the end of a current school year.?* On
shorter suspensions, the record of the lower courts is very divided. The circuit
courts have held that the Due Process Clause must apply to indefinite sus-
pensions,?¢ to a 10-day suspension,’ and to & 3-day suspension.?® Other .
circuit courts have held that the Due Process Clause does not apply toa 7-day
suspension,? to a 3-day suspensionsuspension,3® and to all suspensions no
matter how short3 Federal district courts have produced an equally divided -
opinion on requiring due process for suspensions. The Due Process Clause

_has been held to apply to interrim suspensions pending expulsion,3* to a
10-day suspension,®? to suspensions of under 5 days,?4 and to all suspen- "'
sions.3S Other federal district courts haye held that the Clause does not apply -

. lo suspensions of 25 days,? to suspénsiéns of 10 days,3”and to suspensions of _
8 days.? With such diverse opinions prevalent’in the courts; a definitive -
ruling by the U.S. Supreme Court on the need to affyrd procedural due-
process in short-term suspension cases was inevitabl? e :

-~
t . . S . s

i Ili: The Immediate Concern o »

k In 1971, the school syste“m of Columbus, Ohio, was experiencing an -

 increase in black militancy and black student awareness. During Black His-

: tory week, high school students and ‘ad ministrators clashed over many issues

B including which community leaders should be allowed to-speak at school .

. assemblies.3? Disturbances quickly arose out of the disagreements. At least 75

|« students in one school were sdspended on the same day.*® All suspended

students.received zeros for work missed during their suspensions. Some of

the suspended students were given unsolicited transfers to bther schools orto .

.an adult day school.#! None of the students was ever given a hearing, and

some of them never knew the reason why they were suspended. .

P - + Feeling that an injustice had been done, some of the students — among

.. them Dwight Lopez and Betty Crome — filed suit in federal court seeking an

order to force the school board to take immediate remedial action.*? The

5 three-judge District Court for the Southern District of Ohio declared that the

i appellees were denied due process of law in violation of the Fourteenth

| Amendment, declared the statute under which the students were suspended

! . to be unconstitutional, and granted the students the requested injunction.
The case went on appeal te the United States Supreme Court. :

! . .
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The case of Goss v. ,Lopez"\was argued before the U.S. Supreme Court on
October 16, 1974, and decided on January 22, 1975.,The Court found that
while the right to an education is not considered as fundamental under the

. U.S. Constitution,** the State of Ohio had chosen to extend the right of an

education to*its people in general and might not withdraw that right on
grounds of misconduct without observing the minimal procedures required
by the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.*s The State had

_ thus created a property interest to which the students had a just entitlement.46

The State of Ohio’s claim that it had the right to unilaterally and without due
process determine whether misconduct had occurred and to punish that
misconduct runs the risk of damaging a studént’s reputation as well as
interferring with his chances for educational and employment opportunities.
As such, the State’s claim is in direct conflict with the Fourteenth Amend-
ment's guarantees against arbitrary deprivation of liberty.*” Furthermore, a
10-day suspension from school is not to be considered as de minimus and
must not be imposed without regard for the procedures of the Due-Process

- Clause.*8

The U.S. Supreme Court elaborated on the requirements for observmg

due process by stating that the procedure does not.involve the more formal .

guarantees of right to counsel, the confrontation of witnesses and their cross-
examination, and the need to produce witnesses on his own behalf.** The
Court realizud that a formalizing of the suspension process would unneces-

sarily burden the school systems with a costly mechanism which would :

destroy the effectiveness of this d1sc1plmary tool as part of the teachmg
process:5®

The Court emphasized the fact that the Due Process Clause would not
shield students fron: suspensions properly imposed. The Court’s concern was
that disciplinarians, although proceeding in utmost good faith, frequently
find themselves acting on the reports and advice of others when the control-
ling facts and nature of the conduct are often disputed.s! The Court felt the

" risk of errer to be not at dll trivial.

_ The following rules were laid down as the guxdelmes under which
short-term suspensions of less than 10 days would be imposed: 1) The student
must be given notice, either written or oral, concerning the charges against
him; 2)If the student denies the charges, an explanation-of the evidence
against him must be provided and an opportunity to present his side of the
argument afforded the student; and 3) Notice and hearing should precede the
student’s removal from school, unless his continued presence constitutes a

‘threat to persons .or property or disrupts the academic process. In such -

circumstances, ther noticeand hearing should be held as soon as practicable.52

The Court, in afflrmmg the judgment of the lower court by a vote of 5-4,added -
that longer suspenslons or expulsions mlght requxre more formal proceed- -
*ing.s3 : N

N
In writing the Court’s dissenting opinion, Mr. Justice Powéll, hlmself a

former school board member,4.expressed fears that the majority decision '
unnecessarily opens avenues for judicial intervention in the operation of the

schools that may adversely affect \the/quallty of education in the United
States.5s Powell and the minority did nbt redch the conclusion that a suspen-

" sion of not more than 10 days._lmposed\%a routine disciplinary measure,

assumed constitutional dimensions. The original Ohio statute only imposed a

’
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. being stigma’

. suspensions of students. . . K -
In Sweet v. Childs, 55 the extent to which a student disrupts a school was-
. discussed by the court in determining the need fora presuspension hearing. A

maximum suspension of eight school days, less than 5 per cent of a normal

180-day schoo! year. The minority could hardly see. how such a short-term

suspension could possibly affect a pupil’s opportunity to learn or his scho-
lastic performance.5¢ The minority further held that, as in Epperson v. Arkan-
sas,5” the courts “do not and canriot intervene in the resolution of conflicts
whicharise in the daily operation of school systems and which do not directly
and sharply implicate basic constitutional values.” ' -0
In attacking the majority’s decision requiring minimal procedural due
process, the minority pointed to the dmicus curiae briefs filed by both the
Children’s Defense Fund and various school associations which illustrated
the magnitudé of the disciplinary problem in the public schools. As over 10

“per cent of the junior and senior high school students sampled were sus-

pended one :or more times in the year 1672-73, the minority felt that if
hearings were required for a substantial number of these suspensions, the

school authorities would have little time for anything else.*®

The State’s interest in maintaining discipline is in no way incompatible -

with the i'n(|lividual interest in the "child. Education, the minority felt, in-
volved the inculcation of the necessity forrules and obedience. When imma-

ture students merit censure for their actiorfs, the school isinvitingachallenge -

to its own afuthority by formalizing procedures for the applicetions/of sanc-

" tions.5? Furthermore, the imposition of formalities in disciplining students .

would tend to destroy the reality of the,
which is rarely adversary in nature.®® . .
*  Finally, the minority stated that no one could foresee the ultimate fron-

tiers of the new “thicket”’ which the Court was now entering.¢* The fact thata

student may suffer psychological injury in one or more ways (suffering ablow” '
to one’s self-esteem, feeling powerless, viewing school authorities ‘with re-

sentment and fear, learning withdrawal as ‘a method of problem-solving,

- having little perception of the reasons for suspension, ~~d running theriskof -

»

12ed),s2 through suspension, will'only tend to mean that he also
suffers the same deprivations and psychological effects when he is given a
failing grade, when he is ndt promoted, when he is placed in the “wrong”’

. educational track, etc. The requirement that due process be present in all of

these routine school decisions seems to be implied by the majority decision.

The impact on the courts of their new role in society will be something for

which they will have to prepare themselves.s® | . .
Goss has been cited some 778 times since the original decision in 1975.64

* The applications have ranged from cases involving a student nurse receiving

a failing grade to.a man suinga local gas company to get his service resumed.
The most interesting of the decisions, however, are those which illustrate the
different circumstances under which due process may and may not apply to

group of black high school students who had staged a “sit—dov_\_'xi".__and' dis-
ruption of classes were suspended through the use of a radio announcement
after having waiked out of school and down to the office of the local superin-
tendent of schools. Following the suspension,-‘the sthdents filed suit against
We county and state officials charging that the school’s disciplinary policies

and procedures resulted in a pattern of racial discrimination. The court held -

! g
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that the use of a radlo annoulicement to suspend was proper because the

students had chosen not- toretum to school themselves. The court felt that, on

the day in question, theré-was already “more than an. ongoing threat of

disrupting the academic process:\$¢ Post-suspension conferences eventually

" resulted in reinstatement of all of the suspended students before the 10-day

suspension period was up. The court ruled in favor of the county and state
officials and against the students.
In Ingraham v. Wright,¢7 u dlstmctlon was drawn between loss suffered

‘through corporal punishment and loss suffered through suspension. The case

centers upon corporal pumshment administered to a student with such sev-
erity that the student lost time in his studies through the need to recover from

his m)unes Although the case turned upon whether the administration of .

that paddling constituted cruél and unusual punishment as forbidden under

the Eighth Amendment, the issue of due process wasdiscussed in detail in the"
- eventual U.S. Supreme Court decision. The Court held that there exists a

- fundamental distinction between the paddlmg and a suspension. A paddling

was considered tobe a much less serious évent in the life of a child than would

' be a suspension.s® The dissenting opinion of the lower court questioned

whether Ingraham’s loss of more than 10 days of schooling should be consid-

)

ered @ny less of a deprivation of property because it resulted from a beating

instead of a formal suspension.t® The U.S. Supreme Court upheld this and
sfated definitely that the guarantees to due process stated in Goss did not
apply to corporal punishment.’®

The case of Dallam v. Cumberland Valley Schogpl District™ set down the -

limits to which the creation of a property interest can be extended into all

areas of education. George Dallam, a transfer student, sought an injunction

against a Pennsylvania Athletic Association ruling barring him from partici- -

pation in interscholastic high schodl sports for a period of one year. The court.
felt that the defendant’s claim that such “right to compete' is neither aright .

nor privilege protected by the Constitution is valid. The plaintiff’s claim that

Goss created a protected property interest for him in competing fora placeon .

the high school athletic team, the court felt, would really be creating too great
a strain on the concept of property.” The defendant’s motion to dlsmlss
because of a lack-of federal jurisdiction was granted.

In Alex v. Allen,”a high school student brought suit to challenge hls

-*.* own 30-day suspension on the basis that the charges raised were *too vague”

and thathe hadn’t been given adequate notice. The court held that the charges
of showing “disregard of teachers,” “loitering,” and “rowdy behavior"” were -

not constitutionally vague. The. court felt that the child had received an
adequate notice, and that he had the opportunity to be heard and to have his
attorney present at the hearing. The court ruled in favor of the school board.
The right of a school to suspend when the school i$ not satistied with a
parent’s “‘excuse” for a student’s absence was settled in Graham v. Board of
Edugadtion of Idabel School District No. Five. 74 The court decided that when a
student refuses to submit to corporal pumshment for unexcused absence
following .a detailed explanation and hearing by-an assistant pnnmpal the

student has been accorded due process and does not enjoy any standing to -

challenge the constitutionality of a State statute govemmg the use of corporal

* -piinishment by a teacher.” - - .

"The case of Everett v. Mm'case76 mvolved a class actlon to compel the

N
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Philadelphia School District to employ more detailed procedures for*lateral .
transfers” (i.e., disciplinary transfers from one nondisciplinary school to--
another nondisciplinary school). The court felt that because of Goss, such’
transfers involve a property interest and thus warrant due process protection
in spite of the contentions of the school district, The court held that this
would involve some kind of nntice and hearing for the affected pupil, the
holding of the hearing by a superior of the principal, and theright to.continue

attending one's old school until the final decision of the school official is .

- made. The decision is to be final, and no requirement for aright to appeal that
- decision need be afforded. The procedure was Jater expanded to include
_ transfers of students to special disciplinary schools within the same district in,
the case of Jordan v. School District of Erie, Pennsylvania.” * ‘
Finally, inCoffman v. Kuehler, 78 a decision similar to several of the cases
above was made. The case involved a high school student and his friend who
decided to leave school for a college day visit without bothering to obtain
permission to do so. The students had been previously warned that such

_behavior would result in a three-day suspension and “licks.””® One student '

received his punishment and returned to school. The parents of Coffman
. resented this punishment, refused to let their son return to school, and sued.
The court ruled against Coffman.In the matter of procedural due process, the
court held that the requirements as set forth in Goss had been satisfied.8® The

4

hearing was held as soon as practical, the father was present— acting for his

son, and the actions of the students were viewed as constitutinga disruption
of‘the school to such an extent that the later hearing .was viewed as being
almost simultaneous with the suspension for all practical purposes.

1

The most interesting developments involving suspensions and expul-

sions have arisen because of the procedural requirements of P.L.94-142; The .
" Education of All Handicapped Children Act, and Section 504 of the Rehabili-
tation Act involving the rights of a special education student to an education
in the “least restrictive environment” and to be retained in his/her placement
in a program until a conference is held to resolve any complaints or requests
for change of placement. The case of Stuart v. Nappi®! arose out of an attempt-

by a school district in Connecticut to expel a handicapped student for mis- -

conduct. The court ruled that while handicapped. children are subject to

suspension from school, the expulsion of a hanidicapped child not only has. -

_the effect of changing hisher educational placement, but also of restricting
_ the availability of alternative placement in the least restrictive environment
for instruction. The school district was enjoined from conducting the expul- -
sion hearing. Another ruling, in Doe v. Koger, held that a handicapped child
may not be expelled if his disruptive behavior is caused by his handicap.8?
Indeed, miost states have taken the provisions of P.L. 94-142 to mean that .
special education students cannot be punished if their offense is related to
their handicap.8® - ' ’ : o

The issue of expulsion of special education students again became the -

subject of a 1981 ruling by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals in the case of S-1
v. Turlington.84 Seven mentally retarded students sought injunctions to re-
quire state and local officials to provide them with the special educational
.servides and required procedural rights of P.L. 94-142 and Section 504. The
students had been expelled from high school for willful defiance of authority,
sexual acts, and vandalism. The district court held for the students, holding

T390
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that their-expulsions were most probably illegal, and granted the injunctions.

The school officials appealed the ruling to the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals.
The Fifth Circuit ruling followed, generally, the guidelines laid down in

Stuart v. Nappi in agreeing that an expulsion of a handicapped student

constitutes a change in educatioral placement under P.L. 94-142 and Section

* 504. The court went on to add that expulsion of handicap ped students would

be permitted, but only as long as proper procedures ‘were utilized and only .

under the proper circumstances. The court, however, went on to state that
educational services should not ~ease during the expulicn process.

The court also held that even if a handicapped child doesnot requesta .

_ruling as to whether the punishment is related to his/her handicap, the school

system is obligated to-make such a determination as part.of the expulsion’

process. This determination must be made on an individual basis and with
“consideration of the problems and néeds of handicapped students” as was
intended by the United States Congress.

Case law is not as certain with respect to short-term suspensxons for
handlcapped students. If fact, the line seems to be drawn based upon whether

. the suspension is for emergency or nonemergency reasons. In effect, one

recent federal case held that handicapped students may be suspended fora
period..of up to 10 days for “nonemergency” reasons,® while S-1 v. Tur-
lington seems to follow the guidelines of P.L. 94-142 in suggesting that such

i
IV: Implications For Education Today

-suspensions must be brief and for emergency reasons where the child is_
- endangering himself/herself or others. In this area of evolving interpretations,
" the exact position of Goss with respect to the safeguards of P.L; 94-142 will )
. doubtless be the. sub)ect of much litigation throughout the 1980's.

It is interesting to note that the minority decisiorof the Court mGoss was'

vigorously endorsed by Albert Shanker, president of the American Federa-

tion of Teachers. Shanker expressed the opinion that the supporters of ‘the )
students’ case were simply trying: to undermine teachers’ rights. He added

thatm . American teachers “will be saddened to find.that their task has been
made more difficult by the actions of one of their own teacher organizations”,

(the NEA).#¢ What Shanker referred to was an amicus curiae brief filed by 'he
NEA: on behalf of the students. The NEA took the position that students are
entitled to “deta:led procedural rights” for any suspension exceedigg one

- day.87

Shapker has notbeen the only critic of the majority opmlon of the court.
Ivan Gluckman, legal counsel for the National Association of Secondary -

School Principals, stated that his members weren't concerned with the high
court’s suspension directives perse, but with the fact that the, case may open
up the federal courts to all kinds of complaints that “bear on the'education of

students.””88 M.A. McGhehey, executive secretary of the National Organiza-

tion on Legal Prob}ems in Eciucation, also sees the possxbllxty of many future

lawsuits. Grades, not only in u given course, but also grade point systems that-"

give different weights to different courses, or membership requirements for

honor societies, are likely candldates for lawsuits in the immediate future.®® o
Richard W. MacFeely offers us‘a model for procedural due process as”.

- suggested by the Goss v. Lopez decision. A magram of his “*Suggested Model

For Procedural Due Process”"° is to be found in the appendlx of this paper.
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. Draba, Hertz, and Christoff* have made a survey of the State'of Indiana to
determine the impact of the Goss decisionin Iight of the ehactmentofRubliec———=
" Law 162. Section 7 of P.L. 162 contains provisions which are sipnilar.to the -
- ° provisions of the Ohio code which was overturned by the Court’s deciSiolP.in E
' Guss. Principally, both statutes require that the principal notify the parent
" . within 24 hours of the suspension and explain the reason forthe action taken.
Neither law required that the principal provide the student notice and a
. hearing, althiough Section 7 recommended that the principal make a reason-
able effort to hold a conference with the parent prior to the child’s return to
ischool. .. ’ . - : -7 :
, To test the effect of the Goss decision, a survey entitled **Survey of Short
* SuspensionProcedures Prior To Goss” was mailed to almost every juniorand .
senior high school principal in the State of Indiana. Mcre than a 50 percent -
return was realized on @he 27-question survey. : oL :'

The survey was divided into four parts: “Background,” “Previous To

' Public Law 162,” “Previous To Goss And After Pubiic Law 162,” and “Gen- .
eral.” The survey responses are tabulated in the appendix and are divided by
type of school—urban, suburban, and rural. S )

The survey revealed that, in general, the satisfying of the due process
requirements prescribed by tk» Couftt in Goss. will not pose inordinate prob-
lems for many principals. Indeed, the good principals had already im- -
plemented or exceeded the Goss decision requirements at least 4 years before -

- the Court acted on the matter.® : X ' BT
*Table one reveals that; as expected, students in urban schools are more ’
apt to be suspended than those in suburban schools. For all practical pur--
poses, principals reported almost a 100 per cent general community support .
on short-term suspensions.%? S S
. Indiana law restrains a principal from suspending a student for more
than five days. Most principals'reported that the length'of their suspensionsis -
‘usually two to three.days. Indeed, suburban, rural, and urban principals are.
consistent in this regard.%* 90 per cent of the principals also report that they
spend lcss than three hours on each suspension. Thus, meeting the require-

ments of Guss will not tax the resources of most principals. Three hours is a .
", small price te pay to insure against the bitterness that often accompanies.an . |
unwarranted suspension,? pt Co s }

Of course, affording minimal due process has always been simple
enough to do. Principals still havé“the right to lower the boon. after the -
. student presents.his side of the story. A close interpretation of the Court’s. - .
: ruling might result in the poor student getting raked over the coals with only .
"his own words as a defense.% He does not have the right to bring in witnesses, ;
_ nor to effectively deny the a.iegations against him becauss they have not-beeg ,
put in writing.?? . : . s
—gtill, there will always be dissatisfaction. Bennett®® has expressed fezfs
that the system resulting from the decision will only serve to weaken the
' fabric of what administrative tailors used to sew—respect for authority. his
_systen1, which attempts to find a “faultléss process” can only serve to inhibit
the” principal’s application of just actions.%® ) "

- Today’s administrator will have to remiember that ever since the dpctrine
ofin loco parentis was formulated, the principal has been the subjectf} some
restrictions. A child has certain rights, and those rights will ha[ e to be.

respected by.the principal. o C ;

-  .' B ¥ | o

/

i




_There-defining of the importance of the various actors on the educauonal

Stage has beemr o
- rights of the child must be balanced against a changing society and educa-
" tional processes will become one of the admlmstrator s blggest challenges in-
the mid-1980°s.1% :

"

\'H Surﬁmary Recommendetlons

The public is beginning to demand that educators actin & professmnally .
* competent manner—the same demand that society’ makes upon any of its - -

professionals upon whom it depends. The awareness of this demand can only
serve to encourage greater professional attention to students and their
,rights.®1 Principals will have to be certain that they are ohgerving all the-
, guarantees as sét forth in Goss: 1) being sure that the student know why heis
. suspended,‘2) being certain that the student knew that what he did was
wrong, 3) being certain that the student has an opportunity to tell his side of
the story, and 4) being certain that the suspension was not arrived at in some
arbitrary or capricious manrer,1? -

It would also benefit administrators to closely éxamine thelr own use of
suspensions. Principals must be certain that the application of those éuspen-r
sions is not directed disproportionally with regard to minority students. This-
has too often been the pohcy in the past. In addmon, suspensions are all too
often handed down for seemingly trivial offenses. The effect of the suspen-
sion is often to acquaint the child early with thé fact that he can simply spend

more and more time out of school on his own without the need to work at .

. correcting any. of his behavioral problems. Not receiving help frequently
leads to early failures in school and eventually in life.
The principal must search his mind for possible alternatives to short-

term suspensions in order to be certzin that he is actually aiding in the child’s ..

education—not directing him toward the oblivion of'the streets. A child’s

. entire future may be altered forever by the admmlstrator s handling.of a

suspension. An awareness of Goss may cause the situation to be handled to

the satisfaction of all. Ignorance of Goss will only lead to actions which will

- satisfy no one. The choice is clear and unavmdable'

A
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Suspendeble infraction -[Immediate three Student suspended from |
of school rule reported to life, property, school, pre-suspension . -
* |or_program k hearing held with parents -
) lmmediete‘ threat to _ . .. |es soon as possible!
- |life, property, or program e S I I
: |~ = Disciplinary action Student
Pre—suspension hearing, - taken—non-suspension continues |
2 ) . i
conducted with student . No disciplinary action schoolin .
] : - . lnecessary ) : '
. . [Decision: Suspend . - . e — -—
student for specific number : , — — o
_|of days (not to exceed 10) —— - o o
ontact parents and lnfoLJ r Parertlt mayre-| - ) Susp:r:jsion :
fquest suspen- revoke
) mail letter with particulars / sion hearin . . EREE A Stadent
| - : Ston fearnd . : eturns to
Student leaves | |Non-expulsion} JStudent serves ; }
school buildin suspension suspension (10 -
. . ldaysorless) |- o .
Suspension with] ' Iparent may requestl«_ ‘ '
) reco_mmendetion suspension hearin . e
for expulsion . __
I — .
uperintendent’s phold suspension but Student serves
office reviews re]ect recommendation —Jsuspension (10
case , for expulslon days or less)® Student -
- : returns to}
phold suspension . [Suspension and - Student serves school
and support . -+ recommended expulsion | —4suspension (10 i
expulsion | \ rejected? - . "/ |days.or less} .- 1
1T uspension. revoked;} ' . S ' .
Pre-expulsion ' __Jd'no recommendation |. Student
hearing held;* - : . [for expulsion® - ' - . returns to|’
certlffied letter ‘ Uphold suspension; Student serves |,
|to inform parens reject recommendation suspension(10
' ffor: expulsion : deys or less
i ecision; - C -
Recommendation should net be expelled ' Student serves
to Board of Ed. ° sus .
) - - pension (10} .
Expulsion—certified |~ davs or less
letter of action® A o
eclsion:  / : Student will not be ) Completion
Student should ] -—{allowed to attend school of expulsion
be expelled L. for duration of expulsion . Penod

1. After “pre-suspensron hearing,” continue on schemetic from the box “student leaves .
the school building.”

2. Cite charges known, witnesses, rule broken end listento student s story of |ncident

3. School work missed may be made u o
4. " Certified letter mailed td parents; and a copy retelned with parent stgneture ohtained at hearing.
* Letter should inform of time, place, date, and cherges Also inform parent of the right to counsel
an 1 witnesses.

5.} 1e|led to parent, principal, and (if student is under age 16) the district superintendent..

"
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¢

Typeof school. =~ ' - ' -

Urban (U) : Suburban [S) "' Rural (R)
25% . o 26%. - . 49%
Slze of school. . . . . .
Less than ) T o " +Over
800 800-1600 1600—2400 2400-3000 3200
U O 30% - 51% 18% T = C 1%
S T 3%% L 4B% 13% - - =
R" 77% 22 = —
Nutnber of years as principal. I T
: Less than 5 5-10. _' 10-15;,_‘ " Over15 .
U : 36% . - 38% - . 12%". 14% - ’
S . 28% .. 40% - C21% . 14%
R - 27% . 36%/ h 21% 16% .
Approximate numiber of auapenslons ln the 1973-74 school year. . . .
Less than ) " Over
: 10 10—20 - 20-_5_0 e 50-10Q 100-200 200
U C18% - -17% 26% . 15% 9% 17%
s . 33%. 13% - .24% - 20% 6% 4%
R . 53% 24% 16% . 5% . 2% . —
Who'i:’andlea short suspensions?. . . _ ot . .
. :  Principal's - Several °
' Principal - . designee Administrators ' '
U ) . 2% . o 38% - % - 33% -
s o 46% .. ~ . 30% T 24%
R 80% 14% 6%

Does the community generally support adminlatratlve decislons regardlng ahort
auapenalona of students?

. Yea R No
S C L, : 100% . -
R . .99% 1%

Table 2. “Previoua to Public Law 162" '

Dld you generally provide notice and a hearing for atudents th:eatened with ahort -

. suspensions?
' : B : Sometlmea ' \ o
, Yes = .. No « fspecify) - * \ IR
U - 75% - . . < 17% 8% RN
S . L -. 64% - L 29% - 7% \ s
R : 684% - S 29% 7% \

If the answer to the preceding questlox\ -1 yes, then brieﬂy lndxcata why you N
provided notice and a hearing. ; \

N
Dlg you generally tell the student. the charges sgainat him?

_ “.Sometimes - - \

. Yos - © No “(specify)
U e %
S 100% e :
R 100% ‘ -
Did you generally permlt a student to present hla side of the atory? ' - :
. Someumea ' ;

Yes - No (specify) :

u " 98% . —_ - 2% "
S 26% - 1% 3%
R 96% L 1% . 3% ‘-




Table 3 j‘Previous to Goss and After Public L

Did you generally provide notice and a hearing for students threatenedwith short

suspensions? . : ‘.,_,. R IERRITN

u R C71% . 21%:

S ; 88%. 28% - .8
4 85%,__'._._*_‘__ % C 4%

- 3. Didyou generally tell the student the chqrges against him and the evidence upon E
: which ‘the charges were base d?

4.

o

~3

10.

.

R
If the"answer to the precading question is yes. then briefly indicate why you .
provided notice and a hearing v ‘

o S Sometimes
. Yes~ I ‘No. ' . (specify)_ o
U ) ‘100% Lo— ) h
S 99% . —_ ; 1%
R : .100% o
Did you generally permit a student‘to present his side of the story?
. ) .~ Sometfmes -~
) . Yes . " No ) (specify)
U L 100% o e
S ©o100% o . — , ‘ -—
. .Re = 28% ' -
5. Didyou often permit a student to present witnesses and evidence to verlfy his side
of the story? . ‘
: o 2 o Sometimes o
o CYes'- No o '(specify) .-
U 57% - ' 18% .. 25% -
S 82% - 21%’ . 17% .
R 48% - © L 27% Lo 25%
Did you ever allow a student to question his accuser? e
, Yes . o '
.U 80% . 20% . Do
S ~ Co81% . 19% s .
R ' . 72% 28% e
Have you ever parmitted astudent’s lawyerto attendashort suspension hearing? D
Yes . ;
u 9% o 91%
s - 1% 89%
R o 5% o 95%

“Ifthe answer to the preceding question is yes. specify the conditions under which
you permitted a lawyer. Lo
" 1f a student investigate further? : .

. ; Sometimes

. Yes ~ No. . © (specify)
u 87% 1% 12% . .
5 » o 93% . . 2% 5% - :
R i - .86% 2% T12% -

If and when you proyided a hearing, how long did it generally last (in terms’ of
minutes)?:

- Less than : - More than:
o 10 ° 10-15 15-25 | 25-40 ' 40
U 14% < - 20% «  24% - - 22% 8%
5 . 11% - 26% 33% 22% . " 8% - .
R 9% 32% 3s% . . 19%° .. 5%

11 percent wrote in '‘varies"

. . ; . P
o 3 w oy .
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;—1—Whal—is-tho-averago-}ongﬁrof“yoursnspensionsHm'terms uHays )

Table4 “Genersl" '

. 23 45 6-7.. 8-9 10

‘y_ - ﬂ 87% 5% - = =
S- 2% . 82% = 16% — —_ =
R 3% .. 85% . ;. 12% = - - :
2. Does your school use’ ln-school suspensions? N A
. “ : yes v o ) sometimes . :
u - " 53% 26%,- 21% . ,

S . Sa0% - 38%, - 21% .
R ) " 51% . “31% . -0 18%:

3. If the answer to the- precedxng question is yes, what percen! of your suspensions
are in-school suspensions? = . o
Less than - o ,' - . Over
- 15 15-30 3045 - 45- 60 60-75 ' 75-90° 90

uU. 48% 16% - 10%: 6% .. B8%.  8%. . 4%
S 50% . 15%  10%. "10% 4% . 4% 6%
R 39%  16% . . 8% ¢ 14% 9% . 6% 8% _
4. Are the students you suspend generally chronic discipline problems?
- . Yes ‘ . . No
U - 94%. . 6% . - .
s 95% T 5%,
R - T 96% P v C 4% : :
5. }l-l{ow much adminlstra!ive time is consumed by one suspension? (in terms of K
ours) :
. Less than 1 2.3 . 45 . 6-7 More than 7 - s
S ¢ - 54% ' 43% 2% L 1% : — '
- - 43% - 48% © 9%
-« R . 37% - . 56% . 5% 1% ‘ 1%

-6. 'Have you ever been involved wi;h more than ten cuspensjons resulting from one one

O
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lncxdent of student unrest?

- No '.. .

o Yes (specxfy) .
U ' _ o 17% . 83%
S v 8% - - 92%
- R : . ' 5%, - ST, 95%

-
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— Hernandez v. School D]sl?ict Number One,’ Denver, Colorado,315 | Supp 289 (C D “_

25 de 909 485 s 990 (1977)

meood v. Peoria,’ 463 F2d’ 763 (CA 7). cert. den 409 . S 1027 93 S. Ct 475 34 -
. - L.Ed.2d 320 (1972). -

Mills.v. Board of Education, 348 F Supp 592 (D C.: 1972) } o

S-1'v. Turlington, 635 F. 2d 342 (1981) . Coh,

. San Antonio v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973) L R
.- Shanley v. Northeast lndependeut School sttnct, Bexar County, Texas, 462’ F2d 960.

967, n. 4 (C:A1 5,-1972)..

 Soglinv: Kauffman, 295 F..Supp. 978 (w D Wie 1968), aff'm 418 F2d 163 (c A.1968).
"Sweet v. Childs, 518 F2d 320 (1975).

Stanley v. Gary, 237 S.G. 237,116 SE2d 843 (1960)...

Stanley v. School Administrative' Unit No. 40, (D.N. H ]anuary 15, 1980)

Strickin v. Regents of University of Wisconsin; 297 F. Supp 418, 420 (W.D. Wis 1969).

- appeal'dismissed 420 F2d'1257 (C.A.-7,1970), .

Stuart v. Nappi, 443 F. Supp 1235&(19]8) o '

Sullivan v. Houston Independent "School sttnct, 475 F2d 1071 (C A. 5), cert. den. 414
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\\ .
_ "~ - Also, there is substantial disagrsement over'wliat-dif%é\;entfat'es disgi- - -
.ju_pﬁneiwm_pu"ishmmuhlguthom;maimmuhaudisniplinelielman R
- individual develop internal self-control and direction, while punishment =~
— raliog-on_“external meanx” ta control behavior. L e S
' - The responsibility for preventing and controlling disruptive classroom |
_ behavior, riote Francis and Elizabeth Ianni, “has’ always rested more heavily -
upon the school than on the community.? Historically, school persunnel
assumed responsibility for supervising students in loco parentis: As aresult,
school'authorities instituted a variety of practices designed to reduce student
- disruption within the schools. Some of the more cominon include detention,
‘suspension, expulsion, and corporal punishment. " S
Even while popular atténtion centers on both the positive and negative
,aspegts_of‘ this discipline, increasing the issué is reaching the courts. In
.- addition, the Deparitment of Health, Education and Welfare has sponsored
research designed to determine whether disciplinary action in public schools
has a disproportionate per cap_ta impact on minority students as compared to
non-minority students. In fact, between 21 and 25 “Special Student Cof;cerns
Projects” have been funded by the Office of Education over the last thiree years
to I'ad_dress this question. If disproportionality exists, the Office hapes ulti-
mately-to formulate and recommend alternative strategies for reducing it.

¢

 Discipline, Enforcement and Discrimination ,

* "The American public, fond of simple answers to complex problems, has
chosen once again to focus on the symptoms rather than to engage in any
thoughtful action based on a well-defined empirical plan to address student
disruption. Society believes “law and order” is the way to correct errant

' human behavior. Similarly, many educators believe that retribution is the
{J . answer, and many of-them attempt to develop responsibility by dispensing
d excessive punishment. In fact, educators have traditionally employed exter- .
. nal means in order to reduce or control student behavior problems, while they /
have given only limited attention to developing internal means for a student
to direct or discipline himself. ' ’

This is not to say that disciplining students is unnec'essary. The authors

1

nderstand the pressures the public would exert if school o'ffi‘c"ials decided to . ..
sto disciplining. As’itis, the current discipline problems in the schools earn ~
hosﬁ_ilhity for school administrators, and some of this hostility certainlyreflects =
a failure among both educators and parents to provide suitable role models.
Too pﬁen, adult behavior fails to match the adults" expectations of student-
behaviors Meanwhile, woodshed punishment fails to curb disruptive behav-
ior in either the home or-the school. Educators can begin re-educating society -
to the fact that responsibility develops when experience teaches students the
logical'cons:\quences of their behavior. PR ST

. Self-control, for example, comes from continuous example and experi-
ence. Therefore, educators mu\‘st serve as appropriate 'models and must not
expect students to\acquire self-control-overnight. We do not mean to:imply
that educators can no longer hold students accountable for their actions, or
that they should no lc%lger demand the best of their students. It does mean that
maturity comes through a process. that requires time, direction; and a great:
‘deal of patience. ‘ : ' ; o




———withln—thrschool-whmin—meﬂmdrmd—pmcedums/-of-dmdphne—me-pm-

Re/atiye to the effective 'use. of discipllne » within’ the school the pnnctpal
holds the key. It is the task of the school prfncipal to structure an atmosphere-

ticularized.3 v

-/ We' can begln by considering whether detention, suspensxon ~and expul- .

_sion help students and resolve d1sc1pllne problems This is an especially .

valid question since educators tend to impose these ‘measures without care-- .

fully analyzing each situation. Unwanted results tend to appear when the

“welfare" or the “rehabllxtatlon" of the etudent ig notthe prime consideration

/and when each student’s. .problem is not treated as. deserv1ng of a specral
/’ behavior modification approach /

. ./ : Opinions among educators - vary about’ the practlces used to reduce or.

-]

e

" the topic -of a. conttoversy arising out- of legal and moral .concerns. The

control disruptive student behav1or Suspension, for example, is presently - -

Supreme Court in Goss v.. Lopez* p rovided hope for those bothered by the - j

~ growing afid sometimes flagrant use of suspension and expulsion as disc1pll- :

nary measures. It is difficult to determine the effect this decision will have on
-the number of suspensions and expulslons. but before the Goss decision, a
!arge number of students wete suspended each year, which frequently led to

sltuatlons far more serious than if they had been allowed toremainin school.s

Student DlsClpllnB and Drsproporhonalrty

As Yudof observes; “the use of statistical evidence, either with respect to"
the initial finding of a v1olatlon of law or the adoption of a remedy, is
partxcularly problematic in the content of racial discrimination suits involv-.
_ing primary and secondary public schools.”¢ Nevertheless, thare is sufficient
‘evidence to-support the claim that Black students have been disproportion-

) dtely d1sc1pllned compared to their white -counterparts. This.educational
burden comes on top of the lower si:ores on various standardized tests Black
children normally receive. This-academic and discipline pattern frequently
results in Black children being placed on the lower track or in the lower
ability groups. Ceuple this pattern with the traditionally inadequate educa-

Blacks ever aspire to an'education at all.-

: .\tlon facilities Blacks as a group can expect, and one beglns to wonder why

. One of the.Chlldren s Defense Fund’s more 1nterest1ng findings concems .

Although we can find little lnformatlon on the reasons for most suspen- :
‘sions, a study by the Children’s Defense Fund shows that students are sus- :

pended most often for tardlness. unexcused absences, and fxghtrng. usually
with other students.” Contrary to what many educators believe, major acts of
violence, the destruction of school property, assaults on teachers, and alcohol .
‘and drug related lncrdents account for only a small percentage of suspen~
“sions.. el ,'

the numbers of suspensions that took place in ‘the 1972-73 school year
. school dlstncts with a little over half of the 'student population in thxs
country.” ' Minority students. the study revealed were suspended much more

than their counterparts.8 For lnstance, over 50 percent of the students sus-

pended in New York, Houston. Cleveland Memphis, and Dallas were minor-
ity group members, though less than ‘40" percent of those dlstncts total
enrollment was comprised of minority groups. During this time, there were
approxlmately one mllhon suspensxons School days mlssed amdunted to

\.

A
\ /
\




: .about 22,000 sc.:'ﬁool' yearsChicagé, »l‘\]‘éw »_Ydtf piw;‘.;Phihdélphfd. Duval

pension areas, and in these areas; a disproportionate number of Black siu-
dents-’Wete_éuSpended, e o e ;

e e rabler
~ %Minority . % Minority
. : . Enrollmisnt - Suspensions -
” New' York .. eea .~ 858
‘Houston ¢ - : , e 564 - . .71.0
. Cleveland ’ , LT , 509 70.8
Memphis - . : ‘ , ) . : 58.0 C 7002
Dallas - - : L 494 .. ~_B8.5

3 - - B R )
OCR forms OS/CR-102’s for Fall 1672 and Fall 1973 as- submitted by local achool
districts.- g T T

. To some, this finding might reflect dispfpﬁbrtiohgte ‘misbehavior among
Black students. Buit the researchers found this not to be the case: The Black

County (Jacksonville) Florida and Cleveland were the top five student sus-/

students, they decided, were just treated differently. A double'standard ap-:- ~ -

‘peared to operate for student suspensions.?: * \”

Table 2.contains data indicating th: t between 1i976.‘nnd__1980 a surpris- -

 .inglylarge number of public school atufdéxyivtéi'é@:éiyqd' suspensions. This table
depicts statistics for the fifty top ranked districts for which significant over-

representation of minorities suspended and expelled, aggregated by region.

Districts were flagged as having an ‘'overrepresentation of minorities if the : "
actual numbers of pupils suspended and expelled by race ethnicity deviated -
- significantly from what would.be expected if the manner in which pupils - -

were suspended and expelled were independent of race..For nearly every .

region of the nation, the proportion-of Biack students suspended or expelled . . -
is two to three times greater than the proportion of white stiidents suspended -

or expelled. The trend for Hispanics is less severe, only slightly exceeding the

* proportion of whites suspended or expelled:in most regions. . -

Thus, thie data indicates that minority students are two or th"xééﬁiﬁés,as’__ e

- . T

liable to be suspended as white students. This finding supports the Children’s

Defense Fund 1972-73 Study. The Children’s Defense Fund found at the

secondary school level that “Black students wpfi,a' suspended more than three .

times as often as white students: 12.8 percent compared with 4.1 percent.”10” . ‘

Such a disproportion would normally cause outrage, but school officialsand -

others, as we said; frequently attribute this d»ispropdr;ionali.ty'_to‘th'e behavior -
of minority students rather than to factors inherent.in the schools they su-'

pervise. Nor is it partiqularly-unus_t_;al' for minority students attending de- - - - 5

segregated schools to,experience more stringent enforcement of rules and
regulations than their white counterparts. . 1T SR

Discriminatory attitudes and habits once apparent in blatantly dual qﬁ.stams N

.~ now simply reflect themselves in the so-called second generation desegrega- . -/

“\tion problems involving _discrl'mindtory.dlscipl)na, tracking, and special edu-
cation placement- -1 U o oo SN

[ . ~
| .

'Recent findixigs ina study by Bennett and Harris in geveral c'it'iet;"de;\ S

* segregated recently, indicated: that minority students, indeed, appear to be
disciplined more than white students.?: © T N
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The T0p Flhy Dlstncts Wlth An Over Representahon

Of Mmormes Suspended Or Expelled Aggmgated By Region [1976] |

.. Region

H Todal'

- Enrollment

 Totl
Susponded -
On Expelled .

" Total . Total Black
" Blatk - Suspendsd
Enmlled OrExpelled

- Totl-
Whlt&
Enrolled

~ Total White -
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O Expelled :

*Told Total Hisp unlc wi
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Enmlled:‘f'-f----' Expellﬁd*‘,:;
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The Comumission concluded that

i
.

Cn September 16, 1980, the Metropolitan Human Rel tions Commission
‘compiled a report entitled “An Analysis of Suspension and Enrollment Pat-

terns Among Portland Public Schools.”13 This report contained data concern-

ing student suspensions during the 1978-79 academic year in the Portland,
Oregon area. The Commission found that although Black students comprised
only 13.5 percerit of the total enrollment, they accounted for 29.3 percent of

all the suspensiors. Compared to white students, Blacks were being sus-
pended ata 2.55 to 1 ratio. The students had generally been suspended for the --

following kinds of reasons: : s
1. School attendance problems. : ‘
2. Behavior problems with ‘8ther students; T
.3 Unacceptable individual behavior; and )

Y Disrespect, harassment, or. msubordmatron !

1. Black students suspensions are in disproportion to Black student
_ enrollment while the reverse is true for whites and other minorities;
"2. Based onactual occurrences, the ratio of a Black student’s probability
of suspension compared to that of whites is 2.55 to 1; for _other.
minorities, the ratio is 48 to 1; and ‘
3. The suspension probability ratio of Black students to thte students '

in K-8 schools is the highest forall school type/gradr levelsat3.25to L

1. The high school ratlo is the second highest at 2.75 to 1.1

Another study conducted by the South Carolina Human Affalrs Com—
mission presented data concerning student suspensions in three “school dis-
tricts between 1972 and 1975.' Here, too, the researchers found that Black

- students had been suspended out of all proportion to their numbers

It is important to note, of course, that those students’who are repeatedly_
suspended sometimes make the dlscrplme problem aapear greater thanitis. .
The repeater increases the number of Black student suspensions, causing
many to conclude that Black students are involved i inmore problems than one
might expect.'6 Moreover, the fearc'\ of suspensi6n (which is to say the'force of .
the punishment) diminishes if a student has already been excluded from the
classroom as a result of disruptive behavior. . ./

- The rationale giver. by some school administrators for suspending/stu-
dents is that a suspension “helps get the parents into the schootm/Bﬂt the
Children's Defense Fund survey found that 33 percent. of the spended
students who were interviewed claimed that they returned irf the re-entry
process:!? This finding coupled with the obvicus fact that srfspensxon rarely
encourages students to cortro} their behavior, forces gne to ask whether
suspension is an appropriate response to mishshavior, Not that educators
should view any one response as the answer for all students. On the contrary,
school officials must make every, =ffort to help studems learn to control their
own behavior. :

\ e

- . Y.

Coirclusmn N ' \
Dlsruptrve behavior in the schools can be seen'as one manifestation of the

_violence that_characterizes American society - generally Indeed; crimes -~

against persons and property have increased sorapldlv over the last decadeas
to, warrant natlonal alarm. Social scientists and commentators point to a
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variety- of causes for this development the erosion of respect for authorlty of

all kinds, whether it be the family, the church, the government or the school;

the glorification of war and violence in the media; the despair and desper-
~ ation occasioned by the continuing problems of poverty and racism; and the

- growing preoccupation with self-interest at the expense of the common good.

" /Having said that disruption in schoo.s is a part of the general social

- fabric, however, we e left with the central question: What.can be done to -

ensure the safety and security our students’and school staff deserve and that
the educational process requires? Some contend that the schools, alone,
"cannot be expected to resolve thé Jafger problems of alienation, discrimina-
tion, and economic dislocation, and that improved ¢onditions in our schools

. must awalt the success of massive social and cultural reforms.
* QOthers take the position' that’ schools can be maintained as havens of
~ order even amid general disorder if we lay down strict rules of behavior and
" adopt tough enforcement. T e authors reject this approach. Too often, as one

analyst has noted, it *leads to a self-defeating cycle, in which over-emphasis
on rules, surveillance and punishment fans the flames of resentment and

" defiance, and so on.”1®

. The educational system bears a dual responsibility when it comes to

combating disruption ‘in the schools. Tue immediate responsibility is to

ensure the safety of students and staff. In addition, there is alarger re§pons1-
bility to address the cause of this disruptive behavior. The.formier is an

institutional respons1blllty and implies-accountability; the latter is a shared

4.”respons1blllty and implies leadership.

