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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE PRACTICE OF DISCIPLINE STRATEGIES

IN THE MIDDLE SCHOOL SETTING

By

Thomas S. McClellan

Issues of discipline consume much time and energy for
the middle school administrator. Two methods of
administration of discipline have been contrasted as
subjective and objective. The purpose of this study was to
compare the results of a subjective approach with an
objective approach to discipline, and to inquire whether
there was any difference between the two approaches as
reflected by the end results of student suspensions. The
hypothesis of this study was there were no differences in
suspensions between point system and non-point system
schools. The variables were the total number of student
suspensions, the length of time students spent on suspension,
the reasons for student suspensions, the ethnicity and gender
of students suspended, and the number of repeat suspensions

for students. These variables were statistically analyzed.
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Students were interviewed to ascertain some of their thoughts
about the methods of administration of discipline. Also, the
administrators who used these systems were interviewed. The
population was comprised of all Lansing School District,
reqular, middle school students enrolled during the three
school years from September, 1986, through June of 1989.

With the exception of gender, all variables were
statistically significantly different between the point and
non-point systems. Students interviewed expected differences
between schools, but saw no differences in discipline codes.
In general students experienced the same level of suspensions
between schools. Administrators saw minor differences
between the two systems. All agreed the system used made no
difference.

Though the findings showed that generally there were
differences between the two systems, differences also were
shown to exist within the three point-system schools and
between years for each school. Which system used did not
appear consistently to matter any more than other variables.
Schools choosing to use point systems as a basis for their
codes of discipline are not 1likely thereby to solve the

issues of fairness and objectivity.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background

To achieve the goals of education, there is general
consensus that there must be discipline at the middle school
level. What discipline is or how it should be maintained,
enforced, or administered receives less agreement.

One goal of discipline is to change behaviors and
attitudes. It is a goal of discipline also to identify where
the need exists to make these changes. It seems
inappropriate to administer student discipline unfairly and
then to ask that student to ascribe to an attitude of
fairness and respect for a Student Discipline Code or the
rights of others. Different teachers or administrators may
view many behaviors with various levels of importance or
meaning. What may be considered wrong in one school or
classroom may not be considered wrong in another. The same
behavior often calls for different actions at different times
with different persons and in different places. One of the
current issues centers on whether an objective method of
administering discipline is better than a subjective method.
This issue of the method of administration of the type of

system may or may not have a significant meaning for behavior




and attitude change. However, different methods may consume
significantly different amounts of energy and time, which
could overshadow the issues of effectiveness. The method
used to administer discipline may be deemed as a reason for
success or excuse for failure to achieve the real goals of
the discipline.

If education at the middle school 1level must be
conducted in an atmosphere which contains at 1least a
semblance of peace and order, then discipline has to be an
important component of that middle school education. The
learning environment must be administered to control what
learning experiences the student will —receive. What
discipline is needed may better be viewed from a point of
view of the student's needs and level of that student's
development rather than the teacher's preferences.

Typically, the age at which children enter middle
school is an important developmental period. It encompasses
the transition from the dependent child in elementary school
to the independent teenager at high school. Middle school is
a time for exploration. Basic values, though formulated
prior to formal school enrollment, are defined and refined
during this time. The middle school student's friends take
on a greater importance than parents or school officials in
shaping the actions of the student. In this atmosphere

teachers and administrators must work together because in



this school context, discipline often takes on the definition

of controlling behavior and/or attitudes.

The pupils are trained to make laws and obey
them, and are thus educated for citizenship. The
ideal school is an embryo republic, in which the
prime object of government is to educate the pupil
up to self-government. The school 1life thus
becomes a training for good citizenship. (Baldwin,
1907, p. 112)

Consequently, the goal of discipline is the changing of
behaviors to fit approximately some defined (and often
undefined) norm or standard. Most people acknowledge the
need for discipline. To give up discipline is to give up on
the education process.

Discipline was chosen by the public as the
most significant problem in education in ten out of
the last eleven Gallup Pools. 1In a survey by the
National Education Association of Teachers'
Attitudes, 54 percent said that student behavior
interferes with their teaching. (Rich, 1985, p. v)

Many parents view the school as the primary
place where their children will learn to become
law-abiding members of the community, and to 1live
by the rules that society imposes on its citizens.
(Segal, 1978, p. 209)

No valued learning can take place without discipline--that
is, no meaningful or useful learning. Discipline gives
direction to student behavior and sets up norms or standards
for that student to meet. These norms or standards are
sometimes referred to or contained within Student Discipline
Codes.