If the process of education is slowed by dlsruptlons, the destructlon of

property, and a general loss of control prompt steps must be taken to remove
- 'these impediments.
" However, an inherent weakness is that the schools can address only the

and:the cycle will repeat itself. In the author’s view, therefore, the control of

disruptive behavior cannot be an ultimate ob)ectlve In fact, control strategies .
often replace the effects they attempt to prevent while they foster an.
authorltarlan environment. particularly unsuited to theeducation of students. .
Thus, we call: attentlon to a responsibility higher than addressing the"
more immediate concerns noted earlier. That responsibility addresses the
causes of school d1sruptlon. thus, it strives to achieve the fundamental objec-"
*tive. The past decade has seen a wide variety of national, state, and local

programs focuslng upon the problem of youth crime and. disruption, yet a

“cure”’ has yet to materialize.-We doubt that ¢ one- -willin the near fyture. There :

. s, however, a methodology that, while not a panacea, can dlrectly affect the
fundamental 2 blem of youth crime and disruption.” That methodology'* 3

centers on, preyentlon theory.”

Garnlng rapid acceptance in the medical and mental health fields, pre- .

vention theory has been applied wKth increasing success to )uvenlle violence
- and disruption./Prevention theory rests on the assumption that ‘specific con-

————symptoms of disruptive behavior. Dealing with symptoms is like taking
aspirins for a toothache. The pain may temporarlly ease, but its cause remains .

ditions nurtyre{an environment conducive to disruptive behav1or If these . .

. al alternatives appear in their place, constructive: behavmr should gradually
" supplant dis Ttwe be avior. ©

__.._conditions recejve. attentlon in a.way that reduces their impact- while positive



~ What is so attractive about prevention theory is its affifinative approach
to the problem of student disruption. While control and containment strate-
gies represent short-term, tactical approaches to the problem, prevention
makes possible a long-term, strategic response. When brought to bear.upon
those conditions that promote disruptign, it reinforces positively those fun-

damental values and ideals that have traditionally supported personal growth

and understanding .and have helped to develop contributing members of

_ society. The objectives of any recommendation should be to improve the

‘school glimate and reduce delinquency through the prdqusional develgp-"

_ ment of faculty and staff. Thus, the compatability of such a stiategy as
preven ion theory with the basic educational mandate is clear. .
Theé data discussed here clearly demonstrates that minority students are,

in fact, disproportionately suspended. . To suggest causes for this dispropor-
tion would, of course, be'to engage in conjecture. But the-data itself suggests
that the disproportionate numbers of minority students subjected to the

effects of school disciplinary.systems may Pe attributed to

1. the differing interpretations of what consititutes acceptable behav-
. iors and the differing expectatious of schcol officialsas to how these
sté‘nda/r.ds will be met by students from different race, sex and age

. groups; : '

2. the inconsistent application of school codes to different races, sexes,

~ -aad age groups; and - . . -
‘- 3. the need to analyze the nature and effect of the disciplinary-action
~and to appraise its suitability for the nature of the infraction.

" 1f the disparity between the suspension of black and white students is to
be reduced, the authors believe' with William Genova thai

1. . school officials must re-evaluate district discipl'inary policies and -

practices and formulate viable alternatives to suspension;

- 2. 'teachers, parents and students should all have some influence on the"’

forumlation of discipline policies; . o
3.. a survey of discipline records should be conducted to determine if
rules are being consistently administered; and . R

4. school officials should develop accountability rules aha’prohe'duigs ‘
to determine if the rules are being interpreted properly and if disci- -

pline is being administered consistently.!?

To aadrt_ass- dispropértipnate suspensions of Black and other minority‘\\ o
group studér_lts, school officials might also adopt the following procedure;. \

1. They might conduct ana\lyses that help them identify specific-prob-

- léms and causal facters. (Such an analysis wo 1d identify who is
being suspended, at.what school, at what grade gve’l. for what rea-
sons, and the race of the suspended student. Such idemificatian
would show where and what remedies need to be a plied.)

2. They might design and utilize disciplinary approachesithat directly
address these problems. ‘ -

3. They mightinvestigatethe possibility of more direct student{aining

_ and involvement in.school discipline in the form of studentcoar-
. dinati..g; committees, faculty study group and citizens task for
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4, Officials should se/&’ak the technical dssistaﬂce of outside experts\to
develop and implement a disciplinary system that is equitable and,
above all, nmdis;‘:rimin’atoryr ; '

In summary,-while the authors have refrained from suggesting reasons .
for the difference between white and minority group suspension rates, our .
purpose here is to show that such a difference does, in fact, exist. For this
reason, educators must carefully study the problem to determine the reasons
for this disproportionate treatment.
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A STUDY OF THE CAUSES OF -
- DISPROPORTIONALITY .-
IN SUSPENSIONS'AND EXPULSIONS OF - *
MALE AND BLACK STUDENTS*
PART ONE: Characteristics of Disruptive
" and Non-Disruptive Students

Christine Bennett |

o _ . J. John Harris, Tl © ‘ o
T he fact that disproportionate nﬁlhbe:'s: o_f-:males and Blacks are being.
suspended and expelled from our schools has been well established (eg.
Bickel, 1980; Moody, 1980). However, the reasons have not. -

- cerned about the problem and agreed to particip

Ate the causes of discipline problems Youtad hr the soriosenrottonat—~

characteristics of disruptive students(eg:’ unstable home life)? In the char-

acter of certain schools? In teacher and administrator attitudes and beliefs? In
some combination of these? Do the low disproportionality schools tolerate
more “devidnce” among Blacks and males? Do the formal and informal rules
and how they are enforced differ among schools? Do stildents simply cause . .. -
more trouble in some schools then in others? -~ . = o

One way.of separating the student and institutional variables that may -~
influence school discipline probleins is to identify some characteristics of . .
student “disrupters,” as distinguished froin student “non-disrupters.” An-
other is to study the characteristics of “high* and :f1011"'fdisproportionality
schools and to identify factors which might explain the differences in school

~ discipline disproportionality among Blacks and males. -

 This research project has studied both student characteristics and school
characteristics. Our aim was to identify explanations of disproportionality
among Black and malestudent “disrupters,” and toidentify promising school .
practicesand conditions which help mediate the problem. Too voluminous to
be presented in a single paper, the findings arereported in three papers which . '
focus on student characteristics (Bennett and Harris, 1981), school char-
acteristics (Bennett, 1981) and teacher and administrator attitudes and beliefs
(Heid, 1981). , T S o
Our research was conducted in two large urban school corporations
located in the midwest. Both corporations had previouslybeen ranked among -
the country’s one hundred. most problématic school corporations concerning .
minorities and school discipline (HEW, 1976). Both corporations weré con- - .
articipate ina study that would lead -
to programs designed to counter the problem of disproportionality in school
discipline. - - : oy L : o ‘-\ '
"+ Each school corporation was treated as a totally separate research site,
and all data were analyzed separately. However, the methodology and. data

. collection ‘techniques, were’ nearly identical, and thus’it was possible to

examine the degree to which findings from the tivo separate school corpﬁr\a-

- .. tions would corroborate each other. - .- \

Our findings in the two diffprent’sifés;h;tiré.:‘iri fact, highly similar. The
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characteristics of ““serious disrupters”, as well as teacher attitides and beliefs,
are virtually identical. And, while some differences were dlscovered between

the highest race disproportionality school in each site, the lowest race dis-
proportlonahty schools were ahke on most of the variables studied. o

I. Methodology and Data Source . o a

A. Overview

The study was conducted w1th the full cooperation of the central admm—
istration and building principals in both school corporations. Two Project
Facilitators, one based in each school corporation, joined the project staff.
These individuals proved to be invaluable liaisons, and were able to gain the
parental permissions which allowed the project staff to study student records
in accordance with privacy regulations. They also provide access to statistics

“'on school enrollments, student withdrawals, and studeai suspensions and

expulsions. Data collection ‘came from a variety of sources which include:

‘taped interviews of students, parents, admlmstrators, and teachers; student

cumulative folders; schoél “discipline files;" paper-pencil questionnaires

-completed by students, teachers and administrators; and State Department

statistics on- enrollments, w1thdrawa-ls, suspensmns and expulsions, all
broken down by school, sex and race. .
The total number of high schools possible, five from one site and six from

" the other, participated in the study. All *‘serious disrupters,” i.e. students

who had been suspended-three or more times and/or expelled from schéol, in -
each school corporation were identified (N = 322 and 362). Random samples
of 100 and 100 students stratified by school, race; sex and grade level were
selected from the population of “serious disrupters” in each district. Other
random samples of 100 and 110 non-disrupters, again stratified by school,
race and sex, were selected from the ninth, tenth and eleventh graders en-
rolled in"each school. The family of each selected student was personally

~ contacted for written permission to participate in the study. When permission

was not obtained, another student was randomly selected. .
A team of experienced interviewers was trained to conduct the 1nterv1ew

-using a common format. Interviewers and interviewees were matched by race.

Pairs of interviewers visited-each home to conduct the parent and student

.interviews smultaneously and in separate rooms. The students also com-
" pleted a paper-pencil questionnaire (ppq). A tdtal of 210 student interviews

.. and 210 parent interviews were completed; the interviews were: taped and

later coded, and ranged from 30-60 minutes in ‘length.

The remaining population of serious disrupters not interviewed was also - .
-studied. The following information was identified for all disrupters (N = 684) .-

and recorded on Form A’s whether or not they were interviewed: race, sex,

GPA, grounds for suspension or expulsmn, 8th grade reading and math

achievement test scores, family structure and parent(s) occupation.
The student paper-pencil questionnaire (ppq) was also administered toa -

sample of 10-25% of the student population in each of the eleven high- - -

schools. Interviewees, the selected student ‘‘disrupters’” and ‘“‘non-
disrupters,” were not included in this sample. -
Ten teachers and the top 3-4 administrators.in each school were also

"interviewed. These administrators completed a pencil paper questionnaire as :

well. Finally, a randomly selected 20% of the teachers and students at each |

2

50



school (excluding those interviowed) also were asked to complete a paper
pencil questionnaire. . T

Four interview formats were developed for this study by the project staff:
an administrator, teacher, parent and student format. Although the formats « -
differed, a common core of questions on student discipline used in|previous
research was included in each format, as was a common core on school
desegregation. Three pencil paper questionnaire formats (for students,

" teachers and administrators) were also developed; most of the items had been °
used in previous research on school discipline and/or school desegregation
"(Bickel, 1979; Foreliand and Ragosta, 1976; and Bennett, 1980). '

Forms A and B were developed by the project staff to record personal
history data on disruptive and non-disruptive students respectively. The
forms were completed by members of the project staff who consulted st_\xdent
records (ie. cumulative folders and discipline files). |

B. The Student Samples ’ B \L
1. Characteristics of Serious Disrupters in Site A: Interview Samble )
L Based on individual school discipling records, a total of 322 high school
“students were identified as Having been suspenided three'or more times-and/or-—-—-
eexpelled from school during the 1979-80 school year. The personal records of
‘each of these students were consuited and backgrdund information was
gathered and recorded on Form A’s. By far the most frequent grounds for

charges brought against Black students were discretionary. Discretiona
‘grotinds include the following: . ' - r\y -

_a. “‘Use of conduct which interferes with ‘school purposes (violence,
force, noise, coercion, etc.).” (Note: fighting, stealing, damaginé i
foperty, and weapon possession were not included here.) \\

j. “Failure to comply with directions of teachers when judged to be\l

interferring with school purposes,” and A

1. “Violation, or repeate(f violation, of school tules validly ‘.adopted." \
(Note: Fighting, stealing, damaging property, and weapon posses-
sion were not, included here.) : '

\

The most frequent grounds for charges brought against White students were \
truancy, followed by discretionary and drugs. Stealing, fi; ting,and weapon |
possession were relatively infrequent grounds against any student, but all ~ \

“ three were brought against Blacks more often than against Whites. On the .|
other hand, drug charges and truancy were much more common charges for \
White than Black students (Bennett and Harris "81a).’ _

The findings on curriculum must be view . with caution since this
information was not available in 75 of the 322 cases. However, most Black
student disrupters were enrolled in a general or vocational curriculum. This
pattern was also true for White student disrupters, although college prep and
business programs also emerged. Only one student was enrolled in special
education.’ oL . o :

Overall, more than half of these students live v-ith two parents, when the
remarried parents are included. However, among Blzck student “disrupters”
more than half live in homes with a divorced single parent.

Unfortunately, reading and math achievement test scores were not re-

bl -
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corded for a large number of student “dlsrupters " Thus, the figures are only
suggestive. Considering those students for whom the scores were available it

is clear that-a-goed number had scored below grade level on eighth grude '
achievement tests. This was markedly true among Black students, as com-
pared with Whites, over half of whom scored at or above grade level on
reading. - . ‘

e 2. Characteristics. of the Student Population Cross-Sectlons (FPQ
Sample) in Sites A and B: PPQ Sample
" Insite A, the ppq sample (N = 727) may be characterized as college prep
students who evaluate themselves as average to above average students with

« . the ability to-succeed in college. The vast majority of their parents have not

attended a PTA meeting, most know a school adult who will help when they
are in trouble, and the vast majority have never been in a fight at school.
Approximately two-thirds live with both parents, take a newspaper at home,
and have mothers with a high school or college education. The sample is
predominantly White, with only 68 of the-727 students bemg Black. Only 85
of the sample rep%rted one or more suspensions.

The.student ppg sample (N = lz.jun_ﬁlle.ﬁ_appnars_to_be_a_tmer i
representatron of the total student populatibn than in Site A. The Site'B
sample is charatterized by students who are dispersed across all of ‘the
curriculum areas, and who see themselves as average to somewhat above
average students with “probable” ability to succeed in college. .

The sample is a good cross-section of the school community in terms of '
sex and race. Approximately 10% report having been in a fight “this year,”
and 20% have been suspended at least once. Thus, while the sample may not
be totally random, neither is it “hand picked.” As is true in Site A most ppq _ .
students have parents who have notattended aPTA meetmg, mosthave never
been suspended or in a fight, and most receive a newspaper at home. School
differences were noted within the student ppq samples on a number of
selected student characteristics. Most of these differences were “school”
based, rather than related to family conditions, and are discussed elsewhere
. (Bennett, 1981).

The focus of this paper is the characteristics of “serious dlsrupters. as
compareg with non-disrupters. Reported elsewhere_in our'study of char-
acteristics which distinguished high and low dlsproporuonahty schools
(Bennett, 1981). However, findings related to school differences and overall
. patterns of disproportionality will be highlighted here to provide a context for

" the discussion of the dlfferencesbetween student dlsrupters and nondisrup-
ters. : S P

- -

II. Findings .

A. Overview of Findings on Dlsproporuonahty in School D1sc1plme

The GINI Index of Dissimilarity was used toexamine the degree to which -
disproportionate numbers of male and/or Black students comprised the seri-
ous disrupter population.. As used-in this study’s context, the GINI Index .,
identifies the proportlon of Black and male disrupters which would need to
be redistributed among White and female disrupters in order to eliminate’
disproportionality. Tables 1a-and 2a display the GINI indices for each of the ..
five high schools in Site A, and Tables 1band 2b dlsplay the indices for each -
school in Site B. ‘
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Race Diopropordonallty of “Serlous Disrupter" in Site A

' '[nble la

by School GINI' Index}of Dissimilarlty

Disrugter
28Ty 6

" Non-

Dlsrugter “Total

_ School 1

School 2 .

14
112
29

12
- .075

293

1,078

129

School 3 \

72

21 _
. 162
55

210

1,623

- 1,780

307
1,107
141

1,852

231

1,678

. .Schooll 4 . ‘\\

- School 5

W

21 _

L .144
.38

“:34

35

415

153 .

1,434
. 132

1,563

165 - .

1,472 -
166

‘1508

Race _stproportmnahtv ‘of “Serious Disrupter” in Site B

Table 1b

by School GINI Index of Dissimilarity

School

o
Index - _

. Non'
Dlsrupter Dlsrupter ]

Total -"-.‘__ -

5 ;242,"
'_;237j

}296.
‘,;1931
.'5055;; :

2110 - -

~16

17

9
11

.. 13

.38

. . 123

938

318
1780 .

. 175'_
-1326 :

942

:234i

65 1022

T 241
918

"1_320 '

129

949 |

320 %"

102
" 1364 |

- 366 |

1655

_‘259;

250, . "
C L9290



g o Table 2a
Sex Dlsproporﬂonality of “Serious Disrupter" in Site \ o
_ by School GINI Index of Dissimilanty \ .
. . - Disrupter - - Disrupter Total
School1 - - } Males © 29 | 688 ¥<17
o 1173 \
Females . 14 . -—683 - 697\'
- School 2 . Males 50 : 972 1,022
v - ;. .086 ‘
7 . Females .  -34. ‘937 -971
School 3 ‘ B J Males + 59 892 951
. 290 - '
Females . L 941 958
. . . R . . s
School 4 . S Males 39 ‘ 817 856
: ' - 265 L -
Femaless - 11 - 770 781
School 5 R Males - _ 51 o ~ 880 9”3','1' B
| ' - 220 ¢
- Females .18 s ) 815 °~ - 833
B Sex Disproportlonality of “Serious Dlsrupters” in SiteB - -
by School GINI Index of Dmsimnlanty
L S - GINI -~ “ . |Nomn . -
School . " Index . '“’Elsrupter Disrupter” _ Total .
1: L 242 M 1 11 o9 . 620
" : : F 9 [5@0 - 559"
N - . . 1 . - L \ .' .' L
t2 : . 115 M ‘7 |’559 566~ .
i ' .- .- F 10 -s502 512
3. dan M 23 1004 " 1117
' PR 6 1002 1008
4 L ‘A7z M 38 - 774 81Z...
' : -F 17 717 734
5 . o 134 ..M . 100 624 = 724
: : - F .59 . 638 . . 697.
6 225 ‘M. s8. 650
DT T — ““E"#"»—"f':z,z'%t‘t" 601 T
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These ffhdings show a di'sproborltiongigly'high nu:noez of Bléck%md
male “serious disrupters” in each’of the eleven high schouis. I‘iowaver/./there
are striking differences in th&a degree of disproporﬁonali]ty within thediffer-

ent schools, particularly Witlh regard to Black students, -

For Site A, Table 1a'identifies School Five as having the highes/t’level of .

race disproportionality and S‘ chool Twg the lowest. TheLnumber of Black and
White “disrupters” in Schoal Five is almost equal, even though Black stu-
dents comprise only 1/12 of ?h
School Five is .415, meaning that in order to eliminate ra.ial disproportion-
ality, nearly half of the Blacﬁ serious disrupters 'woul% ieed to be White. In
School Two the GINI Index|is much lower (.075) indicating that approxi-
‘mately 7% percent of the Black disrupters would nee-'to be White in order to
_ eliminate racial disproportionality. School One has v:e second Jlowest GINI
Index (.112), and Schools Three and Four are fairly similar with GINI indices
of .162 and .144 respectively. = S '

1

Table 2a shows that males are also over-represerted arf;bng thé “serious

e total student population. The GINI Index for . *

disrupters”. In no other school is the level of disprop rt}unﬁlity among males

- ashigh.asitisamongBlacks.in School Five. Howev r, except frx School Five
the disproportionality level for males inall schools?s highe: than for Blacks,
particularly in Schools Threi and Four: School Two again emerges as the

school with the lowest lé—vel"of disprdportionality.; e T .

The findings for Site B also shqw\,a disproportionately high number of

Black and male “serious disrupters” in each of the six high sccsis. However,

there are again clear differences in the degree of disproporti ﬁa_lit'y within the

different schools. Table1b idéntifies S'(‘;hools One| Two asyz Three as having

‘relatively high levels of race disproportionality,| with School Three being

highest. ‘School Five reflectsLavstrikin‘gly low level of disproportionality.
(However, for the school corporation as a whole; this school also has the
highest nuinber of “serious disrupters’! for both Black and White students.

- There are over three times as many Bla'cl‘( dis_x'uptqt;x/ and seven times as many

_White disrupters in School 'Fi\)e ‘as'compared jith School Three which is

/

" most comparable in'size.) The' number ‘\of Black and White ‘‘disrupters” in -

e e
3

Schools One and Three is almost equal, even th'é gh Black students comprise
only about one-fifth and one-s*xth of thé\_respéct ve total school populations,

The GINI Index for School Three is .298l meaning that in order to eliminate -

racial disproportionality nearly a third of the Black serious disrupters would

need to be White. In Schools One and TV\}\O. app"roximately one quarter of the

Black “seriousdisrupters” would need tobe White in orderto eliminate racial
. disproportionality. In School ﬂiv%he GINI] _’q:gx is much lower (.036) indi-
- cating that approximately.3%2 percent of the'Black-disrupters would need to
" be'White in-order to eliminate racial dispr portionality. School Six has the
. second lowest GINI Index (.120) And Schiool Four the third lowest (.193).
Table 2b shows that males a‘larp also over-represented among the *'serious
"disrupters” in SHG‘BTHUWBVBr;Wthe"degreé‘bT ex. disproportionality is lower
 than that of race disproportionality in each school except Schools Five and
Six. School One shows the lowg’_’sﬂbvel of se'p( isproportionality with a GINI
Indexof .025, and-School Three isEEﬁFiEihfghast'with‘ an'Indexof :271.

As schools work harder to retain studen s'wh_o.might otherwise drop out -

. at age sixtéen, they may also be increasing their number of “discipline -

| -problems.” Ironically, those schools which do the least for problem studerits

e
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may experience fewer discipline problems because potential disrupters drop
out. Thus one possible explanation for the striking school differencés in race
and sex disproportionality amoiig “d1srupters” is that levels of student with-
drawals may be highest in schools where dls/proportmnallty among disrup: -
ters is lowest. Possibly, in some schools more  students drop out prior to being

" suspended or expelled than in other schools However, our findings did not
support this conclusion. Patterns of school and student race/sex differences in
student withdrawal were mirror images of the student “dlsruptlons" (Ben-
nett, 1981). A

B. Comparlsons Between Never Suspended: Students, 0nce+ Sus-
.pended Students, Non-Disrupters and “Serlous strupters” on Selected PPQ
Variables :

1. The Self Indices: Fatallsm, D1sllke School and Fair Punlshment o

“All of the ppq items with a pers?nal or self focus were factor analyzed
Three factors emerged and were us7d as separate 1ndlcators

" a. ‘Fatalism Index :
" Ten items were found to compnse the Fatallsm Index: These same items- -
- have been used extensively in other research to measure locus of control or
the degree to which an individual believes she has control over his’or her
destlny, and are the following::

When bad tlﬂng!; are going to happen, they ]ust are going to happen no.
i _ matter what you try to do to stop them.

o 1. agree . . _
2. disagree R : I‘
On the whole, [ am sat1sf1ed with myself ‘
1. agree ot . !
2, d1sagree , Lo . j
Good luck is just as 1mportant for success as hard work is.
1. agree ., g |
2. d1sagree !
|
I feel I d6 not have much to be proud of. - _
1. agree . ‘ . T
C 2, dlsagree © -

Some klds are just naturally lucky
1./ agree ) °
’!2 . disagree . '

-

' 1 feel llke I don’t really belong in th1s school ' P
1. agree’ ‘ :
2. disagree

¢ R . -

'When I make plans, I am almost sure I can make them work

.. agree o ‘ ,
2 d1sagree : o
: Most people are better off than I am.
\ ' 1. agree
\ e e 22 220 Aadlsagree -




" Magst of the time it doesn’t pay to try hard because things never turn out
right anyway. e R S
1.. agree
- 2. _disagree

o .
- Everything considered are you happy,.pretty happy, or not too happy
these days? Lo S

¢ 1. veryhappy
- 2. pretty happy
3. not too happy =

Y

These items were scored such tht a high score indicated a high degree of
“fatalism,” or a feeling of lack of personal cdntrol over the environment.
In both sites, a striking difference emerged when never suspended stu-
dents were compared with students 'suspended one or more times (Insert
Tables 3a and 3b). Students whé had been suspended only one or two times
~ revealed higher levels of fatalism than the students. wiio had never been
suspended. However, there also'emerged a trend showing lowest levels of
——fatalisny aiiong the studernits who had been suspended most frequently. THis ——
~ trend was supported by the study of ,‘_‘sférious disrupters” and non-disrupters. - . : °
- - As shown in Tables 4a and 4b, the interviewed.!'serious disrupters” scored
significantly lower on Fatalism than did. their interviewed non-disruptive
« classmates. - - TR S B A .
" These findings stiggest that the schools “serious disrupters” have al- .
lower sense of fatalism, and thus a highér sense of personal efficacy than do

~ “non:disrupters.” - .
- b. Dislike School Index » S e
" Thefive following ppqitems emerged as one factorwhich.was labeled as
a-DISLIKE SCHOOL Index. T A Co
81. Do you like the'pﬁncipal of this éch?ol? . ‘
1. yes - R P
: . . o]
2? ‘ no . .\‘. ~ ~ ‘
3. Idon’tknow . . '
82. ‘Do you think youfwill go to college?
1. yes | o l' / s
2. no ' : ' ‘ ' :
83. In the morning, are you usuél_ly glad to go to school? . ’
1. yes - K L L :
2. no: oo | PR IS ;
88. Doyou hateschool? | ' A -
L " 1. yes e | L ‘ ) L , .*/
2. ~no ; ' : / . /
- . b i h H]
87. - Do.you usually hate school? . : N L -
1. yes i . B v - ; /
2. no ©. 1. . , , S

These items were scored' siiéh that a high 's;:'or'e"n‘leant dislike qurincif)al,' no
collegd plans, not glad to attend school, hate and usually hate school.. ., -

0




. _between never-and-oncet- suspended- students in both sites. As shown m‘

S3 e RS o R

Slgmflcant dlfferences were dlscovered on the DISLIKE SCHOOL Index o

Tables 5a and 5b the never-suspended students scored higher on the Dislike S
School- Index than oncet suspended_students._Companson,sfbetween—the :

interviewed serious disrupters and non-disrupters further substantiate these
findings; the “serious” disrupters score lower on dislike school {sée Tables 6a

and 6b). These findings suggest that the school “trouble-makers” studied are -
-more posltlve about school than their never-suspended class_mates e T

- Unfair Punishment Index

The following two items formed a separate factor and were labeled the
Unfair Punishment Index:

84, When you get pumshed at school does it usually seem it’s for no

_ good reason at all? . /
1. yes '
. 2 no .
o -T have never been pumshed ,
_ 85, Compared to other students you know, do you feel you get pun—*

lshed fairly?

"« 1. yes |
2. no ;

|
3. Ihaven't been pumshed at school“

" The hlgher the score-the-higher the feelmg ‘that pumshment occurs for no
good reason and is unfair in comparlson with, classmates.

When never suspended students are compared with oncet suspended
students the differences are significant. And as in the case of Dislike School,
the never suspended student’s score higher than the oncet suspended. In

both Sites A and B, more never suspended students fend to believe school . -

" punishment is unfair than dotheir classmates who have been suspended_one
or more times. (See Tables 7a and 7b) Comparisons of the non and serious.
. disrupters interviewed again corroborates fmdmgs based on the ppq sample.
The disrupters scored lower on Unfair Pumshmentt\ee Tables 8a and 8b). .

it appears from the three “Self Indices” that the'school’s worst trouble
makers have stronger feelings of personal efflcacy than do their high achiev-

- ing, scholastically successful classmates. Furthermore, they score lower on
‘Hate School and hlgher on Fair Pumshment than their never suspended
classmates.

A conclusion that the school’s most successful students have alow sense -
of personal efficacy, hate school, and see the school-as treating students
unfairly does not seem warranted. While the achievers and conformers may -
not be as positive about school as many educators assume, they obviously
have decided to achieve and conform and feel enough efficacy to do so. What
is most important here, is the finding that;many of the schools’ worst trou-
blefnakers feel positive about school and value education. Furthex'more. they
appear to have a strong sense of personal efflcacy . -

2. The Power Indices: Institutional Power and Gmssroots Power
Eiglit ppq items which dealt with how much ‘influence the student feit -
different groups of per\sons have in his or her school were factor analyzed . -

~ ——
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'___exgense-of their own-sense of efficacy.

- ~"than do p_ével_'-suspendef. students.

= T 4

li . .

———{IlemsMQ_nn_the_ppq)‘..'Two fdctdr\sﬁer-néi'éed: Institutional Pow % and

s \

\

-Grassroots Po&vhr.‘lns,titix’tional Power represents the influence of the school

. board, superintendent and principal. Grassroots Power reprgsentsl,the influ-

~~enceof the self; studentsand parents-No factor emerged to represehtteachers
and assistant principals, whose influence seemed to rest somevghére between _,

the two cther|groups. - -

never and/oncet suspended students in both Sites. Never suspended students
tend to perceive the School Board, Superinténden and Principal as having

Highly signifirant differences on ihstitu,tionél P%;emerged between .

more school influence than do students who hate been suspended one or

more times. (See Tables.9aand 9b) - - | S
" Comparisons between never and oncet uspended students on Grass-

. roots Power show highly significant differences in Site A.* Students who
have never bégn suspended perceive much/more school influence for them-

selves, other! students and parents than do students who have been sus-

pended. Thuls, their perceptions of strong institutiona’ power is not at the

. low levels ‘of{both institutional and personal influence in their school. -
Findings on the-two. Power Indicgs among the interview samples froin

both Sites ftrongly corrobate the larggr sample findings. As shown in Tables -

10a and 11ajand 10b and 11b, no -disrupfers score higher than “serious

*~ disrupters” on Institutional Power nd on jrassroots Power. This supports .

the data from the larger ppq sample where never suspenided students scored

higher than .oncet suspended st dents on both power indices. Therefore, |

although “serious disrupters” have a strong sense of personal efficacy (ie.
lowest on Fatalism), concerningjthe schoél environment they perceive very

little influerice from themselves; other st dents, and parents. They also per:
ceive very little influence coming from the superintendent, school board, and

7 their principal.

-, 3 Posx'ti\(e School Cl e ’
Questions 12-25 on tHe ppq comprised a single factor which was labeled

v
!

ate Index|

. the’School Climate Index (Bickel, 1988). These items were scored so that the
higher an index score s, the more_posi ive are feelings about school climate.
students in each Site. o .

Tablesiaa and/13b show that never suspended students were less posi-
‘tive about their school than were thejoncet suspended students. /

The interview samples in Site A did not'yield significant diffeyences
between “d'lisru/pters” and' “non-disrupters” on Positive School Climate.
However, as shown in Table 14b, “serious disrupters” in Site B 'scored

Significant'aiffere:;:Zs were found between the never and oncet suspended

significar_ltlg:{rhigher on’ Positive Schopl Climate than did non-disrupters. = =

_“ Overall, it appears that the oncet suspended students and the “serious dis-

“rupters” in this study tend to feel more positive about their school climate
4. ‘."‘The Schoq]/Désegregdtidn Indices: Interracial Environmeélt, Inter-
racial Friendship“and White Predominange C '

N : /

*There is a rl‘\c;nfsignificwnt trend m Site B ‘ﬂg support this finder;gL

o
(=]
~F
o
\‘

ncet suspended students perceive -

\
\

|
|
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! Questlons 26- 63 on th /ppq deglt with school desegregatlon These 1tems
were factor:e analyzed and yielded t\hree factors: Interracial Envn'Onment
Interra"\al Frlendshlp, :md White. Predommance :

' "‘a. Interracwl Envu'onm ent _
e followmg items: comprlsed ‘the Interracial Envu‘onment Index

\32. If you could choose the kmd of school you would goto, would you

: pick one with - - - ) )
R 1. all white students ‘3,‘
' 2.. all black students =~ "°

3. a mlxture ‘of dlfferent kmds of students

w
(]

Du you think your fnends would thmk  badly of you if you went
someplace after school w1th a student of a different race?
1. yes ; O
2. no g o

s

57. How uncomfortable do you feel around students of a, dlfferent ‘

3 ——e

race? o LT

I B generally very uncomfortable
o 2. generally somewhat uncomfortable
‘ - 3. oceasiorally somewhat uncomfortable
! 4, notatall uncomfortable

58. Are the student government offlcers in this school all of the same
racial group, or are they from different groups?
1. all of the same racial group o o
2. different groups L ! L.
59. Arethe cheerleadersin your school of the same racial group. orare
they from different groups? : -
1. all of the same racial group -|
2. different groups : [

60. How often do you have class discussions about race relathns"‘
1. aboui once.a week or more often ‘ -
2. about once a month e
3. -eve.; few months o : L.
4. no such discussions so far

61. Ingeneral, do you think that white people are smarter than black
people. that black people are smarter than white people, ~r do-you
tiiink that a person’s color doesn t have anything to do with how
smart he is?

1. white people are sinarter
. 2 black people are ‘smarter :
i _2. color doesn't have anything to do with smartness

v

_ 62. The way things are going between blacks and whites in this
———school, do you thmk thmgs w111 be better or worsé next year?

1. betfer ‘ .
-2, same ’ , L , #
3. - worse -

ERIC
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__These iteins were scored so that more points were given for choices indicating

support for interracial interaction. The index was believed to measure the
student’s and the school’s support for an interracial school:environment. R
-~ Significant school differences as well as, racelsex differences were dis-
covered on the Interracial Environment Index. These are discussed elsewhere -
(Bennett, 1981). However, no significant differences were noted between

. either neyer and oncet suspended students or between non-disrupters and .
‘serious disrupters. - S S

. b. VIn\tgrt\aciul"Friendship . oo -
The Index of Interracial Friendship differs from the Interracial Environ-

ment Index in that it measures interracial relations of a more personal nature

- such as phone conversations, seeking help on homework, and the desire for
friends of a different race. The factor which was converted into this index

consists of four items: o

29. Have you ever called a student of a different race on the phone?
" 1. yes. - ' . ! .
-~ 2. no - : A .
v .- ' - | .
30. This school year, have you helped a student from another race
with school work? : ‘ :
S 17 yeés® B
2. nf)

31, This school year, have you asked a student from another race to
iielp you with your homework? ‘
1. yes
2. o

i

34. Would you like to have niore friends who are of a different race?
. L _yes
. 2. no

These were scored so that a high score indicated interracial mix.

; The Interracial Friendship Index produced significant differences be-
tween the never and oncet suspended studefts. Tables 15a and 15breveal the
lowest score for never suspended students, and higher scores among students
suspended one, two, three and sixt times in Site A and among students

suspended one, two, three, four and sixt times in Site B. Thus it appeers that -

there is more interracial mixingon2 personallevel amnng students who have
been suspended one or more times than among studer. who have never been
suspended. ‘ o .

c. The White Predominance Index ' .

The White Predominance Index, believed to top orientations of racism,
yield significant sex/race group differences and significant school differ-
ences. These differences as well as the items are discussed elsewhere (Ben-
neit, 1981). No differences were noted on this measure between never and
oncet suspended students. However significant differences between non-

disrijpters and serious disrupters were discovered in Site B (see Table 16b), -

where disrupters scored éig'nificéntly lower on the White ?redominance

Index.

61;!"',,72

R
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Overall fmdmgs on the school desegregatlon measures used in this -
= study show-more-positive-it. terracral—attrtudes—and-behmors-among-semus—
disrupters than among non—dlsrupters . 2

JIL Conclusnons o o .\

. - What can we conclude from thls study about the causes of dlspropor- '
tionality among Black and male “serious disrupters?”’ Causation is difficult to ~

* proye on any cross-sectional study, but our findings do'warrant a number of
conclusions. The answer is somewhat different for male student disrupters in
general, and the Black student disrupters.

First, while there is always an interaction between the home and school
environments, we cannot place the “blame” at the students’ doorstep. The =
serious disrupters in both Site A and Site B come to school with a strikingly .
high sense of personal efficacy. In addition to a strong sense of personal

v efficacy, the serious disrupters come with positive feelings about school, and
when they do get into trouble they tend to feel their punishment has been
reasonable and fair. What they lack is a sense of personal efficacy concerning
the school. In fact, among the disruptive students,no person or group (i-e.’
superintendent, principal or school board) emerges as having much influence
at school. This overall sense of power vaccuum in the school is significant.

. The contrast in feelings of personal and school efficacy may help explain the
" _ disproportionate numbers of males who are suspended and expelled from
“schools.

Although recent socml events a are no doubt increasing female's sense of
personal effieacy,,there is a good deal of evidence which shows that at least
until recently, females in our society tend to have a lower- sense of efficacy
than males. Thus, it is possible that males have Kigher self expectations for
school success and activity and therefore feel greater frustration with failure
in school. Conflicting levels of personal and school efﬁcacy may result in
more. ‘disturbance,” or “acting out.”

Since.the sample of female disfupters is so' small, comparlsons of the
levels of personal efficacy between the male and female disrupters studied are
not possible. But judging from previous research:-(e.g. Bennett, 1972),

.. females’ levels of personal efficacy are probably lower than their male class-

. mates. Thus they may have lower expectations for school success and feel less
frustrated by school failure.

_ 0ur findings on the characteristics of disrupters and non-dlsrupters
apply to both Black and White studehts. In fact, with the exception of White
~ males’ scores on White Predominance, Interracial Fnendshlp and Interracial
Environment, no significant differences emerge by race’ on any of the ppq
indices, although there was a trend showing Black males and Black females to
be highest on unfair punishment. Thus student status as a disrupter or

_ non-disrupter is a more salient factor in this stydy than is the variable of race.
. Our findings suggest that school programs de51gned to help “disruptive
_students” should build feelings of school efficacy. "Programs should use
. dec1smn-mak1ng strategies and other activities designed to “give kids a stake
~—-- in-the 'school.” There-is-evidence-to-support-the position that schools can
., increase student’s feelings of, efficacy in relatively brief periods of time (e.g.
Ehman, 1970; Glasser, 1976; Bennett, 1972). Other research (e.g. Forehand

73 e‘z ..
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and Rogosta, 1976) indicates that the most effective appAroach would be one

—_which-earries-strong institutional support in cooperation with student and

_parent involvement and real inﬂ'ueﬁg:e. Such programs may be especially

- important for males, and should begin early in the elementary school.

The exact causes of disproportionality among Black students are difficult
to establish. However, our broader findings show that these causes are related
to an overall orientation of White predominance which includes institutional
and individual racism. Sources of racism are difficult to pinpoint because
they originate ina social context beyond the school, but this does not relieve

* the school from taking action to mediate racism.

Black parent and Black student -perceptions that some teachers and
administrators are racist are borne out by the results of the a'npnynfous Tppq
(Bennett and Harris, 1981). Many of the teachers would not live in a desegre-
gated neighborhood, did not favor mandatory school desegregation, felt the
civil rights movement had done .more harm-than good, and felt that the
problems of prejudice were exaggerated. One third believed that Blacks and
Whites should not be allowed to intermarry. Furthermore, the majority of the
teachers perceived their White students to be superior. intellectually and °
socially, and in other chardcteristics related to school achievement. Given
what we know about the power of teacher expectations, the picture is grim for
many Black students. Added to the racist orientation of many teachers, is the
“White pr_edominance" orientation among students who completed the ppq,
particularly White male students.’ R S '

‘Reported in Part 11 of this paper, our findings concerning the descriptions '
of “high” and “low” disproportionality schools (Bennett, 1981}, support
acerlains made by other researchers (e.g. Bickel, 1980, Moody. 1978) that the
schools themselves are in some Lieasure responsible for race disproportion-
ality in student discipline. Considering that a majority of the Black students

“studied live in the same neighborhood and that the males and females come

1

from comparable neighborhoods, we must wonder why higher proportions of
Black and male students are suspended'_and_expelled in some schodls than in
others. When we find, as was the case in this study, that in the schools
showing the highest levels of race and sex disproportionality students score
highest on Dislike School, highest on Unfair Punishment, lowest on Adminis-
trator Support of School Desegregation, lowest on Interracial Environment,
and highest on White Predominance, we realize that thereare school condi-
tions which make school discipline problems worse, or better.

Previous studies have shown that an open and strong commitment to
““good race relations” and “academic achievement” on the part of adminis-
trators is needed for an effectively integrated school andequitable student
discipline (Forehand and Rogosta). A large portion of the teachers in this
study reported that they did not know how their superintendent felt about
school desegregaticn, and a majority perceived that the White, but not Black,
teachers in their school were opposed to school desegregation (Heid, 1981).

i

Turthermore, in spite of extensive inservice efforts in both school corpora-

tions, very few teachers reported any inservice related to teaching in desegre- -

gated settings (i.e. less than 10%). .
The fact that each school corporation was a willing participant in this
study strongly attests to-a genuine concern and commitment to equitable

student disciplinoand effective school integration. This commitment must be
o - 4

-
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‘translated into strategies which impact certain teachers’ attitudes, beliefs,

and behaviors if equitable school discipline is to be achieved. These strategies

- should involve teachers who already share a commitment to equitable school

discipline and effective integration. .
Our conclusions do place the burden of action on the school.,No doubt

other factors not part of the school and not studied on this research help

. explain why disproportionate numbers of males and Blacks are disciplined in

- Sites A and B. What should make us feel optimistic about this research, as

‘well as the conclusions of other research (e.g. Weinberg) is that schools can

\

make a difference in spite of _broadér social factors.
' Table 3a

 Fatalism Index Broken Down by
.Never or Oncet Suspended

.

57)

_ N X +__SD N
Suspension TN . '

Never . 68710 . 1,8547 ( 566)

Once i 7.4211 - 5.0778
Twice ’ 7.9231 . 8.4800. [ 13)
Thrice . 6.7500 ©.9574 ( 4)
Four Times - 7.0000 *1.0000 ( 3
Six Times or More . . -5.667 5774 ( 3)
Total - 6.9583 26337 . (  648)

ANOVA TABLE = - : )

_ . lss - df MS
Between Gronps 232.0557 - ( 7) 33.150¢
Within Groups S '4255.8193 (" 640) 6.6497.

Total - . . 4487.8750 (. 647) :
. ° o o ="
F= 49853 SIG. = .0000.
Table 3b

Analysis of \./ariance
Fatalism Index by Never or Oncet Suspen-sd

ppr s ot

* Times Suspended X 50 N
“1. Never 6.8444 14708 | 1054)
2. Once » o ' 6.9421 2.6581 | 121)
3.\ Twice C 8.3810 62211 42)

4. 'Thrice 7.2353 34475 17)
‘5. Four Times . 6.0000 14142 7)
6. Five Times » 6.1667 1.4860 6)
7. Six Times or More 7.2125 DRy (- T 19)
Total " 6.9068. = 2.0i87 ' (  1266)

N 64

\(
a
5

75



" 'ANOVATABLE
e s “df
.. BetweenGroups ' . .. . . 1100235 | « .7

Within Groups: S _7'5034:9781 7 - S 1258).
Total - e S 5145.0016 . (.-~ 1265)

F= 39271 SIG.= 0003 . o oall R

Table ﬁ:l: :

Scores on Fatalism Index by Diémpﬁﬁé and’
Non-Distuptive Student: Analysis '
e qf Variance '

!
Joe

e,
=

1 . -

, - x ... sp . N

- Serious Disrupter _ - 5.9231 2.4962 -39
Non-Disrupter . . 69348 1.3565 - 46
Total o : 6.4706 o 85

- ANOVA TABLE :
o : . 8. " daf
aems. Between Groups _ : |, 21,6025 - : 1-
Within Groups - 319.5736 -

R

pe

F= 56107 SIG.= ,0202

Table 4b, -

" Mean Scores on;Fataiism Index by Disruptiva ané Nen-Digruptive
Studenfs in Site B: Analysis :{ Variance

—— s 1 —

=

» : X SD . N
Serious Disrupter | - 6.1455 jpes8 . 055
Non-Disrupter . 7.0500 . 1.0156 .. 60
Totals - : 6.6174 1.1206 . 115

" ANOVATASLE . L
o R “ S5 : df -
‘Between Groups . 23.4789 1

Within Groups " , '119.6864 -7 113

'F= 221672  SIG.= .0000 "




ex'f.Broken Down f‘_ o ' \\ L

- o : o by Never or Once'l' Suspended -
. . — . ' = \_\_' ]
, - X ' SD N N
.~ Suspension N Lo P RN PENN
-+ -Never- - - .. .. 68142 1422 (... 565)
: Once - .. " 67183 - 25618 (" 57)
Twice S . -6.5333 . ¢ . 1.6847 ( 15)
" Thrice S . 57500 " - 9574 ( - 4)
Four Times - . 7.6667 - 5774 (- .3)
Six Times or More _ - 5.8667 - .'1.5275 ( -3)
Total .. .6.8336 -1.9341 (- 648)
, ANOVA TABLE S
e ss - df - MS
Between Groups 867.2156 ' (. 7) 123.8879°
Within Groups - -~ 1556.8122 . ( 641) -2.4287.
Total : ' _ 2424.0277 ( 648) - °
F=51.0005 SIG.= 0 B S
Table 5b ’
Analysis of Vanance ,
thllke School Index by Never end Oncet Suspended
- - X~ s __N
'I’imes Suspended o - '
Never : _ 7.3692 T 1.3616 - ( "1051)
#e Once - -6.9250 - 1.3483 ( 120)
3., Twice . ' - . 7.3902 4.0428 = ( 41)
4. Thrice . = 6.3529 1.4552 . ( 17)
5. Four Times -. - : 19.2857 84205 (. - 7)
6. Five Times . : 6.8333 .- 1.1690 - ( ' 6)
" +7. Six Times or More R '5.7778 1.5168 ( , 18) |
Total - 7.2009 - 1.6495 . (- 1263) .
"ANOVA TABLE o
) . 'SS - df
Between Groups T . 109.5711 (. 7y
Within Groups . . 3324.0976 ( 1258) -
Total . R o 3433.6690 (0 1262)
F= 59097 SIG.= .0000 . T
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Scores on Dimike School Index by Dlsrupter and

" : . Non-Disruptex“ Analysns T
oo~ . A _._ PR ofvariance e ,_~T,_,_;: r;“"'v“'”» _ .- """":'T“""—"“T
" Serious Dlsrupter-'-_ R f LT 75,6842 22673 .0 38
Non-Dlsrupter C N AT 13,630 a8
- Total ~ - . - 65233 R I
: ANOVA TABLE 'j" o
- df
- Between Groups . . o - 47.9305 o 1
Within Groups , "~ 277.5230. - 84
. F=14.5075  SIG. = .0003
‘ Table Gb

Mean Scores on Dnsllko; School Index by Disrupter and
Non-Disrupter in Site B: Analysis of Variance -

X . _SD N

Serious Disrupter ' 6.9821.°  1.3816 * .56

Non-Disrupter . - °  7.7705 - .8040 - - 61

" -Total ‘ : ’ . .
~  'ANOVATABLE ° | S

. , . , ss - df

' Between Groups ' o - 18.1455 . S 1
Within Groups : o 143.7690 - 115

F= 145145 ' SIG. = .0002

’l‘able 7a
Unfmr Punishment Index Broken Down
By Never and Oncet Suspended

. X SD "N
Suspension oo ' o

Never S o - 4,6719 1.6005 (. 577)

Once S . 3.5593 1.0711 ( 59)
Twice - : : 4,0625 23514  ( 16) .
Thrice o . 3.2500 - .5000 (- 4

"Four Times 2.6667 5774 ( 3)

.8ix Times or More - 6.0000 - 5.1962 ( 3)

(  663)

Total - 4.5641 - 1.7185




ANOVA TABLE

B T R A TO e vs
.- Between Groups - . .' 7,' 277 1447 : g 1.7) 0 39,5821
f——Wxthm-Groum v » © 1677.8809. - (- 655) . 2.5617
Total R E - , 1955 0256—_0 ( 662) T e
\ — e . N ;
 F=\154557 SIG.=0
: "Table?ba '
U air. Pumshment Tndex By Never
and Once'l' Suspended _ - e
R 1 - %X . - 8D N
Times-Suspended . c : - o .
‘1—Never \ -~ -\ . 47343 1.4848 = ( 1057) .
2, Once : 1 35410 - 1.3432 0 (- 122)°
3. Twice \. |- . 42619 ° 3.0288 ' ( . 42)
+ 4. Thrice . 32383 . 21074 (- 0 17)
5. Four Times L. . 51429 . 57570 ( N7 ..
6. Five Times - ' 53333 28048 (A
7: .Six Times or More ‘ . 3.4444° - .7838  { .18),
Total . . - n . 4.5713 1.6525 (. .1269)
: R ., ANOVATABLE - - 2
oS A SS o df
BetweewGroups /- . 2210713 (-. 7
Within Groups 3241.7246 (  1261) '
Total - 3462.7959- (  1268)
‘F= 122849 . SIG.= .0000
o Table8a . “
" Scores of Unfmr_Pumshment Index by Serious .
. Disrupter and Non-Disrupter: . .
' - Analysls of Vanance o
: - X 8D Y
Serious Disrupter - © . '2.8974 - 1:.3726 T, 39
. . —
Non-Disrupter . ~ 4.6667 1.6927 48
Total . .1 3.8736 e BT
ANOVA TABLE- :
oo o SS | -df
Between Groups . 67.3528 1
" Within Groups - ; 206.2564 T8 T
F =27.7566 ~ SIG. =.0000 "~ "
- 68




g -

Suspensxon‘f? o

Never
", Once*
l ’ Tw1ce~-' L
) ‘Thrice--
"~ Four Times -

Six Times or More i S
Total S

Between Groups | - f 7 [,‘7-2 3504216 - :
Within Groups ' 48,304 Ids_ye ) 726)
- ShE G RPT (\.; e .' T -
F= 200710  SIG.= I i
. ,~“ oy Tab’a 10a Coe T v\. l .
/" Scores on the [nstitutional Power Index by Disru ptei' and .

Non-Disrupter' A

nalysls of Va\nénoe L

 Serious Disripter U 67143 ) | 30634 42,
\ . Non-Disrupter. ) ' 9.6875 . || 3.1834 ' 48’
Total - ' ! 8 3000 ‘L' ' 90
A ‘
ANOVA TABLE P _ e
o - ; Sf |\ \ - df
Between Groups = . 198 016‘ | 1
A ithin Groups - o . 1, 126 8839 | 88
~ ! ; .‘ \ ‘
P\— 154634 SIG. = .0002 : 0 \-\ \ |
TR | : " Table1ob, . | -
T | Mean Scores on the Institutional ?nwer index by I\)lsmpter WA
- and Non-Disrupter in Slte B: Analysls of Variance / '

== /o
S - i ( \ N.‘u'l
 Disriipter ST 1803 1,3 5614 7 61

Non-Dlsrupter . 9, 7742 13 2463 N 62
/' Total ' 8. 4878 3. 6336 123
i ‘\' . ) N S l ‘. ' ,
\ - ,‘7 ) : 1) ‘ \
|
i S

O
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| —"i';::ANQ.V.A‘-TABLE; '

‘ ' N ' SS . . -
Between Groups / 206 8766 S s
Within Groups - | - .© 1403.8551 121
—Totab———— /> T 1610.7317. fy, 122
. ;. I ! ) R T -
., Fi=17.8309  SIG.=.0000" .° R
S N o
S v Y
‘ . :\ g ] - . + X
": . Table 11a, N
- i It ’ . /
! ; \‘ Grnssrools Power Broken, Down'/ .
; ] . By Never and Oncet'3 Suspended
“- L X- -/ sD N |
Suspension”™ - \ ‘ - / - o
Never |  ° K 7.2080 | 3.0633 ° (
Once ) S 6.6441 . | 31773  (
. Twice | ' 6.8750 3.9812 . (
Thrice | 50000, | 16330 (
Four Times il ; 90000 ! - 26458 - (
. Six Times or Mo;re . . 63333 iy 2.0817 (
Total i ‘ 67950 | / 35033  (
R - U . I‘ N v . -4
; ANOVA TABLE | S
] | . 88| - df
Between Groups | o 1,504.0393 N 7)
Within Groups A\ 7,406.4229 ( 719)
- / -,‘ _‘ l 52 o
F = 20.8584 SIG.=
[ ll S /
\ / Table 12a |
S P Scores on Grassx:ootsl’ wer by Dlsrupter and
1 ‘\ " Non-Disrupter: Analysis of Variance
/ ) :
C o] L X SD
! Distupter / 63571 3.6212
. Non-Disrupter T .7 79583 3.1955
; Total e T ) 7.2111
! ' .
,( 4 : \ \,’/ .
| / +* - ANOVA TABL ‘ .
: - A AN
Between Groups b 2/ 574294 °
Within Groups ; _ 11,017.5595
: . T L
F = 49666 . SIG.= .0284 >
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Table 12b

Non-Disrupter in Site B: Analysxs of Vanance

Mean Scores on Grassroots Power bDLL_rllpjﬂ_nnd__—..

T NI S ) R N~
. Serious Disrupter. B _6.09_8%1'. .. 3.2798 . 61
/ Non-Disrupter , 7.5161 - .- 31557 62
- v.'_I;otalw o © U 8,8130 -7+ 03,2827 123
D A . ' 3 ) .
y / . / _ ANOVA TABLE . -
ol T b ss/ - df
/ * Between Groups 61.8055 1
* Within Groups .1252.8937 /.- 121
Total 1/314.'69,9%’ 122
'F=5.9690 - SIC.= I /
" " Table 13a T /' . T
] * Positive School Clnmate lndex Broken Down:
- . By Never and Once'l'l Suspended
L 1'% sD__ N .
L. I CE— - o
Suspension : B . o : ;
Never . : _;37.1171' 9.3263 ( 562)
Once’ : - "41.3929 |* 9.6402 ( "56)
Twice , | 40.8'750 } 8.9954 ( 16)
Thrice s ) 44.7500 | 9.7767 ( , 4
Four Times A ' 37.0000 . ‘ 3.6056 ( 3)
Six Times or More 57.3333 4.5092 i - '3)
K N . N A ' . “\‘ ;
ANOVA TABLE Co //
. “ . . ss G df
.. -Between Groups P 2 613 8185 _ IS
/'«Within Groups 55, 386 9195 . 1 837)
F= 42945 SIG.=.0001 \ . /
o . 3 ~ Table 13b o ; _ .
Posmve School Climate By Never and Oncet Suspended T
, Times Suspended . ‘ - ﬁ : __SD " - N
‘1. Never - 'sage1s\ . e:2020 0 - 1080,
2. Once . : . 388655\ = 9.3482 ° © 119
3. Twice'. . 41.0244 94432 ' 7, 41
. 4. Thrice | - T 41.0625 | 9.2410 ° - 16
5. Four Times o 44.7143 .,  13.8770 7
6. Five Times : - 412500 | 60759 . 4
7. Six Times or More o - 468235 102117 . 17
Total . - o 35 5‘744 i\~ 95726 .. . 1234

‘4\ . ‘
WA
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ANOVA TABLE

R S i SS df -~
Between Groups ' /  6104.4713 7
- Within Groups : /" . .106E+06 .- 1226
L3 _Totnl - | .112E+06 1233 .
""""" [

Table 14b

Scores on Posmve School Chmate Index by Dlsrupter and
.Non-Disrupter in Sl’e B Analysls of Vanance

\ / X SD. N |
Serious Disrupter / 365738 135259. = 61
Non-Disrupter © /316290 00431 . 62
Tutal : ‘/ 34.0813 11.7058 123
i . ’/ .
"ANOVATABLE - -
o oo . ss df
"Between Groups - ... 751.8012 1
Within Groups 1, 15,965.3858 121
,./" | F=-56078 SIG.= .0185
_Table 15&
N
Scores on. Inten;mcml Fnendship Index by :
- Never and Oncet Suspended
Analysis of Variance ‘ —
— X SD N
Never suspended - < 63794 - 2.1244 564
Suspended once .0 _. 91525 ° . 4.3502 59
Siuspended twice 9.3750 ' .. '6:6420 16
Suspended thrice 6.7500 9574 4
Suspended four times -- 6.0000 0 3
- Suspended sixt times 8.0000 .0 3
Total 6.5300 649
ANOVA TABLE
N . . . SS df.
Between Groups R Y4 A YL 7
-. Within Groups~—" 4,302.9285 o Ce
“F = 3.6982 SIG.= 0006
____’_’:;—/‘_’”/_—\\ﬁ — -
. T . . - \\\ ' ~



\_ ‘Tableisb . \ N

\
'*cores on Interracial Friendship Index by Never and 0nce+
Suspended Anelysns of Variance

’

Times Suspenied L : ‘\ X D\ N
1. ‘Never , \ ! 6.4202 22049 | 1043
2. Once \ . 7.0492 3.5972 122
3. Twice \ Vo 7.1905 3.5834 42
4, Thrice \ | ' . 6.7647 . 3.0029 17
5. Four Times Vo . 12.7143 11.6578 7
6. . Five times . I 6.1667 13292  \ 6
7. " Six times or more, 6.8235 1.1851 17
, Total | | 6.5494  -2.6022 1254

| ) ] |
{
\ o Table 16b Lo \

3 Mean Scores on White Predommance,lndex by Disrupter and
Non-Dlsrupter in Site B: Anelysqs of Vanence i

P

Y

a | 1 % ,"SD N
’ Disrupter V. 394364 _  4.9245 55
Non-Disrupter ’ i 42.0333 4.0879 60
Total D _40.7913 4.6726 1115
—— 7T T '/_ANOVATABLE _ |
. . o T L ss ;. df
_____Between Groups .~ .193.5307 L |
Within Gr\o’ups 2295.4606 / - ' 113
Total ™ ‘  2488.9913 | ’ 114
. ;‘
F= 05271 SIG. = 10025 - '
R o o ~
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A STUDY OF THE CAUSES OF
DISPROPORTIONALITY - |
IN SUSPENSIONS AND EXPULSIONS
OF MALE AND BLACK STUDENTS*

PART TWO: CGharacteristics of High and Low
Disproportionality Schools

‘- Christine Benneb'

' A s stated in the aforementioned chapter, when schools work harder to
retain students who might otherwise drop out at age sixteen, they may .
also be increasing their number of “discipline problems.” Ironically, those
schools which do the least for problém students may experience fewer disci-
pline problems because potential disrupters drop out. Thus one possible .
explanation for the striking school differences in race and sex disproportion-
ality among “disrupters” is that levels of student withdrawals may be highest .
in schools where disproportionality among disrupters is lowest. Possibly, in
some schools more students’ drop out pnor to being suspended c or expelled

- than in other schools.

The State Department figures on student withdrawals (broken down by
race only) for the:1978-79 scliool year do not support this conclusion. In fact,
as shown in Tables 3a-4b, the student withdrawal figures are largely con51st-
ent with the figures on frequent suspension and expulslon '

For the corporation in Site A as a whole, a dlsproportlonately high
_number of Black students withdraw from school. There are again differences

etween schools, with Schools 1-and 2 again having the lowest level of
disproportionality. School 5, the school with the highest level of racial dis-
proportionality among-student disrupters, had the second highest level of - -
disproportionality in Black student withdrawals. School 4, with a relatively -

" 'low GINI Index for, Race of .144, has the highest leﬂl of disproportionality
among Black student withdrawals. This suggests that, at least for School 4,
the high level of withdrawals among Black students may explain their rela-
- tively low representation among “serious disrupters”; The opposite may be
- true for School 1, where the percent of Black student withdrawal is 2.9%less .
than what could be’ expected based on theu- propomon of the student popula- .
tion.

. .Given the ‘fact that 70- 80% of the Black students 1n9$1te A come from the
same neighborhood, School Two's low levels of disproportionality among
Black student disruptions and withdrawals seems signilicant. Perhaps there .
are lessons to be learned here.

An analysis of student withdrawals in'Site B shows that there is less race
and sex disproportionality among “drop outs” than among “serious disrup- -
ters” in all six high schools, with the sllght exception of male dlsrupters in
School Flve




Table 3b

Race Dlsproporﬁonality in Student Withdrawals .
.  GINIIndex and Total B & W Withdrawals by Race and Sex for
1979-80 School Year, Site B

Black’ . _ ~ White

I e ' GINI
TotE OW__OW Tot W TotE OW _OW Tot W Index .
School L - - o
Fndeit280 19 <23 - U 42 T 92007060 1 w460 10677086 i
2 129 27 . 22 49 . 949 194 56 .155
3 329 17 14 31 1796 37 56 .015
4 192 14 - 9 23 1364 45 25 o132
5 366 30 38 68 . 1055 137 53 190 .007
6 259 5 15 20 10_22 51 37 88 .019
" Totals : 233 .o 757
, o .. Table 4b
o ~ Sex Disproportionality in Student Withdrawals
GINI Index and Total Enrollments and Number of Withdrawals
. by Sex for, 1979-80 Scuool Year Site B .
- Male " . Femal~
A : - GINI
TotE  BD WD Tot W TotL, B WD Yot W Index
School ' A -
1 620 19 60_ 79 559 23 46 69 .009
2 566 27 94 121 512 22 56 78 .102
3 1117 17 97 114 : 1008 14 56 70 .103
4 812 14 45 ~59 - 734 9 25 34 .116
5 724 . 30 137 167 . 697 38 53 91 .168..
6 658 5 51. 51 : &8 15 . 37 .52 .005 ©
Totals . 591 - a 394

While all of the schcls* GINT Indices are relatively low, the GINI Index for
—-_student. withdrawals by_race.shows the highest degree of disproportionality
in Schoo.s Two and Four (.155 and .132 respectively, and the lowest level in
€ zhool Five (at .007). Schoois Three and Six alse show a low GINI Index, with
disproportionality being under 2%. Concerning the indices of dispropor-
tionality in withdrawals by sex, the highest level is in School Five and the
lowest levels are in Schools-One and Six where the index is less than 1%.
These findings show that there is consistently’ less dis_proportionality inx
student withdrawals than in “serious disrupters” in Site B, for both race and -
sex. However, the withdrawal figures are consistent with the “disrupter”

B,
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figures in that each school shows disproportionately high numbers of Black
and male student withdrawals. These figures also show that over ten percent
of the high school population drop oed out during the 1979-80 school year.

B. Identification of the *High” and “Low" Disproportionality Schools
~ In Site A, School Two emerged as the “low" disproportionality school.
The GINI Index of Dissimilarity was lowest in this school for both race and "
sex. School Five emerged as the “high” disproportionality school in Site A.
The GINI Index of Dissimilarity for Race is dramatically higher in School Five
than in the remaining four site A schools, and is higher than any school’s in
" Site B. School Five's GINIIndex for sex falls into the cluster of top threein Site
A. . :
School Five’emergud as the “low” disproportionality « ool in Site B.
The GINI Index of Dissimilarity in this school is l.v/est of th *-en for race,_
and one of the lowest for sex. School Three emerged as the “hsz:~  lispropor-
tionality school in Site B. The GINI Index is highest here fortot: . sand sex
“though the pattern of school differences is less dramatic in Site £ £!, :in Site
A. In both sites the “low” disproportionality school was clearly iorw:ifiable -
~and in Site A, the “high” race disproportionality school was also uiunei
identifiable. In Site B, no one school emerged as dramatically higher ir. ..
disproportionality (i.e. the cluster of three}, but the overall level of 1:ce
disproportionality was higher in.Sit.: ;> then in Site A. A
) Even though we are primarily ... - -ied in characteristics that h: -
" distinguished between the “high” sni: ~ 'w" disproportionately schc " .
data will be presented for the five schools ir 3''« A and the six schools in Si.:
B: This is particularly appropriate for Site £ - .z ¢ the levels of race disnen-
portionality is relatively high in three schs...

- C. Comparison of “High” and “Low” . - .._.xrtionality Schools on
Selected Variables ' ‘ '
1. Transportation to School .
School busing is oftén perceived as a factur iwhich ¢xplains the dispro-
portionate numbers of Black students disciplined in raany desegregated
schoals. Often assumed is that student discipline problems are more frequent
and severe in the schools with-high progortions of bused students.
Table 5 displays the number of students in the ppg sample who arrive at
school by foot or bike, bus, or car. To the degree thet the student ppq samples
are representative of their respective schools, these figures identify the pat-
tern of transportation mode for the student population in each school.

. Our findings show that busing is not the explanatory factor in either
school corporation. In Siiz A, the “high” and “low” race dis;roportionality
schools beth show the highest lavel of busing. In fact, the number of students
in each transpdrtation: categury is very similar in these two schools. .

In Site B, Schools Five and 3ix, the two lowest vace disproportionality -
schools show the lowest &xid highes: nismber of students being bused respec-
tively. School Three, the highest in the cluster schools with high levels of race
disproportis:.......y, shows a high proportion of students being bused as does
School Dne Lot not Sclinol Two. Furthermore, the lowest disprop+. ionality
school, which also has the lowest number of students bused, shuws the
highest averal’, {.equency o/ student disruptions.

e

77

7 88



" 2. Otheur Selected Variables \{\

Also frequently assumed is that variables such as: mother’s education
ievel, family structure (e.g. divorce), home ownership, college plans and a
newspaper in the home are important variables that relate to student disci-
plinc. None of these variables appeared to be significantly différent in any of
the schools, with a few exceptions (Bennett and Harris, 1981). In Site A, the '
lowest.disproportionality school showed- mother's educatiénal level to be
Jower and home ownership to be less frequent. In Site B, the twb\lowest
disproportionality schools showed the highest number of “{roken homes,"
and one of them (School 6) also showed the lowest numbe: f students who
planned to attend college. - . -

3. The Self Indices: Fatalism, Dislike School and Unfair Punishment\,

All of the ppq items with a personal or self focus were factor analyzed.
Three factors emerged and were used as separate indicators.

a. Fatalism Index . -

Ten items were found to comprise the Fatalism Index. These same items”
have been used extensively in other research to measure locus of control or
the degree to which an individual believes she-has control over his or her
destiny, and are the following: - . ' -

When bad things are going to happen, they just are going to happen no,
matter whét you try to do to stop them. '

1. agree ;

2. disagree

On the whole, I am.satisfied with myself.
1. .agree '
2. disagree

Good luck is just as important for success as hard work is. <.
-1, agree
2. disagree

I feel I do not have much to be proua of. -
1. agree ) :
2. disagree

Some kids are just naturally lucky.
1.  agree ’
2. - disagree

I feel like I don't really belong in this scl:oc!.
1. agree
2. disag}'ee -

When I make p_lans, I am almost sure I can make °iem. wwork.

1. agree
2. disagree
Most people are better off than I am.
1. agree
2. disagree
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Most of the time it doesn’t pay to try hard because things never turn out-
right anyway. . »

1. agree

2, disagree

Everything consldered are you happy. pretty happy. or not too happy
these days'?
‘ i very happy
2., pretty happy
3./ not too happy 3

These items were scored such that a h1gh score 1nd1cated a high degree of
_“fatalism,” or-a feeling of lack of personal control over the environment.
Noslgmflcant school differences on Fatalism were dlscovered in Site A.

However in Site B significant differences’ between schools were discovered
on the Fatalism Index (see Table 6b). Students scored highest on Fatalism in

* School Two and lowest in School Six. This suggests that students attending
these schools may have differing degrees of the sense of locus of éontrol.

_ Since fatalism is a deeply rooted psychological orientation, the fact the .
students express lowest levels in Schools Five and Six (the lowest d1spropor- ‘

tionality schools) and highest levels in School Two suggests that the socio-
emotional nature of the student population in their schools may warrant
further study. :

b. Dislike School Index
. Thefivefollowing ppq items emerged as one factor which was labeled as
a Dislike School Index.

81. Do you like the prmmpal of thls school?
;1. yes
2. no
3. Idon't know

82. Do you think you will go to college?
1. yes '
2. no

83. In the morning, are you usually glad to go to school?
1. yes
2, :no_ .

86. Do you hate school?
1. yes
2. no

87. Do you usually hate school?
1. yes \
2. no

These items were scored such that a high score meant dislike of principal, no
college plans, not glad to attend school, hate and usually hate school.

The school differences were significantin Site A. Schools Three and Five
are above the population mean on the Dislike School Index, while.Schools
Two and Four are below the mean (see Table 7a). Assummg this mdex isa
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valid indicator of pupil affect, students seem most positive about school in
Scheols Two (the “low” disproportionality school) and Four and least posi-
tive in Schools Three and Five (the “high" disproporiionality school). School
One isabove the mean, but there is a large amount of variance which suggests
" many of the students sampled felt positive about school and many others felt
. negative. » )
In Site B, no significant differences were discovered between schools on
the Dislike School Index. '

c. Unfair Punishient Index - o |

" The following two items formed a separate factor and were labeled the
Unfair Punishment Index: : :

84. When you get punished at school, dnes it usually seem it"‘s'for no.
good reason at all? . -
1., yes

o 2. no . .
\ 3. -1 have never been punished

85. Compared to other students you know, do you feel you get pun- '

e« ished fairly?- - '
1. yes

2. no o L

3. I haven't been punished at school

The higher the score the, higher the feeling that punishment occurs for no
good re.:son and is unfair in comparison with.classmates. . '

As shown in Tables 8a.and 8b, thé differences between the schools are
significant in both sites.In Site A, Schools Two and Four are again below the
population mean while Schools One, Three and Five are again above. Appar-

. ently more students in ‘Schools Two and Four feel school punishment is fair *
.thah in the other schools. o o

In Site B, the.Unfair. Punishment score is highest in Schools Two, Three
and Four, lowest in.Schools' One and Six, and at the mean in School Five.
Apparently, more students in Schools One and Six feel school punishment is .

. fair, while more tend to see it as unfair in Schools Three, Four and Two.
These findings show that students perceive more unfair punishment in
the “high” than in the “low” disproportionality schools. '
"+ -, 4. The Power Indices: Institutional Power and Grassroots Power
" Eight ppq items which dealt with how much influence the student felt
different groups of :persons have in his or her school were factor analyzed *
‘(items 91-99 on the ppq). Two factors emerged: Institutional Power and
Grassroots Power. Institutional Power represents the influence of the school
board, superintendent and principal. Grassroots Power represents the influ-
; ence of the self, students'and parents. No factor emerged to represent teachers
2 and-assistantprincipals, whose influence seemed to rest somewhere between
*- The Power Indices proved to be powerful indicatars of difference in Site .
A" The breakdowns by school were highly significant on both Institutional
and ‘Grassroots Power indices.(See Tables-9a a: ' 10a). '
, * Institutional Power was above ithe population meaa in Schools Two,
-~ .Three and ‘Five..In these-schools, the school board, s -erintendent and

the two other groups. e B —



principal were perceived to be relatively powerful. However,-as shown in
Table 10a the Grassroots Power Index for School Two is also well above the
population mean. Thtis. when students perceive influence on the part of the
School Board, Superintendent, and Principal, this does not necessarily mean
selves, students and parents are perceived to be without power. Schools One
and Four are below the population mean on institutional power, suggesting
_ that the School Board, Superintendent and Principal are perceived to be less
. powerful by students in these schools than in the other schools.

Significant school differences were also found in student perceptions of
Grassroots Power (see Table 10a)..Schools One and Two were well above the
population mean, Schools Three and Four were well below; and School Five
was slightly above. Co .

_ In Site B, there is a trer:d showing that Grassroots Power is stronger in
Schools Five and Six (the low disproportionality schools) than in the remain-
ing four schoois (see Table 10b). No significant differences or trends were
. discovered between schools on the Institutional Power Index. Overall, the
students in all six high schools tend to have similar perceptions of the school -
board, superintendent, and principal’s power. The Institutional Power mean
is slightly higher than the mean in Site A, where school differences on
Institutional Power were noted. However, significant school. differences in
teacher perceptions were discovered (Heid, 1981). Teachers perceived higher
levels of both student power and administrator power in the low dispropor-
tionality school, and lower levels of each in the “high” disproportionality
school. . .. : ' ' c
Students in Schools Five and Six, (the low disproportionality schools)
and students who have never been suspended perceive relatively more school
influence for themselves, other students and parents than do their counter-
parts (Bennett and Harris, 1981), Thus, their perceptions of relatively strong
institutional power is not at the expense of their own sense of school efficacy. -
.Oncet suspended students tend to perceive low levels of both institutional
and personal influence in their school..- . .°
5. Positive School Climate Index
Questions 12-25 on the ppq comprised a single factor which was labeled
the Positive School Climate Index. These items were scored so that the higher
an index score is, the more positive are feelings about school climate. Signifi-
‘cant differences were found between the schools in both sites (see Tables 11a
and “1b). © " C f '
" .1 Site Anthe School Climate Index is above the population mean for
Schools One and Four, at the mean for School Two, and belowthe miean for
~ Schools Three and Five. Apparently, students in Schools One and Four feel
most positive about their school environment, while students in Schools
- Three and Five (the high disproportionality schools) feel least positive.
In Site B, the Positive School Climate Index is highest in Schools Fiveand
-Three and lowest in Schools Two and One. The index is also above the mean
in Schools Four and Six. Apparently, students in-Schools Five and Three (the
lowest and highest disﬁroponionality schools) feel most positive about their
school environment, while students in Schools One and Two (relatively high
" race disproportionality schools) feel least positive.

", 6 The Schdql'Desegrbgation Indices: Interracial Environment, Inter-
racial Friendship, and White Predominance.
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Questlons 26-63 on the ppq dealt with school desegregation. These items
were factor analyzed and yielded three factors: Interracial Environment,
Interramal Frigndship, and White Predomlnance

a. lnterrucml Enwronment
The following items compnsed the Interracml Envuonment Index

32. If you could choose the kxnd of school you would go to, would yo
~  pick one with - .
1. all white students
2. all black students
3. a mixture of different kinds of students

33. Do you think ygur friends would think badly, of you if you went _
- someplace after:schaol w1th ‘a’student of a different’ race" R
1. yes , -
2. no

57. How uncomfortable do you feel around students of a different
, race? :

1. generally very uncomfortable

2. generally somewhat uncomfortable

3. occasionally somewhat uncomfrrtable

4. not at all uncomfortable

58.- Are the student govemment officers in this school all of the same
racml group, or are they different groups?
all of the same racial group
2 different groups

59. Are the cheerleadersin your school all of the same racial group, or
are they from differerit groups? ' '
© 1. all of the same racial group

. 2. different groups

A

60. How often do you have class. dlscussions about race relations?
1. about once a week or more often
2. aboutonce a month -
3. every few months
4. no such dlscusslons so far

Kl

61. Ingeneral, do you think that white people are smarter than black

people, that black people are smarter than white people, ordoyou . .

think that a person’s color doesn t have anythlng to do with how
smart he is? , P .
\ 1. white people are smarter

2. black peo Ie are smarter

3. color dogésn’t have anything to do w1th smartness

- 62. The Way thlngs are going between blacks and whites in this:
school do you think thlngs will be better or worse next year?

1. /better
‘ sdme
¢
/ 73, worse

/ : o ‘
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“ These items were scored so that more p?mts were given for choices indicating
support for interracial interaction. The mdex was believed to measure the
/ ,/’student’s and the school’s support for an mterracral school environment.
Significant racelsex differences emerged on all of the cesegregation indi-
ces. Therefore, the results will be drsplayed by race/sex group for each school.
Tables 12a and 12b show that Whrte males scored lowest on the Interra-
cial Environment Index in both sites. In Site A, Black and White females and
Black males all scored above the population mean. In Site B, Black and White
females scored above the population mean and Black males scored slightly
below. These results indicate that White, male students feel least comfortable -
around non-White students, tend to see 'Whites as being smarter and.do not /
report school activities which support interracial relations. . V
In Site A, the differences betweerl the race/sex-groups on the Interracral (
Environment Idex are significant by school (see Table 13&) ‘Among White | |
males and White females the Index is lowest in Schools Three and Five,
indicating less support for anj int rracial environment in-these schools The!
. - “Indexis highest, for White maley, in School Two, and for White fem les m ;
Schools Two and Four. The. sample sizes of Black males and females are
- small, yet the same pattern emerges showing the Indextobe highest ih School :
Two and lowest in Schools Threg and Five (with the exception of ‘one BlacL

female in  School Five). 9 ; o / L

In'Site B there is a trend shp'wmg the strongest interracial envrronment“ :
" in Schaols One and Five and the least support for an. interracial envrronment
in School Three {Table 13b)./The Interracial Environment Index mean was, -
lowest in School Three, highlest in Schools Five and One, and very near/the
 total population mean in the rémaining schools. Thus students perceive ‘the
strongest interracial environment in the low drsproportronalrty school 'and
-the weakest interracial enyironment in the high dlsproportronalrty school

b.’ lnterracml Fnendshrp '\'\ l' / e

' ‘The Index of Interracial Fnendshrp drffers frond the Interracial Envrron-
ment Index in that it measures mterradral relations’of a more personal nature
such as phone conversations, seeking help on homework and the desire for
friends of a different race. The factor whrch was converted into this mdex

consists of four rtems ‘ \ ) P
. 29. Have you ever called a student of a different race on the phone"
© L yes ’ ; ‘ .
‘2. no ! S . . o

30. This school year, have you helped a student from another race
with school work? Vo
1. 'yes Lo ‘ \
2. no N \ .

o

31. This school year. have/you u“asked a Student from another race to

: help you with your homework" S

1. yes o R

2. no ’ oL T

34, Would you like to have more frrends who are of-a drfferen' race'? '
o 1. .yes S . A

.7 2.°mo . . e
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These were scored so that a high score indicated interracial mix. | !
" As shown in Tablé 14a and 14b White and Black malesin Site A showed ‘
the highest level of interracial mixing, ‘while’ Black and White females
- showed the lowest level. The iow level ofinterracial mix was strongestamong,.
'Black females. Table 17 shows that in Site B White males again showed the
highest level of interracial mixing of'a personal nature, and Black females
showed the lowest level. Both Black males and White feinales were slightly
below the population mean in Site B. , . : '
' 'Significant school differences on the Interracial Friendship Index were
- discovered in'both Sites (see Table 15a). In Site A;among Black and Whit{ o
. nales (the'two groups reporting the greatest interracial interaction of a per= "
.- sonal mliture) thF Interracial Frier dship Index is lowest in Schaools Five,and .
Three for-White males and lowest in Schools Five and Four for Black males. _. "
The Index is highest in School Two for Black males and in Schools Oneand
Two for White males. These findings show that the most interracial interac- -
tion bg’sed upon students’ personal interaction anqischgql support (e.g. class -
: discussions, student government) occurs in the lowi/v race disproportionality -
school (School Two),/while the least interracial intéractions occur in Schools
Five /and Three, th/ ’high disproportionality schools. : B :
/ In Site B, the Index is lowest in School One; highestin'School Three,and |~
relatively close tg the total population mean in tht'? remaining four schools.
[ Thus we find the ftrongest degree of interracial friendship among students, in’

‘L School Three, the highest race disproportionality school (see Tables 15b and /
7 o 15c). . : ' o 3 L
N C__éd/lp_lﬂl tration Support Index e : ‘
i} Two items pn the student ppq were used to tap student perceptions of
how'school administrators felt about school desegregation. The itemsare the
following: - . o
/’ Once again, thése items were scored so that high scores indicated support for
| desegregation.) . :
‘ Asshnwn inTable 16{) significant schoo! differences were discovered ori
 the 'Administrqtion Support Index in Site B. only.. The Index was lowest in -
~ Schiools One, Two, and Three and highest in Schools Four, Five and Six. '
! - .Apparently stydents in Schools Four,.Five and Six perceive their school
) ‘," administrators to be more supportive of school desegregation than-do stu-
-/' den"“t's in the remaining.three scheols. ‘ : '
|~ d. The White Predominance Index o . _
~=yr==~ Students were asked, “How likely is it that a black student will partici- . J
) .‘I . pate in the follpwing activities?” ) ‘ v (
. . o SN K . .
Co, 4‘ 35. Play on a football team . : B .
- " 36. Play on the chess;jteam oy T o
. . 37. Givgown idea iP’CIass S v ; '
oy 38. Serve on a school c:mmittee - ) ]
o - 39, Be d cheerleader , " " l
11 X Wimascholh/r’sbfp S 1
!’ . © .1 41.. Beldng to the scholarship club o 1
LobeT a2, Pl}y;'l"rift'hé})anc':‘ T o e |
/ o ol e i K 9 - e //
f : . . . J A ‘
i T / L. B4 4 1
T E Y N o R / - ",




' ‘hlgh dlsproportxonahty schools and w/eakest in the low dlsproporuonahty
. schools, /Assumrng that thrs scale is one‘indicator of a racist orreutatron (i.e.

actjy

.coul‘d stem from factors related to the.school. However, in view of the clear
" differences discovered between White males on one 'hand and White females,
~ and Black males and females on the other hand, the former exp/lanation is

logical and school factors are in olved (see Tables 17a and-17b}

2 | </

[ B

43, Play in the orchestra
44, Be in the school government ‘
45. Tdke leading roles in.a school play
46. Take an advanced math class

. 47. Take auto.mechanics

.48. Take a foreign, language " . ,

49. Take home economics | o c I
50. Take typing o R
51. Givesa speech in an assembly - -
52. Sing in a glee club or choir
53. Playon the baskatball team

-For each item, students were asked whether the actrvrty was:

1. more likely oféWhlte student - / o

2 more likely of a Black student
3. Bluck and White students just as hkely

A response of “one" wds scored three pgints, three was scored twopolnts. and
a'two was scored one point. This scoring decision was based on the basic
c

pe e Whites rather than Blacks as more likely to partrcrpate in most of the

.frelTl;?lcy data (see Table 23), which showed a strong tendency forstudents to

ifies Y |

% It;rs dlfflcult to determlne whether students* responses to these items -
w ;"e ased on their perceptlons of the innate or developed potential of Black /
andWhite students, or whether they were reporting the school realities which

more likely(see Tables 18a and 18b). It seemsless, plauslble that White males,
White fema'es, and Black males and females would percerve dlfferently the/
ber of Blacks who participate in school activities than tht their basic/
azlal attitudes differ.-However, the fact that clear[srgnrfican school differ
hcesemerged along with the race/sex differences 1%dlcates that both psych -

In Site A, Whlte males do score hlghest on the Whlte Predomrnance '
Index. but their-scores are hrghe t m.School Five afid lowest in School Two. .
The same. school differences emerged for Black [males and females, and~ -

B (except for School Three] White females./ PSP | —

White males also score highest on the White Prsdomlnahce Index in Slte_

*B, but their scores are highest in School Four and lowest!in’ School Five., -
‘Schools Th eeand Four show the highest Whlte Prédomlﬁce Index among
-- White females. among ‘Bladk males the Index i is hlﬁhest in Schools Orie and.

“Three, - an among Black fémales' Four, and. Six- show_ the highest Whlte
Predonun nce Index. Forall race/sex groups the Indexrs 1ov}1n School Flve;
‘These findings shggest that “whlte predonunance" is strongest in the

ef‘that Whites sre more 11ke‘y, to partlclpafe i certaln activities,
innately superior; abrlitles) then the Whlte male students surveyed o,

the- belj
becau

-are mgre racist than their| Black gnd: Whlte female classmates’ ‘The school

differences may b7explained e1ther by the ersstence of 1nf_'— a; andlor formal“~ .




school practice which tend to exclude Black students from various activities
in some schools, by the fact that White students may come from neigh-
borhoods of different racial attitudes, by differences in students’ interests and
abilities, by different attitudes within the home about participation in various
school activities, or (most likely) some combination of these. Further study is
. necessary to clarify the reasons for these school and race/sex group differ-
ences.

v
.

Summary

 This research identifies some variables which help dxstmguxsh between
schools showing high and low levels of 'disproportionality in schoc. disci-
pline. The findings are clearest in Site A where the indices of dissimilarity
were most distinct and identified School Two as the ““low" disproportionality
school and School Five as the “high” disproportionality school. School Five,
along with School Three (the second highest dxsproportlonahty school), was
characterized by:

. a. the highest levels of race dlsproportmnalny among student “disrup-
ters”

. high levels of race disproportionality in student withdrawals

highest scores on the Dislike School Index

. lowest scores on the Fair Punishment Index

high scores on the.Institutional Power Index

lowest (School Three) and average scores on the Grassroots Power’

Index

g. lowest scores on the Positive School Climate Index

h. lowest scores on Interracial Environment

i

]

:-snn.pc-

i. lowest scores on Interracial Friendship, and
j. highest scores on White Prgdominance

School Two, the “low” disproportionality school, presents a sharp con-
trast. Here students score lowest on Unfair Punishment. They also score high _
on both Institutional and Grassroots Power, and score at the mean on Positive
School Climate. The pattern concerning the school desegregation indices in
School Two is striking. Students here score highest on Interracial Environ-
ment and Interracial Friendship, and lowest on White Predominance. Note-
worthy is the fact that School Two had a Black Assistant Principal who was
appointed to the principalship just prior to the study. She was the only Black .
principal among the eleven participating schools. This fact, along with our
findings, support the conclusions.of Forehand and Rogosta (1976) that strong
institutional support is a key. factor in effective school integration.

In Site B, the differences between “high’’ and *low” disproportionality
schools were less clearcut.- This would be expected since three schools clus-
tered in the “high’* disproportionality range. A pair of schools emerged as
“low” disproportionality schools, and one was clearly the lowest of the
eleven schools studied. Nevertheless, many of the findings on school char-
" acteristics in Site B corroborate the findings-in Site A.

‘In Site B, the “low"” disproportionality schools, (Schools Five and .Six)
are characterized by stronger feelings of personal efficacy, feelings that
school punishment is fair and reasonable, and stronger perceptions of *‘stu-
dent power” in school. No significant school differences were discovered

S e
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among students on Dislike School or Institutional Power. School Three, the
“high" disproportionality school was characterized by the highegystudent
scores on both.Unfair Punishment and Positive School Climate. However,
Schools One and Two, which clustered with School Three as & “high”
disproportionality school, scored lowest on Positive School Climate.

As was true in Site A, the school desegregation indices established clear
differences between the “high'' and *‘low" disproportionality schools. Schaol
Three, the “high" disproportionality school, scored lowest on Interracial
Environment, lowest on Administration Support for School Desegregation, -
and hlghefron White Predominance. Interestmgly these students also scored
highest on Interracial Friendship.

In the “low" disproportionality schools, Schools Flve and Six, students
scored highest on Interracial Environment, highest on Administrator Sup-
port, and lowest'on White Predominance.

We cannot at this point determine the extent to whlch these school
differences on the school desegregation indices are due to different psycho-
logical orientatioi's among the student population and/or different school
practices. Nevertheless it is clear that the school desegregation variables we

studied are related to race disproportionality in school discipline.

These fmdmgs plus portions of this research presented elsewhere (Ben-
nettand Harris, 1981, and 1981a and Heid, 1981) support the position that the
schools themselves are to some large degree responsible for the dispropor-
tionate numbers of males and Blacks who are disciplined in our schools.

There is a small but consistent body of research which documents this - .

conclusion (e.g. Arnove, 1980; Bickel, 1980; Forehand and Rogosta, 1976;
Moody, 1980).

S Table 1a

Race Disproportionality of “Serious Disrupter” in Site A o
: by School GINI Index of Dissimilarity

. Disrupter Nocn-Disrupter Total
School 1 B 14 - ; 293 307
S § VI ,
W 29 1,078" . 1,107
School 2 B 12 129 141,
: 075

w 72 : 1,780 1,852

School 3 B 21 ' T 210 231
- 162 .

w 55 1,623 1,678

School 4 B 12 © 1837 165

: ’ .144 >

w - 38 ’ 1,434 1,472

School 5 ' : B 34 132 166
. .415 ’ : .

W 35 1,563 1,598

— w95
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Table 1b

Race Disprqportionaiity of “Serious Diémpter" in Site B
by School GINI Index of Dissimilarity

School GINI

-833°

 Disrupter Non Disrupter  Total
Index . . .
1 . 242 B .9 ) 241 250
. : w 11 918 929
2 : 237 B 6 123 129
w 11 938 .949
3 . .298 B 13 316 329
Coa w 16 1780 1796
4 g _ 193 B 17 175 192
‘ w 38 1326 1364 -
5 .036 B 46 - - 320 366
i . w 113 ¢ 942 1055
6 . ©.110 B 25, 234 259
w 57 . 965 1022
Table 2a
Sex DiSpl;opqrtionality of “Serious Disrupter” in Site A~
by School GINI Iridex of Dissimilarity
Disrupter ' Non-Disrupter Total
School 1 Males 29 688 717
. 173
. " :  Females 14 - ' 683 697
School2 Males 50 | 972 1,022
o ) o 086 © . e
Females .34 . - 937 971
School 3 Males 59 892 951
- .290
Females 17" o 941 958 -
School 4 Males 39 . 87 856
LT .265 . .
Females - 11 ‘ 770 781
School 5 " Males 51 : 280 931
' ‘ 220 ‘ '
Females ' 18 - 815

33

88
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Table ]

Withdrawal Dta of Slte ASchod Corporation High Schools
for the 187379 School Year'** -

" *Source Table is developed frem ongmel dats supplled by the Department of Pubhc Instruttlon, Indlenepehs, Indlene

* !