Discipline may concern itself with issues from
general behavior to the very specific. 1In our society, it is

generally agreed that killing the teacher is not an



acceptable behavior for a student. However, such things as
talking, mode of dress, and general misbehavior are not so
universally agreed upon. The amount of discussion one
teacher may accept and even encourage from a student may not
differ greatly from the behavior which another teacher calls
insubordination. Chewing gum is an acceptable behavior in
one classroom, but may be felt as an insult in another
classroom. The process of defining what the standards are is
an endless debate. Even before the debate of what the norms
are comes the debate of who should be involved and what
degree the participants should play in deciding the norms.
Do students at the middle school level have the skill and
development to define or even help define their own norms of
behavior? 1If discipline is based on norms of behavior, then
who has input to decide what the norms are and, thereby, what
discipline 1is? Does the community at large have the
obligation, the right or even the knowledge to define these
norms? Does the community have this right because they pay
for education and the product of this education comes back to
the community? Are teachers and or/administrators best
prepared to deal with setting what the norms will be?
Because they work in the schools, does that make teachers and
administrators the best prepared to accomplish this task?
What part do parents play in the process of setting the

norms? What part does the court contribute? Often the



system seems to ask for input from everyone, with the
building administrator having the final say.

Defined generally, standards or norms can be as open
as not allowing behaviors that interfere with the rights of
others--the teacher's right to teach, the student's right to
learn, the tax payer's right to maintain the value of
property and money, and everyone's right to safety. Norms
could be specifically defined such as "a dress may not extend
higher than one inch above the center of the knee when the
person is kneeling." Discipline would then be required for
any violation of these rules.

Once norms are developed, then the administrators
trying to enforce these norms or Student Discipline Codes
could use either of two working methods: subjective and
objective. (See Figures 1.1 and 1.2)

The subjective method gives authority to a person(s)
to administer discipline. That person would review each
infraction of a Student Discipline Code or deviation from a
norm or standard. First a judgment would be made as to
whether or not the code was violated. 1If, in the judgment of
the reviewer, a violation has taken place, then a decision
has to be made of what action is to be taken in response to
the violation. This response can range from no action to
whatever is seen as the most extreme action available. The

action may or may not have to be justified, or fit any
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pattern. A ruling made and carried out may or may not be
appealable.

Objective discipline claims to pre-define all types
of infractions and conditions. It gives a formula for what
actions are to be taken, given the conditions. The person
who enforces the action has no input into what action to
enforce. The infraction is plugged into a formula which
dictates what action must be applied. The pattern is
inflexible. Reality, however, does not allow such clear
lines between objective and subjective methods. While
"objective" and "subjective" may be terms used to
differentiate between these two methods, perhaps a better
explanation would be that (a) for an "objective" system, any
or all infractions may be assigned varying quantifiable
values; whereas (b) a "subjective' system characteristically
would operate on a non-quantifiable basis. 1In the objective
approach there is a pre-defined quantity or value of
infraction given to each offense. The subjective approach

lacks this pre-defined feature.

Need for This Study

Consistency, fairness, due process, and
nondiscrimination are necessary for administration of any
discipline system, both because the human good says they are
right and, perhaps more importantly, because all levels of

the law indicate that discipline has to be administered by



this method. Elliott (1974) pointed out that everyone should
have the right to participate in the affairs that effect
their lives. Those who govern should reflect the composition
of those governed.

Today education is considered a right that
cannot be denied without proper reason and unless
proper procedures are followed, courts now require
that students be accorded minimum standards of
fairness and due process of law in disciplinary
procedures that may terminate in expulsion.
Minimum standards in cases of severe discipline of
students are generally thought to include (1) an
adequate notice of the charges against the student
and the nature of the evidence to support those
charges, (2) a hearing, and (3) an action that is
supported by the evidence. (Ephay, 1971, p. 19)

Dividing discipline administration into (a)
subjective, non-quantifiable methods and (b) objective,
quantifiable methods also tends to divide the persons whose
job it is to administer discipline into two corresponding
camps. Each group often views its method as the better
approach. This assent to a philosophy or tradition is
quickly turned into the question of which method is better or
produces the desired results. Energy, time, and resources
are committed to find this answer. If one method is shown to
be better, or if there is no difference, then energy, time
and resources could be diverted appropriately to other
problems. The present study is needed to start to reduce
flows of energy away from the question of whether subjective
is different from objective in methods of discipline as

reflected by the results the discipline method produces.
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Purpose of This Study

After consideration of subjective versus objective
administration of middle school discipline, questions arise
as to which method is better or if there is a difference in
the results between these methods. This study attempts to
answer these questions. It is also hoped that this study
will enable administrators to better evaluate their current
discipline methodology in light of other available options.
There has not been previous investigation of this question
within the Lansing School District.