4‘»:""\" .
& M"? '

100

,v

Population Withdrawals % of Total Population and
by by Total Withdrawals by Race
Race Race ~ andImpact (Hor(-)
_Black White
%of % of |
; Total %ofTotd  Total  %of Totdl
. School B W ‘Totl B W Total' Pop. Withdrawals "*Impact Pop. =Withdrawals **Impact
! M1231 1552 44 209 W3 02 173 -9 793 Ba 33
2 40 1996 2146 22 200 22 6. 99  +34 930 00 - -30
J 166 1667 1,876  21 110 191 104 . 160  +56 688 89 . -49
{ 14 1460 1652 23 .106 120. 93 v 178 435 900 821 -8.0
510 186 1659 9 139 168 96 - U2 415 N6 @2 -B4
" Corporation I o
Total 064 8060 0085 139 764 903 108 153 +45 868 86 -4
*Totals include minorities other than Black, designated as P
~American Indian/Alsskan Native
-Asian/Pacific Islander American
Spenish Suramed American (Hispanic)
*(4) = Disproportionate Impact “ ~
(~) = No dispioportionate mpact /
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. 'Table 2b

Sex Disproportionality of “Serious Disrupters” in Site B
by School GINI Index of Dissimilarity

L2

School GINI Disrupter Non Disrupter Total
- Index
1 : M 11 609 . . 620
F 9 550 559
" M 7 559 566
" F 10 502 512
3 v 23 1094 1117
‘ 6 21002 . 1008
4 ' 38 774 812
17 717 734
5 134 v 100 624 ‘724
\ ‘ s 59 638 697
6 225 M 58, 650 658
- . F 22 601 623
%able 5 ‘
Student Modes of Transportation to
School by School
School  Walk/bike Bus ~ Car Walkbike . 'Bus Car
1 ‘31 13 70 ¢ 19 . 128* 82
2 o 14 L 5I** 84’ 50 . 12 130
3 .10 28 25 10 114* 79
4 11 39 133 30 . . 42 126
5 15 66* 83 ‘100 10**' 98
6 ' : ‘14 134** 80
. **Signifies “low” race disproportionality school
*Signifies “high” race disproportionality school "
T Table 6b
Analysis of Variance: Fatalism Index By School .
School X SD N
1 6.8632 1.0751° ( - 190)
2 ! '7.5143 3.8254 ( 210)
3 - 7.0512 25709 . ( 215)
4 , 6.8333 9683 204)
5 6.8128 12027 (- 219)
6 6.5745 ~ 1.5407 235)
Total - 6.9356 ( 1273}



ANOVA TABLE %

. sS df -
- Between Groups - -110.2772 5)
Within Groups 5752.4408 1267)
Total 5862.7180 1272)
F=48578  SIG.= .0002 3
Table 7a
Analysis of Variance: i
Dislike School Index Broken by School in Site A
!0
School ‘ X . SD N
School 1 6.9832 3.3344 ( " 119)
School 2 6.7320 13179 (  153)
“School 3 7.0317 - 11635 (  ©63)°
"School 4 6.4620 1.4214 ( 184)
" School 5 7.0482 1.6098 (  166)
Total 6.8073 1.9105 (  685)
ANOVATABLE . °
Ss T dfe MS -
Between Groups 39.2094 4) 9.8248
Within Groups 2457.2641 ( 680) 3.6136
Total 2496.5635 (. 684)
F=27188 - SIG.:= .0288
N Table 8a
.Analysis- of Variance:
Unfair Punishment Index Broken Down By School -
i in Site A
» X SD N
School 1 4.7542 2.1758 (  118)
School 2 4.5669 1.7070 (. 157)
School 3 4.8615 - 1.3449 65) .
School 4 42434 17023  (  189)
School 5 "4.6118 1.5002 (  170)
Total 4.5494 17259 - ( = 699)
* . ANOVA TABLE . . o B
: - © 8§ . df MS
Between Groups 29,6920 (- 4) 7.4230
Within Groups 20493552 ( 694) 2.9530
Total 2079.0472. ( 698) .

F=25137  SIG. = .0405

it



Table 8b

. . Analysis of Variance
: Unfair Punishment by School

School - . . X . SD N
1 L 4.3246  1.5692 ( 191)
2 2 . ) 4.7115 1.9320 -( * " 208)
3 4.7870 - 15615 ( 216)
4 4.7317 1.5053 | 205)
5 . 45388 1.4876  ( 219)
] _ 4,3234 1.7510 ( 235)
;1 Total ) 4.5683 1.6516 (

' ANOVA TABLE

: . : Ss : df
Between Groups : 45.7032 S 5)
Within Groups ; 3426.8556 ( 1268). -
Total 3472.5589 ( 1273)

F= 3.3822" SIG. = .0049

Table 9a

Analysis of 'Variance: .
Institutional Power Index Broken Down by School

/

. in Site A
School . X __SD. ' N
School 1 o 7.9524 '3.9534 (. 126)
‘School 2 ' . " . 9.2785 " 3.7720 ( 158)
“School 3 - . - 8.8267 4.5034 ( 75)
School 4 : 8.3231 3.6359 (  195)
“School 5 : . " 9.1908 -3.5835 ( 173)
" "Total . , 8.7249 3.8310 ( 727)
ANOVA TABLE
: ‘ ss df
Between Groups -183.4202 . ( 4)
Within Groups : A 10,461.5591 ( 722)
F= 33372 .SIG. = .0101 | S




Table lba

Analysis of Variance:
Grassroots Power Index Broken Down By School

in Site A

" School : : ' X SO -~ - N
School 1 . 7.3571 4.2284 (  126)°°
School 2 o 7.1519 3.4293 ( 158)
School 3 ‘ B 5.9467 3.5102 (- 75)
School 4 . 6.4154 " 3.1125 (  195) )
School 5 o 6.8555 33196 ( 173)
Total * 6.7950 3.5033 ( 727

. ANOVA TABLE

. . SS df

_ Between Groups ' 142.6514 I ( 4)
Within Groups ' ‘ 8,767.8108 ( 722)
F= 29367 SIG.= .0200

Table 10b
Analysis of Variance
Grassroots Power Index by School
School X SD N
1 , 7.9234 | . 3.2229 235
2 : 17.3981 .71 - 3.1732 211
3 . N 7.8940 |  3.4390 217
4 » 7.6488° | 3.3260 205 .
5 © 8.0636 |  3.2556 220
6 _ . 8.2869 lj 3.4888 - 237
Total ~ : o 7.8808 1325
ANOVA TABLE | , o

. S . S§s . - df :
Between Groups S 197.1058 ‘ .5
Within Groups . ~ 14,550.0535 1319
Total C 14,657.1593 .

1324

F= 19419 SIG.= .0849




Table 11a

Analysns of Variance: " :
Positive School Climate Index Broken Down By School
' . in Slte A . .
School S X SD ~ N
1 : ' 39.9333 9:8899 - (  120)
2 _ _ _ 38.2115 _  10.3985 - (  156)
3 a " _ 37.0923  8.8242 ( 65)
4 ' E 39.5508 .= 8.3467 (  187)
5 _ ) 36.6095 9.8253 (( 169)
.| Total : 38.3745.  9.5703 (- 697)
ANOVA TABLE : ! ’
_ ‘ ) ' - df
Between Groups e 1,187.8411 : (- 4)
Within Groups " v 62,559.4743 (. 692)
F= 3.2848 . SIG.= .0111 - Tl
Table 11b - .. .
" Analysis of Variance
Posmve School Climate Index by School
School’ : X - SD . N
1 ' 33.9515 8.5270 227
2 33.5961 9.3048 203 \ _
3 37.1553 10.3916 Tc206
4 o : 36.5350 - 9.2654 : 200
5 : : 37.5002 8.3054 218
6 oo 36.7600 10.5988 . 225
Total i - 359156 9.5415 1279
" ANOVA TABLE _

: ss ~ df .
Between Groups, - . 3075:2308 . 5.
Within Grcups . : ' .113E+06 ) 1273
Total » .116E+ 06 1278 -

. F=6.9121 SIG.= .0000° - \

.

&




,l _Table12a ... .. -

" Scores on Interracial Environment Index by

Race. and Sex: Analysis of Variance : .
, _ in Site A '
: : S ' X .. sD- "N
White male , ’ 17.6570 - '3.1574 242
White female . -18.5500 2.2122 . 320 .
Black male : 19,1957° 3.7690 46
- .Black female : '18.6500 2.4339 20
Other male . 19,3333 - .5774 .. 3
_ Other female =~ - 17.6000 0 1 N
" Total . 18.2595 632
»
ANOVA TABLE . N
. - . 88 . =« df -
Between Groups * ' 163.2542 - 5
Within Groups 4,716.1889 626

F=43339 SIG.= .0007 _

Table 12b

Scores on Interracial Environment Indéx by
Race and Sex: Analysis of Variance

) X SD " N
_ White ma'. ... 181349 2.7342 . 519
White female - : . \ 19.0439 =~ 2.2405 547
Black male . « . 18.4690 2.7110. ‘103
Black female 19,3627 2.0909 102
Other male . © 18.8571 2.7695 14
Other female ' ' 19.7667 2.3589 30
Total o : 18.6791 2.5255 - 1315
ANOVA TABLE A .
- - . : SS - df”’
Between Groups : ' 314.7787 . 5
Within Groups R 8065.7962 . 1309
Total = : o 8380.5749 " 1314 . -
F= 102171 - SIG.= .0000 v
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Table 13a -

\

Intéiracial School Environment 'lﬁciex, Broken Down by
Race/Sex Group and School: Analysis of Variance

in Site A -
: . . X SD_ N
White Male -
School - - . . , _
1 - ' * 18.3714 4.7532 ( 35)
2 . 17.8871 3.1000° - ( 62)
3 . : 16.8333 2.7279 - “18)
"4 Co . 17.9200 2.4092 ( 75)
5 gy 16,8983 2.7773 . | 59)
Total o . - 17.6546 3.1304 (. 249)
‘White Female . C T . :
School T 4 . : o
1 : - 18.2453 21653 ( 53)
2 ‘ v 18.3016 2.3802 ( 63)
3- 7 N " 18.0000 1.9228 (. 34)
4 . - 19.5506 1.8154 (. 89
5 S L 18.0741 2.3118 ( 81)
Total : © - 18.5500 22122 (-~ "320)
Black Male e e
School & N R . ,
1. ' _ 19.6667 5.9899 ( 12)
2 . 20.3846 13.2797 ( 13)
3 ‘ 17.3333 1.5275 ( 3)
4 . * 18.2222 2.2236 ( 9)
5 . C - 18.4444 1.8105 . ( 9)
- Total - 19.1957 *-3.7690 (. 46)
Black Female o T >
School SR . - :
1 o 18.6000 1.5166 ( 5)
2 - . 19.0000 . 2.5071 ( 8)
3 : : 16.2500 20616 [  4)
4 . 20.0000 17321 - (. 3)
5 . 22.0000 .0 ( 1)
Total ‘ ‘ 18.6667 2.3735 ( 21)
. - ANOVA TABLE —
L : . S§' df
Between Groups . 166.9241 ™ . .5
Within Groups . ) - 4,744.0697 634
Total s 4.‘!310.993‘8 639

F = 4.4616 SIG. = .0005

.-
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X ' ' _Tablelslb-

" Interracial School Environmént Index Broken Down by Race/Sex
' Group and School: Analysis of Variance

-

- ——
: Sum - X . 8D Variance. - N
White Male - . S ' :
School s P ' .
1 1485.0000, 19.0385 2.6845 7.2063 - 78
2 1285.0000 18.3571 . -3.1670 .. 10.0300 70
3 1742.0000 18.3368 | 3.7745  14.2470 95
4 1359.0000 18.1200 2.6710 71341 - 75
5 1441.0000 - 184744 - 27715 7.6812 78
- - 6 ~1708.0000 18.5652' 41066 . 16.8638 92
White Female ' -
School - _
1 1439.0000 193459  + 2.6901 7.2368 74
2’ "2038.0000°  19.4095 , 27724 = 7.6864 105
- 3 1534.0000 18.9383 24359 - 5.9336 - 81
4 1918.0000 101800 . ° .1.9765 3.9067 - 100 ~
5 - 1585.0000 19.3293 2.2391 50137 ,  , 82
6 1458.0000 191842 - 2.3478 5.5123 - 76
Black Male -
School =7 oo , - o :
1. - 295.0000 © 19.5833 1.3790 1.9015 - 12
2 288.0000 ' 192000 . . 41438 171714 | 15
3 330.0000 19.4118 ' 5.4893 . 30.1324 L 17
4 248.0000 20.6667 3.4728 - 12.0606 - 12 -
5 296.0000 19,7333, 46823  21.9238 15
"6 26.0000 18.9565", 24022 - 5.7708 23
Black Female ™~ R .
Schoql. | : : :
1 3210000 20.0625 = - 1.8786 3.5292 16
2 176.0000 .  19.5556 15899 ~  2.5278 - 9
3 - . -~ 271.0000 193571 .  2.7346 7.4780 ' - 14
4 ~ 186.0000 *- - 18.6000 1.8379 ° 3.3778 10
5 499.0000 - . 207917 22454 50417 - 24~
6 378.0000 18.9000:  ~ 24039  5.7789 .20 -
. Table 14a
" " Scores on Interracial Friendship Index by . -
Race and Sex: Analyses of Variance e
st " . - X -~ -8sD N .
White male . 7.0433 " 3.2611 254.
. White femiale . 6.1420 .. 17661 324
” Black male . '6.8478 . 3,5651 - - 46
~ Black female ‘ .. - 56316 .  .8307 19
. Other male - - S . 5.0000 14142 - 2
Other female, . - - -, '4.0000 o 0. . .-1 .
Total =~ * ~ - . ..6.5248. 646
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' ANOVA TABLE

SS

_ | : df
Between Groups 146.7551 5
‘Within Groups . -, K 4,284.3486 640

"F=4.3845 .. SIG.= .0006

~ Table 14b .
- '~ Scores on Interracial Friendship Index by i
: Race and Sex: Analysis of Variance ’

. X SD N
White male - © . 65973 ¢ 1.5871 519
White female 7 -6.0676 1.3069 547
Black male . - 6.1650, 1.7551 - 103_
Black female . _ 5.4804 1.2799 102
Other male . 5.7857 2.2931 14
Qther female . . A% 53667 | 11592 \ 30 °

oo . ANOVA TABLE N\
: B - 88 df .
Between Groups = , . 167.1737 N 5
Within Groups . : ’ 2,824.3122 13,0\9
" Total ' 2,991.4859 1314,
F= 154962 °. SIG. = .0000
- . /'/
y
Ve

=
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Table 15a -

Index of Interracial Friendship Index by .

. Race/Sex Group and School:”

Analysis of Variance

-3

-5

df

F=3.6734

£

99 .

. X SD
White Male '
School L .
1 . 8.1026 6.0122 ( 39)
2 .- 7.1587 1.5781 (- 63
3 . 5.8333 1.4653 ( 18)
' © 6.8158 3.1271 ( 76)
5 © 6.9077 °  2.3765 { . 65
Total © 7.0460 3.2436 - (- 261)
White Female .
School ’ ,
1 ) 5.7818 2.0700 ( 55)
2 *6.3582 1.5443 ( . 67"
6.0294 1.1142 ( 34)
4 6.2472 2.1913 ( 89)
6.3210 21262 (- 81)
Total "6.1871 1.9435 :(  326)
Black Male '
School . , :
1 . 7.2500 45151 ( 12)
2 "7.8462° 4.8450 ( 13)
3 . ‘- 7.6667 5774 - ( 3)
4 5.5556 1.1304 ( 9)
5 5.8889 1.3642 ( 9)
Total 6.8478 3.5651 ( 46)
Black Female ;
School
1 5.750C .5000 (- 4)
6.1250 2.5319 ( 8)
5.7500 " .5000 ( 4)
6.3333 1.1547 ( 3)
5.0000 0 ( 1)
otal 5.9500 1.6376 ( 20)
ANOVA TABLE
Between Groups . 129.6420 . 5
Within Groups "4,587,9189 650
Total 4,717.5610 655
SIG. = .0028



Table 15b W,

Index of lnterraciai Friendship by Race/Sex Group and Schiool:
Analysis of Variance

. Sum - X SD- Variance . N
White Male :
School =~ | ' : :
1 .500.0000 ’6.4103 - 1.8050 - 3.2581 78
2 481.0000 7.0735 2.0539 42184 68
3 675.0000 . 7.1053 19704 * 3.8824 95
4 509.000 6.9726 1.9577 - 3.8326 .. 73
5 540.0000 6.8354 2.0155 . 4,0623 .79
6 678.0000 7.0625’ 3.6413 13.2592 96
White Female X '
School B
1 422.0000 5.6257 . '1.3634 1.8587" 75
2 - 681.0000 6.4857 2.7179 7.3868 ] 105
3 . - 517.0000 "6.3827 - 1.3093 1.7142 81
4 631.0000 6.3737 ° 1.6073 2.5834 a9
5 _'489.0000 5.9634 ) 1.7317 2,9986 " 82
.6 526.0000 6.5750 2.6661 7.1082 . " 80
Black Male T :
* School
1 75.0000 5.7692 " 1.2352 . 1.5256 _13
2 98,0000 6.5333 4.4860 20.1238 " 15
3 178.0000 10.4706 8.1939 67.1397 17
4 80.0000 6.1538 3.0234 - 9,1410 . 13
5 111.0000 ,  6.5294 1.2307 15147 17
6 156.0000 6.5000 3.4891 12,1739 24
Black Female B o A '
School : I ,
1 ' 89.0000 5.5625 © 27072 . 7.3292 16
2 84.0000 7.6364 4.5885 21.0545 11
',. . 3 96,0000 \ '6.4000 ) 2.8735 8.2571 15
. 4 58.0000 5.2727 2.3703 5.6182 11
5 127.0000 '5.2917 . '1.2676 1.6069. .24
6 122.0000 - 5.8095 1.7782 © 3.1619 21
Tuble 15¢ -
Scores of Interracial ¥riendship Index by School:
Analysis of Variance . -
School . X SD "N
1 ' 5.9399 2.0481 233
2 6.8079 2.9664 - 203
3 7.1349 3.1954 215
4 6.4826. 1.9367 201
5 6.2258  1.8732 - 217
"6 6.6723 -3.1363 235
1 11 © 100
. . . .
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’ANOVA TABLE .~ o
| ss '- . df

Between Groups 200.7280 4 ... 5
Within Groups _ . 8745.6493 1298

F = 5.9583 SIG. = .0000

.. , : . Table 16b
Mean Scores on Administrative Desegregation
Support Index by School
School - ) X SD N
1 - 5.3120 2.0152 - 234
. 2 5.5308" °  1.9106 211
3 - : 5.9259 1.8386 216
4 _ 6.2146 1.6428 . 205
5 : - 6.1727 1.5695 - 220
6 " 6.3291 . 1.7640 237
“~Total - , - 59123 .. 1.8355 1323
ANOVA TABLE '
o . ss ©df
Between Groups C _ 189.9165 - - 5
Within Groups - - 4263.9126 1217
Total ; , 4453.8292 ., 1322
F= 117320 SIG. = .0000 i
#
Table 17a
The White Predominance Index by Race/Sex Group
Sum X SD ~ SS N
White Male - 19991.0000 41.4751  4.8944 11522.2012 482
White Female  20854.0000 39.6464  4.5607 10920.2281 526
Black Male. .  3889.0000 40.5104  5.2335  2601.9896 96
Black Female 3995.0000 40.3535 - 4.5385  2018.6263. = 99
ANOVA TABLE
: . SS df MS
Between Groups ' . 851.6802 5 170.3360
Within Groups 28229.0877 1239 22.7838
Total o  29080.7679 1244 ;

F= 74762 SIG.= .0000
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The White Predominan...’ Index Broken Down By

Race/Sex Group and School
L ), S SD . N
White Male '
School = . :
1 v | 42:3438 4,7560 (32
2 ' T 42.2833 5.7522 ( 60
3 - . 44.0556 55675  ( 18) -
© 4 ' " 43,0000 4.8127 - .( 75)
5 - w0 © 45.7308 ' 4.4858 ( 52)
~ Total - . 43.4093 5.1803 (  237)
White Female -
School . '
1 S . 40.6538  4.0723 ( 52)
2 o 41.5556 5.0729 ( 63)
3 ' : 40.4706 4.6855 (. .34)
4 . - 41.8353 _ 3.6931 (°  85)
5 © 436790 -  4.3727 ( 81)"
Total 41.9111 -4.4634 (  315)
Black Mal:- ’ :
School . . : :
1 ' " 42,6667 4.0311 ( 9
2 40.4545 ~ 4.7405 ( 11)
T3 . . 426667 °  3.0551 [ 3)
4 - . 40.1111 - 96882  ( 9)
5 ‘ 44,7778 3.5629 ( 9)
Total . 41.9756 5.8288 ( 41)
Black Female .
School : :
1 ' 41.0000 ™ 4.0825 4)
2 - " 40.8571 4.7759 ( 7)
3 : o 42.7500 2.9861 ( 4)
4 .- 423333 - 5.1316 ( 3)
5 : : _ 47.0000 0 ( 1)
Total - _ 418421 4.1266 19)
! . ANOVA TABLE
_ co ss - df
Between Groups . . 449.0207 \ §
. Within Groups - 14,264.9793 610
- Total - 14,714.0000 - 815

F= 38402 _SIG. = .0020
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Table 18b

The White Predominance Index by Race/Sex Groub and Scﬁgai‘ T

- Sum . X ) SD Variance N
White Male _ - : : '
School - , —_ ,
1 3551.0000 40.8161 4.6042 ©21.1983 ) 87
2 2685.0000 41.9531 . 4.8679 - 23.6962 64
3 3717.0000 41.7640. . 5.2441 27.5005 89
4 '2932.0000 43.1176 4.5434 20.6427 68
5 3219.0000 ' 40.7468 4.4649 19.9351 ] ) 79
6 . 3887.0000 40.9158 5.19&“1 ' 26.9503 95
White Female . o i - // .
School ' ’ B
1 3673.0000 39.4946 4.3279 " 18.7309 93
2 ) 3996.00_00 38.7961 .- 4.3145 18.6149 103
3 3108.0000 - 40.3636 . 5.3752 , 28.8923 77
4 3996.0000 40.7755 4.4986 20.2377 98
5 3148.0000 . 39.3500 ' 4.6309 ' 21.4456 ‘80
6 2933.0000 . 39.1067 3.9850 . 15.8804 75
Black Male , . : o

- School ’ ' - : \‘.\
1 577.0000 41.2143 4.4752 20.0275 . "\14
2 611.0000  40.7333 5.7628 33.2095 145
3 ..630.0000 45.0000 3.4194 11.6923 i‘l
4 523.0000 - 40.2308 6.6100 43.6923 13
5 678.0000 39.8824 3.9510 15.6103 . 17
6 870.0000 37.8261 4.7064 - 22,1502 23
Black Female ‘ . :
School
1 774.0000 40.7368 4.4452 19.7602 14
2 401.0000 - 40.1000 " 3.3149 10.9889 10
3 585.0000 * 39.0000 - " 4.4078 *19.4286 15
4 471.0000 ) 42.8182. 3.6556 13.3636 11
5 879.0000 38.2174 ¢ 4,7190 . 22.2688 23
6 885.0000 - 421429 ' 4.4641 19.9286 21
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: A STUDY OF . )
THE CAUSES OF DISPROPORTIONALITY
IN SUSPENSIONS AND -EXI_’ULSIONS OF MALE .
BLACK STUDENTS

- PART THREE: Teacher and Administmt'or Attitudes . a

Camilla A. Heid !
S uspension and expulsion solve problems for teachers and admlnlstrators

but only at the expense of those who look to the school as a mechanism for
social arild economic advancement. This is all the more problematic ivhen it
occurs in a desegregated school setting, thwarting the very expectations .
which are central to lntegranon Yet, both are accepted reactions to dlsruptlve ~
students. .

Attentlon is often dlrected toward the 1nablllty of students to cope with .
- the eénvironment in dese egated schools. Implied is that school disorders
exist primarily because sﬁlents have developed a lack of respect for teachers
and administrators. However, a contrasting point of view suggests that stu-
dents may not be totally responsible for the disruption and chaos that is
evident. =~ ./

Several causative factors may be responSIble for. the disproportionate
suspension and expiilsion of Black and male.students. First, it may be con-
tended that these students are. more disruptive; yet many attend school -
without any record of discipline problems. Second, the school itself may beat,
fault. Do the current programs-provide success and a feeling of accomplish-

\gnent for all students? Does poor academic achievement contribute to poor

ehavior? Third, teachers and administrators tend to come from middle class
backgro\unds Perhaps they do not understand students from different socio-
economic backgrounds. If this is true, should the teachers and administrators
or the students do the adjiisting 2 Fourth, many students come from an unsta-
‘ble family structure. How does this aff\ctthelr@n\c;: of being suspended or
expelled? Fifth, it is possiblé that the disproportionate suspension and ex-
pulsion rate for minority students is a more subtle form of discrimination
~ replacing the massive resistance to busing and desegregatxon of the past\

_decades. Finally; it is said that a school is the shadow of its administrator.
" Does the administrator's perceptions of the school environment affect the rate -
of suspension or expulsion of Black and male students? (School Suspensmns
Are They Helping Children, 1975).

This research prc]ect has studied both student charactenstlcs and school
characteristics. The aim was to identify explanations of disproportionality -
among Black and rhale student “disrupters;” and to identify promising school .. . -
practices and conditions whichhelp mediate the problem. Too voluminous to .
bepresentedina single paper, the findings arereported in three papers which .
focus on student characteristics (Bennett and Harris, 1981), school char-
acteristics (Bennett, 1981) and teacher and adrmnlstrator attitudes and beliefs
(Held 1981). . _ o
: S chwes oty L




The research was conducted in two large urban school corporations
located in the midwest. Both corporations had previously been ranked among
the country’s one hundred most problematic school corporations concerning

- minorities and school discipline (HEW, 1976). Both corporations were con-

cerned about the problem and‘agreed to participatein a study that would lead -

to programs designed te counter the problem of dlsproportlonallty in school
discipline.

Each school corporation was treated as a totally separate research site,
-and all data were analyzed separately. However, the methadology and data
collection techniques were nearly identical, and thus it was possible to

examine the degree to which findings from the two separate school corpora-

tions would corroborate each other. -

The findings in the two différent sites are, in fact hlghly similar. The
characteristics of “serious disrupters,” as well as administrator and teacher
attitudes and beliefs, ‘are virtually identical. And, while some differences
were discovered between the highest race disproportionality school in each
site, the lowest dlsproportlonallty schools were alike on most of the variables
studied. =

L Methodology and Data Source
A. Overview

The study was conducted with full cooperation of the central adminis- -

tration and building principals in both school corporations. Two Project
Facilitators, one based in each school corporation; joined. the project staff.

The total number of high schools possible, five from Site A and six from

Site B, participated in the study. All “serious disrupters" i.e., students who

had been suspended three or more times and/or expelled from school, in each

- school corporation were identified (N,=322 and Ng=362). Random samples

of 100 and 110 students stratified by school, race,:sex and grade level were

selected from the population of *‘serious dlstrupters" in each district. Other
random samples of 100 and 110 non-disrupters, again stratified by school,
race and sex were selected from the ninth, tenthand eleventh graders enrolled
in each school. The family of each selected student was pérsonally contacted

for written permission to participate in the study. When permission was not-

obtained, another student was randomly selected.
Four interview formats were developed for this study by the project staff:

an adminjstrator, teacher, parent and student format. Although the formats

differed, a common core of questions on student discipline used in previous

research was included in each format, as was a_common core on school -

desegregation. Three paper perftil questionnaire formats {for students,
teachers-and administrators) were also developed. Most of the items had been
used in previous research on school discipline and/or schoo} desegregation
(Forehand and Ragosta, 1976; Bickel, 1979;. and Bennett, 1980).

Both disruptive and non-disruptive students and their parents were
interviewed from both sites (N,=200 and N=220). Ten teachers and the.top
3-4 administrators in each school were also interviewed. These adminis-

trators (N,= 18 and N=19) completed a paper pencil quéstionnaire. Finallya -

random sample of teachers (N,=51 and Ny=127) and students (N,=727 and
Ny=1266), excluding those interviewed, were asked to complete a paper
penc1l questionnaire. .



B. The Administrator Sumple 4 ' -

Interviews were conducted and paper pencil questlonnalres dlstrlbuted
to all seconJary bu1ldmg level administrators at botl: sites. The return rate on
the questionnaire was one hundred percent. »

The sample at Site A was predominantly white male, with eleven white
males, three black males and two black females. Two individuals did not -
indicate sex or race. The respondents at Site B were predominantly white,
with eleven white males, five white femsles and two black females. One

_ administrator did not report sex or race.

C.. The Teacher Sample ..

Paper pencil questionnaires were distributed randomly in twenty-five
-teacher mailboxes in each of the schools. The questionnaire was anonymous
and returned in a sealed envelope to the principal’s office. At Site A, one-half
of the questlonnalres in each school were returned. School 3A was the
exception, only one-third of the questionnaires were returned. (It rust be
noted that the questionnaires were distributed during the last week of the
school year, a most inappropriate time for teachers). The return rate at Site B-
ranged from seventy-two to one hundred percent at each schoo!. )

The sample at Site A was predominantly White, with twenty five white
‘males, twenty four white females and one black female. One individual did
not indicate sex or race. Most of the respondents are between twenty six and
fifty flve years of age, with nineteen between twenty six and thirty five years
of age, “ten between thirty six and forty five years of age and fifteen between
forty six and fifty five years of age. Fifty four percent of the respondents teach
an academic, business or vocational subject. Thirty eight or seventy five
percent of the respondents have taught mgre than twenty years. .

The sample at Site B was also predominantly White, with seventy-eight
white males, thirty-eight white females, one black male and five black ~
females. Eight teachers did not indicate sex or race. As in Site A, most of the
respondents were between twenty-six and fifty-five years of age, with forty
between twenty-six and thirty-five years of age, twenty-eight betwéen
thirty-six and forty-five years of age and thirty between forty-six and fifty-five
years of age. Seventy-five percent of the respondents teach an academic, -
business or vocational subject. Seventy percent have taught more than ten
years.

II. Findings \\_

A. Overview of Findings on Disproportionality in School Discipline
The GINI Index of Dissimilarity was used to examine the degree to whiche
disproportionate numbers of male and/or Black students comprised the seri-
ous disrupter population. The GINI Index of Dissimilarity assumes that tHe
total suspension rate for the individual school is appropnate The GINI Index
indicates the percent of total disrupters that should be added to the white or
female dlsrupters and subtracted from the black or male disrupters. The new
figures représent the race or sex composition of the school.
. The data in Tables 1 and 2 iljustrate the level of dlsprc\h:omonallty in,
each school by race and sex. Race isproportionality is highestin Schools 5A.
- and3B and lowest in Schools 2A and 5B. School 5A reportsa blacl\dxsrupter
percent five times the percent of the black population, while School 3B .
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reports a black disrupter percent three tlmes the percent of the black popula- .

tion, School 2A with a low disproportionality rate, suspends or expels twice
-as many Blacks asshould be expected However, School 5B exhibits llttle race
disproportionality.

Sex dlsproportlonality is highest in Schools 3A and 3B and lowest in
.Schools 2A and 2B. Sex disproportionality is not as pronounced as the race
disproportionality. Contrary to-most éxpectations, School 2B suspends or’
expels a smaller percentage of males than the percent reflective of the male
,_populatlon at that school.

B.. The Power Indices: Institutional Power and Grussroots Power -

Eight paper pencil questionnaire items which dealt with how much
influence the teacher felt different groups of persons have in the school _were
factor analyzed. Two factors emerged Institutional Power and Grassroots
Power. Institutional Power is defined as the sum of the measures of influence
of the school board, superintendent and principal. Grassroots Power is de-
fined as the sum of the measures of influence of the individual, students, and
parents. ’

Tables 3 and 4 fail to reveal significant school differences in teacher
perceptions at Site B on Institutional Power or Grassroots Power. The Institu-
tional Power Index is highest in School 5B an lowest in School 6B: The
population mean is nearly equivalent in the /remalmng four schools. This
indicates that the teachers in School 5B perceive the school board, superin-
tendent and principal to be more influential than do teachers in the other
" schools. It should be noted that School 5B has the lowest race disproportion-
ality rate. The school board, superintendent, and principal are perceived tobe
least influential by teachers in School 6B.

The Grassroots Power Index is hlghest in School 6B, lowest in School3B. -

- and relatively similar in the other schools. Teachers in School 3B perceive .
students, parents and teachers to be least influential in their school, while |
teachers in.School 6B perceive students, parents and teachers to be most |
influential. School 3B has the highest level of disproportionality for males
and black students. These results indicate that teachers tend to perceive more
Grassroots Power when there is less Institutional Power. The opposite also |
tendstobe true, i.e. , perceptions of less Grassroots Power accompany percep-
tions of more Institutional Powsr.

" Tables 5.and 6 indicate that rio SIgmflcant dlfferences in teacher percep- -
tions of Institutional Power or Grassroots Power were found in Site A. School
2A is lowest on the Institutional Power Index, while School 4A is the highest. ©
The Grassroots Power Index is highest in School 5A and lowest in School 3A.
This finding conflicts with the fmdmg at Site B. Schools 2A and 5B are low.in
race disproportionality, while 2A is lowest on the Institutional Power Index
and 5B is the highest. Schools 5A and 3B indicate high levels or race dispro-
portionality, however School 5A is highest at Site A on the Grassroots Power

Index while School 3B is, lowest on that index at Site B.

» C. School Climate :

Clearly recognized is the fact that the teacher is the central figure inthe
classroom. It is the responsibility of the teacher to establish a climate that is
conducive to learning, responsive to the needs of the individual learner and
encouraging to the total development of the student (Blckel 1979).
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' Twelve paper pencil questinnnaire items comprised u single factor

.which was labeled the Scliool Clinate Index. (Bickel, 1979) The items were
-scoredso that the higher ax. index score is, the more positive are feelings about
- school climate. . -

In this study Site B showed no signifi: cant differences on the Positive

. School Climate Index as perceived by teachers. (See Table 7.) However, Site A
" did display significant differences between schools on the Positive School,

Climate Index as perceived by teachers. (See Table 8.)

The Positive School Climate Index is above the population mean in
Schools 1A and 5A, at the mean in School 2A and below the mean in Schools
3A-and 4A. Thus teachers in Schools 1A and 5A have the most positive

perceptions about their school climate and teachers in Schools 3A and 4A

report the most-negative perceptions. Further study is warranted to show the
relationship between Instltutlonal Power, Grassroots Power and School Cli-
mate.

The frequency distribution indicates that administrators view school

" climate positively. Their responsts were consistently categorized as ‘almost

always’ and ‘often.’ (Sée Tables 9 arid 10:) Overall, , teachers perceived school
climate ina positive manner. (See Tables 11 and 12.) However, some teachers

- did respond in a negative mannerto the school climate items. In contrast,only .

two _administrators at. Site A responded negatively to one schesl climate
item—°In this school students are not afraid of other students.” This trend
could result from the teachers’ close contact with the students or the failure of
administrators to admit that the mteractlon of students teachers and adminis-
trators is in need of 1mprovement

In summary, it appears that teachers and administrators may feel positive -
about the school environment yet dispreportionate suspensions and expul--
sions for black students and males continue to exist. This may support the ..
speculation that middle class teachers and administrators do not understand-

" students from a dlfferent socio-eccnumic status

D. School A dequucy ’

-Eighteen paper pencil questlonnau'e items were mcluded to measure the -
‘administrators’ perceptions of the adequacy of certain features of the school

program. Administrators at Site A perceived extracurricular activities geared

"toward minority students and minority group courses as ccnsiderably in-

adequate. (See Table 13.) Table 14 indicates that administrators at Site B
perceived as'considerably inadequate, programs for tutoring-low-achieving

students. The aspects perceived as considerably inadequate tend to relate to’
“typical” disrupters, i.e., minorities and low-achievers. Programs to i improve .

teacher intergroup relatlons, programs for gifted and talented students, pro-
grams to increase parent-teacher contact, the number of social workers, and
the .number of teacher aides were perceived as somewhat inadequate by
administrgtors. Thus, administrators tend to perceive simultaneously, a pos-
itive school climate and certain school inadequacy features.

E. Administrator and Teacher Permptmns of Interaction '
. Both administrators and teachers rated various group and individual
interactions on a five point scale ranging from open and warm to hostile. (See
Tables 15-18.) Administrators tend to-view the interaction in a positive
manner. The only exception is the administrators’ interaction with other

£
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administratgrs. Six percent of the administrators at Site A perceived this-

interaction as distant and cool while Site B administrators viewed' thlrty-tWo
percent of this interaction as distant and cool.
¢ . Teachers’ perceptions were not as. posltlve as admmlstrators Some neg-

‘ative perceptions were indicated in all categories. However, serious negative -

perceptions are indicated in the interaction of téachers and parents, teachers
and the principal and black and white students. As with school climate,
administrators perceive group and individual interaciion in a more positive

" manner than teachers. Because the administrator is responsible for the
* school's climate, s(he) may feel the need to assert a positive perception for the

various interactions. Teacher responses may be more indicative of the true g

measure of interaction. Negative interaction may well contribute to the dis- ‘
. proportionate suspension and expulsion rate for black and male students.

F. Teacher Attitudes About ‘Race and Sex leferences on Selected Stu-
dent Characteristics

Teachers were asked for their honest opinion, on differences between
students based on race and sex. They were asked to utilize their personal
experiences to respond to twelve questions about students they have taught
The responses are summarized in Tables 19'and 20.”

Overall, racial differences were perceived tobe more discriminating than

sexual differences. White students were reported to be.more active, better

readers, better adjusted to school and more achievement oriented. Black
students were reported to cause more trouble in class and to ‘need more help

-‘ from the teacher. : A

- These trends may reflect a racxst orlentatlon on the part of the téacheror
the reality of black student performance. Both épeculations point to inequit- |

- able educational opportunities for black students. Inequitable educational

opportunities for black students would contribute to drsproportlonalxty in
school dlscxplme

G Teacher Attitudes Towaurd School Desegregutlon :

* Table 21 indicates that a majority of teachers in both school sites oppose.
mandatory desegregation. Table 22 reports the teachers believe that desegre-
gation benefits black students and other minotities but not white students. A
large majority of teachers believe that dlscxplme problems are mcreased -with
the desegregation of schools.

Finally, the surveyed teachers showed a high level of racial intolerance.

. Almost half state that they would not like to live in an integrated neigh-

borhood and a majority feel that the amount of racial prejudice in our country
is highly exaggerated. One-third believe. Blacks and Whites should not be .
allowed to intermarry. As previously stated, any form of racist orientation
would contribute to disproportionality in school discipline for black stu-
dents. This disproportionality may be a subtle form of discrimination, a

. resistance against the massive busing of the past decades.

_ HI. Conclusions

The results for the teachers and administrators are equivocal. The.data
warrants an exterisive and detailed investigation.

The apparent racist orientation of some teachers is exhibited in the
results of the anonymous paper-pencil qyestionnaire. Asxgmf:cant number of
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teachers would not live in a desegregated neighborhood, did not favor man-
. datory school desegregation and felt that the problems of racial prejudice in
- the United States were exaggerated. In addition,” the majority of teachers ______—
. perceived white students to be academically and socially superior. If the
- teacher's perceptions are based on limited expectations for black students,
~ then these teacher expectations are likely to be fulfilled. The fact that racial
intolerance appears pervasive among the teachers may explain why
black students are disciplined for discretionary feasons. '~ S
Proportionately, Blacks suffer from the suspension and expulsion -
policies more than, Whites. However, suspension and expulsion are not lim- .
- ited to a single segment of the school population. Thex"_'e dre many Whites, '
particularly poor Whites, whose educational. careers are ruined by these
, discipline sanctions (Yudof, p. 380). : . .

Students are often suspended and expelled _@_r_gn@o:violations of the. -
hidden' curriculum, such as failure to adhere to fime schedules. Many ad- -
ministrators and teachers have rot learned to deal with behavior problems.

They feel pressure to suspend students at the first sign of trquble. Community
. pressure may support the reasoning behind the positive school climate index
reported by administrators regardless of the school'’s race and/or sex dispro-
* portionality rate-in discipline problems. y )
[ : . .
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. | Tablet, ._
. Total Enrollments and Populatmn of “Senous Dlsruplem" By Race for 107880 School Year

~ Total  Black \' Per- Whlte Pel:- © Tol  Black Per-  White Per Gini
School Population Population ~ cent Pqpulation _cent Disrupters Disrupters  cent Disrupters  cent Index*

S 'Y 1/ AN (AN 1 I RS "SR 1 PR N PR U]
2A NN M T R Ry M 2 M3 T 8T 0
3A 09 o1 @t 18- 89 - % u W6 55 M4 R .
4A 1837 165 101 M2 89 50 12 M0 B 0 g4
A 64 186 94 1588 906 69 M - 493 3 507 415
1B 9 /0 w2 Wy S W .9 450 11 B0 20
B 078 129 120 .40 80 1 G IS O U A £
3B W50 BS U% - M5 . W B M8 16 B2 208
4. 5% 19 13 B &7 55 17 09 B 6 .19
3B M2 6. BB M55 M2 10 460 289 M3 711 096
B .cone W W2 owm M8 BB 05§ S .1"10

'9
* The GINI Indexof stslmllamty indicates the percent aftta dlsruplers tht should be added to the white dlsrupters and subtracted .
from the black dlsrupters in order to reflect the school' black white ratio, -
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Table 2
Total Enrollments and Population of “Serious Disrupters" By Sex for 167040 Schoal Year

Toal . Mde Pe Fmdle P Toal . Mae Per  Female Pen Ci
School Population Population cent Population cent " Distupters Distupters  cent Disrupters cont Indext.

1A W 0T 6 M3 & W g R 1
AW 02 S8 o 487 B 0085 U 405 066
34 1909 051 498 - 958 502 76 59" 778 17 24 290
W W 18 e 5 B 477 0 39 780 20 2%
75 1764 o1 B8 8 42 6 5O79 19 %1 20
1B um . 60 526 559 474 20 50 9.450 4
B 10 56 55 52 475 A 7412 10 588 115
3B U5 M7 6 . 1008 474 2 B 73 6 207
48 1556 B7 S5 M9 475 55 B 601 7 309 17
;I W /TR Y 67 490 15 100 629 5 971 13
B A e B4 6348 B2 9 700 0 B0 25

* The GINI Index of Dlssiml]anty indicatesthe percent of total dlSl'llplBl’S that should beadded tothe female dlsrupters andsubtracted

from the male disrupters, in order to reflect the school’s male-fomale ratio, \
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Table. 3

Mean Scores for Teachers on the Institutiﬁnal
" Power Index by Schools in Site B

.- School .__N X SD
: 1B 25 7.4000 24833
) :) 19 71579  1.9512
' 3B , 18 73684  2.5865
4B 18 7.3889 . 2.2788
5B 21 8.1429 3.2754
6B 18 6.6667  2.0864 - -
. Total 120  7.3750  2.4638

Analysis of Variance |

SS. df MS ~_F P
" Between Groups 22.3493. 5 4.4699 .6535 - >.25
Within Groups 779.7966 114 6.8403 .. - ¢
Total . h 802.1459 119 ) -
: Table 4

Mean Scores for Teachers on the Grassroots
Power Index by Schools in Site B

R School N - X SD )
: 1B 25 18.2800 4.0673
. 2B . 19 18.7368 2.8449
3B 19 - 17.6316° 5.9368
4B 18 , 18.5000 . 3.0147
5B .- 21 18.0496 4.,9546
6B 18  19.1111  5.6453
Total 120 18.3670 . 4.4038
Analysis of Variance , 5 T S
B . Ss . df MS F P
Between Groups 25.461 5 . 5.0922 2096 . >.25
Within Groups  2769.5183 114,  24.2940
Total 2794.9793 119
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Table § . '

Mean Scorns for Teachers'on the Institutional :
<% power Index by Schools in Site A

School N X SD
1A 11  6.6364 2.0136
2A 12 5.2500 1.6026 ‘
3A ‘ "11 62727  2.0538
4A 7 6.7143 2.9841
5A 10 6.6000 3.0984

Total 51 6.2353 2.3116

Analysis of Variance

ss df MS F D

Between Groups  16.3706 4 40927 7506 5627
-Within Groups  250.8058 46 5.4523 :
Total 267.1765 50 '
: : 4
: i
Tablé 6 A

Mean Scores for Teachers-on the Grassrootsw
Power Index by Schools in Site A

School N X - 8D
1A 11 18.7273 5.0416
2A 12° % 18.9167 45017 ~
3A . - 11 18,5455 2.5045
- 4A 7 '20.1429 4.4508
5A 10 20.9000 - 2.1318

- . Total 51 19.3529 3.8514

Analysis of Variance

. ‘ SS . -df Ms F . 'p

“Between Groups 42.0642 4 105160 " 6915  .6016 .
Within Groups . 699.5829 . 46  15.2083
"Total 741.6471 - 50
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Table 7

Mean .Scorés for Teachers on the Positive

School Climate Index by Schools in Site'B

School N X SD
1B 25 25.0400- 5.7044
2B 19 19.8947 5.0979
3B 19 23.8421 5.2096°
" 4B 18 23.7778 5.9166
.5B 21 23.8571 5.2277
6B 18 24,6667 6.2309
Total . 120 .23.5833  .5.5574
Analysis of Variance
’ ss df MS F P
Between Groups:  336.367 5 6A273¢ 17798 >.10
Within Groups _4308.!}583 114 37.7979
Total .+ 4645.3253 119
" Table 8
Mean Scores for Teachers on the Positive
School .Climate Index by Schools in Site A
School N X _SD
1A. 11 28.2727 6.8131
2A 12  24.0000 .6.1051
3A 11 203636  3.2641°
4A 7 21.1429 7.0576
5A 10 25.9000 8.0891
Total 51 24.1176 6.7931
.-Analysis of Variance
__SS df MS F. P
Between Groups 438.8097 - 4 109.7024 "~ 27008 0420
Within Groups 1868.4844 46 40.6192 . s
. 50

“Total : 2307.2941
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Table 9

Administrators’ Perceptions of School Climate (Site A)

Almost Some- Almost Don't .
Always Often times: Seldom Never Know
1. The princip;al is seen '
in the halls and cafe- .
teria interacting with  38.9% . 33.3%  22.2% 5.6%
students and staff. 7~ 6 4 1
2. Thisschoolisacheer- 83.3% 5.6% 11.1%
. ful place. 15 1 2
3. People are friendly in 83.3% 11.1% 5.6% -
this school. 15 2 1 :
4. When a student has a S
. problem, it is easy to © 66.7% 27.8% 5.6%
find help. 12 5 1
5. Inthis school teachers 61.192, 33.3% 5.6%
respect the students. 11 "6 1 : 9
. 6. Inthisschool students .
have respect for other 33.4% 66.7%
students. 6 12
7. Inthis school students , .
‘ have respect for the~ 44.4% 50.0% 5.6% .
~ ieachers. 8 9 Co1
8. People are honestand  38.9%  55.6% 5.6%
- sincere in this school. 7 10 - 1
9. Studerits find this -
school to be an enjoy-  50.0% 38.9% 1L1%
able experience. 9 7 2
. 10. Inthisschool students )
+ are niot afraid of other 33.3% . 38.9% - 16.7% 11.1%
. students. + - 6 7 - 3 2 :
11. Students feel wel- : .
comed and accepted 50.0% 33.3% 16.7%
at this school. 9 6 3
12. The school providesa. . =
good learning en- 7229% 27.8%
vironment,. 13 5 .
. ~ 119 - -
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. . Table 10
Administmlo'rs' Perceptions of School Climate (Sife B)

ALY

Almost Some- " " Almost Don't
_.Always Often times Seldom Never . Know
1. The principal is seen ‘ ' Y '
in the halls and cafe- :
‘teria interacting with 10.5% 57.9% 31.6%
. students and staff. : - 2 ° 11 6
2. Thisschool isacheer- 47.4% 47.4% 5.3%
ful place. 9 I 1. "
- ‘3. People are friendly in -57.9% 36.8% 5.3%
_ this school. 11~ 7 1 .
7 4. When a student has a T
problem, it is easy to '52.6% 47.4%
. find help. 10 9 '
5. ln‘thi,s school teachers 26.3% 57.9%  15.8%
respect the students; 5 11 3
6. Inthisschool students ) -
have respect for other 36.8% 42.1% 21.1%
students. ’ . 7 8 4
7. Inthis school students
- have respect for the 36.8% 52.6% 10.5%
teachers. _ 7 10 2
" 8, Pecpleare honestand 42.1% “ 47.4% °10.5%
sincere in this school. 8 9 2
9, Students find this T \ ' ;
school to.be an enjoy- 15.8% 68.4%  15.8%
, able experience. 3 13 37 ’
10. Inthisschool students ‘ :
: are not afraid of other 57.9% 26.3% 15.8%
, students. n, 5 3 ’
s 11. Students feel wel- : :
j comed and accepted 36.8% 57.9% 5.3%
! at this school. 7 11 1
’ 12. The school providesa 57.9%  36.8%  5.3%
- _ good learning place. 11 7 1
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,. .\_\ Table 11
Teachers' Perceptions of School Climate (Site A)

Almost . Some- Almost Don't
‘Always . Often . times Seldom Never Know

1. The principal is seen . ) . _— P
in‘the halls and cafe- : .
teria interacting with 15.7% 54.9% 21.6% 3.9% 3.9%
students and staff. 8 28 - 11 2. 2
2. Thisschoolisacheer- 31.4% 52.9% 11.8% 3.9%
ful place. 16 27 6 2
3. People are friendly in~ 58.8%  31.4%  9.8%
this school. - 30 16 5

4.. When a student has a : '
problem, it is easy to  39.2%  39.2%_ 19.6% 2.0% ~

find help. - 20 20 10 1
5. Inthisschool teachers  49.0%  29.4% 21.6%

respect the students, 25 - 15 11

6. Inthisschool students
have respect for other 13.7% 51.0% 23.5% 9.8% 2.0%
- students. : 7 26, 12 5 B

7. Inthis school students )
_have respect for the - 17.6% 41.2% 29.4% 9.8%  2.0%:
' 5

~ ‘teachers. . 9 21 15 1
. 8. Peopleare ;onestand 23.5% 49.0%  25.5% 2.0%
sincere in this school. 12 25 - 13 1

9, Students find this ‘ :
school to be an enjoy- 9.8% . 62.7% 19.6% 5.9% 2.0%
1

. able experience. 5 32 10 - 3 !
107 In this school students =~
are not afraid of other 35.3% 23.5% 27.5% 13.7%
students. . 18 12 14. ‘7

11, Students feel wel- g '
comed and accepted 23.5% ~56.9% 17.6% 2.0%

" at this school. 12 29 9 1
12, The school provides a ' . ¢
.~ good learning en- 51.0% 35.3% 11.8% S 2.0%

vironment, - 26 18 6 1 BN
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Table 12

-

" Teachers’ Perceptions of School Climate (Site B)

Almost . Some- Almost Don’t
"Always Often  times Seldom Never- Know )
1. The principal' is seen . o |
in the halls and cafe- o
- teria interacting with 7.9% ' 354% 32,3% 11.8% 10.2% 2.4%
students and staff. 10 / 45 41 15 13 -3
2. This school is a cheer- 37.0% 44.1% 15.7% 0.8% 0.8%  1.6%
fq’l place. 47 56 - 20 1 1 2
3. Péople are friendly in 44.9% 37.8% '11.8% 1.6% 0.8% 3.1%
this school. 57 48 15 2 1 4
4. When a student has a i .
problem, it is easy to  32.3% 40.9% 19.7% 3.9% 3.1%
find help. 4 - 52 25 5 4. -
5. In this school teachers. 41.7% < -37.8% ~16.5% T 0.8%. 3.1%
_respect the students. 53 - " -48 21 1 4
6. jnthis school students L . N
'have respect for ather 13.4% . 53.5% 27.6% 3.1% , 0.8% 1.6%
!students. 17 - .68 35 - 4 1 2
7. 'Inthis school students T '
have respect for the' 19.7% : 51.2% 23.6% 3.1%  0.8%. 1.6%
teachers. 25 65 30 4 1 2
8. People are honest and  24.4%  49.6%  18.9% . 3.9% 3.1%
- sincere in this school. 31 ‘63 |, 24 5 ' 4
9. Students find this o
school to be an enjoy- 10.2% 55.1% 29.1% 3.1% - 2.4%
able experience. 13 70 37 4 3 .
10. In this school students T ) R
are not afraid of other 33.9% 38.6% 18.9% 4.7% - 1.6% 2.4%
students. ) 43 49 . 24 6 - 2 3
11. Students feel wel- . :
.comed and-accepted 32.1%  44.9% - 20.5% 1.6%
at this school. 42 - 57 26 < 2
12. The school provides a . . ’
good learning en- 48.0% 41.7% 7.1% 0.8% 2.4%
vironment. 61 58 ° 9 - 1° 3




T ) Table 13 .-

Admini;lrélgm' Perceptions of School Adequacy (§jge A)
More Consider- Do
Than™ Somewhat ably Inad- Not Don't

Adequate Adequate Inadeguate equate Have Know~

278%  55.8%  16.7%

1. Guidance counselors 5 10 3 -
’ © 5.6% 22.2% 44.4% 11.1% 16.7%
2. Social workers B . 4 8 2 -3,
- o 444%  500%  56% ~
3. Teacher aides ' S8 9 1 . f
4. Remedial reading 27.8%  44.4% . 27.8%:
programs .= 5 8 5
5. Vocational training 38.9%  38.9%  22.2%
courses 77 .7 4 i
6. Minority group or cul- ‘ 11.1% 33.3% 22.2% 33.3% ..
j ture courses - T2 6 . 4 6 ’
: 7. Classrooms for under- 22.2%  27.8%  16.7%  16.7%  5.6% 11.1%
achievers. 4 5 3 3 1 2 i
8. Classrooms for so- : . o
cially or emotionally 22.2% 33.3% 22,2% 5.6% 16.7% j
maladjusted 4 .6 4 1 3 '\
9. Achievement group- 16.7% 66.7% 5.6% 11':1%
ing ’ 3 12 1 : 2
10. Major curriculum ret 16.7%  50.0%  167%  11.1%  5.6%
_ visions 3 9 3 2 . 1
11, Extracurricular ac- ‘ )
tivities geared toward 5.6% 22.2% 22.2% 22.2% 16.7%11.1% ©
minority students. 1 4 ‘4 4 . 3 z
12. Late bus for students ’
: who stay late for ex- S .
tracurricular activi- 22.2% 50.0% 16.7% 11.1%
ties 4 9 . 3 .- 2
13. Programs for tutoring v ] i
low-achieving stu- 11.1% 44.4% 38.9% © 5.6%
dents i 2 8 7 1 :
14. Programs for gifted 11.1% ° 33.3%  44.4% 5.6% 5.6% )
and talented students 2 6 8 o U :
15. Programs to increase .o ‘ .
parent-teacher con- . 444%  389% ,. 11.1%  5.6% }
tact - : 8 7 2, 1 i
16. Programs to improve o : ’ i
" teacher intergroup re- _ 33.3% 27.8% 16.7% 16.7% 5.6%
lations - 6 . 5 3 3 1
17. Student bi-racial ad- . , =~ 27.8%  333% - 11.1%  16.7%11.1%
*  visory committee ! 5 6 e 2 3 2
18, Equipmentforstudent ° . 50.0%  38.9%  5.6% * 5.6% K
. use ) ST 9 ’ 7~ 1 ' . 1
- I A :
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Table 14 - _
Administrators’ Perceptions of School Adequacy (Site B)

Y
3

More
Than
Adequate Adequate

Consider- Do

Somewhat ably Inad- Not  Don’t

Inadequate equate Have . Know

10.

11,

. Guidam:e counselors

3
»

. Social workers
. Teacher aides

. Remedial - reading

prbgrams

. Vocational training

courses

. Minority group or cul-

ture courses

. Classrooms for under-

achievers -

. Classrdoms for so-

cially or emotionally
maladjusted

. Achievement group-

ing
Major curriculum re-
visions ’

Extracurricular ac- .

tivities geared toward

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18..

minority students

Late bus for students
who stay late for ex-
tracurricular activi-
ties

Programs for tutoring
low-achieving stu-
dents

Programs for gifted
and talerited students

Programs to increase
parent-teacher con-
tact

Programs to improve
teacher intergroup re-
lations

Student bi-racial ad-

‘visory committee
,Equipment for sﬁ’;dent

use

15.8%  57.9%
3 11

15.8% 15.8%
3. 3

5.3% 73.7%
1 14

5.3%  47.4%
1

9
36.8%  63.2%
7 12
5.3% 47.4%
1 - 9
21.1%  68.4%
4 13
15.8%  57.9%
3 11
10.5%  68.4%
2 113 -
10.5%  73.7%
2 14

21.1%  57.9%
4 11

15.8% 15.8%

3 3 :
31.6%
6 .

5.3% 36.8%

1 7

5.3% 52.6%
1 10 |

42.1%
8

36.8%
- . 7 )
5.3% 31.6%
1! 6

26.3%

5 -
"42,1%  -5.3% 21.1

8 1 4 -

10.5% 10.5%

2 . ’2 . '/'

26.3% 5.3% 15.8%

5 1 3 .

21,1% 26.3% -

4 5 \
+ 10.5%

2 -

10.5% 5.3% ° 10.5%
1

2 2

53% 15.8%

1 : 3 N
15.8

o

15.8% 5.3%
3 . 1

158%  53%  474%
1 9

31.6% 15.8%  21.1% °

& 3 4
47.4%  10.5%
9 -2

26.3% 5.3% 10.5%
1 2

42.1% 10.5% 5.3%
1

8 2 :

26.3%  5.3% 15.8%15.8% )
5 1 3 3 .
26.3% 36.8% -

5 . .. 7




.. Tabla1s I
Administratom Percephons of Interactnon (Site A)

Open, Distant, Don't
Warm Friendly Polite  Cool Hostile Know
1. You and the adminis- 22.2% ~ 27.8% 38.9%  5.6% . 56%
trative staff. [ 4 5 7 1 L S
2. You and the black 77.8% 16.7% 5.6% -
" teachers - - 14 3 1 .
“3. You and the white .722% 27.8%
teachers , 13, 5
. 4. Youand the parent'sof " 66.7%  33.3%
- your black students. 12 -6 7
© . B Youandtheparentsof 50.0% 44.4% 5.6%
-~ your white students. 9 = 8 1
6. You and ‘the black 50.0% . 44.4% 5.6%
. students . 9 - 8 .. 1
7.'You, and the whlte 55.6% 38.9%  5.6%
"_;students <10 7 1
8. Black teachers and 55.6%- 38.9%  5.6%
white teachers .10 7 1 , .
9. Black students and  38.9% 38.9%  11.1% . 111%
. white students . : 7 ;7 2 ' h 2
: Table 16 :
’ Administrators' Perceptions of Interaction (Site B)
Open, ., Distant, " Don't
. Warm  Friendly Polite - Cool Hostile Know
1. You and the adminis-- 5.3%  3L.6%' 21.1% 31.6%- =~ < 10.5%
- trative staff 1 61, 4 -~ 6 2
2. You and the black 84.2% 15.8%
teachers 16 ¢ 3 .
- .3. You and the white 73.7% - 21.1% ' 5.3%
e teachers . 14 4 iR 81
4. Youandthe parentsof 73.7%  26.3%
" your black students 14 5 .
5. You and the parentsof 57.9% 42.1%
your white students ‘11 8
6. You and the black -57.9% 42.1%
] students. - -~ - 11 8+
L 7. You and the white 68.4% 26.3% . 5.3%
: students i 13 . 5 1, .
8. Black teachers and 68.4% 26.3%  5.3% ’
white teachers 13 5 1
9. Black students and 57.9% :36.8% . . 5.3%>
white students 1 LT . 1
— .
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Teachers Perceptmns of Interaction (Site A)

Table 17 )

»1261137.. o

Open, _ Distant, iDon't
Warm ~ Friendly Polite  Cool Hostile | Know
. — — l
) 47.1%_ 37.3% 9.8%  3.9% 2.0%
1. You and the principal . 23 19 5 -2 T :
2. You and the black 39.2% 52.9% 5.9% 2.0%
teachers 20 27 3 s 1-
3. You and the white 47.1% 51.0% 2.0%
teachers 29 26 1 .
'4. Youapdtheparentsof 9.8%  58.8% 13.7%  9.8% 7.8%
your black students 5, 30 7 5 . 4
5. Youandtheparentsof 11.8% 58.8% .15:7%  7.8% 5.9%
your white students 6 30 8 T4 3 -
_ 6. The principal and the : 41.2% 45.1% 9.8% 2.0% 2.0%
’ teachers . - -. 21 23 .5 1 1
7. The principal and 33.3% 51.0% ~ 7.8%  3.9% 3.9%
_ black students 17 26 4 -2 2
8. The principal and .33.3% °'54.9% 9.8% 2.0%
white students 17 28 -5 1
9. Black teachers and 21.6% 60.8% 13.7% 2.0% © 2.0%
white teachers 11 . 31 7.1 1
10. Black students and 11.8%  59.8% 17.6% 3.9%  59% ' -2.0% .
white students 6 30 ‘9 2 3 1
. Table 18
- Teachers' Perceptions of Interaction (Site B) .
- ‘Open, . . Distant, Don't
"Warm~  Friendly Polite  Cool Hostile Know
36.2% 40.2% 15.0% 2.4%  24%  3.9%
-1 You and the principal 46° 51 19 . 3 3 5 )
2. You ahd the black 33.9% 48.0% 13.4% 0.8% 3.9%
teachers 43 61 17 21 5%
. 3. You and the white 42.5% +49.6% 1.6% - 0.8% 0.8% ..4.7%
teachers 54 ' 63 2 1 . 6
4, Youandtheyarentsof 7.9%  .504% 27.6% 8.7% : ‘5.5%
your black students 10 . 64 - 35 11
5. Youandtheparentsof '9.4%  52.8%_ ~ 29.1% - 3.9% o 4. 7°/°o
your white students 12 67 37 . 5 . 6.4
6. The principal and the 19.7%  48.8%  24.4% 1.6% 5,5%
~—teachers - 25 62 31 2 .7
. 7. The principal and 18.1% 50.4% 18.9% 4.7%. 9%
black students 23 . 64 24 .- 6 . . /10
8. The principal and 18.9% 504% 197% 24%  08% / 7.9%
white students 24 64 © 25 3 1, 10
9. Black teachers and 22.8%  58.3% _12.6%  1.6% [+ A%
whitu students . 29 . 74 16- 2 </ .6 .
10, Black students and 11.8% 465% 213% 13.i% - 0.8% 6.3%
vghlte students 15 56 - 27° .17 1/1 8
3 Lo / )



Table 19,

Summary of Teacher Perceiptions About Race and Sex -

et

====="- - Differences on Selected-Student-Characteristics (Site-A)~ - —~—— ==
Black White No Black White~ No L
. _Males Males Difference Females Females Difference
' - ) 5.9%  64.7% 29.4%  7.8% . 52.9% 39.2%
1. Who ere more active? 3 33 15 - -4, 27 .20
o 9.8%  66.7% 23.5% 9.8% ° 64.7% 25.5% .
2. Who read better? 5 34 12 5 . .33 13
‘3. Who are better musi- 17.6% 31.4% 51.0% 2.0% ~ 27,5% 70.6%
! cally? 9 16 26 1 © 14 36
. 23.5%" 9.8%  66.7%  23.5% - 17.6% 58.8%
4. Who are not athletic? 12 5 3¢ 12 9 30
5. Who are-better ad- 5.9%  45.1% 49.0% 7.8% -49.0% 43.1%
justed to school? 3 - 23 25 4 25 22 /

6. Who are quicker to o ] ] .
catch on to new con- 7.8% 43.1% 49.0%  11.8%  41.2%- 47.1% :
cepts? - 4 22 25 6 21 { 24« :
. 7. Who are generally : , " . L _
more attentive in 7.8%  39.2% '52.9% 9.8% 43.1%" 47.1%
' 27

class? ’ a4 20 5 . 22 24
8. Who do you like to 5.9% - 17.6% 76.5% 7.8%  21.6% 70.6%
teach better? 3. 9 39 4 11 36 -
‘9. Who get along better 2.0% 33.3% 64.7% 2.0% 33.3% 64.7% o
socially? 1 17 33 1 .17 33
10. Who are more .
achievement . 5.9% 70.6% 23.5% 7.8% _. 58.8% 33.3"_’/0
oriented? ‘3 36 12 . 4 30 17
11. Who causes more 21.6% 5.9% 725%  21.6% 9.8% . 68.6% -
trouble in class? 11 . 3 37 1 5 35
12. Who needs more help  25.5% - 2.0% 725% 29.4% 2.0% 68.6%
, from you? > 13 1 37 15 1 35
]
v ' .
— - - \
o - 138 -« -
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gl T;Ble 20
Summary of Teacher Perceptions About Race and Sex
‘Differences on Selected Student Charactensms (Site B}

Black White No Black White No
- Males  Males ' Difference Females Females Difference

134% 45.7% 40.9% 15.0% 31.5% 53.5%

\

1, Who are more active? 17 58 52 - 19 40 68
‘ _ B . 1.6%  ©85.8%  12.6% 24%  75.6% 22.0%
2. Who read better?. 2 109 16 3 96 28

““f\% Who are better musi- '5.5%' 35.4% 59.1%  9.4%  283%  62.2%

g cally" 7 © 45 75 .12 36 79

: ' © 0.8%  _ 150% 84.3%  3.1%  157% 81.1%
4, Who are not athletic? 1 - 19 107 ‘4 20 . 103
5. Whe are better ad-  0.8% 52.8% 46.5% . 0.8% 50.4% 48.8

fusted to school? ' 1 i 67 50 - .1 © 64 62"
6. Who are quicker to - Cot ' '
catch on to new con- 0.8% 44.9% . 54.3% 0.8% . 48.8% 50.4% -
cepts?’ 1 . 57 69 "1 62 64

7. Who are generally : .
more’ attentlve m 2.4% 49.6% . 48.0% 0.8% 41.7% 57.5%

class? 3. 63 61 1 53 73
8. Who'do you like to  0.8%  157%  83.5% 08%  150% 84.3%
~ _teach better? . o1 20 . 106 1 v 19 107
© 9, Who get along better 3.1% 22.8% 74.0% 0.8% 26.8% 72.4%
socially? 4 29 94 1 . 34 ¢ 92
10, Who are more : : o .
achievement 1.6% 724% 26.0% 0.8% '66.9% '32.3%
oriented? : .2 92 33 1. .8 41
11. Who causes more -27.6% 24% . 70.1%  33.9% 3.9% - 62.2%
trouble in class? - 35 3 - 89 " 43 5. 79
12, Who needs more help  42.5%  55.1% .2.4%  44.1% 0.8% .55 1%
from.you? 54 70 3 56 1 70
Table 21

Summary of Teacher Opinion Regarding
Mandatory Desegregation of Schools

‘ . i Don’t

Favor Oppose _- Know °
Site A .18 35.3% 32 62.7% 1 2%
Site B 59 46.5% . 65 51.2% 3 .2.4%
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' Table22z '’ » ’
Summary of Teacher Responses to Seiectéd_ Statements .

S ‘ ~ About School Desegregation and-Race Relations—- —-——-— — f"

L b Site A T Site B
‘ . " Agree Disagree Don't Agree . Disagree Don't’
- ", Know ... . _Know
R P Desegregatidn pro- . o -

vides a better, educa- . - Py
tion for Blacks and 43.1% 19.6% ‘ 37.3% 614%. 22.0% 16.5%

other minorities. | 22. 10 19 78 - 28 - 21
2, Desegregation pro- * ' hd S '
*, vides a better“ educa- 11.8% 51.0 37.3% 354% 44.1% 20.5%
gion for Whites, « 6 26 ° 19 445 56 26 :
3. Desegregatio‘ risks 27.5% 54.§ 17.6% 18.9% 63.0% " 18.1%

the safety of students.” 14 28 9

4. Desegregatio in- : . . :
—. creases discipline , 54.9% 27.5% 17.6% 52.8% 83.1% 14.2%
problems. | . ‘28 . 14 9 67 42 18

. 24 80 23

-
-

-5, Desegreéation’ (im- . -
proves students’ per- . -
sonal relationghips - : o .
and cultural urider- 51.0% 23.5% ..25.5% 65.4%  17.3% 17.3%
standings. ’ 26 12 13 83 22 22

6. The amount of preju-. o : -
dice against minority - .
. groups in this country. - 52.9% - 41.2% . 5.9% 52.8% 40.2% 7.1%
isﬂhighlyexaggerage’d, - 27 21 3 67 ‘51 , 9 .
7. 1 would like to live in . _ - -
- an integrated neigh- 41.2% 49.0% 9.8% 50.4% 42.5% 7.1%
' bol'hdpd. ° Co Lo 21 25 5 64 54 - 9,.
8. The civil rights U
movement has done 47.1% .47.1% 5.9%  66.1% 29.9% 3.9%,
. more good than harm. 24 ‘24 3 . .84 38 5

. 9. Blacks and Whites ' -
A should notbeallowed - 37.3% 54.9% 7.8% 28.3% 66.1% 5.5%
to intermarry. 19 28 2 3% . 84 7

4 “ . . L3
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TANALYSIS

,;By S
Camilla A, Heid .
A. Reyrialdo Contreras

. Introductlon .‘ - b
' D esegregatlon of schools isan attempt to provide equahty of educational

opportunity. If black students are absent at a-dispropurtionate rate, due 7

to suspension, then the goal of desegregation is at least partially. ‘defeated.
Statistics indicate that suspension.and expulsion‘do indeed have a dlSpl‘O-
portionate impact on black students.? - I

, Suspensmn solves problems for teachers and administrators but only at
the expense of those wholook to the school for- soclal and economic ad-
vancement. This is all the more problematxc when it occurs in a desegregated

school setting, thwarting the very: expectatxons ‘which are central to integra- -

tion. Yet, suspension is an accepted reaction to disryptive students.
. The federal government enacted tli¢ Emergency School Aid Act to assist
. school personnel, students, parents and concerned community residents in
their efforts to cuccessfully integrate their schools. Specml Student Concams
_Projects-are included among the numerous programs authorized to receive

financial assistance under the provisions of the Act. “Spécial Student Con-* '~ °

«cerns Projects are those projects operated by public agencies other thari local
" public school systems which were designed to'eliminate the dlsporportlon-‘
ately high incidence of suspension, expulsion and other disciplinary action
" involving minority group students in the schools of the desegregating publlc"
school system.”2 The United States Department of Education funded twenty

studies (See Table 1) through the Special Student Concems Office: durmg\the . e

period 1974-1979. : SaT

{n our research, we utilized twelve of the twenty studles The school was

the basic unit of analysis in the ma;"l‘lty ‘of reports. The Louisiana study was
“eliminated by its use of the parishra. * nr than the individual school as its umt\ '
of analysis. Seven studies (Broward County, Jackson State University, Massa—\

chusetts Department of Education, Old Dominion University of Virginia, |
’Rhode Island Departmerit of Education, University ofMlchzgaP—Programfor \

. Edutational Opportunity. and UanBl'Slty of South Alabama) not yet com-

pleted, were also eliminated from my research The final N conslsted of 139 Vo

schools -

* The individual schools that participated in" the studies were found to
differ considerably from one another in a. numberof important aspects—size
of the school, percent of black students, percent ‘of suspended students etc.
Issues which appear to be problematlc insome schools appear tobelesssoin-
others.

13 1-'—“\_‘“'




Becausé so many factbrs—lpadership, school climate etc., appear to con-
tribute to the disproportionate suspension of black students, I chose to isolate

" the quantitative suspension data’ avall'bTe in all the studies. The ‘statistical
approach to the data involved the correlation of the GINI Index of Dissimilar- -
ity with the total populatien, percent of the black population, percent of
student suspensions and percent of black suspensions as well as the correla- -
tions of the percent of the black population with the percent of black suspen-
sions and,the percent of student suspensions. Finally, the research procedure
involved an analysis of the “outliers” usmg the case study method.

Quantification of Effects _

A simple statistic was desired that would describe the relationship be-
tween the percent of black students suspended and the percent of the black .
population in that school. The eventual measure of relatmnshlp selected for
the study was the GINI Index of Dissirhilarity.

X— (# of Black Susp)(Whlte Population)— (# of Whlte Susp)(Black Popula-
tion) :

’ , C Total Pupulation
’NI Index of Dissimilarity = X

# of Total Suspensions

The resulting measures are in a common metric which may be utilized across
studies.
The GINI Index of D1ss1mllar1ty assumes that the total suspension rate for

. the individual school is appropriate. The GINI Index indicates the percent of

the total suspended students that should:-be added to the number of sus-
pended students in the majority group and subtracted from the number of
suspended students in the minority group. The new figures represent the
black and white student composition of the school.’

Statistical Analysls '

Figure 1 provides a histogram répresenting the dlstnbutlon of-the GINI
Index of Dissimilarity for the 139 schools. The majority of the schools exhibit
a GINI Index between .02 and .44. The histogram reveals several outliers.
Schools with a negative index show a slight disproportionality in the sus-
pension of white students. Several scunools appear to be exemplary in their
suspension of students with GINI'Indices ranging from —.04 to .04. Three
extreme schools on the opposite end of the histogram, with GINI Indices of

.549, .566 and .675, respectively, represent units with hlgh levels of dispro-
portionality in the suspension of black students.

Figure 2 identifies the mean and standard deviation for the percent of '
white and black student populations (X wpop= .733 and SDwpop= +183; Xypop=

.268 and SDgpyp= .170). Three times as many white students asblack students
were enrolled in tle schools that participated in the studies..

Figure 3 illustrates the relationship between the percent of black sus-
pensions and the percent of white suspensions (Xy. susp= .524 and SDysuse=
.163;. Xysusp= 476 and SDgsusp= .199). Ideally, Figures 2 and 3 should be
identical. However, in Figure 3, the curves almost coincide, indicating not"
much difference in the overall suspension rates for black and white students.
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So -

Therefore, 'the‘facml composition of the student population Whlch is approx-

‘imately one-fourth Black and three-fourths white is_ not t represented in the =

suspension rate. -

The relationship between the percent of the black population and the _

percent of black: suspensmns is illustrated in Figure 4. Figure 5 illustrates a
similar relationshlp for the white population. However, the curves are re-

versed, Blacks are overrepresented by suspension while whites are underre- :
presented. Overall, blacks,_stpdents were suspended almost twice as many
.. times as their representation in the school enrollment. White students re- .

ceived approximately two-thirds of the suspensmns representative of their
school enrollment. -
Correlation coefficients were computed for a number of -the variables.

“ Theresults are tabulated in Table 2. The correlation of the GINI Index with the

total population, the percent of the black population and the percent of total -
suspensions is low (r= .1025; r=-.1354; and r =.0378), indicating that there is
little or no relationship between these variables. There is a slight positive
relationship between the percent of the black population and the percent of
total suspensions (r = .2937) indicating that as the percent of total suspen-

sions increases, the percent of the black population will increase.- There -

appears to be a stionger yet somewhat moderate relationship between the
percent of the black population and the percent of black suspensions:
(r=.7628), indicating that as the black suspension rate increases, the black

~ population rate will increase. A moderate; direct relationship exists between

the GINI Index and the percent of black suspensions (r=.5370), indicating

- that as the percent of black suspensions increases. so will the GINI Index.

Correlation coefficients descnbe or measure the relatlonshlp between

* variables. They are indicators. of relationships between variables. that need

further investigation. These correlation coefficients cannot be accepted with-
out some warning—the presence of a correlation between variables can be.
helpful in iden‘ifying causal relationships when coupled with other
methodological approaches. However, when used alone, it is a potentially
dangerous and misleading test for causation. *First, even when one can
presume that a causal relationship does exist betweenthe two variables being

" correlated, r4, can te!! nothing by itself about whether X causes Y or Y causes

X. Secon&, often varisbles other than the two under consideration are re-

. sponsible. for the observed association. Third, the relationships that exist

among variables in education and the social sciences are almost always too
complex .. Le explained in terms of a single cause.”?

By squaring the Pearson r or correlation coefficient, another statlstlc is
generated, lenoted by r2. “Actually, r2is a more easily interpreted measure of

associatior when our concern is with strength of relationship rather than‘

direction of the relationship. Its usefulness derives from the fact that r?is a -
measure of the portion of variance in one variable explained by the other.”

- According *» Table 2, the percent of black suspensions accounts for about, 29

parcent of « 3 variance in the GINI Index while the percent -of the black
popilation accounts for about 58 percent of the variance in the percent, of
blcck suspensions. ’

The scatte: diagrams of the relationships between the GINI Index and the
percent of i< .. ack population, percent of total suspensions, percent of black

suspensic * : and the total population are represented in Figures 6,7,8and 9

- . . -
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respectively. From the diagfams. itisreadily visible whya linear relationshif)
is-moderate. in. Figure 8_and little_or_no.linear relationship exists in the . .

. remaining figures. - .

. percent of black suspensions and the GINI Index di_splays a moderate linear
relationship. A prediction equation using simple linear regression tech-

Figure 6 illustrates the relaﬁopShip between the GINI Index and the

--percent of the black population. The schools tend to cluster with black

populations.of 5 to 30 percent and a GINI Index between .05 and .40. The
outliers with low GINI Indices are scattered along the continuur: of percents

for the black population while schools with high GINI Indices have black  ;
_populations of less than 32 percent. , ' .
. “The relationship between the GINI Index and the percent of total sus- /

" pensions is illustrated in Figure 7. This distribution of schools is similar to |

that in Figure 6. The six outliers' with high GINI Indices remain the same,
Their percent of total suspensions does not vary greatly from the percent of :
the black population. . - "L o :

The scatter diagram (Figure 8) showing the relationship between the

nigues can be generated for this relationship.
" 'Y = .04008 + .35266(X)
/s : .

is the form of the prediction equation. If the value of either variable is known,
the other can be calculated from the equation. Without the prediction equa-
tion, the best estimate 'of the unknown variable is its mean.

Figure 9 illustrates the relationship between the total population and the.
GINI Index. No linear relationship is indicated. The schools which exhibit
high disproportionality have student enrollments between 500 and 1300,
while the schools with low disproportionality range in size from 400 to 2700.

"The relationship between the percent of black suspensions and the per-
cent of the black population is shown in Figure 10. Figure 10 presents the
stronger linear relationship found between the studied variables. The predic-

‘tion equation generated by linear regression is

Y = -.04248 + .65108(X).

The increase in black suspensions as the black population increases is an
expected outcome. : - v '
Finally Figure 11 is a scatter diagram illustrating the relationship be-

_ tween the percent of the black population with the percent of total suspen-

sions. The schools tend to cluster with a percent of total suspensions betwesan
2 and 40 percent and a GINI Index between .05 and .30. According to the
figure, the schools with the highest percent of total suspensions are not the
schools with the highest or lowest levels of disproportionality.

Case Studies \ - ‘ .

" Two schools, one with high disproportionality in the suspension of
minority students and one with low disproportionality were selected for use
in the case studies. The variables studied at each site will be different because
the studies were conducted by different agencies. The case studies are con-
structed through the use of data gathered at the time of that specific Special

“Student Concerns Project.
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In previous case studies on effective urban st:hools, these factors emerged

‘as'major in the study: personnel, instructior, parent involvement and school :
~~ “environment. These factors appeared to be critical in thie case: studles of

dlspropomonallty in the suspensmn of minority students

Case Study One

The school with the hlghest GINI Index is a school 1ncluded in the study
at the University of Oklahoma. In the 1979-80 school year, this school had a
total enrollment of 1356. Two hundred sixty-one students were sblack (19.2%)
while 1095 students were white (80.8%). There were 120 students (8.8%)
suspended during that year. One hundred four suspended students (86.7%)

- were black while 16 suspended students (13. 3%) were white. The GINI Index

for this school was .675; indicating that 67.5% or 81 moreblack students were
suspended and 81 fewer white students were suspended than should have
been to represent the student population with an 8.8% total suspension rate.

A questionnaire of 39 items {problems at school) was administered to a
random sample of students, teachers and administrators. The following items
were consldered serious by the students: - :

1. Students stealing personal property ,
2. - Students possessing, using buying or selling drugs during school
hours or at approved school. funchons
- Too many absences. :
Students ‘damaging students’ property. )
* Students stealing school property. _ _ .
. Students having a “don’t care” attitude.
| Students not showing respect for authorlty

S Nog e

A large number of items (32) not rated as serious problems at school
indicatss that the school, as perceived by students, is relatively problem free,
or their stardards or conditions necessary for a-problem to be considered
serious are not the same as standards used by teachers and administrators.
The teachers and administrators classified 19 items as serious. In addition to
the items considered serious by the students the following items were in-
cluded:

Students driving cars in an unsafe manner near the school.
Students using vulgar words or gestures. - .

Students comlng to class late. -
Students drinking alcoholic beverages durlng school hours or at
approved school functions.

Students disrupting class by. talking excessively or loudly.’
Students coming to class without paper, pencil or books.

Parents not encm{raglng good study habits at home.

Parents not coming to school until their child is in trouble.-
Teachers not consistent in administration of rules and discipline.
10. Students knowing the rules but choosing not to comply with them
.11. Students lacking school pride.

12. Too many people in the halls after classes have started.

oW

® N

©

A problem is suggested by these data that teachers and administrators
and students “do not agree on the type of activities, or the level of interference
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that can be tolerated before the interference becomes an, educational prob-
lem.”s This suggests that students should be given the opportunity to learn
" that unproductive activities interfere with their education.: :For teachers and
administrators, these data suggest a need to reevaluate expectatlons of stu-
dents and to set-behavioral expectations: in line w1th the students
developmental level..

The race of ‘the respondents provided no significant dlfference in the

" pérception of problems. Black and white students do not differ nor do white

\

and black teachers and administrators. *This would indicate that activities
designed to solve in-school problems may be directed toward the total stu-
dent body rather than dealing with specific programs for racial groups.”®

Neither teachers, administrators nor students believe that there is serious .
fighting among students, racial conflicts during school hours, or lack of
information about school ~ules. The students emphasized that they valued the
teachers but not the campus security. Several students valued their lockers
but resented the fact that they needed repair weekly, which may account for
_the serious problems—stolen and damaged student property. Faculty and -
administrators value the support of the administration, open communication
between faculty and admlmstrators and the harmony exlstmg between the
black and white students.

" Twenty students randomly selected by race, sex, grade level and disrup--
ter or non-disrupter as well as 10 ‘teachers randomly selécted by grade level,
" teaching area, race and sex were 1nterv1ewed They were-asked the followmg
5 questlons

What was the teacher domg just prior to the incident?

‘What did the student offender do?

What are some techniques used to maintain good dlsc1plme"

How would you handle referrals if you were an administrator?

What are some things you feel would help to improve the handlmg of
, discipline? -

o b

~ Out of the 30 lnterviews, the response to the first.question was that the
teacher was involved in some aspect of the teaching-learning process. Four of
the students reported dlsruptlve incidents in classrooms with substitute
teachers. '
\ The majority of responses to qiiestion number 2—*What did the student
o fender do?'—was that the student was loud and disrupting class. Several of
e'responses referred to the student as a *‘special education student.” Smok—

] mg, irugs and alcohol wex“e violations witnessed by the respondents.

The student suggestlons for maintaining discipline included: more de-
fined rules; consistent enforcement of rules; principal vrsrbrhty, and more.. .
extra-curricular activities. The teachers believed mamtalmné discipline in-
volved an o\rgamzed schedule and lesson plans; fair and COnSlFtent standards;
and parental‘contact.

" Overall, teachers felt the referral procedure was adequate and should not
be changed. Students felt parents should be more mvolved in the referral
process. This maﬁlndlcate that there s little commumcatlon'between parents
and the school unfll the problems are serious. :

In order to lmpr e discipline, the students felt the school could be more
strict, especially with truancy and more vocatlonal techmc:'al courses should
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be offered. Teachers felt discipline would improve if teachers were consistent
in enforcing school rules. The removal of delays in the placement of special .. ..
education students was'cited by the teachers as a method to improve disci-
pline. S T .
" In conclusion, positive components of the factors that consistently
emerge in the case studies of effactive urban schools are missing in the case
sstudy of this particular school. First, in the area of personnel, the principal
should become more visible and the school rules must be enforced consist-- -
. ently by all teachers and administrators. More extra-curricular activities and ’
. vocational-technical courses are required to meet the student needs. Parental
involvement is réquired in the school prior to student discipline problems.-
. . Finally, aspects of the school environment which reflect the nondisciplined .
. _society from which the students come should be altered to represent a disci-
' plined society. : . - T
. Case Study Two =~ . ,.
.One site in Indiana University's Special Student Concerns Pf_oieét'was
* selected as the‘'exemplary school to be utilized in the case study. The scliool
enrolled 1421 students: during the 1979-80-school yeat. Three hundred '
sixty-six (25.8%) of the students were black while 1055 (74.2%) were white,
" Four hundred seventy-seven (33.6%) of the students were suspended during
the school year. Black students accounted for 138 (28.9%) of the suspended
- students while white students accounted for 339 (71.1%) of the suspensions.
#~The GINI Index was .031, indicating suspended black students were overrep-
, resentec - v 3:1% or 5 students while white students were underrepresented
by that figure. P . : T
, The explanation exists that the level of student withdrawal is highest in
~,schools where disproportionality is lowest. However, the Indiana State De-

i partment of Public In'strul'ctipn figures on student withdrawals do not support’
this cericlusion for this school. The number one reason for withdrawal was :
disinterest in the curriculum. . ' ‘ oo

" The total suspension rate may be high because the school is working hard
to retain students who might otherwise drop out at age sixteen. Retention of |
\ .- these students may increase their discipline problems. J

DR An often perceived factor which is used to explain the disproportionate
 number of black students disciplined in desegregated schools is school bus- -

» + . ing. The natural integration of the school alleviates some of the problems |
~ associated with “court ordered” desegregation such as low levels of school |

~ pride or parental involvement. This school had the lowest number of bused
‘students in the corporation. . : : o
. Socioeconomic variables are also assumed related to student discipline. = -

" None of the tested variables@ppeared to be significantly different, with a_few/,‘/

" exceptions. This school had the highest incidence of broken homes and the |

lowest attendance at PTA meetings. o o |

.. After a factor analysis of the questionnaire, three self indices emerged: )

. Fatalism, Dislike School and Unfair Punishment. Fatalism or a feeling of lack

» of personal control over the environm/erit. was relatively low./ The Disli-kel
' School Index was not significant in the school corporation. According to the

" Unfair Punishment Index, these students do not feel their punishment is

|




unfeir In summary, the students feel they have control over their environ- -
~--—----ment:and- that punishment thay receive is justified.

' Two power indices were analyzed. Institutional Pcwer represents the -

influence of the school board, superintendent and the principal. Grassroots

ower represents the influeiice of the sell, students and parents, At this cite=

. teachers revealed a high Institutional Power Index, while students displayed S
ahigh level of grassroots power. This reinforces the concept that students feel ‘
they have control of their environment, they can initiate changz. The high
Institutional Power Index for teachers may indicate support from admuns—
trators.

The School Cllmate Index for the students was hlghest at this school
when compared to others in the corporation. There was no sxgmficent differ-
ence on the School Climate Index for teachers by schools in the corporation. -
Administrators view school climate in a-positive manner, no matter what the
level of disproportionality.’

~° Among the schools in the study, this partlcular school had the highest
index on both Interracial Environment and Interracial Friendship. The Inter-

" racial Environment Index measures the students’ and school’s support for an "
interracial social environment. The Index of Interracial Friendship measures
interracial relations of a more personal nature such as phone conversations, .
seeking help on homework and the desire for friends of a different race. The
high scores may indicate reasons for little interracial conflict at school. This
in turn, may partially account for the low level of dxspropomonallty ‘

In conclusion, several factors appear to be responsible for the low level of
disproportionality. The teacher’s perception of administrative support, the
influence of parents and students on change in the school and the positive
school climate are three major elements which contribute to the representa-
tive suspension rate. . “

Conclusmn

Proportionately, Blacks suffer from the suspension ‘and expulsion

policies more than whites. “However, suspension and expulsion are not

_ limited to a single segment of the school population. There are many whites, .

particularly poor whites, and males, whose educational careers are ruined by

these discipline sanctions.”? Clearly, limited research has been undertaken to

study these problems. The challenge to investigate in-depth this barrier to

. equal educational opportunlty will remain w1th educators dunng the decade
of the 80's.:
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Table 1: Special gﬁdent Concerns Pro]ects

‘Broward County (Florida) Human Relations DlVlsmn

CahformafDepartment of Education

Community y Relatrons—Somal Development Commlsslon in Mllwaukee

County (Wxsconsln)

Delaware State Office of Human Relatlons

* Far West Laboratory for Educaticnal Research and ljeuelopment

Florida State Umverslty—lnstltute for Social Research

* Indiana Department of Pubhc Instruction

Indiana Umverslty—Center for Urban and Multicultural Education ;
Jackson State University - C . ('
]efferson County (Kentucky) Education@ttnsoﬁium- o I
Louxslana State Department of Education ' '
Massachusetts Department of Education -

North Carolina Human Relations Commrssxon

Old Dominion University of Vlrglma

Rhode Island Depamment of Educatlon .

South Carolina Human Affairs Commlsslon

Umverslty of Michigan—Program for Educatlonal Oppdrtumty

Umverslty of Oklahoma—Southwest Center for Human Relahons Studles

- Universlty of South Alabama

West Virginia Human Rights Commission




Table 2: Correlation Coefficien ’ : -
r? r

¢

1.  GINIIndex with the percent .
of the black population. - .01834 -.1354
2.  GINI Index with the percent L ’
of total suspensions. \ .00143 ' -.0378
3. GINI Index with the percent
of black suspensions. ' -.28837 .5370
4.  GINI Index with the total
_ population &
5.  Percent of the black popu- |
lation with the percent of ' ' R _ -
black suspensions. : " | .58186 .7628
6.. Percent of the black popu- : ‘ :
lation with the percent of . .
total suspensions.___ . .. . . .. ..1..08623. K b 1s & i J—
- \

.01050 .1025

2

Figure 1: A Histogram Representing the Distribution of the C‘INI Index
", for the 139 Schools. :
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Figure 2: The Graph, of the Relatlonnhip Between ) ‘\ )
‘the Percent of the Black Population and . .
the Percent of the White Population. - _ s .
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Figure 3: The Graph of the Relatmnship Between
. the Percent of Black Suspensions and

o )
the Pecmnt of White Suspensions.
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The Graph of the.Relauoqiiiip Between
the Percent of the Black Population and
the Percent of Black Suspensions, "

. Figure 4:
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~ Teacher Managé_xi;ent Of Classroom Behavior?