The purpose of this study is to compare the results
of a subjective approach with an objective approach to
discipline enforcement and to inquire whether there is any
discernible or real difference between them as reflected by
the end results of discipline or behavior and attitude
change. It is hoped that by showing whether there are
differences, effort can be made to identify the basic
elements that go into the actions which comprise discipline.
Once identified, these elements can be explained and changed,
if necessary, to better accomplish the goals of discipline.

In each system there are elements of the other.
There are some subjective inputs in any human system. These
come in defining at the front of this system and, at the end,
when a person must carry out whatever action is taken.
Society requires actions to be taken for some behaviors and

it also defines what some of those actions may or may not be.
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In the present systems it is assumed that the judgments are
not based on anything definable. The fact that experience,
education, intelligence, knowledge of community, and an
attitude of fairness and respect for laws are valued by the
persons administering discipline is what has made them work

as well as they have to date.

Setting for This Study

The Lansing School District 1located in Lansing,
Michigan, is considered an urban district. It has an average
per-year total enrollment for the study period of 22,419
students. Of this average number per year, 4,570 are middle
school (grades 6-8) students. For more details, see Appendix
A. All the data available on suspensions, over a complete
three year period, with respect to all the four middle
schools operating in the Lansing School District, were used.
No data were gathered to portray whether or not, or to what
degree, the four schools may or may not have been comparable
to each other. For the purposes of this study, the schools
from which the student populations come were taken as given.

The researcher has served the Lansing School District
as an administrator for fifteen years and his subjective
impressions of the four schools are as follows: "The four
schools do not appear to differ from one another in any
special way." The desegregation order (see Appendix A)

succeeded in balancing the school populations. Whether or
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not significant differences from school to school do in fact
exist is not documented in this study and could be a subject

for further research.

General Discussion of the Problem

Within the Lansing School District, there are four
middle schools, one of which claims to use a subjective or
non-quantifiable method of discipline. The other three have
defined their discipline systems as objective. All of the
latter systems refer to themselves as "point" system schools.
Each of the four systems of administration of discipline is
different from the other.

Using the subjective disciplinary approach, a
classroom teacher or an aide in the hall or lunchroom may
impose a punishment upon a student for an offending behavior.
These punishments or penalties can take the form of
after-school time, writing papers or sentences, removal from
class, or other activities. However, these teachers and
staff have no real power for enforcement; that is deferred to
building administrators. Teachers may make their own
classroom rules and set penalties for violation of these
rules. The administration, e.g., principal and assistant
principals, may also impose penalties; and they have the
authority to set aside penalties imposed by others. Each
penalty is reviewed by the administrator involved and a

decision made. Different administrators in the same building
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may impose different penalties for the same type of
infraction.

The point system used by the remaining three middle
schools is pre-defined. Written documentation is provided
concerning infractions and consequences for each. A negative
numeric value is assigned for each infraction. The greater
the offense, the higher the negative numeric value. When
pre-defined accumulated numeric values are attained,
corresponding defined actions are taken. Two separate point
systems are in simultaneous operation at each building. One
system is applied to behaviors or infractions considered less
serious; the other for more serious behavior.

Middle school "A," which uses a point system, follows
prescribed procedures exactly. Middle school "B," which uses
a point system, claims to follow it to the letter of the law,
although there was indication that considerable judgment is
used by the administrators charged with its enforcement to
determine what actions should be taken for specific offending
behaviors. Middle school "C," while claiming to operate on a
point system, was found to use the point system only as an
indicator of behavioral severity and, consequently, as advice
for what actions are to be taken and when.

All four of these systems face the same general
questions and, therefore, the same problems. Are any of

these systems fair? Do these systems discriminate between
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students? Do any of these systems accomplish their goal of
changing student behaviors and/or attitudes?

Those persons using the objective point system argue
that their system is fair and nondiscriminating. However,
some parents and students have, on occasion, strongly
disagreed. One problem with the system is in definitions of
offenses. An example of this is defining that failure to be
prepared for class by not having a needed pencil constitutes
an infraction. This violation could be seen as violating the
teacher's right to teach. For this infraction a teacher may
issue from one to three points. Another teacher could call
this insubordination, reasoning that the student was told to
bring supplies and did not do as directed. That teacher
could assign, thus, three to five points. Teachers may
change the category of infraction by  using their
interpretation of the definition or intent of the definition
of the infraction. At this stage, objectivity has been lost.
One teacher may give no points, ignoring the infraction or
giving the student a pencil. Another teacher may make a
judgment based on his or her attitude about that student. 1Is
it likely that the "always problem" student will be given
points at the highest value while the "always good" student
may be given a pencil. The teacher's assessment of an
"always problem" student may be based on other presented
factors having nothing to do with this particular behavior.