Meryl E. Englander

Ovétview ) . . ,

The theme of the studies reported thus far has focused on the relative
frequency with which minority socio economically poor students have been
suspended. The facts as they are presented are reaMiind they have important
implications for education and for the society as a whole. Students are losing
valuable time on the task of learning not only from suspensions but from the
anguish that-accompanies the suspensions and the disruptions that lead to
the suspensions. - L ' )

Two elements, each of which is more critical to achievement than is
ability or any other single factor, are at issue here. Numerous studies includ-
ing Wiley (1974) and Rieth et al. (1980) have shown that the amount of time
students spend on task is of the utmost importance. Whatever are the other
consequences to New York's 20,000 student suspensions in one year and the
one in thirteen ratio for high school students nationally is a moot question. .
However, there is no doubt that suspensions eliminate millions of hours of
learning time and otherwise has'a degenerating effect on the students who

* can least afford it. = :
Any punishment, but rejection most of all, is debilitating. Anyone who
- has ever been punished recognizes the feelings of disparagement and un-
~ worthiness which naturally follow the punishment. The penality is not as bad
as the hurt. Coleman et al (1966), in one of the broadest studies ever conducted
ih education found that a feeling of powerlessness to control one’s destiny is
the single most potent factor in predicting achievement. o

In chapter IV Bennett and Harris conclude that the serious disrupters lack
a sense of efficacy concerning ‘the school. In ‘those schools that show the
highest disproportion of racé/sex suspensions we find that the students report
high scores of dislike for the schools, strong feelings that punishment is

_ unfair, minimal administrative support for desegregation and that the pre-
ponderance of power rests with the white population. ,

Whenever one group sets itself up as the dominant power to control by,
force the thoughts and behaviors of another group, the logic of human social
living is violated and rebelliori is fermented. As ludicrous as it sounds one
may well ask, is this the condition in schools? - :

L

. 1Portions’ of this chapter fdrmerly presented at 1981 AERA Convention at Los
--Angeles, CA.
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One source of evidence to answer this question is the way teachers
respond to students. Ir-particular we will lcok at the way the teachers in one
school district allegedly respond to student misbehavior. We will compare
responses to generally well behaved students with those to problem students.

Lest this report be seen as a condemnation of educators we,should note
that in most educational systems teachers are caught in the middle. They are-
expected to bring all students up to a prescribed level of competence regard-
less of the students’ past experience, distracting emotional problems” vari-
ance in ability, attitudes generated at home, individualistic style of behaving
and impotency for prosperous futures. The responsibility lies with the com-

~munity and the society as a whdle. As Englander (1983) demonstrated
teachers respond in accord with.the mores of the society. Nevertheless, the,
teachers are the ones who directly confront the students and- therefore the
leachers’ responses to students become a critical issue. :

The need for students to be on-task is'so logical and well documented that
references are unnecessary. In addition, teacher status within the school and -
his or her own sense of adequacy tends to be a function of the apparent order
and control manifested within the classroom. Therefore, it'is not surprising
that Fuller (1969) found that discipline is the primary concern of new teachers
or that Coates and Thoresen (1974) report that it remains a prevailing source
of anxiety among experienced teachers. The Phi Delta Kappa Annual Gallup
Poll (1982) shows for the tenth straight year that discipline and moral .
development is the uppermost concern of parents. Given that managing

- student behavior is a critical aspect of teaching, perhaps the sine qua non of
teaching quality, two questions are critical: (1) What do teachers normally do
when confronted with student misbehavior? (2) What resources are currently -
available that would enable educators to achieve their goals and to resolve the
prevailing anxiety regarding student behavior? -

To seek an answer to the first question, two complementary studies were
conducted in a particular school district to obtain data as to how teachers
respond to student misbehaviors. The studies are presented and interpreted .
in Teacher's Response to Student Misbehavior. The answer to the second

" question is a brief description with references regarding what is currently
known for facilitating proper student behavior, Strategies For Managing
Student Behavior. -

Teacher Response To Student Misbehavior

Student off-task behavior varies across a wide spectrum. However, con-
trary to news reports, as noted in earlier chapters the vast majority of the
classroom behaviors which confront teachers is nuisance behavior mixed
with an occasional student fight. In particular, the students within the school

" district of this study are not being raped or stabbed in the halls. The teachiers °
are not beaten. As we will note in study I the typical dev:ant behavior is
primarily being off-task. Perhaps the best explanation for school misbehavior
is the genera! set of student motivations identified by Dreikurs (1968): atten- -
tion, revenge, power and helplessness. The evidence presented in earlier
chapters strongly suggests that serious disrupters have such feelings.

. Reports- of teacher responses to misbehavior are limited. DeFlaminis
{1976) presented eighty-five volunteer teachers from Eugene, Oregon with
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sixteen hypothetical discipline problems. The hypothetical situations varied

with respect to'ability, motivation'and sex of the students and the duration of .

the misbehavior. The subjects initially indicated how they would respond to
such situations and then in follow-up interviews explained why they re-
sponded as they did. Unfortunately DeFlaminis did not present the data
except to note that the greatest frequency of teacher responses were force and
coercion. Teachers reportedly like the use of force because it demonstrated
their authority. They also liked persuasion but tended not to use it because it
was time consuming. Although the teachers frequently used coercion they
- disdained it. Teachers explained that the expediency of dealing with mis-
behavior mitigated against the use of persuasion in favor of coercion.

The DeFlaminis report is® faulted on several gccounts: (a) Data were not
presented, (b) District administrators selected the schools in which the study

was to be conducted. No information is available as to their criteria, (c) The

teachers were volunteers so the possibility of bias is unknown, (d) Teachers

- were identified with their responses and the likelihood of socmlly approved .

response bias is probable. -

More precise data is needed regardmg spontaneous teacher response to
student off-task behavior. To this end two independent studies were con-
ducted in order to ascertain (a) a hroad sense of teacher reactions to a variety of
misbehaviorsand (b) the specific reaction of teachers as they functlon in their
own classrooms. .

The Population. The data were collected from teachers in a county
consolidated school district which serves about twelve thousand students.
The county is semirural with a large university located in the major commu-
nity of about 40,000 residents excluding the transwnt university students.

Study I: Teachers’ Self'Report -

A questionnaire, sponsored by the Parent-Teachers Orgamzatlon was
sent to all fuil-time credentialed teachers within the school district. The
_ teachers were asked to respond anonymously and thereby no demographic
data is available except school level. '

The Instruments. The instruments were questionnaires-distributed by
the respective school. secretaries to all teachers within each school. The
questionnaire offered a two dimension matrix. Twenty categories of student
misbehaviors were listed. The behaviors, see Table 1, ranged from off-task
talking quietly with other students to physically. attacking -a teacher. The
teacher response options, see Table 2, varied from responding with empathy
for the offending student’s feelmgs to corporal punishment. Twenty-two
types of teacher responses were listed including an open-ended option in
which the teacher could specify his own alternative.

. .. Table 1 L
Student Mlshehaviors

Habitual tardiness -

Cheating -on a test’

Repeatedly talking loudly thh other pupils during seatwor.c
-Repeatedly seeking your attention

]
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. 20, Smoking out of designated area .

. 18. Inattentative; daydreaming and gazing around

FTC RO A O

B ‘ a
\\ L
- 5. Quietly, but repeatedly, off-task talking to other puprls .- ‘ .
- 6. Repeatedly out-of-geat but fiot disruptive .- ’
7. Noise making: whistling or laughing w1thout cause -
8

-
. Scuffling with other'pupils - -
9. Name calling, teasing other pupils ‘
-10. Contemptuously disobeying or questioning authority '
11. Physical abuse of teacher )

12, Theft S . .
13. Unacceptable gex behavror S '
14. Deliberate destruction of school property

15, Physical attack on another pupil

For elementary teachers:
16, Verbal abuse of teacher, other edjults
17. Repeatedly interrupting you “ .

19. Generdl noise makmg tappmg books, pencﬂs
20. Profanity
For secondary teachers

16. Forgetting books, paper, pencils S

17. Neglect of personal appearance
18. Running in the hall ‘
19. Skipping your class

-

The questionnaire was constructed by a committee composed of two
principals, three teachers and a university consultant. Care was taken tb focus
on behaviors which the committee felt represented a range of possible mis-
deeds within the school population. The teacher responses contained ele-
ments which represented punishment, humanistic psychology and behavior
modification though these labels were never identified as such.

Separate questionnaires were sent to elementary and secondary schools.
The questionnaires were identical except for five student misbehavior items
and three teacher response alternatives. Table 1 shows that misbehavior 1texﬁs
16-20 were different for elementary and secondary schools.

Tablez
Teacher Resporrse Options

Tell pupil to get back to work: “Okay that is enough, now. .. "
Empathize with pupil’s feelings: *“You are feeling mad and. .
Interpret behavior to student; “You don't-like science s0 you are.
Repeat rule; “In this class we. :
Withdraw approval: *'I do not llke .
" Praise another student’s behavior: Mike, you are. .. "
Mild reprimand: Don’t do. .. ”
Intense reprimand: “STOP THAT. .. ”
Warn or threaten: “The next time. .. "
Call parent )
Refer for dlscrplmary action.
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1. Ignoro misbehavior. . : \
m. Remove distracting objects; _ \\ "o
n. Move sjudent’s seat. ‘ \ .
o. Time out: Isolate student in hall or quiet corner.
p. Mild action message: Frown, shake finger.
- g. ‘Mild physical punishment: Shake, force té sit down.”
r. Paddle or hit with rule or hand to sting. -
s. Assign extra work. '
t

\
Other (Please indicate below). . \
Elementary teachers’ additional respgnses: o

E,. Praise student’s appropnate behavior. \‘\
‘Ey. Use humor. - o
E,. Take away privileges such as turns or recess. \

. Secondary teachers’ addmonal responses ' '\
S.. Refer to counselor. \

-Sy. Lower student’s grade. . . \\""
Sw. Not applicabie in my class. -~ -- :

Each teacher was asked to respond to the questionnaire twice. First, with

respect to well behaved productive students and then in terms of how they
would react to problem students given the same immediate behaviors, As an
orientation to the difference, the teachers were asked to think specifically of
representative students from'their current or past student populations

The organization of the study enabled us-to analyze responaes\wth

‘respect to three levels of schoollng, two klnds of students and twenty dlff\erent
misbehavioys.

{

Analysis of Results. The data for the respective school levela is presented
in Tables 3,4, and 5.
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Four hundred and twenty-frve classroom teachers are emploved by the = -~

‘school district. Ons hundred and seventy-six usable, comp_let,e_forms_were__;_

returned. The rate of total return was 11 4 percent; elementary teacher re—-
sponse was 49.5 percent, middle school. teacher response was 31.2 percent
and the high school teacher response was 39. .8 percent. Only one attempt was
_made to procure responses.

A number of cpnclusions can be derlved from the data. Teachers respond
_to different misbehaviors differently. It is alsp apparent that different teachers.-
respond differently to the same misbehavior. In elementary schools a pupil
could be treated from eleven to sixteen different ways for the same behavior.
Note however, the secondary teacher responses were slightly more uniform.

" No individual teacher indicated a single response for all misbehaviors.
Elsewhere, Englander (1983) showed that if a variety of students were to
misbehave-in exactly the same way, the vast majority of teachers respond .
differentially depending on their perceptions of student intentions and per- .
sonal qualities. It follows that a student could ‘not anticipate a particular
response from teachers if he or she either misbehaved in a variety of ways for “

" one teacher or in ‘one way in the classrooms of different teachers. - :

' The most frequently reported single teacher response is to request help
from others. Elementary teachers reportedly referred to parents as the most
popular response for seven of twenty misbehaviors: On the other hand, the
secondary teachers most frequently referred problem behavior to the main
office for disciplinary action. Such referrals were, made most: frequently by
both middle and high school teachers for eight of twenty misbehaviors. _

Behavior modification, the most publlclzed researched and precise .

" means for managing classroom behavior, was measured by the responses: (u) -

pralse pupils good behavior, (f) praise anothér pupil’s behavior, (1) and
ignore the misbehavior. Elementary teachers report the use of such responses’

_ 182 times or eleven percent of the total number of respanses: Praising pupils’

... good behavror, was indicated for only 36 .ot two percent of the elementary.

teachers totdl treatments. Middie school teachers report the use of behavior
modification processes 34 or five percent of the time, while high school
teachers reported them 71 or seven percent of: the time. Desprte the many
books onbehavior modification for teachers and itsfoundation in psycholog-
ical research it would appear to be infrequently used in classrooms. :

_ Hurmanistic teacher, responses were measured by such options ds (b)
empathize with pupil feelings and (c) interpret behavior to pupil. Elementary
teachers selected such respOnses 119 or éight percent of the time, while
middle school and high school teachers report their use as eleven and six
percent respectively if one includes (u) referred to counselor. Without coun-
selor referral it is three percent. N

The most: frequently mentioned catégory wa$ punmve actions. More of

.the response. options: fit this category and they were the most frequently
selected alternatives. The items, (e) withdraw approval, (g) mild reprimand,
(h) intense reprimand, (i) warn, and (k)4efer to principal for punishment,
represent oral punitive action. These five 'verbal messages were listed by
elementary teachers 486 times. Physical moves, such as (w) take away
privileges, (p) mild action messages such as frowning or shaking fingers, (q)
mild physical punishment like shaking students; (r) paddling and (s) assign-
ing extra: work were checked by elementary teachers 196 times. For elemen-

\ . . .
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tary’teaohe rs these total pumtlve responses were indicated 682 tlmes or forty

_____ three percent of the total. Middle school teachers report the-i use of verbal

" punishment 314 times and nonverbal punishment 64 times fora total of 3780r .
fifty-seven |percent. High school teachers indicated verbal punpishment 561.......

times ‘and jnonverbal punitive reaction elghty times for a total of 641 or
sixty-one percent of all actions. It is worth noting that the ‘older students,
whom we vaould expect to know the rules, allcgedly ) receive fewer nonverbal
signals /but relatively more pumtwe teacher reactlons than” do elementary

- pupils.’ |

Such teacher behaviors as (a) tell pupils to go back to work (d) repeatinga

. rule, (j) call parent,-(u) refer for counselor aotion or use humor (m) remove
. distracting objects, (n) move student seat or (o) time out were not interpreted

as being behavior modification, humamshc or punitive for fear of over-
generallzmg However, it seems likely that such teacher behavxors would be
interpreted by most youngsters as being punitive.

All of the data’ reported thus far/have been based upon the teacher
reactions thh regard to the generally ‘ell-behaved students. A number of the

" behaved séudent and 871 fi

" used sxgnlf:cantly morg frequently

feachers refused to participate in th study, “because I do not differentiate
between students, I treat them all aliKe, » Hotwever, for those who did respond
the well béhaved and problem stugdents appear to be treated differenti ally ;

The tearhers reported the follpwing frequennes Use of humanistic re- !

. sponses 255 for generally well b eved students and 209 for problem stu- /"'.

dents. Use of behavior modificafion proredures 287 for generally well be-/ '
haved students‘and 232 for problem students. Punishment ‘is allegedly
awarded 1751 tirhes to the generally well behaved studentsand 1814 times ror
the problem youhgsters. The difference i m punishment becomes more appar-
ent if we look at the respective/use of; the three harshest punitive actions: (h)
intense repnmand (k) refer f?/ dlsmplnlary action and {r) paddle. The sum for
all teachers in the employme 4t of these/responses is 756 for the generally well
the problem youngsters.

wn intable 6 hufnanistic ar}d ‘behavior modification treatments are

ith well behaved students. Although
there is not a statistiéal difference [in the overall use of punishment the

Assh

' problem youngsters /recelve significantly harsher pumshmunt

’ !
!

l — Tble e ,
Diff:erential Treatment of Wellll Behaved and Problem Studente
‘ . . . /
Treatment i
. L Beh . Harsh
- - - Humanijstic *  Punishment
‘1 " Mod. e /Pun
Well Behaved Students 255\ 287 _. 1751 © 756
Problem Students . . ... .209 \.._._232 . 1814 871
. ’ il . .
Chi Square‘ values .- - 4.567 5.83** 111 8.13***
*p< 05 . ‘ |
**p < .02 ) :
*‘*A' p < 01

/o | | - 168 -
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“From the frustrated teachers pomt of view it is not surprlsmg that
~problérmi- youngsters receive more\and harsher punlshment It seems likely

however that the problem students are aware that they receive harsher treat- - -

.- .-ment for the same mxsbehavxor and this increases their antagonism to school.

study I has depended upon self report data. Though this helps to clarify
ome of the issues, in-class ubservatlon is necessary if we are to obtain a more
.V 1d measure of how teachers respc\nd to students.

.Study II: In-class Observations. . “\

In-class observations may be done with cameras or speclally trained
outs:'s observers. In such cases the class is intruded and to some degree the
naturalness of the classroom is lost. We decided to keep the observatxons
simple and use relatlvely naive but natural observers.

In class operaticns: ‘

Thi-ty-five elementary student teachers who were working in four differ-
ent consolidated schools were assigned the task cf observing and recording
categories of pupil and master teacher behavior. The students routinely

devoted several hours each week to recording observations of various in="=~ -

teractions. The teachers were not advxsed as to the specific type of data to be
. —recorded. . v
During the twelfth week of the semester each student teacher was asked
" ‘o (a) identify three incidences of pupil misbehavior (b) note the setting in

‘which the misbehavior occurred, (c) note any antecedents tc this specific

misbehavior, (d) note the teachers reaction to the misbehavior, (e) note the -

apparent immediate effect on the pupil(s) behavior of the teacher’s reaction,

and {f) note the apparent extended (30 mmutes) consequence on the pupxl s

" behavior of the teacher reaction.

" Ninety-six incidénces of mxsbehavlor were recorded, forty events in-
volved talking, twenty-one of which were loud snough to disturb others. ™
Other common misdeeds include playing with'an objezt (12), walking around
the room (10), daydreaming (9), and roughhousing thhiothers (4).

~ One hundred and ten teacher reactions in fifteen categories were re-
corded. Verbal reprimand was the most common reaction (43). Other re-
sponses were: threaten loss of privilege (13), change seat on one or more
pripils (12), ignore misbehavior (8), reaffirm rules(7), threaten séatchange (6),
nonverbal disapg : oval (6), take away privilege (3), threaten to paddle (2), tell

pupil io put head on de<k (2), requect good behavior of class (2), redirect’ to

academic task (2), offeracademic assxstance (2), reward good behavxor (1) and
paddle (i).

Ninety immediate pupil reactions were recorded. In forty-seve.i cases the
pupils went immediately to on-task behaviors. Other consequences include,
. passive off-task behavior (14), nonverbal reaction such as sneering (10),

contmued misbehavior (6), apparent emotional reaction (6), restive acquies-
- cence (4), change to other off-task behaviors (3).
Thirty minutes after the misbehavior two-thirds of the pupils were noted
_ t. be off-task either on the original misbehavior or in some other way.
—From this data we can note that most of the misbehavior may have been
unproduc’ive, not consistent with the teachers notion of arademic school
work, but not antisociat. This is vonsistent with the findings of mdst in-school
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observations, for instance Thomas (1978).

_ Only one incident of the last resort, paddling, was recorded. However, it
would seem that teachers pnmanly rely on coercion, threat and a varicty of
pumuve actions to curb misbehavior. Although on eight occasions teachers ,
ignored misbehavior, we see limited evidence that these teachers applled

- posiiive methods to influence classroom behavior.

Over one-half of the pupils immediately shifted to on-task behavior asan
apparent response to the teachers-reaction. Thirty minutes later however, it
was noted that only about one-third of the offending students were on-task.
Despite the many ‘instances of ineffectiveness of the teachers’ disciplinary
measures) we note that there is sufficient immediate obedience to positively
reinforce the teachers and thereby maintain the punitive responses.

Teachers are not only reinforeed for punishing student misbehaviors, but
punishment is condoned and abetted by the society as a whole. Despite the
continued failure of punishment to reform deviant behavior, the majority of +
people cling to the notion that the most appropriate way to change undesired
behavior is through pumshment More effectlve altematlves are available,

\
1

_ Teaching Strategies For Managing Student Behavmr -

Over the past fifteen years a variety of applied reqearch investigations
" have been conducted in schools to ascertain the credlblllty of a variety of
strategies whlch teachers might employto control and shape‘ student behav-
ior. Surpnsmgly few experiments have explored ‘the posit: ve and negative
effects of punishment. Kounin (1970) observed a number of elemeniary
school classrooms to identify- the differential- effects of clarity, firmness,
intensity, focus or pro- vs anti-child desist messages. He also thoroughly
observed the effects on other children when teachers “‘made an example” by
punishing oné child. He found no relationship between any of these variables
‘and subsequent student behavior. From his studies one could easily conclude
that no matter what the teacher does after a behavior has occured, it will occur
again.

Although punishing misbehavior does not seem to decrease future re-
occurances teachers are not helpless. Furtherniore, the state of the art does not
suggest that rules need be foresaken nor that students be allowed to do as they
please. On the contrary, the advocates of alternatives to punishment are
universally spécific in noting the necessity for rules.

Three curcent cqmprehenswe books (Charles, 1981, Englander, 1983 and
Wolfgang & Glickman, 1980) desrribe in some detail a number of tested
strategies whereby teachers can influence the behavi - of students through
positive means. The most noted, carefully documented and direct strategy isa
family of processes commonly known as behevior modification. *Behavior
modification” controls the cues and consequences of behavmr and thereby -
replaces improper behavior with desired behavior.

William Glasser (1978) offers @ modulated program that has the dual
objectives of increasing appropriate l:ehavior and forcing students to assume
responsibility for their own behavior. Teachers seem to find Glasser s reality
therapy very useful. i

The final recommendation focuses on trust-based interpersonal relation-
ships between teachers and students. Communication which respects and

157 | 168




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

facilitates the views of both teachers and students is the key. Two references
are highly recommended. For those concerned with elemeatary school edu-.
catiobn Haim Ginott’s Teacher and Child will be most helpful. For older

'students Thomas Gordon's Teacher Effectiveness Training enables teachers

to focus in on pertinent problems and communicate wsith the no-lose method.

Summary.. Schools are punative. The embirical data presented through-

" out this book demonstrates that for those students 1vhose behavior is deviant

in the eyes of the authority the consequence is punishment. The evidence is

. clear, punished behavior recurs. It is also clear that punishment recurs. An

inspection of school records indicates that although punishment is frequent

relatively few students are the recipients. The majority of students are oply

occasionally punished. It follows that the offending students are repeatedly
punished and despite the punishment repeatedly offend. Whether we con-
sider a single type of punishment like suspensxon ora variety of punishments
the results are the same.

Fortunately, a number of alternative strategies to manage student behav-
ior exists. The alternatives-to punishment in addition to changing behavior
offer increased time on task and rule governance and give students a greater
chance for a sense of well being.
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DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT AND SOCIAL : |
INEQUALITY o

L3

SteplIen E. Bower

ccording to the federal regulations governing ti:: ¥ mergency School Aid

‘Act under Title VII of the Education Amsndz:ents of 1972, Special
Student Concerns programs, like the Project for Eguity in Disgipline, are to be
designed “to eliminate the disproportionately high ix:cidence of suspension,
expulsion, and other disciplinary action involvizg mmonty group students
in the schools of cooperating local educational sgsncies”. The regulations.
specify that funding must be used to identify tho “probable causes of and
formulating remedial action” for the disproporii:nate impact-of student

"discipline procedure involving minority grovip st:udents.t The leading as- -
sumption behind the attempt to reduce disproporticnate impact is that dis-

_proportionality results from some form of raciai or ethnic discrimniuation,
whether individual or institution}, in the publi:: schonl program. Dispro-
portionate impact, in other wordz, is evidance :nyagh to subshwnate social -
inequality, and to allow dispensation for :elis:i.

) The obvious point of departure for sctisi policy addressing the dxspro-
portionate 1mpact of particular social phenomena ¢t minarity groups is to
move toward an affirmative racial balance—rzcial b&,a:ms ning that re-
spective of minority representation there is &z a6 & qtu sxahsncal repre-
sentation in all aspects of American social, political, ant vesnomic life. For.
student discipline policy, for instance, the goal of the inuct for Equitable .

. Administration of Student Discipline would be to elirinate the dispropor-
tionate impact of suspension and expulsion on minority groups in the de-
segregated setting.2 While this, indeed, may be a wortliwhile social or educa-

ticnal ideal, policy studies of this kind tand to forgo the need to prove * < -

intentionality as it pertains to racial ané sthnic discrimination. In other
words, policies that seek to redress griavu3 wrongs through an equal distri-
_ bution formula assume, all too ofte::, i%:s% disproportionality results from
overt or covert forms of racial or etlui¢ déicrimination (as distinguished; of
course, from other forms of discriminating behavior). Consequently, these
policies do not deal with the intent to Jiscriminate on the basis of race or
ethnicity which seems to be a more appiopriate basis for 1dentify1ng racist or
.over zealous athnocentric behavior.

Much of the funding provided by the Department of Health, Educatlon,
and Welfare is granted on the presumption that disproportionate impact .
results from racial or ethnically dis<siminatory actions on the part of individ-
uals or institutions. This is not to 4!19::t10n HEW's selection of problem areas
in our soc1ety for, in most cases, ihese areas merit public concern. The only
question is whethex minority discrimination is an adequate framework for
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conceptu lizing many of these problems. While the Office of Education
acknowledges that “segregation” and “racial imbalance” constitute two
separate and distinct phenomena, it is never clear on the distinction. *'De-
segregation"’, as a means to remedy segregation, suggests the Office of Educa-
tion, ) R Co : '
" means the assignment of children or faculty to public schools and within such
schools without regard to-their membership in a minority group, but *“de-

" segregation” does not mean the assigrment of such persons to or within public
schools in-order to overcome racial imbalance.?

Apparently, there is a distinction, but HEW never ventures beyond employ-
ing the term “rdcial imbalance” to qualify the meaning of the desegregation
process. Its own meaning remains unclear. One would have to assume,

. though, that since desegregation is a process to-remedy ‘illegal conduct”,
racial imbalance implies no illegality.* Furthermore, it might be assumed that
.desegregation is.a process to remedy intentional segregation on the basis of -
race while racial imbalance occurs for other reasons. '

In subsequent par sgraphs, however, the definition of undesirable sep-
aration is expanded to include all those situations where there is an identifi-
able separation, both deliberate and undeliberate, by racial criteria. The
Office of Education asserted that their justification, in this instance, came, in

_part, from a Senate report’s observation on the need for the Emergency School
Aid Act: . : '
Whether or not it is deliberate, racial, ethnig, and socio-economic separation
in our schools and school systems have serious and often irreparable adverse

.eifects on the education of all children, be they from deprived or from advan-
. taged backgrounds.s

Whatever the original intention of the Office of Education was in distinguish-
ing between “ségregation” and “racial imbalance”, a.cursory glace at the
evidence indicates that it was never taken seriously. .

Peter Berger, Sociologist from Rutgers University, has suggested that
‘policy measures in the area of civil rights that ignore the difference between

illegal segregation arid racial imbalance are.prescriptive as ‘distinguished .

_ from proscriptive statements. ““It was one thing,” states Berger,

for the Supreme Court to say in 1954 that tobar a child from a particular school
solely because of his race was a violation of thechild’s rights; itis quite another
thing for the federal courts and for agencies of the federal government to
impose specific patterns of racial “balance” on school systems. It'was one
thing when bot}: federal and state fair housing laws prohibited discrimination
againstindividuals on the basis of race in therenting or selling of housing; itis
quiteanother thing if political and legal power should now be used todesign a
demographic composition of a community or an entire region. Similarly, it

_ was one thing for the Civil Rights Act 0f 1964 to prohibit racial discrimination
in employment; the establishment of a system of racial and other group quotas
by government fiat bears little resemblance to that original intention.®

Whether one favors or opposes prescriptive policy to address ethnic or racial
inequality, one would have to agree with Berger’s understanding of the
historical record.? : ’

More importantly, reliance on disproportionate impact as an index for
social concern inextricably links white discrimination to the really severe
problems of minority existence in America. This has caused even the most
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astute of social reformers to incorrectly conceptualize the sourge of-’minority
discontent. The significance of disproportionate impact shrinks considerably
when other factors besides race are held constant, and can be explained ina -

“number of different ways other than the widely accepted notion of white

discrimination. We now know, for instance, that some white groups work just
as hard to segregate themselves from each other as they do to segregate
themselves from lower class blacks.? The same, I would assume, holds true for.
differences within the black population. °

The dynamics of class culture and ethnicity can be.just as 51gmf1cant a
factor contributing to dlspropomonate impact as race This is true particu-
larly in regard to patterns of residential segregation. In the absence of state
sponsored legislation to restrict the residential mobility of blacks, it is
hazardous at best to suggest that the demographlc characteristics of predomi-
nately black neighborhoods were formed because of racial discrimination.
The commonly held assumption is that black people would never have
chosen to live next door to each other had they not been discriminated

.against. This is a rule seldom applied-to the demography of other ethnic

gorups, especially white ethnic groups. The perpetuation of ethnic neigh-

_borhoods has long been an important means of protecting the individual from

the impersonal order of urban life and from the recumng shifts of a volatile
corporate economy. !

Discrimination that is often ldentrfxed as racml is, in fact, the result of -

vastly different and conflicting values and lifestyles. White people who resist
school desegregation and the movement of blacks into their neighborhoods
are accused unjustly, in many cases, of standing in the way of minority
demands for equality. Much of the resistance stems from cultural or class bias,
not racial bias. What these people percelve as “black values”, suggests
Richard Krickus, are often

the product of poverty. racial discrimination, ignorance, and social disloca-

- tions common among uprooted people. Were the individuals who cling to
these same values to be white, the reaction would be much the same; this is
evident in Cleveland and other cities where poor Southern whites constitute
the newest source of urban immigration.®

Krickus goes on to mention Andrew Greeley’s study which concludes that
white working class ethnics, “by overwhelming percentages’, seemed un-
troubled with living on the same block with blacks of the same class. Only a
small percentage of whites objected to residential integration on the basis of

race. For Greeley, it was not the color of one’s skins that the white ethmcs

objected to, but perceived differences in‘class status, values, and 11festyles 10
Affiuent blacks, seeking to escape the pathology of the inner city, separate
themselves from the lower tlasses for basically the same reasons. It is quite
possible that many of the discriminatory acts that are termed racial are,
indeed, discriminatory for other reasons.

Even if disproportionate iipact could be proved tobe discrimination in

.. every instance, discrimination has never stood the test as explanation for

mass unemployment, decaying urban school systems, and dilapidated hous-
ing for the poor. Racial discrimination, probably can account for the lack of

‘black representation in certain occupational segments, attendance at certain

private schools, or-the racial exclusivity of certain neighborhoods, but it can -

-‘not account for the fact that many black people have no jobs at all, that the
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schools they do attend are in constant néed'bf repair, and that the housing

‘they occupy is substandard. Reform that seeks to “liberalize” the attitudes of -
white racists. fail to address the need for serious economic reform.

| To suggest that the rural or urban “red neck” is responsible for black

unemployment clearly is to misunderstand-the issues.at hand. This is a
cc\>\mm'on fault of the professional educator who is convinced that improper
) edt\mational method is at the bottom of some of our most pressing social
proplems. Innovative educational technique that seeks to alter the existing.
features of the public school program becomes a substitute for reform that
alters the structural features of institutions that surround the school. The
attempt to convince t e already sympathetic white'teacher that he needs tobe -
“more sensitive" to the needs of his black students adds grease to the already .

_ hot fire!. The white student who 'is just as alienated by the public school

. programas the black student begins to sense the special treatment given to
blacks and becomes highly resentful. Additionally, the effort to make the
school more attractivé to lower class minority students only results in a
watered down curriculum designed to keep them in school and off the streets.
This only compounds the oppressed condition of the needy, both black and
white. - - ' ' . '

. Reform 'that attacks the cultural lag of racist white people piaces the
burden of solution to economic mis¢ ry and racial strife on the very people it
should be helping. Prominent social theorists who witnessed the ineffective-
ness of the “Waron Povérty" during the sixties have been able to repopularize
the notion of black genetic inferiority 35 cause for inner-city conditions, while
those who hope to change racist attitudes continue to blame intolerant
whites, many of whom are in dire straits themselves, for the perpetuation of

- urban sbcial ills. The irony of social policy which is intended to reduce racial
conflict by attacking disproportionate impact is that it will only increase
conflict among ‘the disenfranchised groups that vie for the political and
economic advantages parceled out by the government. As long as lower class
blacks continite to believe tHey are poor because they are black, the “race
issue” will become more politicized than ever, increasing the antagonism
between the *“minority” and “majority” groups. .

Tke progression toward prescriptive public policy is-the end result of
defining a set of social problems in a particular manner. The major legitimat-
ing ingredient to such a definition is that all racial and ethnic separation
resilts from discrimination on the bdsis of race and ethriicity. This, in retro-
spect, is a simplistic understandjng of social inequality, and, in-many ways,
has served to impéde progress toward an integrated community of cooperat-

/ing groups tha&recognize the right of all to equal opportunity in a democratic
society. Equal opportunity, as it is applied here, will mean-the guarantee of
basic social privileges to any individual irrespective of racial, religious, or

_“ethnic considerations. This presupposes, of course, that the intent to dis-

criminate is a denial of equal opportunity and disproportionate impact may or
may not be a. violation of this principle. o

If one accepts the disproportionality paradigm that imbalance implies
racial discrimination or some other form of institutional injustice that im-
pacts minorities at a higher rate, one also has to accept other lerding assump-
tions that support the paradigm. Foremost of these assumptions is that black
identity is plagued by certain deficiencies usually embedded in one racial
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stereotype or another Whether the condltron of \black people is explalned
' through hereditarian theories of lntellectulal inferiority or environmental
. theories of “cultural deprivatron" black 1dent1ty 1;\/noted by the professronal

observer to be damaged goods. " /
. The paradigm of drspropnrtronallty' structures important social issues”’
along minority/white majority lines. This hasl the tendency to isolateraceand

“ethnicity as the primary causal factors behlnd the social and cultural experi- - - ‘

ence of minority groups. As long as race or ethn1c1ty‘are points of contention,
Americans will continte to becomnie n more,color cornscious rather than color
blind.. "To-be drawn into the _paradigm, one lmust accept the view that all
mﬁronty people, irrespective of other factors besides race, suffer from some
sort of collective deprivation, and that all “whites” from the majority group
are subject to collectrve reward. As a member' of oné group or the other, an
R 1nd1v1dual assumes the characteristics of the categorlzatlon While this may
\ " bea. onvenient dichotomy for liberal pollcy makers. it is not so convenient
__,,_for—m slack families that lead *“normal” \or; “successful" lives by all the
current standards of middle class respectablllty. of for those white families '
‘who are Victimized by the same economic system that explolts a goodly |
proportion of the black community.

Of particular interest at thls )uncture is the interesting fact that in the
seventies it was noted. that young black and whlte men entering the labor
market with comparable family backgrounds and level of school achievement
“were just as likely “to find high-paying jobs and just as likely to escape from
‘bad jobs. The report continued by suggesting that by the seventies racial bias
“in the way that the labor market assrgned 1ndiv1duals to occupations had
been nearly eliminated”.!? However, the experience of the undereducated
and underemployed black population of the inner city has not been so fortu-
nate as unemployment levels have continued to rise steadily since the late
sixties even as the percentage of blacks who have, t:ompleted high school has
increased.’2 Also worth remembering is the fact that the number of poor

. whites in America has always exceeded that: of '“rmn'orlty people.’® To
suggest that poverty is an exclusive problem of mlnonty groups does a great
disservice to white families and individuals who also deserve a fair share of -
the assistance made available to'the poor. It makes far more sense when |
addressing the disadvantaged segments of Amencan soc1ety to destgnate
. which white groups or of which black groups one is speaklng

Although dlsproportronate 1mpact built upon the assumptlon of cultural
| deprivetion and intellectual equality has been usbd by federal agencies as an

A ‘index to redress alleged present and past acts of soc1al and ‘ethnic discrimina- .

ion on minority groups, it also provides the grist out of whlch hereditarian
" theories of racial and cultural inferiority are fomied ‘The. common association
of blecks with poverty, lb@v levels of school achievemient, and other forms of -

eories that explmn disproportionate impact ip terms of intellectual incom- -
petence Either way, theories of “cultural deprfvation or. genetrc inferiority
malntaln the myth of white superiority. i
The continual emphasis on m1norlty dlsa vantages and majority advan-
3 tages will only worsen race relations rather rmprove them partlcularly :
as more poor and working class whites begln to reatt more vigorously to

inadequate social.and cultural performance is justas llkely to form the basts of '

- llberal pollcy that vu'tually 1gnores their problems by sweeplng them under - - |



I [
 the politlcal rug Presumably, upwardly moblle blacks w1ll ventually tlre of
the common association of “blackness” w1th poverty. Liberal elites, both-
black and white, who push for massive urban school de gregatlon plans .
(whlle sending thelr/own children to suburban public sch f Is or prestlglous
pnvate schools thus sparing them the constant turmoil at/characterlzes -
large urban and lnner-clty school districts) that mix lower nd workmg class
whites and blacks together often fail to reulize the problem: nherent insucha-
design. Much of the so-called *white backlash”, including the Ku Klux Klan
- and pro-Nazi groups, can be understood in terms of the oblhzatlon oflower .
. and working class whlte/fear that becomes especral acute in timesof eco-
nomic instability. &
. Because of the cheap avallablllty ar.'J *fmvemence of lnner-clty housmg,
lower and working class urban whites have always been the first to experi:
ence the 1mpact og rapid black mrgrat: ou into Amerlca s urban centers. The
adversanal relatlonshlp between lower and working class blacks and whites
as they have competed for jobs;housing, and other resources of the city hasa -
history that stretches back to the beginnings of mdustnal expansion, corpo- |
rate domination, anb the rapid growth of American cities. Like other minority ' C
groups, this segment of the v/vhlte population remains virtually powerless and'
‘underrepresented at all levels of government. As the one-dimensional ap"
proach to urban reform that emphasizes- mmorrty disadvantages/majority
advantages has tak hold, the racial situation i.: our nation’s urban centers ‘-. o
has become more p carious than stable. The hope of convincing a working |
class white family, struggling to obtain job security, adequate housing, and a ‘\
decent education for their own children, ‘that they ought to be more sympa- |
» thetic to the pllght of racially oppressed minority groups seems a bit un- \ ;
realistic. if oppression is a viable framework from which to analyze critical | ~
social and economic i issues, then one might do well to breaden the taken-for- \
granted understanding of the “oppressed” group.
‘ The tendency to conflate- drscnmlnatlon with dlspropomonate impact
“has had a drastic impact, not only on the gharacter of social policy, but on the \
character of the social fabric itself. Recent developments in the area of public- \
pollcy are without historical precedent and deserve some comment that \
i
|

addresses the 1mpllcatlons of such polity and its probable consequences for
the soclal order of the future. . .

i «

School Desegregahon

, In the area of school' desegregatior the requlrmg of fixed statistical quotas " \
to ensure racial balance, in the absence of dlscnmmatory intent, hashad a /| |
tendency to promote unwarrantst raclal stereotypes’ that have served to | |

_ . perpetudte.rather- thansuppress the concept of black inferiority. Court orders k ‘
advancing school desegregation that are based on the need for racial balence | i
view black schools, or predominately black schoois, as inherently inferior I
educational settings. A case in point was th Supreme Court decision in the- -
1871 Swann v, Charlotte-Mecklenburg/ Coufr\t)xioard of Education. The is- |
suss reviewed by the Court were v1rtually unrelated to the notion of segrega- ;
tive intent in the establishment of dual school systems. The rule of thumb
enployed by the Court to identify lllegar segregation was the presence of /
predominately black schools in the Charlotte-Mecklenburg system. Many
legal expeits who reviewed the case agreed that Swann would re; rese:t the /\

'
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r?odel desegregatad school system that the Court would use in its subsequent
tempts to litigate school -desegregation cases. The Swann decision was .
Bspeclally important in the history of desegreganon because of the magnitude -
‘of the desegregation plan (85 000 children) and the use of busing to ach1eve
'——"—ractal—bmmnw

Quickly followmg on the heels of the Swann decisidh, a Federal dlstrlct"

judge, using the legal precedent of Swann.f ruled that Richmond, Virginie

' schools be combined with suburban schools to achieve comparable rac.al
/ balance. The model for desegregahon constructed in Swann, was challenged
/ f petitioners from Richiond who appealed tothe Supreme Courtfor further- .-
aview. At the request of many black parents in Richmond the Congress of
/Racial Equahty (C.O.R.E) instructed their }lawyers to prepare a brief amicus.

/ . ' detailing the quéstions of law they believed importantin resolv1ng the issues
before the Court. - / / '

The thrust of the argument formulated by C.O. R’ E.’s lawyers was that the

- District Court lacked authority to consolidate the Richmond schools with the
_surrounding suburban schools in the absence of “1nv1dlous siste action” to
reestablish ‘dual schoo! systems in the area even though some Richmond

. schools were predominately" black. It was: apf)arent that the lawyers for

C.O.R.E. were keenly aware of the isSues when they stated:

. Theorencal testimony which nggests that no educanonal system will work if
it is “majority black” is strongly racist a‘nd ~should be ignored by a federal
“court, especially when such testimony is sought to be used as a basis for
disenfranchising black residents, since blacks would be permanently pre-
.vented from achieving control of a school system in which they are the
~ majority and, as a result, denied due prot::ess as guaranteed by the Constitu-
! tion.2 i
‘ |

o

The brief continued by suggestlng that

"Where a school system is restmctured by a local board of educahon,m a
. 'manner, as approved by the court, so as to comply with the mandate of Brown, -
| any subsequent effort at consolidation of unitary school systems, merely for
' : the purpose of achieving a so-called “viable racial mix", results irf a total loss
of their culture and traditions which they!seek to mamtam 15 j ‘ / .

There is some question whether the public school has ever been a receptive

, forum for the-retention of sub-cultures and their traditions, but it is certain”’

/’ that “viable racial mix” formulas imply a subtle form of raclal condescen— :
sion,16 T v ndl : .

In some instances where dlsproportmnallty was the measure of discrimi-

nation the black community has been denled the opportunity to control'whm

would have been predominately black schools or black school $ystems. In thie

Richmond case, cited ahove, C.O.R:E. lawyers recognized thata consolidation . -

plan would dilute s uhs?antlally “the voice and authority” of'the black mem-
- bers® pamclpatmg in the dac1slon-mak1ng process for the Rlchmond c1ty
' schools." : i / :
' Professor Derrick Bell, of the Harvard Umverslty Law School and author
of Race, Racism, cnd American Law also makes note of this development

Is it significant i in poh'xcal and economic terms that, if blacks fail.in the effort
tq require metropohtan school desegregation plans, they will assume conu-ol
— - of the school system in many of the country’s largest rmes"
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With new social studies raising questions as to the value of integration in the
educational achievement of black children, is it possible to argue that the
.authority to determine appointments of school principals is more 1mportant
than the racial balancing of students m‘tha schools.1®

It is highly conceivable that desegregat:on plans forwarded under these
®  circumstances stand to hurt more than help alleviate the problems of the black
" community in many of our natmq s cities.
“Occasionally, in school desegregatlon cases, plaintiffs have argued that
asfirmative racial balance was necessary to raise the achievement levels of
_ black children. This argument only.serves to perpetuate. the'worn-out racial
stereotypes that black people are intellectually inferior to white people.
Additionally, the achievement level argument overestimates the intellectual
advantage of “whiteness”, all whlte children do not have an intellectual or,
“for that matter, an envxronmentaJ advintage over black children. This anly:
‘serves to simplify a terribly complex problem. If achievement level is an issue,
then it seems to make far more sense to desegregate, as Nathan Glazer ‘has
suggested, on the basis of achievement rather than race.!?.

Such arguments, it also must be pointed out, are based on an understand-
ing of school desegregatloncthat has little or nothing to do with the original
issue of state-mandated segregation built on the presumption of racial inferi-
ority. Those people who urge school desegregation for the purpése of raising

—actrievement levels live in a world vastly different from the black person who
experienced the racist oppression of a social order held together by the notion
‘of white supremacy. The overriding issue today, as it was inBrown twenty-six
years ago, should be whether black children are denied admittance to any
school on account of their race. ’

One of the more disturbing consequences of overstating the relationship
between disproportionality and racial discrimination is that it has produced
more rather than less social and economic segrégation. Those who can afford
to do so have moved to the suburbs to avoid the forced integration of public
schools to achieve racxal balance. James S. Coleman, principal anthor of the -
Coleman Report of 1966, has indicated that desegregation-to achieve racial

‘balance has resulted in “a continuous loss of white students from central-cxty
schools. The-loss is greater”, suggested Coleman,

as 1) the size of the city is greater; 2) the central-city school dnstnct hasa hlgher
pmportmn of black students; and 3).the racial disparity between cnty and
suburbs is great, with a high sagregatmn between dlstncts——blacks in the
central-city district and whites in the suburban ones.

}

The ironic thirig about ““desegregation”, concludes Coleman, is that it “may
be increasing segregatmn" 20 This may help to explain why the courts have

been so receptive as of late to cross-district (suburban-central city) desegre-

gation plans. It comes as no surprise, then. that the Detroit Free Press reports -
. that after five years of busing to improve the racial balance of the Detroit .
2. Public Schools that the court-ordered plan has actually increesed segrega-
tion.2! .