Such things as gender, ethnic background, social and economic
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status, or grades earned may have more to do with the teacher
definition of the "always problem" student than behavior in a
specific situation. These points, perhaps subjectively
given, then go into the objective point system. When points
are accumulated to pre-defined 1levels, various specified
disciplinary actions are taken.

When the student or parent does not feel that a
specified infraction should have been an infraction, then the
action resulting taken may be viewed as a major problem or
injustice for the student. For example, a student has been
given two points on each of three separate occasions for not
having supplies at class (no pencil). This could have taken
place over a period of several weeks, and the parents and
student did not feel this should be a disciplinary issue.
Then the student takes (steals) another student's pencil and
is assigned three points for doing so (stealing can get from
three to five points). So by giving three points, the
teacher is saying it was not very serious. The parent and
student may agree that stealing is an improper behavior and a
legitimate discipline item. 1If the Student Discipline Code
calls for suspension from school at nine points, the student
will be excluded from school. Is this a suspension for
stealing? 1Is this a suspension for accumulating points? 1Is
this a suspension for not having a pencil? 1If there were no
other points, would the student have been suspended for

stealing? 1Is not having a pencil at class an offense of



16

greater importance than stealing? Since more points were
given for not having supplies than for stealing, what is the
behavior that the action of suspension is trying to change?
If no one of these behaviors constitutes reason for an action
to be taken, in this case suspension from school by
pre-defined direction of the point system, why would or
should an accumulation of behaviors or points need an action?
In another class or school, the points for the missing
supplies may not have been issued; therefore, the suspension
for stealing not done. The parent and student in this
example also could maintain that the action taken has no
influence on the behavior that it is intended to change since
the action taken was in response to many behaviors.

In the subjective system this same example may have
resulted generally in the same end action, that |is,
suspension from school at the theft. Here the parent or
student has a clear argqument to raise. If this had been
another student, a different action could or would have been
taken. It is now the judgment of one person what action
should be taken and when. But again, the parent and student
have little or no input into what the standard may be and may

not agree with that standard or norm.
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Definitions of Terms

The following terms are defined here as they will be

used in the contexts of this study.

STUDENT DISCIPLINE CODE--A collection of rules, written and
defined, designed to govern the activities and behavior of
students.

DISCIPLINE ADMINISTRATION--The enforcement and interpretation
of the Student Discipline Code or undefined rules designated
to control student behavior.

INFRACTIONS--Activities defined by the Student Discipline
Code or the Discipline Administrator to be in violation of
the Code or rules.

MIDDLE SCHOOL--Academic grades 6, 7, 8. A general age group
of 11 to 16.

QUANTIFIABLE DISCIPLINE ADMINISTRATION--Pre-defined and
pre-stated sets of penalties for infractions are used for
enforcement of Student Discipline Code.

NON-QUANTIFIABLE DISCIPLINE ADMINISTRATION--Enforcement of
Student Discipline Code or rules where the administrator
determines the penalty subjectively. There is not a
pre-defined and pre-stated set of penalties for infractions.

POINTS--A weight given each infraction of a Student
Discipline Code. Generally a numeric value.

POINT SYSTEM--A system of weights or numbers given each
infraction of a Student Discipline Code. An accumulation of
numbers or a certain value carries a particular penalty.

SUSPENSION--Temporary exclusion from the school or classroom.
Suspension generally ranges in time from 1 to 10 days.

Summary and Overview

In Chapter I the problem, background, rationale for
the problem, purposes of the study, and hypotheses were
presented. Also included was a description of the

population. In Chapter II 1literature concerning factors
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identified as important to administration of discipline will
be reviewed. Chapter III will contain a discussion of the
design and methodology of the study. The data will be
reported, analyzed and discussed in Chapter IV. In Chapter V
there will be further discussion of the data summary and
conclusions of the study, as well as recommendations for

applications of this study to practical use in education.



CHAPTER 1II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

To achieve the goals of education, everyone quickly
agrees that there must be discipline at the middle school
level. 1In reviewing the literature on this topic, little
specific information was found on Quantifiable or
Non-Quantifiable Administration of Discipline. However,
numerous articles, books, opinion surveys, and studies have
been concerned with the general issue of student discipline.
These materials cover a field of ideas and approaches from
the sensationalism of violence of students in the nation's
schools, from "Terror in the Schools" (1976) on the concepts
of students being mistreated by the institution of education,
to "An Interview" (1974) on trying to find solutions to
perceived problems.

When the learning experience is satisfactory, order

results; unsatisfactory learning brings
disruptions. Disruptions, of course, bring
discipline. «+s+ Schools which are bad end up
punishing their students. (Hollingsworth, 1984, p.
18)

This chapter is intended to provide a general review,
for background purposes, of some of the issues of student
discipline. The chapter is organized into the following

sections: (a) definitions and extent of the discipline

19
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problem in the middle school, (b) legal issues influencing
various discipline actions, and (c) review of the uniform
Code of Student Conduct. No data are reported here from
other studies of the effects of differing methods of using
suspension to control conduct. No reports of such studies

were to be found in the literature.

Definitions and Extent of the Discipline Problem
in the Middle School

When the issue of student discipline is raised, the
definitions of what constitutes the problem and how great the
problem is seem to have no agreement. One's perspective
seems to influence greatly what one defines as a problem.

The general public may view lack of discipline as an
undefined but definite growing problem. When violent
incidents of student behaviors are reported in the media, the
perception of growing problems are underscored. Teachers and
building school administrators have different perspectives on
discipline problems. In the classroom, the teacher must face
the immediate need to maintain order such that teaching and
student learning can take place. Building administrators are
faced with concerns of maintaining the overall building
environment. Parents and | even students view school
discipline from a perspective of how it impacts them.
Consequently, a single definition of the problem or a single

solution to the discipline problem can not be found. In this
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section various views of the extent of the problem of school
discipline are presented.

"Learning is impossible where behavior is disruptive"
("Learning 1Is 1Impossible, 1982). This quote from an

editorial in the New York Times does not attempt to define

either learning or disruptive behavior. It does assume that
the reading public knows what is meant. Purvis (1986)
attempts to give some definition to these terms.

The primary purpose of a school is to insure
youngsters develop to their full potential

academically, socially and ©physically. This
development can best take place in an environment
which protects student rights. Student

responsibility is required to provide the orderly
framework within which individual goals can be
realized. Accordingly, the school is charged with
the task of educating all school age members of the
community. Thus it follows that students are not
free to wander about the school's facilities at
will, disrupt the educational process or interfere
with the rights of others. (p. 35)

The general public's attitude concerning school
discipline has been reflected in the results of annual Gallup
Polls. Persons responding to the Fifteenth Annual Poll
(Gallup, 1983) ranked discipline at the top of a list of 25
possible problems facing local schools. Respondents did not
place the major blame for discipline problems on the public
schools. They did identify a general lack of discipline and
respect in the home and society as major contributors to the
current state of affairs. This, of course, may conflict with

parents perception of the discipline problems. The following
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excerpts from responses to the poll provide some insight into
the general public's perception of the problem.
Many people say that discipline is one of the major
problems of the public schools today. Would you
please 1look over this 1list and tell me which
reasons you think are most important to explain why
there is a discipline problem?
1. Lack of discipline in the home (72%).

2. Lack of respect for law and authority
throughout society (54%).

3. Students who are constant troublemakers often
can't be removed from school (42%).

4. Some teachers are not properly trained to deal
with discipline problems (42%).

5. The courts have made school administrators so
cautious that they don't deal severely with
student misbehavior (41%).

6. Viewing television programs that emphasize
crime and violence (39%).

7. Punishment is too lenient (39%).
8. Decline in the teaching of good manners (37%).

9. Teachers themselves do not command respect
(36%).

10. Failure on the part of teachers to make
classroom work more interesting (31%).

11. One-parent families (26%). (Gallup, 1983, p.
5)

The Michigan Department of Education also has
conducted opinion polls among Michigan residents. The
Michigan response was generally the same as nationally.
Registered voters in the Lansing School District were
generally more positive than statewide respondents in their

overall perceptions of the quality of education (Michigan
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Department of Education, 1983). Lansing respondents (15%)
who felt school quality was getting worse were asked, "In
what ways?"” As shown in Table 2.1, discipline problems were

again ranked at the top of the list.

Table 2.1.--Ways in which Lansing voters said school quality
was declining.

15% of 15% of 16% of Non-
All Public School Public School
Respondents Households Households
Discipline problems 33% 31% 33%
Don't teach basic
skills 32 31 33
Teacher quality
declining 30 31 29
Lack of finances,
cuts 12 12 14
Poor management,
administration 7 -- 9
Students lack
individual attention 5 12 2
Too many "frills" 5 6 5
Students not prepared 3 -- 5
Miscellaneous reasons 12 6 14
Source: Michigan Department of Education, "Opinions and

Attitudes of Voters in the Lansing Public School
District" (Michigan State Board of Education, 1983,

P.7)

Baker (1943) wrote that for many reasons, unadjusted
pupils demand a much greater proportion of time than the
number of cases seem to warrant.