Issues in a Class Society

American society, whether measured by social or economic standing, nas
_— ’an‘1deﬁtlfla51'1ass structure. Policy | that equates dlsproportxonality wnth

! - s - .1 7970 .
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racial dxscrun\'natlon hus a tendency to blur the dlstlnctlon between race ™

 issues and clas: issues. All blacks are not socially and economically deprived

and similarly all whites are not from advantaged backgrounds.\lt is widely
assumed. for instance. that whites “‘flee” from court-ordered busing because
they are racist and 2ot because they dislike lower class behavior. \There is a
great deal of ditferenice us the events surrounding Shannon v HJD\attests 22

* .Shannon v. HUD has caused many well-intentioned liberal reformers.
both black an? white; to question the assumption that any victory for blacks is
also a victory for the poor. The suit filed by a group of middle:class blagks was
initiated to restrain the Federal government from building low-cost houslng
‘projects in their neighborhood. This seems to be a poignant example of the
Tact that dlscrxmmatxon on the basis ofincome orsocial cless is not the salsge as
discrimination on the basxs of race, color, and relxgron The former is 1 gal

- while the latter is not.? : 2

The point to be made is that many of the problems experrenced by urllen
blacks are related mors closely to class background than they are racral
discrimination. This partlcular understanding does not lesskn in any way the

. /rmpact of such problems as poverty and unemployment on the black com
“munity in many of our natron s cities, but it certalnly helps to more accurately \
_+identify the true source'of the problem. Publxc policy that is predicated \\

invariably on presumptxons of racial-diserimination fail, in many cases, to
sense the ebb and flow of an economy that feeds on a'steady supply of
unemployed people. This impacts both blacks and whites and has nothing to
do with one’s racial .category.2* While socially mobile blacks benefit in the
market place from statistical allocation, or any other prescriptive measure -
designed to relieve disproportionality, lower class black people do not. Fur-

- thermore, it is altogether possible that the continued emphasis on racial

discrimination as the source of all social i1l will only delay the implementa-
-tior: of effective political action that alleviates the over-burdensome condi-
tions of class in American society.

Edward C. Banfield, Professor of Urban Government at Harvard Univer-
sity, has framed his analysis of the urban crisis in respect to class rather than
race and has concluded that class issues quite often have been mistaken for
race issues: | . - '

The “upgrading” of some neighborhoods'will often mean the “‘downgrading”
" of others. /\s more and more Negroes withdraw into middle-and-upper-class
communities, the concentration of the lower class in the slum will necessarily
" increase. Very probably the “worsening'%iof the slum will be seen not as a
consequence of the improved position of the Negro_generally, but rather as
further evidence of callousness and neglect by the “whlte power structure" 2

As Banfield further suggests, the progresslve lsolatron of the lower classes in
slum areas is a problem of immense proportion, but-“itis hard to see what can—
be done about it. The upper classes will continue.to v;znt to separate them-
selves physically from the lower, and in a free country they probably can not
be prevented from doing so™.2¢ i

Class issues have been cloaked effectively by the scliool desegregation
process. many of the court-ordered plans for racial balance in public school

systems across the country are iustlfied in part, on a commitment to raising -

black achievement levels. The validity of this assumption notwithstanding,
desegregatlon to improve school achl.evement seems, ‘on the surface, to be

i
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more of a class issue than a race issue, unless, of course, one wants to assume

- that all blacks are low-achievers.

There is ample evidence at this time to suggest that not even low-
achieving black students benefit from desegregation plans to improve racial
balance. Nancy St. John, author of School Desegregation: Outcomes foi~
Children, reviewed more than 100 studies on the effects of desegregation on
children’s educational achievement, their self-image, and racial attitudes. St.
John discovered that th~ achievement benefits of racially balanced schools
were minirmal at best and in some instances did not exist at all.?” These more
recent studies have caused James Coleman, whose Coleman report in the
sixties supported many court-ordered plans for racial balance, to recant his
earlier views on the achievenient level value of school integration:

The achievement benéfits. of mtegrated schools appeared substantial when I

" studied them in the middle 1960’s. But subsequent studies of achievement in
actual systems that have desegregated some with a more rigorous methodol- - -
ogy than we were able to use in 1966, have found smaller effects, and in some
cases noneat all. I believe the achievement benefits do exist; but’ they are not so
substantial that in themselves they demand school desegregation. . .. 28

This is startling news when you consider the | tIemendous number of people
whose lives have been altered, and are bemg altered, by’ formulas for racial
balance which, it may now be stated, have been based, in part, .ona myth.

A favorite conceit of liberal educators is to explain the absence of in-
creased achievement for blacks in desegregated schools in terms of"the
desegregation-integration distinction; **desegregation” defined as the simple
mixing of bodies and “integration”, the truly humanitarian goal of racial
interaction in an equitable society. The claim is made that blacks are resegre-
gated within the school buildings once racial balance is approached. The
distinction, of course, suggests tkat a different-and more subtle form of racial
discrimination is behind low black achievement levels.

The new pattern of discrimination is usually couched in terms of minor-
ity isolation in desegregated schools, isolation that results from individual or
institutional forms of discrimination that impact minority students dispro-
portionately. Low achievement is explained in terms of the inability of black
students to become involved more intimately with their white counterparts in

** school activities. This only begs the question. Minority isolation is always

presumed to be the deed of racial discrimination. While this might be true in
some instances, it is doubtful that it is true in all. The concept of black culture

" immediately comes to mind at this point. The maintenance of ethnic world

views always demand that some sense of separation exist between one group

—-:———and-another-Ghoice; then, is just as logical an explanation as discrimination
. is for minority isolation. The other question is whether it is necessary to be

intimately involved with “white” students to experience higher levels of
achie\ sment. No one neéds to be reminded again of the painful history of
racism in America, but one has to wonder to what degree racism still contrib-
utes to problems experienced by much of the black community. While the
desegregation-integration distinction supplies new unexplored territory fora
legion of ‘concerned” social engineers, it fails to weigh the importance that
transcending the residuals of a racist social order has for black icentity.2?

_ The belief that disproportionality invariably indicates discrimination
fosters the image of black people as emotionally unstable and psychologically

v
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maladjusted. The absence of adequate minority representation. in any seg-
ment of social activity is viewed as the end result of discrimination and not as
the end result of rational decision-making on the part of black citizens.3® As
sick people, blacks are never held accountable for their actions. The message
conveyed here is that the choices black people have ;nade reflect an inability
to cope with life in a normal and satisfactory manner because of a society that

" continues to cause them emotional sickness. From this frame of reference,

black people are never seen as “doers” fully accountable for their actions as
rational thinking individuals, but as people who have things done to them.
This can only be viewed a$ debilitating for black identity. A colleague of
mine, who happens to be a black social scientist, used to remind me of the
difference between Southern and Northern racism. In the South, He sug-

" gested, white people would claim simply that “them Niggers are crazy”. In

the North, however, the design is to view blacks more compassionately, but
hardly less patronizingly by suggesting they are “socially and psychologi- .
cally maladjusted’’. The difference between the two forms of racism is im-
mense, but neither one is conducive to constructing a positive image of
blackness, an image that reflects the ability of black people to successfully
manage ‘their own fate and destiny. ‘As it is, the current perspective looks
upon the black population as needmg constant care and supervision.

Indicative of the dilema surroundmg race issues, or for that matter many
other issues in a society dominated by the liberal scientific world view, is the
public response, to the convicted black murderer. Liberal humanists view the
event one way while their more conservative counterparts view it in another.
Liberals accent the part that a repressive society plays in determining human
behavior while deemphasizing individual accountability. Conservatives, on
the other hand, stress the responsibility of the individual to make rational
choices, emphasxzmg individual accountability. The dilema resides in the
degree individuals are to be held accountable for their actions.

Both views have their elements of merit, but few would argue that the
liberal view does not dominate the methodology used to treat “‘race” issues.
The act of killing another human being is viewed habitually by well-meaning
liberals from the context of the “black experience’’ and not as a malicious act

- of violence committed against another person. From this perspective, it is not

ablack person that goes to trial, but the entire black community. The image of
blackness projected from this set of events is one that relieves black people of
the full responsibility for their social acts. This can only have a negative

impact on black identity, from the perspective of both: black people and other - *

groups of people who witness these events.
In some quarters, the preceding pronouncements may be mxsconstrued
as indicating black intellectual inferiority. If discfimination is not the culprit
behind disproportionality, a reasoning mind might conclude that the prob-
lem lay in the inability of black people to compete intellectually on a level
comparable to other groups. Nothing could be further from the truth. There is
no evidence, past or present, which proves beyond a reasonable doubt that
black people are intellectually inferior to other people. Besides, low 1.Q. has
never been a very good argument in justification of poverty either. It takes far

- more courage than brains to survive the stultnfymg routine of a well-paying

factory job.
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The System of Social Rewards .

The employment of disproportionate impact as a measure of discrimina-
tion serves the advancement of an American caste system and threatens the
status of the meritocratic ideal and a social order premised on individual
achieved status guaranteed through equal opportunity. Group consciousness
which can be viewed as a child of the tumultuous 1960's has been manifested
most vizibly in Federal policy that confers status on certain minority groups
making individual members of these groups eligible for preferential treat-
ment. Most notable are those policies guaranteeing preferential treatment on
the basis of race and sex. The policies of a meritocratic social order that sought
to guarantee the right to political participation, to education, and to jobs
irrespective of racial, ethnic, or sex status ar: being abandoned in favor of

_policies that reward on the basis of race, ethnicily, ursex. This signifies a shift

from indivisual to group rights in the forma:ion ¢! social policy.

Special treatment has come to mean the establishment of quotas and
other forms of preferential hiring as a way of making minority people repre-
sentative at designated levels of political and economic activity. Apart from
the fact that standards are modified to accomodate minority demands, the
inescapable assumption of the new hiring principle “is that minority persons
are less qualified and could not compete with others, even if given a sufficient
margin’'.3! Not to mention the psychelogical impact of being hired on the
basis of one's race or sex rather than achievement, the new hiring principle
has done nothing to dispell unwarranted racial ster<.types that have plagued
minority identity in the past, stereotypical attitudes ihat whites hold about
blacks.and other minorities and that blucks and other minorities holq about

" themselves.

The impact of preferential hiring on minority identity, notwithstanding,
“the quotas themselves”, suggests Daniel Bell, “‘are no simple matter".

If “representation is to be the criterion of position, then what is the logic of
extending the principle only to women, Blacks, Mexicans, Pus:to Ricans,
American-Indians, Filipinos, Chinese, and Japanese (the categories in the
HEW guideline)? Why not to Irist Italians. Poles. and other ethnic groups? - ..
And if represeritation is the criterion, what is the ase of representation? At
one €Cal.fornia state college, as John Bunzel reports, the Mexican-Americans
asked that 20 per cent of the total work force be Chicanos, because the sur-
rounding commv: aity is 20 per cent Mexican-American. The black students -
rejected this argument and said that the proper base should be the State of
California, which would provide a different mix of blacks and Chicanos.
“Would tne University of Mississir-pi be expected to hire 37 per cent black -
faculty because that is tne proportion v. blacks in the population of
Mississippi? And would the number of Jews in most faculties in the country be
reduced liscause the Jews are clearly overrepresented in proportion to their
number? :

And if ethnic and minority, tests, why not religion or political beliefs as the
criteria of balanced representation? Governor Reagan of California has said
that conservauves are hiehly underrepresented in the faculties of the state
universities, a fact evident when the political coloration of those faculties is
compared with voting results in California; should conservatives therefoxe be
given prefevence in hiring? And should particular communities be asked to,
“support the teaching of certain subjects (or the presence of certain books in
scl.ool libiaries) which are repugnant to the beliefs of that community—a
question first raised.in the Virginia House of Burgesses.and a principle re-
stated by the Tennessee legislature in the 1920's in barring the teaching of
" evolution in a Fundamentalist state?32
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While debating the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972, Con- -
gresswoman Edith Green of Oregon explained why she could not support the
proposal to increase the powers of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission unless there was an accompanying amendment prohibiting -
quotas: S : '

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act has always prohibited the establishment of
quotas. During the legislative history of the Civil Rights Act it was clearly the -
"Congressional intent not to bring about civil rights for some by denying civil
rights to others. . .. v :

T talked to the Chairman of the Commiftee ... and ... said it would be
impossible for me to support the Committeebill . . . without . . . a Congressio-
nal prohibition against . . . any quota system. : ‘

Let me tell you of three instances : .. -
In my own city of Portland, we have a ship conversion plant

In the Poftland area we have, perhaps, 5 or 8 percent black pog:.- a. This
ship conversion plant has records to prove they have empleyoc : . mercent
minority people. As a matter of fact they have carried onan activerar: ““*aent
program-seeking out members of minority groups.

The Contract Compliance Office in San Francisco came into Portland,and t!:: -
said they would not be eligible for any Federal contracts unless they wou
have 15 percent mirority employeer in every single job category ...

There was absolutely nothing that / s sk.ip conversion-plant could dn to
satisfy the Office of Contract Compi.:. ‘0 San Francisco unless they fn}
lowed their orders. This required tha “:: - -nug” of labor contracts-of nego:-
atinns which had been made; seniority : :¢%is ware ignored. All this was nev:
the intent of the Civil Rights Act, and it ws ..+ = *heintent of the Congress. . .

... A year ago last December a group of Oreg::=: pivants who are stationed it
’ e Washington, D.C. by the Department of the #4;: : =+ - ::aintomy officeto taik.
: i about the situation in the schools which theix ;. dzen attend. .. (One of the
- complaints. was that in three months one rias :ad had seven substitve

teachers.) ‘ ’

I said, “*Well, how can that be?”

She said, “Under the Skelly-Wright decisicn we bea to have a quota of black
and white teachers and as a regular teacher we cannat hire a white teacher. We
mus: hire as a regular teacher a black teacher.” No giulified black teacher is
available for this position. They are already teaching in other schoois . ..

_ A third instance: A teacher here in the District schools-whom I know very
well-asked for a trangfer to another high school because they had moved out
close to another high school. She applied, and the principal who received her -

~ application sid they could not hire her. - ) -

She said, "*Be very cai.did with me. Is ray race against me?”

And the principal said, “Yes . .. A quota has been set up ... 34

The Congresswoman's admonithunent against quotas seems to have been in
vain since much.of public polizy ioday is built on special considerations for
race, sex, and ethnic categorizs. ’ )

Affirme*"..; Action *which originally was meant to guarantee opportunity
for minorii » is:dividuals now means the guarantee of results, eqv ¥ distribu-
tion acce . 3i1g to group representation even in the absence of discrimination.
Sociologis: Methan Glazar is perhaps more to the point:”

“ Affir-nitive Action” originally meant that one should not only not discrimi-
nate, bit inform- people ons did not discriminate; not only treat those who
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applled fur jobs without discrlmmatlon hut seek out those who might not
apply. ... In the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it was used to mean something
elsor—thn remedies a court could impose when some employer was found

uilty of discrimination, and they coild be severe. The new.concept of “af-
flrmatxve action” that has since emerged and has heen enforced with ever
greater vigor combines both elements: LN

It assumes that everyone is gunlty of discrimination; it then i lmposes on gvery
employer the remedies which in the Givil Rights Act of 1964 could only be
imposed on those guilty of dlscrlmmatmn 34 AN

N\

., It seems ircnic that the systematic racial discrimination tl: . black\people

have fought against for so long has become an important plau. in the pohtxcal
program of some of the most influential black leaders in America. The on\ly
difference is tha! they find themselves on the other side of the fence this timeX,

_ The painful side effects of public policy based on the new definition of
affirmative action are just beginning to he felf. As it has become more impor-
tant to be a member of a particular groug, «he pursuit of excellence has become
less important. Reward on the basis of race. sex, or ethnicity deadens the
desire to excel in both those who are favored by categorization and those who
are not. The former group does not need to excel while the latter considers it
fruitless. The long run consequences of policy ueasures like the above result
in the glorification of mediocrity. The managerial complexities of such an
exercise will create as many if not more problems ihan it ever hopesto solve.

Political Freedom in a Democratic Society
" Basic political freedoms are being compromised by the tendency to
equate disproportionate impact with iacia! anf] ethnic discrimination. la-
stead-of expanding freedom for individuals, policies of this kind have worked
to restrict it. The expansion of governmental bureaucrary into previously
non-politicized areas of social life offers a serious challenge to previously
uuderstood private rights. Included among these are the right to live in the
comnunity of one's choice. and the right to choose whe"e and how one's
child will be educated. * :

Historically, public education has followed slosely vehind the larger
institutional order in the twentieth century by adopting the corp.:rate bureau-

~ cratic model of organization. This. in itself, has had a tremendous impact on

the nature of private institutions in American life. (‘r)mpulsory pubhcl‘ -
sponsored instruction conceived along the lines. ¥ corpor: ‘e orgai:ization
assumed many of the responsibilities formerly hel. -y the fars:ly. the church
and local community organizations.?$ This repiesented tk:e rise of an officiai «
all-embracing public ideology at the expense of privete ideology in ali of its
forms. The continval growth of the public sector represents a constant remin-
der of the diminishing freedoms American citizens have evercised in years
past.

The :expansion of the public scctor has its roots in the longstanding
liberal dream of centralized authority respective to :}:z family of inan ideal.
The use of positive state power to shape and control the relations, of its
citizens has as its referent point the more abstract ane! universal concept of -
human community that transcends the more concrete and particuiaristic

forms of human association. Liberal architects of a coope: atvve ar 4 »armoni-

ous community, including the professional educator, '1a‘m autiority over the

\

N,
\

N



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lesser associations of citizens and their right to maintain their own distinctive
tastes and preferences.

While the growth of the public sector represents a redefinition of previ-
ously understood private rights, it also has proved to be an inherently alienat-
ing experience for a good many citizens seeking to establish a personal sense
of identity for themselves. This, of course, results from the shrinkage of the
private \sphere in relation to the-dominant growth of the public sector.
Keepers of the public trust have argued ceremoniously that personal identity
be drawn from the abstract qualities of a distinctly united and progressive

. American national community dedicated to improving the quality of human

life. Without digging into thie complicated issues surrounding the nature of
progress, let it suffice to say that community sentiment of this kind is some-
what removed from the concrete substance of everyday experience. This form

. of community is experienced at a level that transcends primary interpersonal

relationships, and, as such, has an existence independent of these experi-

ences. In other words, the daily routine of the individual may be a reflection of .

the liberal.sense of community, but in no way represents a projection of that
same experfence. Community experienced at this level represents an act of
faith quite similar to religious celebration, but without the freedoin to define
its meaning for one’s personal life. '

The growth of the public sector has also had the tendency to erode the

'presence of custoni, tradition, and sense of place in the lives of individuals.
As the Federal Court system and government bureaucrats continue to manu- -

facture public policy on the basis of disproportionate impact, people whoare
already alienated to a great degree from the institutions that govern theirlives
will only resent it all the more when social policy works to void through

various ‘‘desegregation” ‘plans the special relationship that local com- B
. munities have with their respective schools and the right of parents to send

their children to the schools of their choice. _ ‘
Those who interpret the preceding commentary as that of the hopeless
romantic who yearns for the more traditional personal relationships remi-
niscent of preindustrial America are quite mistaken‘in this judgment. I think
it is safe o assume that, for the most part, those days are behind us.3¢ The

intention was only to suggest that a sense of place reinforced by the support of )

custom and tradition is critically important in the development of individual.
identity. Given the precarious nature of modern identity, it would seem

worthwhile to respect the integrity of custom and tradition as. necessary

features of personality development.3?

Rl

This seems to be particularly true for the twenty or so million black

people who have migrated from the agricultural regions of the South to the
urban-industrial areas of the North since 1940. This represents one of the

greatest periods of social dislocation in American history. Cut free from the

traditional institutions that had offered some degree of stability t their lives,
black people migrated into new areas of habitation for which lifein the South
had not prepared them. Racial discrimination and high levels of unemploy-
ment only made a bad situation worse. Much has been written about the
effects of the .urban experience on the black family, but this is much the result
of the lack cf other institutional supports that, at one time, had affirmed the
black family structure. E
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The purpose of this statement has been to cla::fy the issues-regarding
disproportionale im;pact and social inequality. Essential to this cause is to
avoid the pitfalls of earlier programming in student discipline that has as-
sumed the inevitable relationship between disproportior:ality and racial dis-
crimination, the long-term consequences of which may have more negative
effects than the original discipline problem.38

The social reformer who has established disproportienate impact as the
base for solving the problems of social inequality has bee: performing a very
important political function in a corporate econoniy highlighted by constant
social dislocation and high levels of unempleyma :t. Without # doubt, racial
-discrimination always hasbeen a serious and pers:stent problem in American
history, but, by itself, cannot account for the -=sturring disturbances that
characterize the urban malaise. Headed by corporate e'i*»s who began to
promote a more enlightened view of race, largely for ecuuomic reasons not
humanistics ones, the Civil Rights movement of the sixties was successful in

. mobilizing public sentiment to attack the evils of white racism in American
\ society, a problem that seemed to be the source of enduring suffering in the
nation’s cities.??

The battle against racial prejudice has had definite marked success in

_____stabilizing the career goals of black middle class Americans, but the story is
\ not quite as interesting for the lower class black population. If anything, the

Civil Rights Movement, and subsequént reform measures addressing “racial” -

\ probleme, has made a growing number of poor institutionally dependent on -
an expanding social welfare system that has not solved the truly depressing
problems of the urban poor. Pregrams used to address disproportionate im-
pact, including job promotional formulas bascd on race or sex, fit squarely .
within this school of reform thought. As Bayard Rustin has observed, the
solution toracial.conflict is not a matter of taking a white man’s job and giving
itto a black, but of providing jobs, housing, and educational opportunities for-
both.** The same logic can be applied to formulas for sex equity that award
jobs to women on the basis of sex rather than achievement. Likewise, ignoring
the indiscretions of minority children or making the school a more “positive”
environment to remedy the disproportionate impact of the discipline process
on black or brown children is to compound the problems of thése children by .
refusing to recognize that the schoolingiprocess does not have a solution to
problems that have their origin outside of the school.

FOOTNOTES '
! Office of Education, A pplicotion for Local EducohonoMgency Gronts Under the
E mcrg,vncv School Aid Act, OF Form 116-7, 1978, p. F60.

2 This study is written as part of an ongoing fedzrally funded program td investi-
gate student discipline in the desegregated school setting. The P.E.A.S.D. is one of the
~programs funded by the Federal Government and sponsced by the Indiana University
School of Education. =

. 3 Office of Education, Apphcohonfor Lorol Educati-- : ! Agency Gronts Under the
Emergency School Aid Act, p. F2. ’
4 Ibid, p. F2.
51bid, p. F2. It should be mentioned that the Senate Repon Jirectly refers to
socio-economic as well as racial and ethnic separation. Wi.. her deliberate or undelib-
erate, socio-econicmic separation isa completely different yr::blem from the intentional
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and illegal segregation of students and faculty by race or ethnicity and should have no
bearing on matlers regarding minority discrimination. Not to do so obscures the sharp
distinction between racisin and classism in American society. :

s Peter Berger, Facing Up to Modernity: Excursions in Society, Politics, and Reli-
gion,New York, 1977, p.-49.

7 One can dispute, though, Berger's contention that the Suprerne Court decision in
Brown v. the Board of Education, 1954 was clearly prescriptive in its remedy. The
Court’s heavy reliance on a social and psychological affirmation of racial inequality
rather than a legal affirmation readily.contributed to the subsequent legal confusion as
to the nature of the segregated condition. Did segregation emerge from legal mandate or
from the simple absence of one race, noteably black, in the student-body of the public .
school? o .

! 8 Andrew Greely, Building Coalitions, New York, 1974, p. 366.

9 Richard Krickus, Pursuing the American Dream: White Ethnics and the New
Populism, Garden City, New York, 1976, p. 297. . :

10 Greeley,Building.Coalitions, :p. 366.. ~: -~ wsicei. o @ Te L s

11 Robert E. Hall and Richard A. Kasten, "The Relative Occupational Success of
Blacks and Whites,” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 1973, p. 118.

12 Sgcial Indicators of Equality for Minorities dnd Women: A Report of the United
States Commission on Civil Rights, August, 1978, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C.,’pp. 12-13, 30-31. :

13 Consult Michael Harrington, The Other America: Poverty in the United States;
Richard Krickus, Pursuing the American Dream: White Ethnics and the New Populism,
Garden City, New York, 1976. ] : . .

14 Amicus Curaie Brief for Petitioners at p. 5, School Board of Richmond, Va. v.

-~

‘Stote Board of Education of Va., F 2d {4th Circuit, 1972).

15 Ibid, p. 4.

16 At the time of this writing the 7th Circuit Court of Appeals has upheld Federal
Judge S. Hugh Dillin’s order to reassign some 9,010 black pupils frcm Indianapolis
Public Schools to'suburban school systems in Marion County, Indiana. Cited discrim-
inatory actions were those of the Indiana General Assembly which created countywide

~ government in 1969 that did not include consolidation of the county's eleven school
. districts, and the Marion County Housing Authority’s policy to locate all public hous-

ing projects within the boundaries of IPS. While it is clear that these actions left a high
concentration of blacks within the city limits, it is not clear whether these actions were -
rooted in racial considerations. Presumably these actions could have been explained in
a number of different ways. This is not to say that race was not a primary consideration
in these actions, it is only to point out that this was 'never established.

7 Amicus Curuie Brief, p. 7.~ '

18 Derrick A. Bell, Ir.,Race, Racism, and American Law, Boston, 1973, pp. 558-559.

2" athan Glazer, Affirniative Discriminotion, New York, 1975, p. 117.

20 nes S. Coleman, "Racial Segregation in the Schools: New Research with New
Policy tmplications,” Phi Delta Kappan, October, 1976, p. 76. .

2t Detroit Free Press, April 15, 1980, p. 1A. ’

22 Shonnon v. HUD, 436 F.2d. 809-{3d Cir. +470). .

.. 2 The Supreme Court in San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriquez
{411 U.S. 1 (1973)] ruled that wealth or “lack of personal resources” is not a suspect
classification since it could not be proved that it occasioned an ""absolute deprivation”
of the desired benefit. The Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment does

“not require absolute equality or equal advantages.

24 1t will probably be argued that unemployment, poverty, and other forms of urban

+ social ills impact the black population disproportionately. This can notbe denied if one

makes the simple separation between the black and white racial category. But if in the
analysis there is.come attempt to hold for income, educational background, or geo-
graphical origin, it even, may be possible to find that some white groups are just as
worse off Socially and economically as some black groups. The assumption here is that
there are different kinds of black people and different kinds of white people.
2s Edward C. Banfield, The Unheavenly City Revisited, Boston, 1968, p. 84. -
2 Ibid, p. 85. Banfield originally made this statement in 1968, and consequently, it

‘¢ame before the mpre recent attempt in the 1970's by the Federal government to impose

affirmative quotas in the area of housing to overcome residential segregation. See
Nathan Glazer, Affirmotive Discriminotion, especially pp. 130-168.

179

7 s



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2?7 Nancy H. St. ]ohn School Desegregation: Outcomes for Children, New York,
1475. .
3 (Coleman, "Racial Sogregation in the Schools.” p. 77
29 This seems to be the principle behind Jesse Jackson’s Operation P.U.S.H. Rever-
end Jackson rightly senses the fact that the social psychological need of black people to
assume the inevitability of failure because of white racism can be just as defeating for
black identity as malicious racial discrimination. If somecne continues to believe they
are beaten before the contest begins, chances are their every fear will prove to be true.
While racist intentions are disappearing from American social life, many black peopl
~ontinue to hang on tothe degrading belief that they are inferior to white people. This is
one of the more unfortunate reminders of how deep white racism has penetrated the

" black mind.

30 1t is doubtful that perfect proportionate representation will ever occur given the
number of black people in America and the fact that different tastes, preferences, and
choices made will most often vary from one segment of a large population to another.
Unless the federal government assumes an ever increasing role in assigning status
(determining tastes, preferences, and choices), there is no reason to believe that a
perfect mix will ever be obtained or that it is a valuable social goal to pursue.

. 3t Daniel Bell, “On Meritocracy and Equality,” The Public Interest, Fall, 1972, p.
37. '

32 1bid, pp. 37-38. :

3 Legislative History of the Equal Employment Opportumty "Act of 1972 .
Prepargd hy the Subcommittee on Labor of the Committe: on Labor and Public Welfare,
United States Senate, 92nd Congress, 2nd session, November 1972, pp. 209-211. .-

34 Glazer, Affirmative Discrimination, p. 58. 1 would think that one would profit by
referring to the exact wording of specific legislation designed to expand civil rights
among "least favored groups.” Section 703 (j) of Tjtle VII specifically states:

Nothing contained in this Title shall be interpreted to require any employer . . . to
grant preferential treatment to any individual or ‘o any group because of the race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin of such individual or group on account of an -
imbalance which may exist with respect to thetotal number or percentage of persons
of any race, color, religion, sex, or national origin employed by any employer. .- .

35 Consult Joel Spring, Education _and the Rise of the Corporate State, and
Raymond E. Callahan, Education and the Cult of Efficiency for detailed historical
accounts of the development of corporate organization within public education.

3 My apologies are extended to all of those small towns and locales across Arherica
who have retained many of the characteristics of a pre-industrial setting in a post-
industrial society. For the most part, though, even these places have had their way of
life radically altered by the forces of modernity.

37 The best statement I have come across on the impact of modermty on individual
identity is Peter Berger, The Homeless Mind. Ir: addition, Christopher Lasch and R.D,,
Laing have argued that the modern age is truly the age of the schizophrenic. Consult
Lasch, The Culture of Narcissism: American Life in'an Age of Diminishing Expecta-
tions, and Laing’s book, The Divided Self.

38 One of the more unfortunate examples of an endeavor of thxs type is the study
conducted to investigate disproportionate impact in Kentucky's Jefferson County Pub-
lic Schools by Professor Frank Bickel. Citing a 4:1 ratio of minority to white student
suspensions in the first year after implementation of & court-ordered desegregation.
plan {an iacrease from 3:1), Bickel proceeds to suggest that school climate wgs the

mnajor factor that determined the differences in suspension rates between highand low "
- suspension schools. In addition to a number of other conceptual problems with the

study, Bickel fails to see that high and low rates of suspension has little or nothing todo

with the issue of dlsproportlonatelmpact (the4:1 ratio). Conceivably,a low suspension -
* school could suspend as many, if not.more, minority students than a high suspension

school. Likewise, a h\gh/suspensnon school could licve relatively few minority suspen-
sions comparative to white students. Moreover, the problem of disproportionate impact
could present itself even in the event that all schools in the study had low suspension
rates, by Bickel's own estimation of low suspension. More impcrtantly, the 4:1 ratio o

minority to white students probably would decrease to & great extent if the researcher
would use, for example, income rather than race as the focal point for impact. In a city
thy size of Louisville, Kentucky, the incredible diversity of group life, particularly
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among whites, makes an analysis along racial lines virtpally.insignificant. The group
experience of the white Southern migrant seeking work in the big city is not quite -
comparable to the social scenario in which the q'lite corporate executive and his family
walk. See Bickel. " The Impact of Schodl Climate on Suspension Rates in the Jefferson
County Schools," paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Education
Résearch Association, Bostan, Massachusetts, prril 7-11, 1980. .
9 Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward, Regulating the Poor: The Functions \ /
of Public Welfare, New York, 1971, pp. 227-239. .
40 As quoted in Krickus, Pursuing the An}erican Dream, p. 296.
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' THE EFFECTS OF EDUCATIONAL POLICY ON
- U CHIDREN .

Patrick D. Lynch

. ‘u. I . J . ‘

i

,';\Edlicaﬁonai Policy and'/,.Childréh B \ AN
-,E ducational policy is by definition broad in scale, providihg difebgiop to . .
' units which constitute a large system. The larger systems are, thé more
. i likely they are to be multicultural or multjethnic. Therefore educational .
policy for large .;ystems must take into accourit a range of different inleiests',.

/' The appligation of _éducational policy_,“@i_ch_is macro, 'inevitably_r_ié_ -

/slowed dowr by resistance from constituent units.;The administrators of the

constituent micro units who apply policy in_eviiably"are met with the message
i that “they d}m’t know us,” or “they don’t know the reality of this place.””
/ “This place js different, that policy won't work here” is.common everywhe\;e./
] The administrator represents that opinion to tlhe policy makers in trying/to
| explain the resistance to policy implementation, The local people are correct.
Policy makers don’t know how it is out there, and more—they don’t-want to
{.know the details of each community’s peculiarities, or the obstacles which . ..

| exist in m) lementing educational policy. If policy makers knew and ac:

| cepted all jof the local varisbilities they would probably hesitate to make " -

. policy, other than to say—let each unit make its own policy. That was indee
. educatio%l policy in'the United States until well into the twentieth century
Federal palicy mostly didn’t exist, and state policy was confined to stru-tural
: cpncerns.l._}ocal unitg, even each school, made educational policy. = .
The explosion in educational policy, beginning in mid twentieth century
was due tb many factots—the determination to end segregation, a will to1
** attack causes of poverty and discrithination, a fear of falling behind in he!
- world power competition, and many other factors. What makes‘educational
| policy ir the United States so complex is the fact that there is federal policy,
which isqhite new, overlaying state policy. Until Browp in 1954, stutes made " - -

.- educational policy. Aftér 1954, a federal policy grew rapidly, and not just

' with regardl to'segregation, but also to the curriculum, béginning in 1958 with -
. the National Defense Education Act. S [ ;

" Educational policy is confected at both federal and state levels by courts/ '

" legislativebodies and the executive branch which makes administrative lay. - -
The last is the most petvasive body of law arid also that\which stirs most
anger, or resistance. PBolicy creates nozmative rules, following which'l 'wgtr .

- lavel units\must constrv:: their rules and regulations. There is a hierarchy of

" 7 policy maling agencies, iederal over state, but Within each level, each b anch

: seeks to'm¢ke its own mark and is sometimes in conflict with o/‘thér brarjches.
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’ Courts create law but leglslatures may try to turn back the courts with salhes
“' " at law making. Courts have led the way since 1954, but only since 1954, That
could change The legislatxve branch might re-establish its power vis- -a-vis
courts. : 0 °
With so'many policy maklng agencies, conflict in educatlonal polxcy is
" possible not only within a level, as between Congress and couits, but more
often, between levels, The conflict in Louisiana saw a state court challenge,
federal court, unsuccessfully, but that it happened, now. _might encourage
other state government branches to challenge the federal couxts. The federal
system is alive'and well. Statef are not powerless they have ways of slowmg
" -down'or stoppmg the 1mplementatlon of federal law whlch ‘they really don't”
want.
The' extent of confllct betm‘een courts -and executive :and leglslatxve
branches is peculiar to the U.S. Nations in the civil law tradition do not allow
their courts to make law or to challenge statutory law or the decreed law of the
., executive branch. Our. educationial ollcy—ﬁren—ls-unumlly‘dlfffcult‘m“
" define; subject to challerige by other-brancHes or at another level, and evoca-
tive of conflict. The Venezuelan code f school law and the regulations of the
. Ministry are by contrast easy to find, brief, -and are applicable everywhere in )
5 . the ngtion. The U.S. federal system is a rarity in that states are delegated so
m cl‘ipower Education, everywhe.e else, with few exceptrons, is clearly a
; n llO al responsibility. :
ith respect to 'the substance of edu(.atlonal polxcy. it is possible to"
1dq'q ify some major themes or toncepts in the educational policies of many - / '
na\lﬁns, including the Unijted States, in the second half of the Twentieth . |,
.Cen {1ry Amnng these Jare: . .

] . ) v

/o

1. 'Integration or de- segregatron of races, or 1t may be referred/to in some
nations as a.concept of nafionalization, The Supreme Court of the United /
States since 1964 and the Congress since 1564 has insisigd, /orfxclally, onj
- non-recognition of separation of races in educatlon, with the exception of
/ federal schools for Indian stu ents But a srhaller propor ion of Indiai
"/ -students each ' year attends the federal. Indlan‘lschools Latin Americ
; | - nations proclaim a policy of nationalization in.which only :thé-nationgl.
i ¢ language is'used in schools, and only one “offlclal" race; the Mestlzo, or
"/ mixed, is recogmzed The qultural differences of Native groups is. not
recognized in the language,/or éves in the national 1deol ogy reflected in
« . .., textbooks in schools. The new African nations emphasize their unity as
i . societies- de-emphaslze tribal dmslons Allnations have the imperative, _
; of reaching for unity across dlversrty, of preachmg common  national
themes which pu]l together rather than separ te, = :
. The natrcln may allow for limited segregatron for selected groupson
i . the bag fis of race or etllmcxty but such allowances are tempered by. the
S ‘hational ideology wh;ch forms part of the cumculum, notably in the
~ socia studles_"—,r_

2. Insxstence on the use of the nanonal language a§the medrum of. instruc-
tion, Nations have little tolerance. for use of a language other than the
natipnal language except to be us’ed as a medium to-assist,the child i in_

' __learﬁmgthenatlonallanguage Thisisthe U. S, policy expressed inLau v/
Nidhols ‘, in Andean nTt’ugns m'whxch Indlan languages are used early in "

)

Ce
s P 2 Oy

I Vo . ‘", ! | o :‘ -




the grades, and in Brazil where German ‘and Itallan were dropped except
as second languages, during the time of President Vargas. In nations
where there is more than one official language, the same principle holds *
"% true. In Quebec, the native language of Indian people is tolerated as a
"+ cultural artifact, but Indian children are expected to learn- French.
3. A national curriculum enforced by national examinations. Wkile the U.s.
might seem the exception to this trend, it is in fact not @an exception.

- Federal guidelines to many programs xeguire testing-for cognitive out-
comes, regardless of any other objectives which might be expressed by
the school, or even encouraged by the federal program guidelines. Most
other nations have centrglized education systems, and nearly all have

. some kind of guidelines for annual examinations, or actually administer
the examinations. Many nations are. moving into U.S.-style, objective,
end-of-year examinations, down to the one best choice among five. The -

_nearly universal push for measuring cognitive outcomes is a reflection of
the fact that nations with centralized ministries of Pducaﬂm alsotendto « .
, have well defined bodies of content or concepts to be covered for each ..
grade. Little attention is paid.in national currlcu,la to non-cognitive ~
.expectations, and whatever these are are left to be defined by schools or- ..
teachers and, blessedly, with no national testing. National policies call-
ing for evaluation (meaning “testing’) reflect the uhiversal concern of *

- " economic planners for- means of measunng educatignal productivity. - .
National evaluation or testing makes even more concrete and compelling L
the learning (meaning memorization) of the concepts in the national
curriculum. A final concomitant of a national cognitive curriculum—

_ evaluation policy is a widespread confusion or substitution of ‘evaluation

for educationakresearch. Thereisa large core of professionals around the
world who do evaluation regularly, but who dp not, for lack of time,

_ money or encouragement, do- researc,h I hesitate to rely-on the metaphor
.of good money and bad, but it is a fact ﬁat nauonal evaluatlon dlsplaces.
certainly precedes, research.

4. Proclamation of universal schoollng, accompanled by means for prevent-

" --'ing that policy from being reulized. National policy is rhetorical in its -

intention of providing schooling for ‘everyone under a certain age or. .

grade level, but in few developing: Nations, mostly socialist nations, that

goal is achieved. In nonsocialist nations the rhetoric is not accomplished .

because of-lack of rescurces devoted to education, The reality of the

developing world is usually schobling. consmtent ‘with ménpower .

development oblecuves—the system is built only to accommodate a s

certain number of students. Othergenter and fail, or never enter. In mafy .

nations, processes for getting rid of students are described, as inthe U.S.~ -~

In some nations rules for protecting the students’ rights to schooling are )

" described in detail, and in others, certain acts of schoolsorschog] officers

. -are proscribed by law. The law either uses the rationale of pupil control,
or greater societal need, such as permitsto work or paying foras much.of = . . °
~ schooling costs as posmble, to diminish the goal of universal education. -
_ Most nations may proclaim the social benefitg.of universaleducation, but:__ -
"~ mostactually follow the manpower model. Economists embrace the new J,*
" testament quotation “many- are called but few are chosen.” The 1mple— N
. mentatmn of educational policy ha,s been examlned by economlsts usmg

.
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production function approaches or dependency thebry. and by & few

educational sociologists. Relatively little research on the social effects of -

educational policy is to be found. The obstacles in implementing policy

are many and have been identified by social theorists in diverse ways, -

such as social engineering theory, cultural adaptation or'determinism,
. economic decision theory, motivation theory, communication theory,
and political mobilization theory.

The more far-reaching or basic the"pg'licy is, th.é,larger the period for

- implementation and the more definition of the policy is needed for peoplein -

lower lévels of the system. Policy always requires translation for implemen-
tation. Policy left as policy is rhetoric, and changes nothing. Translation of
. policy to dction at community and 8chool levels brings conflict. If national
policy could be proclajmed as national intentions,.such as universal enroll-
ment, teachers'and administrators with untroubled consciences refuse to

- "admit or easily expel students. .

In the United States court-made educational policy is different from the
type just described. A court rules on specific issues at certain places and
prescribes reinedies—which some see as harmful. for other people than the

plaintiffs. Policy made from case law is policy by approximation. That’s what

makes enemies, or cowards, of us all, at ong time or another.

Court-made educational policy offers: fewer jpecific guidelines.to ad-.
ministrators, and takes longer to implement, because at any time, court-made

. policy may be restricted by a naw ruling. Cqurts examine specifics of place
.and time in the common law system, and consider whether the precedents
‘Lind a district in a particular case. Our experience in court-made educational
po'icy, unassisted by legislated or administrative law, is thatimplementation
‘mox =5 slowly and on a broken front. A few districts respond quickly, most
impiiinent it gradually, and some not at all. S
. Leyi~lated policy and administrative law, the law made by state and local
boards oi *Jucation are more specific, apply with fewer chance of exceptions,
and are eas.er to understand. But the more specific the.policy, the more
resistance may be expected to it, at least early in the stage of implementation.
The more specific policy happens to be the easier to judge implementa-
tion. It is easier to evaluate policy which is specific, but implementation of
court-made policy is more difficult to observe and analyze. Implementation
guideli¥ies are not the best products of a common law court. Policy which is
_made with courts leading the way'with the principle, on the basis of a case,

followed by legislation and-administrative guidelines constitute afirmer case .

fof evaluation of implementation,

, Ina federalist democracy, the tightness of the three way model linking
courts, legislative and executive branches with agreement among the threeat

federal and state levels, is not judged to be ideal by many educational ad-

ministrators and local board members. A/t. the local level, many administrators ' .

or board members crave some elbow, room in policy implementaticn. The . .-, -
complaints about excessively detailed federal guidelines and policy noware ." -~
echoed in the White House. No matter how much we like or dislike the tightly.

linked model, it is relatively rare:’A looser model of policy, leaving the type

* ang speed of implementation is more common in the’U.S., and is more to the.
- liking of administrators. The loose-liriked model is more typical; becausewe ~
of . -

live in a society in ;‘Vhich there is competition among the three branches
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government, and among federal, state, and local levels for power-resources. -
The loosely-linked elements are the three'branches operating on federal and ..
state levels, with considerable amounts of time lag and disagreement on “
implementation among the three branches at both levels. ' '

Where does implementation of educational policy occur? Adminis-
trators and board members discuss implementation, but implementation
takes place ultimately with someone doing something for, with, or tasstu-

"+ Yents. The unit of analysis may be a dyad (student and professional) or a -
classroom. In order to understand implementation;, there is no escaping the *
imperative to observe interaztions between teachers and students, orbetween
other professionals and g.udents. o S ‘ .

Educational policy so far has only superficially changed stnicltural ar-" .
‘rangements in education. We imagine the changes related to busing in de- .
segregated systems to be far reaching changes, such as numbers of black and
., white children in schools, miles traveled, numbers of buses used, and the
) numbers, of buildings closed, but these are only surface phenomena. » i
. _ The subjects, or objects, of educational policy are students. In our democ- ™ . ‘
racy the laboratory for social change is the.school. Whether the condcience of
. the society be stirred by racial segregation, religious confrontdtion, opportu-

nity for handicapped people, or remediation of poverty, the school is the

‘place where it all comes to bear. Perhaps we feel that children’s crusades are .

preferable to the adult kind.”What happens inescapably, as.we expect

_children-to be our social pioneers, is that teachers.must be the social en-

. gineers. L . y X
- Educational policy is really social-educational policy. Teachers are the
true agents of social change. They have to alter their behavior, must adapt to
* . new social expectations. Administrators and board members are involved but
.. as facilitators. The buck stops, not with a school board member, or even a
- " _principal, but with a teacher who must radically redesign a classroom to
accommodate mainstreamed handicapped children, a racial mixture, or
bilingual children, or a combination of all three. =~ = SR
" Phyllis Casey is a teacher in Raleigh; North Carolina: She teaches senior
high school English. She was a student in Raleigh and graduated from a
segreg'%ted high school there about ten years ago. Asa teacher in an integrated:
high school she talks about how racial balance is achieved in classrooms each
fall. Teachers trade a black girl for a. white boy, in order to achieve racial and
sex balance. She describes her role as a club advisor, in which role she must
see that there are co-presidents, or co-secretaries.’ She forwards names of
co-representatives of the home-room who will serve on the student council. '

. She keeps elaborate records of each student’s leatning, in case a student who
gets a failure warning has parents who will protest, or sue. She has been’
accused by white kids of being too pro black, and by black kids of being too

- pro-white. - e Lo . j
* Inher days in the black high school in the 1960’s, she learned about black .
history and great black péople. She belonged toblack kids’ societies. Shenow
.. .is allowed to teach little about black history or blaek people: There isno.
Dubois or Martin Luther King club. Her black kids do not know the black -
_ national anthe-.1. What has been lost, and why, and how, we don’tknow, any
more than we know what has been gained in.the great re-shuffle of kids.
Children tredted as-pawns or objécts, or nurhbers, bothers hér intensely, She
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“knows intimately what has been gained and lostin her corner of America. The
thousands of Phyllis Caseys can tell us more about implementation than all
the evaluatigh “shops” in the.country. « - L ./
! Phyllisgasey had no preparation and almost no training for coping with’
the great social\experiments which’ she must now pull off singlehandedly.
" A teacher such as Ms. Casey must: X . R
Find out the elements of educational policy somehow, from sonreone.
2. Figure out how socidl policies in. :-relate or clash, and decide which can
" be implemented at the expense of another. ' . |
3. Translate educational policies to what can and must be done in the
A classroom. - .