Gorton makes a similar point that only a minority of
students misbehave but their behavior is one of the major

problems that confront administrators and their professional
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staffs. Furtwengler (1982) presents a view that while
persons may agree that behavior should be appropriate, they
may not agree on who should control that behavior (p. 41).
Spady (1974) states that "much of the existing evidence
suggests that schools themselves may generate some of the
crimes that they experience" (p. 51). Docking (1987) stated,
"However important the home and other outside school factors
may be in predisposing children to behave in certain ways,
the potentiality of the school to maintain, ameliorate, or
even generate behavior patterns should not be ignored" (p.
30). Klausmeier (1983) notes, "However, given the same
students, some teachers develop and maintain a far better
learning environment than others. Similarly, administrators,
teachers, and parents work far more effectively in some
schools than in others to establish a good school climate”
(p. 161).

A perception survey of voters in the state of
Washington also confirmed that while the voters had a
positive perception of the management of schools, there was
still concern about school discipline (Anderson, 1981).
Students and teachers were asked to rate the frequencies they
saw certain types of activities occurring. The results are

presented in Table 2.2.
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Table 2.2--Frequency of Problems

How often have you seen students doing these things in your
school:*

Students Teachers
Talking during class 95.8 97.8
Fighting with other students 45.4 (7.0) 44.7 (9.5)
Swearing at a teacher 35.2 (8.0) 43.7 (9.4)
Cheating 79.2 75.4
Setting false alarms 3.7 25.7
Making out 55.2 55.0
Stealing 33.0 (6.0) 36.4 (7.3)
Wandering in halls 88.1 93.0
Gambling 24.5 (6.0) 21.9 (.5)
Assaulting a teacher 12.8 (3.0) 33.4 (0)
Using liquor/drugs 46.5 (21.0) 45.0 (12.6)
Skipping school (truancy) 76.2 (39.0) 86.4 (38.0)
Vandalizing school property 41.4 (13.0) 61.7 (21.3)
Talking back to teacher 80.3 77.7
Possessing weapons 19.2 (6.0) 8.8 (1.1)
Carrying firecrackers 23.8 11.6
Committing a crime 22.1 (6.0) 14.8 (1.7)
Swearing at other students 91.1 81.7
Kissing 70.0 40.7
Throwing things 77.1 74.8
Being unprepared for class 91.3 95.1
N = 1316 184

*Percent responding "frequently" or "sometimes" rather than
"rarely" or "not at all" shown. For selected offenses, the
percentages answering "frequently" are shown separately in
parentheses. (Hollingsworth, 1984, p. 31)

In many areas teacher and student seem to report the
same observation, but there are points of nonagreement.
Teachers are generally more likely to report assaults,
setting of fire alarms, and vandalism of school property.
Students reported weapons, firecrackers, crime, and kissing
more, perhaps because students were more 1likely to know of

these activities.
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Most of the literature on discipline is confined to
questions about exclusionary discipline and school
crime. These are, because of the severity of both
crime in school and exclusion from school, simply
the most visible parts of the iceberg.
(Hollingsworth, 1984, p. 7)

The administration of a secondary school 1is
publicly responsible for dealing with any action
taken by student radicals. Each administration is
dictated to by (at least) two major factions, each
packed with its individual vested interests: the
parent of the students; and the political hierarchy
above them, namely the Board of Education and the
provincial department of education. To be free
from either direct of indirect pressure from these
factions, each administration must keep its school

operating smoothly and without major disruption.
(Loken, 1973, p. 89)

The President of the American Federation of Teachers,
lbert Shanker, told the Senate Subcommittee on Judiciary of
he United States Senate that:

Many authorities on education have written books
on the importance of producing an effective
learning environment in the schools by introducing
more effective methods of teaching. None of thenm,
however, seem to understand the shocking fact that
the learning environment in thousands upon
thousands of schools is filled with violence and
danger.

Violent crime has entered the schoolhouse, and the
teachers and students are learning some bitter
lessons. (The Nature, Extent and Cost of Violence
and Vandalism in Our Nation's Schools, 1975, p.
56)
Former Governor Milliken formed a state-wide Task
Force on Violence and Vandalism in Michigan. In November of
1978, the Task Force was charged with the responsibility of
studying the problem of school crime and submitting

recommendations.







27

The suggestions and recommendations of the Task
"orce for curbing school crime focused on five major areas:
L. Student participation
2 . District-wide codes of conduct
3. Disciplinary alternatives
. Vocational/technical career programs
> . Alternative educational programs (Governor's Task

Force, November, 1977, p.4)

The education systems will reflect what is going on
ln society as a whole. Educational systems are a part of
-he turmoil of social change.

"A middle grade school that is safe and orderly,
icademically strong, and responsive to the developmental
1eeds of young adolescents will be an effective school"”
Dorman, 1987, p.2).