. 4, Plan and carefujly.move from present practice to an integration ofoldand |,
- new practice which implements ngw policy. T -
5. Figure out how much her students can take, and what riskEattend upon

‘imflementing new practice in theclassroom: a
6. Assess how new practice which implements new- policy affects each
© student’s learning and classroom socialization.
77" Explain new practice and the resulfs on students to the ‘parents.

b

* That is a brief review of what teachers must do to modify their behavior.

Of course some ignore the whole prccess, and others quit.. But only teachers

can show us the detailed results. of implementation ‘of social-educationai

 policy in schools. Why haven't we heard from more teachers such as Phyllis

Casey? : o T o : :

Evaluations of educational policy have been macro evaluations. They

also happen to be hard to obtain, something like rare books, both in difficulty

of Jocating them and certainly in price, once you do ‘locate one. Macro

" evaluations speak to policy, including the restructuring of educational gov-

ernance and organizations. The fashioning of a mécrb'evalu?ﬁion_ resembles
policy formation itself, according to Ernest House?, and .others who have.

" studied the phenomenon of large scale evaluations, The triangle of federal

admiristrative agency (usually the gontracting office), the legislative staff on

Capitol Hill concerned with review of the program, and select personnel
administering the program at state or local levels are thé parties interested in -

" the outcome. Add to that threesome the concerned pTofessional organizations
in Washington, and the cooks can compile a recipe which pleasés the taste of -

_ the most powerful clients, usually ‘the federal agency. If one of the client

“groups is likely to become too displeased with the taste, ingredients can be ,
‘added or left out at the discretion of the cook. - : o
Left out of large scale evaluations are the conceins of parents, teachers -

~and students. . P R AR
_ . Feedback of opinions concerning a program from those three groups is. | .

rare. When it is included in an evaluation, the data are:not,treated with the, -

-, reverence accorded the standardized test data or cost data.

. ,l :.)*\ .

The opinions of parents, teachers, and students are valid indicators ofa

.'program’s impact and iitility. If teachets can't understand or reasonably

follow the IEP, or the court-ordered norms for balancing race and sex in a
classroom, such facts are important. So are the attendaiit causes of theirlack of -
understanding, whether they be tHé lack of information presented to teachers

'i _in ¢lear English about 't_he_'policy,:or-the lack of éxplanation to teachers -

ke
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concerning* what changes in the school and classrooms will ha\.e to take
place. Typlcally, ‘policy is made, and administrators read directives, or read.
dbout it in information service bulletins. Teachers are told much later that
they will have to begin filling out new forms and accept new students, all of
which is overload on what they arc'already doing. Teachers are expected to

-

invent means of complymg with new pollcy and mamtalmng the old class--

‘room system at the same time. ’

" A good example is the compliance with P. L 94-142 Mainstreaming, a

desirable social-educational policy, has requlred.teacherx N accept ‘handi-

capped children in their classrooms, whom they han = % trained to
. educate. The teachers must complete the Individual ¥ * w5 “rogram and-
explain it to the parents. Few teachers have had % "v « hree hours’
. orientation to the IEP, its purposes, or its implicati-- " . -‘ter a teacher
_copes with handicapped children in the classroom. © ...~ * heistobe

"assigned more handicapped .£hildren. The extra chi- Aot ot meant-
fewer normal children assigned to that teacher. Methods. -

*1..°7 0N, Ways
_and means of monitoring the handicapped child’s progreSs. sy ' mainte-
nance of the handlcapped child, theradded possibility of 1 :3it for mal-

practice for the teacher, all have combined to cause a negdtive.vj.--ion of the . '

law by the teachers. The federal policy was not accompanled by sufficient

" morney for tralmng or implementation. The money that was appropriate for

_.more than they are measures of an mteracnon of dozens of pollc1es .old and”

- been advanced, conceptually, or in methodology. The evaluations are flawed
with respect béth to their internal validity, as well as to the unwillingnesgjor ™

implementation and training, as happens with all such fundx, was used at
higher levels for_staffing before'it trickled . down to training n‘T teachers.
Social-educational policy such as'educstion for the hanécspped, bilin-
gual education, and desegregation.have taken on a negativ» wading with
teachers and parents, because teachers and schools were not orgamzed to

implement the pohcy»The policy was thr‘gv"in at schéool systems, and tralmng .

for 1mplementatlon has not even begun to catch-up with policy. Evaluations
have not warned policy makers of hegative effects at the school and class-
room, or neighborhood level, because evaluators"looked at macro effects, too

easily collected, whith did not really measure compllance or 1mp1ementatton '

of policy. Changes in test scores are not valid measures of a certain’policy any

new.

_ The faults of macro y evaluations are not only that they are not evaluatlons«
of a particular policy, any more than of some other policy interacting with it..

The science of macro evaluation, riveted to standardized test scores, has not

inability of the evaluators to attend to advancing the s¢ience of education. As
a professor I am pleased that universities have had little or nothing to do with
the game of pollcy evaluation in the 1970's. They have been shut out of the

bidding process. It is not surprising that the evaluation shops or firms have
‘not advanced the concepts or methodology of evaluation. They have insu--

* lated themselves from any lnfluence for change in'the theory and methodol-

‘ogy of evaluatlon - .

If large scale evaluation of pollcy is to measure. lmplementatlon, or -
compliance, it will have to-observe behavior in-the smallest posslble unit of"

NELL

analysis-affected which the policy seeks to mfluence Examples are class- . - e

!
rooms, famllles, groups of fanulles, groups of. students w1thm classrooms.

-




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

AN

f

-
-

«

and individual student;téacher relatibnships. Some questuigns which evalua-
. tions should address are the following: - R -

1. How doss a school affected by the policy distribute its students to -

teachers and classrooms? : -
2. Howare teachers and students prepared for the new assignment. proce-
dures? - - Ce ‘ B "
3. How are parents prepared for new assignment, procedures?
4. Within classrooms, =~ S :
a. have teachers been prepared to cope with new types of students
. assigned to them as » result of the new policy or program? How is

‘ _teachers? .

/ b. On what basis are students ass;igned to teachers as a result of the .

~ policy or program? " T o
c. What are the changes'in verbal interaction patterns in policy-
_targeted classrooms between teacher and students with learning
problems, and between teacher and other students?
d. What are the changes in social interactions that occur among stu-
dents in policy-targeted classroom situations, or in student activi-
ties? ,
e. What are the changes in the kinds of sociatinteractions that occur
" among pareats of students in policy-targeted schools?
f.  What do students, parents, and teachers think about the changesin
their lives and classroom as a result of the new programs? '
' What do teachers do in policy-targeted classrooms, asa result of the
policy or program?. - L
h. What changes in families’ social pétterns occur as a result of the
program or policy? © ' S ' ' -
i. Do parents, teachers, students, and administrators in the policy-
- taigeted schools and neighborlioods propose legitimate.alterna-
tives to the ways the policy is.being implemented? '

w

) If the evaluation of policy-is 'ti‘ulsr o.f;en to altérnat%vgs (goal-free in -
. Scrivens’ teris), the people most affected can speak out, propose alternatives,

even participate actively in pelicy eveluation.
The values of the people affected must be taken into account if policyisto

" be implemented successfully. Policy evaluators who behave as "hchlﬁcians.
-ignore data such as values, preferences and common sense of parents and

_teachers. We may not be observing massive resistance to busine; for ‘desegre-

gation, bilingual programs, or mainstreaming handicapped children in class-

rooms, so much as a revolt by the subjects for being treat~d as objects. The -

parents, teachers and students, convinced of the need for clienged educa-
tional policy know far better how to'accomplish it than the technic¢ians who

are designing afid evaluating the implementation ofit. "~ - :

Policy- planhers .see the system i_mp\ler_nennng;t}_le_'pvolicy as =Bei;ig:a' '

. pyramid, with the people at the bottom being evaluated and riot participating
-in planning implementation.-Organizational ‘theorists such as Argyris, Ben-

nis, and Havelock argue the benefits of participative management as being -
mainly better productivity. Those who implément policy at the “bottom”
know best wher the resistarice is and how to solve the problem of resistance. _

. " the addifional burd'eﬁ,distrib'uted 'andn adjusted for, among




They know best how to debdign the small-scale increrental methodology i
necessary toaccommodate hew kinds of clients in new settings. But they need
help, they need to be listened to, and they have alot of answers. The
evaluators don’t have them and the policy planners are too remote to design
implementaty T at the micro level of the classroom and hallway, playground
and neighborhood. The real problems plaguing us are that evaluators don't
listen, don't look at what's going on, andreport to the top policy people ° -
‘massive failure when in fact there are difficulties which no one is trying to
- overcome. . . : s
C Children are being treated as objects of social policy. They have some- o
. thing to say.about how to implement educational policy. Participative man-
. agement of schools, and participative evaluation managefnent need to in-
clude children. They knéw what is happening to them when policiés require
that they change their social patterns. While the-law has been zesious in ™%
. defending the rights of children against.teachers and parents, it is possible
‘- that the children are being stripped of the help of those who know and love
™ them most. The results of the common law campaign to give children more
_ civil rights needs to be examined carefully by observing what is happening to
- children in classrooms, families, and on the streets. If children are given their ~
full civil rights they may be victimized in ways that courts cannot prevent. - -
“The power of thefamily and school to help them will be severely curtailed. It '
may be time to find out from-children’ themselves what they feel about
achieving more extensive civil rights. Some participative evaluation needs to
be done on the effects of couirts’ decisions so far as the children’s role in -
" families and with other adults. - : a ' e
We really.don't know the’effect of educational policy on children. We
have many studies which show achievement changes and some which show
_ - changes in self-esteem, or occupational choice, or satisfaction with school.-
. overshort periods of time, but we really don't have deep analyses which show
how children’s lives and personalities are affected by policy. For that, micro
analyses which examine children in their actual setting are required:"Macro |
analyses have kept the test industry in good economic shape, and helped
policy makers sell programs to the Congress, but it's time we got some really
valid information on the people affected. . .

"

. . : " References ' -
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'_THE RESEARCHER AND SCHOOL DISC]PLINE

. Introduction ‘

1 he problem of commumty—based data collection for school research is -~
: -two fold: (1) who should\collect data and (2) what should be the purpase .-
. of that. research Jdn addmou‘to\these basrc concerns. the chapter wrll

! d1sc1plme was eelected
’ for schools because bo

mmonty—ma)orrty conﬂl , ul
lack of pride; and | misuse of matenals'and equlpment ;These potentral dlsci-
: phnary causing are, ) q d ther
' fore, advice on their so
. about appropriate’ strategre to be: by s
problems at school. It Lphould also be emphasrzed that’a’ ten year Teview zof the
© Gallup Oplmon Polls- (Elam 1980) of the publlc s attrtude toward educatron :
g revealed that drscrph was each year as a ma)or concem of the public '

Resear(:h'aird'Schools
Much has been. ‘written-about: the purpose of school and commum_ty
based" research (Alkms, 1979;. Abt 1976 & Thomps_on, 1976) McNamara
(1977) addresses the, topfc and defme acade" ,_.research in schools as drffer-
. . ent from operatlonal research in schools.{In'practice, operatronal researchis-:
‘typrcally an, mtra-school-a ency:lmtratx e while cademic research:is:an




hafionhl riorrr;s,"ra_rély have st;hd;)lpers‘ons tapped into this vast wealth of
information available by surveying the local community. '

" Evenin the face of declining enrollments with its concomitant problems
of decommissioning schools, as well as defeated budgets; we have not as.
schoolpersons sotight information on the attitudes and-opinions of the people
in the community. Thatis not to say that we ignore them entirely, we dc have
such things as public hearings, butonly the “active’ publicattends (Jennings,
1968). We have toc. long depended on people who are natural advocates of the -

" public schools i.., Parent-Teacher-Association and other groups who are
perceived as legitimate by the school. These public hearings emerge from the
issue(s* at stakz being placed on the public agenda, and too often, school -
perso.-uel, can only offer perhaps two alternatives. It would be to our.advan-

- tage to have information about the issue(s) before th_ey\are placed on. the - -

. public agenda, and perhaps before they even emerge as issues. Schoolpersons
as researchers or researchers hired by the school can begin to collect thetype
of information needed to-improve the educational process.
" There are two ways of approaching the problem outlined.above. One may .
begin by concentrating on the role which the researcher plays in providing
the district and community with important information. The other approach
is to deal with the data collecting process itself. The two are not mutually -
- exclusive, but are interdependent. Good research designs’ usdally-facilitate

<" tlie ease of good data collection. So'l shall approach both topics.simultane-
ously. " Sy L o T _
~  Hobbs (1978) suggests that the major consideration of the réSearcher.is -
that (s)he understands what it is (s)he is researching and why. From these two.
-understandings, the tesearch process follows. If we believe that it is the

obligation of the schooi to include all citizens in the process of decision
making, then the researcher must then gauge his/her method of data collec- -
tion to assess the specific attitudes and values of the gommunity. Because we
live in a multicultural-and multiethnic community, it is now imperative for
the school district to be in tune with those who have a'stake in education. For . --
) too long the policymaking process has been controlled by elites, that is the
-~ -_small group of people who.were the most ocal about what schools should do -
“on specific issues. These vocal minorities have been perceived by many
schoolpersons as speaking for the majority (Taylor-& Helmer, 1979). In this
" decade the use of research to-ascertain the feelings, attitudes, and values‘of
citizens will furnish much more information for making realistic decisions by
school personmel. ~ .- .ot Lo
While gaining general -information about community-attitudes about.

their schools are useful, we need to design more specific questions which

" address specific issues. Open erided questions such'as, how de you feelabout . .t
* the schools may have some benefit, but more pointed questions about specific . * -

- - programs or specific problems ‘would" yield more usbfuljinfo_rmaii.on; ‘The”™
. general question has the problem of pushing the respondent into an opiriion EREY
" which may or may not be truly held, but he may respond to.the question‘ashe - Ao

thinks it should be answered. Bogart (1976) calls this assumirig a'role for the . e

. .interviewer. The other side of the coin is that some people have npt formu- .~ - °

.- .. . latedanopinion. “To what extent do typical .. .issue_po“lsigivévar_lything_lik"e RERARIR

"+ “true opinions? How meaningful are survey data that emerge. from unin- - :
-formed, apathetic, and indecisive individuals who have conflicting opinions - -
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-on the same iss/e, tailor their views to the roles they are playing and lack any
- . senseof responsibility for, or feeling of personal engagement to the subject
%+ miatter of the survey?"” (Bogart, 1967:331). Anothér phenomenon which oc-
\ curs is what Fein (1978) suggests in surveyrng people who are dlienated from-
the institution in question. The feeling of powerlessness Yvhrch many . poor
\ and minority people have toward community institutions may bias the re-
search The researcher must.be cognizant of these c0ns1deratlons when de-

* signing a study, Ly o

There are three types of research whrch canbe utrllzed to obtain mforma-
tlon The document search, the case study, and freld survey (Conway, ]en- .

" nings, & Milstein, 1974). Each method has its dlstlnct advantages. For the
educatronal researcher dealrng with the communrty, the most prevalent - .
“method is. that of field survey. The advantage of the survey method is.its *
ability to obtain information from a large/number of people. Since collectifig
data from the commumty can be analogous to opinion polls, and forall intents * -
and purposes isan opinion poll, it would be desirable to use the method of the .
opinion pollsters [Parten, 1966). One does not want to rulé out entrrely the

_- document search, for in this case the school ‘may have some information
already avarlable Socio-Economi¢ Status (SES), grades, parental employ-
"ment, 6ccupation and educational levels of parents are already available in
most school dlstrlcts, as wall as Tesearch reported by other school districts-
through state publrcatrons and other sources. This can be su plemﬁd by
the use of survey research-to get mformatron which schooldrstncts consider ' ...,
most relevant. . '

.. The role of the researcher is crucial. It is up to the researcher, to ask the =
hard questions of school personnel. (S)he must be sure that the problem or--
issue whith they need infofmation about is 1)- obtaimable through survey
. methods, and 2) is worth. investment of time and money to obtain. The_,-‘\

., researcher is responsible for focusing the résearch, the design of questrons, .
‘and analysis. In an urban community, where the populatron is large, the’
researcher may need many assistants'to help hitiher carry out the project.
The determination of the “‘what"” and “why" of the research dnfluences the
research methodology. A T -
" Inthe conduct of field survey, one can cboose from three basrc technrques
or a combination of the three; or one.of the three supplemented by document .
search, or ethnography The survéy method is based on a series of ¢ questionsto
get a desired opinion, attitude or information necéssary to solvea problem or
provrde information-toward a decision. Mouly (1978) suggests that data
collected by survey ‘method is decision oriented. Therefore, the’ sur\fey\
method would seem appropriate for adm1n1strators to make policy decisions.
The survey method may be'conducted by means of personal interviews, . .
Face to face contact has the advantage of the interviewer being able to explain 7
any ambiguities in the wording of the questrons This method is the most o
costly in terms of time and moneéy. The 1nterv1ewers must be properly trained
to collect data, in terms of attitudes, znd oplnrons The intérviewers must also R
take visual cues from the mformants to ascertaln therr “true feelmgs" [Parten, '
1966). o - -
. The telephone 1nterv1ew is probably the most economlcal w1th a popula-'- RN
tlon One must be careful about samplrng procedures because every home - .-
_ may not have a telephone_, whlle_others have two or three, each wrth separate.- :
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" numbers. According to Parten (1966), the telephone interview must have. .
.short compact questions.which are easily-answered. The questionnaire must T
also be short, for if it is too long the respondent may become tired and hang
up: The other shortcoming of the telephone interview is credibility ofboth the *
_ respondent and the interviewer. Groves(1979) has suggested that a reason for -
- low responserates may be due to the lack of personal contact and uneasiness ]
- . about discussing sensitive topics. In his article “Telephone and Personal ™ -
Interview Suiveys” he posits that a method of overcomiing the constraints of |
the telephone survey might be a method which requires filling the audio- -
medium with an -introduction "analogous.to the information received by
persons intérviewed by personal interview. ™" el
The mailed questionnaire, by far the most popular, due to'ease of distri-
‘bution. also has dzawbacks. The mailed questionnaire suffers from the prob-
lem of returns. Davis & Nash (1978) suggests that contrary to commonly held
notions, nonresponse may not be due to apathy, failuro of the mail system, or
loss of survey forms, but due to a complex system pf prevarication. In their
study, tlrey explored the perceptions of potential subjects as to why they had\'
not responded to a particular survey request concoinitant to measuring the
~ extent of the discrepancy between truth and prevarication (Davis & Nash,” . .
- 1978:1). They found that professors often make up prevarications for why.
they have not completed, in'this case, a make-believe questionnaire. Thus,
. 'drawinga conclusion that people, rsgérd\le,ss of educational background, are
-, reluctant toreturn mailed questionna,iljes\' : I -
.".~ After having selected-a method of tollecting data, the fesearcher must -~
now consider which model of data collectionwill yield the most benefit to tha
district. In large urban communities the community is cgmposed of ‘various
4 ethnic groups. This may, esent a problem for data collecti Thealienation
v : felt by various segmentsvof the community taward reséarch, as well as a
_ general distrust of outsiders may present a proﬁlgm which should be-ad-
. . dressed: The urban poor are usually reluctant to respond to survey material
because of a general lack of-confidence felt toward community institutions = .~
. (Fein, 1970). The nonresponsive rate ‘may be high for this ‘population: Per-.
" haps, becausé they.dre the-group thatis normally disenfranchized in terms of
school participation; they are the oties whose opinion needs to be heard. The
. method used by Schwartz (1970) in.dealing with this problem wasto utilize
- community leaders and influentials to publicize the survey prior toits actu+ -,
. allytaking place. This way he was able to gain some credibility and: confi-
. dence from the people with whom he had to request interviews. He recom- -
’ mended that a field head-quarters in thie neighborhood staffed with a field _
-supervisor of the same ethnic group as the people being surveyed be estab-' . ..

o

—

lished. He suggests that the persenal interview.is more viable with this group, o
it is wise to obtain interviewers if possible: Thi} is not always possible, ’
.“2* * because some people:may not possess the education necessary to complete a
o successful interview. Local leaders, however, have contacts in the commu-
nity and are frequently able to supply.a list 6f trained local interviewers or of
' localresidents who wish to interview and who have the necessary communi-
- cations skills. (Schwartz, 1970:269)... = Co : g

"~ ‘While theurban poor may be difficult to t:b'l.lec't d_at';-i' fnom,-the'i"eséérc'her L
- must appreciate the reluctance on the part of the poor, and should-attempt to .
.. find alternative methods for gbgpa\inihg' data from them. Every attemptshould, -

- B o
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- and-augment those results by surveying specific involved: and informed

be made to gain their conﬁdgncel through tl;-Q.u‘s_.é'of “word of rhduth" com-
munications, if you will, caitied by: community leaders, and influentials.
A combination of methods was used-to obtain data in a study doné by .

" Copeland (1976). He began by \ggini_ng the confidence of people from whom- .
‘he Evas seeking informatiomn. He fyequente‘dplaces such as local barber shops -

restaurants, following what may” best be described as.a semi--

‘ethnographic approach:He was working in'a section of the ity with a high

e

e .

concentration of mmonties._Bein\g a‘mem_ber'oflthat:‘/palr'tic'ula‘r'minority o
group, and being sensitive to the local language, he was accepted by the
locals, thereby facilitating his‘accesé\to information and distribution of his

self-administered questionnaire. "

In astudy done inNew York City, the researchers conducted a pilot study. -
on asection of the city which was described as predominantly nonwhite, and -
low income. They administered the questionnaire to parents, teachers,’ad- "
ministrators, and paraprofessionals from four public schools in the commu?'- |
nity. The study pointed out differences in-belief structures among the differ-
-ent groups surveyed (Gottesfield, 1969). In another study, done in Canada, to
ascertain whetherschools in a selected community were providing the types -
of services the community wanted, they used written briefs from both citizens
and studerits, conducted surveys and ytilized public meetings to get infor-
mation about attitudes of the comm_t}#\y about services desired (Sakatqon,
1973). Another approach used in anotl.er school district was to survey the
g\c\anéral population by means of interviews on their opinionsiregarding cers '
tain school system programs and major problems confronting the schools.\
After the gerieral population data were collected, they then decided to refine -

groups regarding four basic topics: 1) priorities of problems facing the school
systern, 2) priorities of broad program areas, 3) emphasis on solutions to
problems and 4) priofities of ca"pital.consti'uction needs. -
- " The groups considered informed or involved weére: community advisory .

* committees and 6ther comununity or school-related groups, district adminis-

trators, elementary and secondary school principals, and teachers. The re-
.searchers ,found»‘a’highdogree of consistency botween the groups. The prob-
lem-with this approach is that it seems to be more logical to take a'sample of

. the community which may not be considered informed and/or inyolvedtoget

. were made up of citizens from the community. After the first of two forums,

abetter feel of their desires. But perhaps those informed and involved persons -
were also sensitive ‘to inputs from the general population {Dade County,-
1975). In a study on the attitude of- citizens toward public edication using
‘telephone interviews with 271 adults, two public forums were held. At both
forums 3 panelists responded to the data. They represented the school board,
the citizens’ advisory-committee and .the"teachers’ association. Audiences

—_—

" . the audience was asked to evaluate the format of the forum for purposes of

improving the second forum. As a result of this feedback, the second forum: .
was changed slightly. They were also asked to complete an evaluation of the

forum. By means of thie survey, the forum and the evaluations, five need areas -
were identified. Oné was how to improve community input into Board deci- - -

_sions (Kozol, 1977:37). ~ = .

Other methods have.also been suggested for collecting dafa by school
‘districts. Tiayl?r & Helmer (1377)_det_ailed‘procédures for researching ques- .

[}
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_tions from the community in their.study. A group of citizens called the .
“sounding board"” was formed representing divergent segments of the com- . .
muiity. This group served to bridge the gap between school board and the. -
community. Using this.group along with teacher repfesentatives, adminis- e
trators, and scliool board members, they drafted a series of questions which- .
they felt would adequately get the information needed. They then surveyed Ce

~ the community using the questionnaire generated by the above listed groups. -
Another possibility suggested by. Crockel (1980), similar:to ‘the sounding '
- board idea, is that of community/parents advisory boards composed of indi-
viduals representiiig each neighborhood to be utilized as part of a participat-
.- ory system of decisipn-making, and also serve as ‘informants’ as well as
school advocates in terms of their respective Jneiyhborhoods. Thus they
- would perform a dual purpose. They would inform the décision makers of any .
potential ‘displeasures with- the schools as well as carry vital information
" _about the schools back into the community. They could also serve as ques- ’
tionnaire distributors and collectors because they, would be known in their
neighborhoods and may help overcome the suspicious attitude towards this
type of activity. Along those same lines, it was posited that perhaps using
annual state school census, interviewers could ask guestions for the district. -
The apparent advantage to this method is that trained intérviewers are al-
ready in place and would require little additional cost to the district.
Buffalo Area Metropolitan Ministeries (BAMM) conducted a'survey in -
1979 on the community’s attitude about edueation in that city. The method-
‘ology used was one of 'self administered questionnaire distributed by cluster . .
coordinators. These cluster coordinators were people indigenous toaparticu-
Jar sub-community. The community followed the pattern of councilmatic
.voting districts which appearto coincide with specific ethnic areas of the city.
Whether these community cluster coordinators were community influentials 7 s
is indeterminant from the study, but one would suspect from the nature.of ;
BAMM that these people were deeply involved withall aspects of community
life. They were known to neighborhood people because of their work with
BAMM, or through their workewith other groups within the community.
Through the use of these cluster coordinators, the return rate for question-
naires was about 97%. The less than 100% rate was explained by the fact that
in spite of an all out effort, some people still refused to participate. - :
. All of these studies attempted to get at broad community attitudes witha
variety of models based upon the general survey method. With the exception.
-of the NYC and BAMM studies, success seems to improve with congruence of
values between the researchers and the community. That is, most .surveys
were conducted with middle-class people with middle-class values./In the
NYC and BAMM studies, there is some ‘indication that the questions or
- problems emerged from the *grass roots”. But, with all of the sophisticated
methodology and expertise, our rate of return and information from disen-
franchized citizens is low for survey research. ' B

-

0o -

.

Concl'usiori j .
Fromall that has been learned from relevant research literature, as well as

 iriformal “chats” with researchers, and schopl personnel, there is no one

“good” model for doing research or collecting data from communities about
schogls. Several models have been tried with some success, dependentupon -

e . . EE— v
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. the area of study and community. Researchers seemingly have utilized the -

-general survey method approach more or some combination. of suryey

- methods. Perhaps there is a need to explore a more ethnographic research -

approach. But time and physical constraints would terd to ‘make this a

. prohibited propositien. - . S S
, Some thought must now be given to the concerns of the questions posed
to our communities. Schoolpersons must learn to ask the right questions.of
the community, questions which are sensitive to the concerns of people from
-differing value systems;. R R
There is a dearth of literature which addresses the question of - data
collection and the researcher’s approach to educational issues in multicul- -

tural, multi-ethnic communities. What is the role of the researcher in multi- .

ethnic communities with values and concerns that are different from thoseof -

the researcher? Can these be handled by the resedrcher alone, or should (s)he ,

get input from the ¢ommunity, or perhaps employ a minority researcherona - o
- consultant basis? It might be to the researcher’s,advantage to employ people

- - whoaresensitive to the idiosyncragies of thevarious ethnic groups in order to
eliminate the possibility of questions which may inadvertently offend people.

* If we are to help facilitate policy decisions, reésearchers must find
methpds of collecting data from the community about schools. Many cities’
are populated more and more with poot and/or minority people who are
alienated, distrustful of outsiders, and are reluctant to participate in surveys.

“The problem of ‘data’ collection becomés difficult. Therefore, data analysis .
becomes tricky, and conclusions and inferences drawn become ‘‘guess-
- work™.« . - C - T T

. Conway, Jennings & Milstein (1974) suggested three methods for collect-

. ing community data: document search, survey research, and the ethno-
graphic or case study app};oach..Document search, at this point in time, yields
, little data about community,attitudes toward schools. It was posited that the
. erithnographic approach might:yield results where survey methods have -
failed. But unfortunately, it suffers from the same initial problem as survey
research. If community people are “leery” of outsiders, it is quite possible that .
they will be reluctant to accept a person who vifishes to “observe’’ and record

_ their hctions and opinions. Maybe'there is not available to us at this timea * =

U systematic method for assessing the attitudes of large numbers of urban poor ’

- and/or minorities. We might have to place our faith in-the future, and hope
that new methodologies will appear or that somehow we can make institu- =
‘tions more responsive to the people-they'serve. _ - - S
In the final analysis,.despite problems, we must crntinue to survey :

communities about schools and hope that we are success'ul in getting their
Dpinions. It is infinitely better to havea feeling for the postvions of individuals
and groups about policy matters before a course of action is, decided upon,
than to make decisions and then be confronted with community dissatisfac-
tions (Conway, Jennings & Milstein, 1974). Therefore, if we believe that there

_ is a need for informed policy decisions and community p_artici;iation in the

.‘ " decision making process, then this decade should witness a growing use of
' data collection from conimunities by school districts. S .
It should be clear that many disciplinary problems that'surface in school '
are home and community related. They.may originate from the home and
community; and their solutions may also be found by collecting more infor-




/
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mation about these problems from home and. commumty Ther:fore, itis _ .

_research finding3. It is important toinvolve community people in each phase

;
K
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Fa

school-community relations, and ‘i 1_rnprove edncetlon for chiidren.

Alschuler, A, S School. disclphnehll-/iightstown, N‘L McGrew—Hill Book Company, o

. Crockel, W. Informal Interview. Former Superintendent Board of Cooperetive Educs- C. /

e

strongly recommendedthat we]  make greateruse of community people to helo ‘
researchers frame questions for “school-commumty  related studies;and use = #* E
community people to help collect the data and assist:in- the mterpretmg of . =

" of the research in ordeér to enhance the’ validity of our research, improve
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‘Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD) to adver-
tise the request. The Network contained moi¥ than 1000 names from all fifty
states and Canada. Each pérson was’céntacted by direct mail and asked to’
"4 nominateschools that had exemplary discipline and to namea contact person
¥ who could report on tlié school’s program. More than 1000 schools were
« ' nominatéd¥and each was sent an extensive questionnaire to report the char-
acteristics of the school, the nature of any discipline prgblems that they had |
overcome, and the essential features of'the‘ﬁ;)grgm that they felt had helped

"._ them to give good discipliné. ., = o ,
' Responses were -received ‘from 506 schools representing elementary, -

" junior high, and senior high schools—both'publit’and private—trom allstrata

- of.socioeconomic and political jurisdictions. The sample contained at least

' ones\cﬁoolfgjm each state anﬁ'éever_al’fr&rh Canada. Some of the schools were
visited and telgphone calls were made to some persons who knew the schools
well enough to judge whether the reports were acgﬁré’te; Though only a small
proportion of the schools w.e,r}“checked” through these means, those that
were examined by second: parties intmted\thaf the reports were accurate,

. and the Commission felt that at least 90 perqent?fiﬂieéchobls deserved to be
called “exemplary” and the activities they reported weré\rela'tédt{good
discipline. . .. . . - ' o —

The activities they reported were categorized intb 100 cdtegories, each
stated specifically enough that school -personnel and community members - -
could use them to adopt a course of action in their school. When we examined
whit these schools were doing, we foufid that their efforts seemed designed to ot
improve eight features of school opérations. We categorized their activitieson. A
_ the basis of those features and named each of them as goals to be attained by . f
_ any school that wants_to improve schiool discipline. The remainder of this
.paper will name each of those goals and give afew specific activities that any
school can undertake to improve conditions that precipitate poor behavior
among school students. - - : : : e

Goal Attainments- - - ‘ T

“GOALI: GET PEOPLE IN THE SCHOOL TO WORK TER TO SOLVE

' '~ PROBLEMS.THAT IMPAIR THE SCHOOL'S EFFECTIVENESS OR. S

- REPUTATION. - S e

These good schools solved most of their problems at the building level. - . -]
Since most of the problems are created at this level, it seems fruitless for
central offices to attempt to resolvgf the problems at a higher level. Much of
what happens at policy levels never trickles down to building levels and often
prevents anyone from seeing what must be done in local schools. These
schools brought their staffs together and had them solving problems in their
school. Of course, they expended much effort to get the staff to work together,

with emphasis on mutual goals and corporate work.” - R
_ _ Afew schools in Cleveland, for example, took their faculty members to an
", Outward-Bound type of camp for a weekend workshop in which the staff had-
torwork together to climb cliffs or go over a fourteen-foot wall instead of .
having a éne-day, one-shot workshop on quick-and-easy- ways to hit kids .~
. without leaving marks or how to suspend legally. They rappelled down cliffs .-
and slid'across creeksona Tyrolean sling. Those staffs had reported that they

-
-
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even. talked'together. .
men had ot spoken except to threaten one another, After the experrence, the -
-staff expressed ‘greater, confrdence in themselves and ‘worked together to
create common codeés of expectations, to reorgamze 'the’ cafeteria, to clear the”
_halls and to‘eliminate study halls which had been oneof thieir greatest sources.

" .of ‘disruptive: t behavior. The:two men. worked . together over the year ‘and -

" volunteered attheend of the year to combine thelr skills in %rder to orgamze a

corps of students who would greet ‘other students when the next year. began.
‘The event is. only 1llustrat1ve of a ma]or effort we cuscovered among the ..

schools who responded to our survey to assure that the staff worked together =

and shared common goals’ and processes.’ .

"% Some; actmtles through whrch these schools brought staff together 1nto .
problem-solvrng teams ‘were: : :
Get staff to define goals and purposes , e
' Have staff make decrslons about school polrcy " . Y '
Foster mformal staff mteraction that makes the school more lrke a fanuly or
commumty : M : ‘ .

Desrgn faculty meetings to be problem-solvrng sessrons Have staff mernbers
.. planand run the meetrngs around topics that would i rmprove some practice in
the school ,

.

Have staff members observe one another and other schools at work .

.GOAL II: REDUCE AUTHORITY AND STATUS DIFFERENCES THAT DI- .
' VIDE. PEOPLlEZ FROM ONE. ANOTHER: AND HAMPER Tl-h.IR ;

, PARTICIPATION AND SENSE:OF RESPONSIBILITY i

*These schools attempted very much to eliminate divisions: among e1ther o

_ staffor students. They did not look down on their custodlal orsecretarial staff;

ipate fully in the life of the school..Sev eral class1f1ed staff. members wrotetous
%uwey and: expressed both pnde and ownershrp in the success of.'

the school=-All departments in'the schools -were respected for what they -

contributed to the'ssheol, and there seemed to be far fewer of the pnmu donna -
“behaviors, jealousies an pﬂ{tzthat one might f1nd in many. schools -
The schools had staff students, arents engaged in decislon-makrng :

to an astonishing degree Staff and students ofte ced together in projects; :
,and they shared recognition” equally ‘Some’ “schiools ‘dev -a_“Bill of*

Rights" that applled notonly to students. or certain students, or to facu .
also to all of tlie people in ‘the schodl. One school trarned students to deal wrth,-:
fights, and most fights were referred to' those students for ad)udrcatron All"
_parents; not )ust the. “good” parents, were welcomed into the school; All staff -
members, not just.a few. were act1vely recrurted mto both formal and soclal»

activities. - ' ~ o

. /»Other act1v1t1es in whrch these schools engaged to reduce status and -

authority dlfferences 1ncluded : o L

Stress the goal to. teach all students

 \“::}‘9! they included them in théir deliberations and ‘expected them to partic-"

Use rnstructional groupmgs tc bring students together

Use many extracurrlcular activities 1o brrng students and staff together
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Design activities and assigniments:to “‘cut'across"’. departments. grade. levels
- and other divisions that split staff and students. Recognize and involve classi- -

fied personnel in many meetings and activities normally reserved for certiﬁ-

cated personnel : L , . o

GOAL lIl INCREASE AND WIDEN STUDENT'S SENSE OF BELONG- :

’ - ING IN THE SCHOOL,sSO AS TO FOSTER PRIDE AND RESPON- )

* SIBLE PARTICIPATION. . E

Our work with' many schools in: workshops, classes and conferences o
reveals thatmany ccl,‘ool personnel do notbelieve that students can or will or
ﬁhould carry out resp onsiblerolesin the school Indeed we have had tomake .
a separate point thit students are indeed some of the PEOPLE in: the school o
Few of oiir audlences ever. thought of students when we spoke of the people in’.
their school orof the potentral human resolifc m which they could draw
_to meet the schiool’s needs. We do not know how'many schiools. truly belleve_’"‘t
that they.would have a great’ school if there were no students. But.we know ..

- that many do, and we know that the schools who responded to the Ph1 Delta i
Kappa survey do not. ; o

, Thegse schools worked hard to reach all students end they accepted no: -

~ excuses that “some children" cannot be educated 'I‘hey created rnstructlonal

* another. They instituted’ many ways to success, 80 more students could be - ‘
successful. One ‘high school had 58 cheerleading squads for 58 competing"
groups Their stress was not on the’ competmon or.the wmmng, itwason ", .
PR giving every. student in the school opportunities’ to. partlmpate ‘An extraordi- .- .
e - nary number of schools had created an’ extraordlnary number of ways to_ L
. .involveall students C - T
These 500 schools tended to see the1r students as responslble people who_ c
'partrclpate in their school in very responstbleways Aschool inacorrectlonal _
institution reported that stidents participate in selectrng new staft members. *. -
Other schools reported that students riiake decisions about school operatrons R
ese ranged from cafeteria management to cumculum revision. Students _
held important jobs in the school, from greetxng .visitors and cleamng upto .
- holding disciplinary heanngs and runmng assemblles Staff members dls-

" homes as ways of demonstrating ‘high’ regard-., These schools widened ex- -
tracurricular activities to involve larger: numbers of students. They used all*
" sorts of symbols, e.g:, lackets. T-shirts, ‘buttons nnd badges, to build sehool =
o 'spmt and to bolster rapport with’ students Many schools reported beautrfica-
.- tion projects which involved staff and students together, in efforts to create N
better facilities and grounds. '~ S
: ‘These schools also did the followmg thlngs to engage students in the hfe L
. of the school: o : _ PR

Assigned faculty advisors to each student to give each a personal contact with
the schaol. i S L .

_,,' Trained staff to interact informally with students L

Created strong homeroom programs - .
Brought students and staff together ll'l many informal activities



' they conveyed that to students and'staff members in m

GGAL IV: DEFINE RULES:AND DIS

 rules were and what behavior was wanted. Everyone, staffand students, were
"TAUGHT how to obey. the rules and how to be good citizens in the school. .

_.waving sticks., You simply* would see an’adult presence ‘combined with .
" responsible student activity. Résponsible student ‘participation was taught by
 taking the time’and using methods to teach, as opposed to merely announcing:

these schools achieved responsible student behavior by involving'students in

" you'do this, we will do that* variety. Rather, the

" forcement were:

~ sense. ‘Students had-Homework gi
. derstood and jt'was scored an

NE R D DISCIPLINARY-PRO "EDURES IN WAYS
'THAT WILL TEACH AND REWARD SELE-DISCIPLINED PAR- "
TICIPATION.. . o~ - e

These schools.took greatj)'ai\'nétb see that everybody ﬁhdefétobd;what_the

These schools . established clear, :reasonable’and. enforceable, fules and®
policies. They provided adequate adult supervision in‘all areas of the school, " ..
but they did not oversupervise. The schools did not look like Gestapo camps” .

would se rds every twenty feet or so with their arras folded or

where you would see guar

o introducing, the rules and the appropriate beliaviors. Primaily, it seémed,

creating the rules and in erforcing them. Their rules seldom were of the “if
, théy understood that people are

different and treatment cught to be different. .
* . The responding schools' worked to create a positive learning environ-, .
ment. They did many things to' convey positive, comments to both staff and
students. Some of it seermed-corny;like sendir letters from the:principal
which said, “Your'child was sent to the office sday‘for;doing'these good

- things,” with‘#list of the good the studenthad done. High schools aind junior
high schools"did those things alm s frequently as elementary schools.

Most of the reported programs concentrated-upon positives rather than nega-
tives, and, in-doing so, fostered ‘positive behavior. SR T ‘ '
Among the many. activities reported for improving the rules and en-

ol R L g s S
Have adults and students work together to-enforce’ mutually adopted rules. "
Find out what is causing repetitive disruptions and eliminate the causes. - |

_ Train staff to use a variaty 6f techniques forpreventing problems or for dealing -
* - with those.that occur. . e T T e
Help mbre'studehts'é_*pe‘i'iéhce slilé_ce‘ss; IR ST

" View the discipline pr"Ogria»rh‘hs'éhcorhp‘aésix;g all of the eight goals, rather :
* than rules and nile .epfoygemgn}_‘ix_xygi_sglabt_i_pn... Sl o

'GOAL V: ENHANCE CURRICULAR AND INSTRUCTIONAL PRAGTICES -
TO EMPHASIZE LEARNING AND TO IMPROVE THE IMPAC
UPON MORE STUDENTS. : " -
Personnel in these schools kriew they were there forserious

“They had mutually-determined goals to dchieve: Those goals
‘widely valued. The schools:were not perniissiv

d gra

students busy or parents happy. B othstudents a
learn; we know what we are going to learn;
i or's learning.” Staff, students @




\ Bothstud”'
i school They

: onal anq school problems ’

a and did somethlng about them Both staff and'students recelved both peer and P

' c iy sy' tems prov1d' RS
fi or drug abuse Stafff‘.

Other ways to assure that personal problems were 1scusse B
. e
¢ Trarnmg staff members to use counselmg approaches to therr students

Usrng commumty agencies to 'gehcounseling services and personne

GOAL VH‘__ STBENGTHEN INTEBACTION BETWEEN THE.SCHOOL AND'

vanous learmng opportunmes andi
' surpr1s1ngly large number of school:
1
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" The Summary -

~ 9 -
" The aforementmned are the eight goals that these staffs pursued to create

their better-dlsclpllned schools. This study‘reflects others (such as the 15000°

Hours Study” conducted: in: England) which demonstrate schools can be

‘well- dlsclpllned and highly productlve if school personnel want them tobe.. -

Those stidies and our own experience indicate clearly and Jrrefutably that

“any attempt to improve discipline in a school without working in a com-.

prehensive way to. reach these  eight goals perhaps will yield short-term

success butin the long run will fall to produce any results or m&y evenworsen

‘the situation. " _. o
Central office personnel are often under pressure to “do s0meth1ng :

Often the community will be content wlth ‘cosmetic efforts. But-any person

- who.-wants_schools to provide the. oundation of self-restramt and self-

confidence that bolsters a free, self- dlsclpllned society must look to these’

eight goals and use some of the many act1v1t1es that were reported in the Phi_
.Delta Kappa study.”

Work on these elght goals will help the publlc schools get four th1ngs that .

by

~ they currently need very much. These are better achievement, better dlscl-' .
pline, higher staff morale and greater public regard. The four are lnseparable .

. Anything done to improve any one, will-improve all.

_Forehand, G. A &Ragosta.M A Handbook for integrated schooling. Washington.D C.:.
U.S. Department of Health; Education, and Weliare. Office of Education. Offlce of .
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L Mére and more, society witnesses a growing public concern over.the
: issug of student discipline in the. public schools, as evidenced by regntdata
-, avallable from the Gallup. Poll Sthdles, Children’s Defense Fund mltlatlves\
' and the Office 6f Civil nghts surveys, to name only a few. In attempting to ..
i respond to the plethora of cr1t1c1s\m hem.g placed on the schools, the authors.
have’ ‘provided,a meamngful balance~between the academlc and ‘prag?natm
" aspects of this issue. ™ ssuuge., .
Clearly, the multifaceted. fom for thls treatrse of student drsc1plme has.
been an attempt to clarify'and raise issues pemnent to schiool: climate in the
urban milieu. Bringing together this interesting set of manu_sc/nwllows the
* authors -and’ readership .the opportumty to gam further mslghL mto thls
multl-dlmensmnal phenomenon. R -
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