The problem of discipline in the public schools was
2ven raised by President Reagan. In addressing the national
forum on excellence in education on December 8, 1983 in
[ndianapolis, Indiana, he asserted that "American schools
jon't need vast sums of money as much as they need a few
fundamental reforms." He proposed six reforms. One
oroposal was "can and will turn our schools around"
(Educational Research, 1984, p.8). This was the first of
nis proposals in the area of discipline. He advocated
writing stricter discipline codes and support for teachers

in enforcing those codes.
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President Reagan's first weekly radio address of
1984 dealt with the topic of <classroom discipline.
President Bush, succeeding President Reagan, presented "six
ambitious national education goals" in his "America 2000,
An Education Strategy.” ". . . and sixth, liberate every

American school from drugs and violence so that schools

encourage learning" (Bush, 1991, p.4).
"Goal 6: Safe, Disciplined, and Drug-Free Schools"

By the year 2000, every school in America will be
free of drugs and violence and will offer a
disciplined environment conducive to learning.

Objectives:

1. Every school will implement a firm and fair
policy on use, possession, and distribution of
drugs and alcohol.

2. Parents, businesses, and community
organizations will work together to ensure
that the schools are a safe haven for all
children.

3. Every school district will develop a
comprehensive K-12 drug and alcohol prevention

education program. Drug and alcohol
curriculum should be taught as an integral
part of health education. In addition,

community-based teams should be organized to
provide students and teachers with needed
support." (Bush, 1991, p.65)

Legal Issues Influencing Various Disciplinary Actions

In general, children, therefore students, had no
2gal rights before 1909. A White House Conference on the
.ghts of children was held in 1909. This conference

tempted to improve the status of children. The General




29

ssembly of the United Nations in 1939 adopted special

\feguards for children. Brown v. Board of Education was the

1jor Supreme Court decision to affect public education.
nis case declared segregation as unconstitutional in public
ducation and set the stage for other court intervention in

ublic education. Prior to Brown v. Board of Education,

tudents' rights did not receive much attention from the
ourts. The states controlled education. State courts
ecognized and supported the concept of "in loco parentis" as
sed by school officials in their control and management of
tudents in their schoolhouse.

Traditionally, school boards and school
administrators have had board power in establishing
policies to control student conduct and maintain
school discipline. The doctrine of in 1loco
parentis was accepted as proper justification for
the disciplinary authority exercised by educators.
According to this doctrine, in the school setting
the teacher or administrator "stands in the place"”
of the parent or has the same disciplinary power as
a parent. The courts, until the 1960's, generally
the rule-making authority of educators and was
reluctant to interfere in schools affairs unless
gross misuse of power occurred. With some
important exceptions, most parents and school
children, accepting the values of previous
generations, rarely questioned the disciplinary
authority of school officials in the courts. (Code
of Student Conduct, 1975, p.3)

Judicial concern for children's due process rights has also
been the focus of landmark decisions.

In this regard, the first attack came in 1966 when
the United States Supreme Court said that the
"parens patriae" philosophy (meaning concern for
the welfare of and in the best interest of the
child), under which juvenile courts operated since
their inception in the late nineteenth century for
dealing with delinquent, dependent, and neglected
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children, was not an invitation to procedural
arbitrariness in delinquency cases. One year
later, the Supreme Court, in the landmark decision
of In Re Gault, a non-school related case,
recognized and granted many constitutional due
process guarantees to juveniles <charged with
delinquent acts. The essence of the Supreme Court
opinion was that the Fourteenth Amendment is not
for adults only. (Chamelin, 1979, p.75)

The First and Fourteenth Amendments to the
onstitution are most often cited as the basis for court
ulings. Most cases challenge the validity of regulations
nd - rules dealing with restrictions of expression of
peech--freedoms which are guaranteed by the First Amendment.
Cases involving the wearing of emblems or insignia,
istribution of 1literature, publications, demonstrations,
ymbolic expression, and dress, and appearance are examples"
Chamelin, 1979, p. 76). The First Amendment was made
pplicable for state action via the Fourteenth Amendment.
'he due process and equal protection clauses of the
'ourteenth Amendment were further elaborated by Goldstein
1975):

The Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal
Constitution prohibits any "State" from depriving
any "person" of life, liberty, or property without
due process of law.”"” It has long been held that
the term "State" in this provision includes public
schools, and a few years ago the Supreme Court
emphatically reaffirmed its position that a school
child is a "person" within the meaning of the
Fourteenth Amendment. (p. 54)

Julius Menacker concluded, that "since the
United State Supreme Court Brown v. Board of
Education decision in 1954, its rulings in the
realm of education have multiplied dramatically and

have had an enormous influence on education policy
and practice. (Menacker, 1981, p. 188)
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Junious Williams (1978) agreed with the above by

tating:

Since Brown v. Board of Education, the courts have,
with increasing regqularity, found it necessary to
intervene in school-student disputes to adjudicate
constitutional rights. The involvement has
established an unmistakable pattern of
constitutional protection of educational policies
and practices. (p. 57)

In the 1960's, the student unrest started the
ovement for the advocacy of students' rights and the
eginning of the intervention of the courts in classrooms
cross the country. Constitutional rights were applied to
tudents, as were legislative enactments.

Title VI, Section 601, of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, 42 U.S.C. Section 2000d-1 et. seq., prohibits
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or
national origin. Title IX of the Educational
Amendments of 1972, 16 U.S.C. Section 1681 et.
seq., prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex
in public school programs receiving federal
financial assistance. Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.S. Section 794,
and the Education of All the Handicapped Children
Act, 16 U.S.C. Section 1401 et. seq., prohibits
discrimination on account of handicap. (Discipline
and Discrimination, 1979, p. 2)

Brown v. Board of Education (LaMorte, 1990, p. 299)

7as concerned with the integration of school systems, making
he requirement of nondiscrimination applicable to school

olicies and practices. In 1969 the Tinker v. Des Moines

‘ndependent Community School District (LaMorte, 1990, p. 77)

lecision was made. A school system had adopted a rule

orohibiting the wearing of armbands to protest the Viet Nam
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var, and students were suspended from school for wearing

chem.
The court held this to be an unconstitutional
violation of the students' rights to symbolic
expression of opinion, protected by the First
Amendment, since school authorities could not show
that this action caused, or could reasonable have
been predicted to cause, substantial interference
with or disruption of school work or discipline.
If administrators could have proven that this
silent demonstration disrupted school objectives,
the outcome would have been different. (Menacker,
1981, p. 188)

In the Tinker case of 1969, neither students nor
.eachers shed their constitutional rights to freedom of
speech or expression at the schoolhouse gate. In_ Loco
’arentis--the theory that schools and teachers could exercise
otal control over students because they acted as parent
substitutes and out of concern for students' welfare--would
1ever be the same again.

As far back as 1859, a Vermont court found that
oncept weak. A parent's power, it held, "is little liable
0 abuse, for it 1is continually restrained by natural
1ffection, the tenderness which the parent feels for the
>ffspring. The school master, the court added, has no such
1atural restraint. Hence he may not safely be trusted with
111 a parent's authority, for he does not act from the
instinct of parental affection. ("Courts Force School", 1972,
>. 3).

The Due Process and Equal Protection clauses of the

"ourteenth Amendment also are applied to student discipline.
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e U.S. Supreme Court in 1975 in Goss v. Lopez made this

plication. The case involved the suspension of students
om school without a hearing for up to ten days for
sruptive misconduct. The Court decreed that such
spensions violated students' rights to procedural due
"ocess. The Court also spelled out the procedure that
‘hool officials must follow in order to guarantee students
l1e process: The student must be given an oral or written
>tice of the charges against him and an opportunity to
resent his version to authorities--preferably prior to
emoval from school; and in the event that prior notice and a
earing are not feasible and the student's present endangers
ersons or property or threatens disruption of the academic
rocess, immediate removal from school is reasonable,
rovided a notice and a hearing follows as soon as possible
Hobbs, 1979, p. 202).

Goss v. Lopez (LaMorte, 1990, p. 102) held that

oublic school students are entitled to procedural due process
before the administration of discipline.

In Table 2.3, a brief outline of some court cases are
presented. Court rulings have made it clear that rules can no
longer be arbitrarily made by school officials.

Bittle (1986) further elaborates the need for rules.
Preannounced rules should be the first step in any
procedural due process system. The rules must be
sufficiently definite to provide prior notice to
students or employees or others that certain

standards of conduct or behavior or performance are
expected and that failure to comply with those
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Le 2.3-Court Cases Involving Students' Rights

i NAME

LAWS DECISIONS ARE

BASED UPON

THE GENERAL
CASE ISSUES

ker v.

s Moines
aMorte, 1990,
77)

wn V. Board
Education

aMorte, 1990,
299)

obs v. School

mmissioners

- the City of

\dianapolis

,aMorte, 1982,
94)

38 v. Lopez
,aMorte, 1990,
. 102)

>d v. Strickland
L,aMorte, 1990,
. 383)

pbson v. Hansen
Strahan, 1987,
. 111)

llman v. Dade
Yudof, 1982,
. 559)

wkins v. Coleman
Yudof, 1982,
. 559)

1st Amendment

Equal Protection
Clause; 14th
Amendment

1st Amendment

Due process clause

of 14th Amendment

Due process clause

of 14th Amendment

Due process, Equal

Protection, 5th
Amendment, 1l4th
Amendment

Due process

Procedural due
process,
Substantive due

and Equal Protection

Clause

Freedom of
expression;
wearing armband

Segregated
schools

Freedom of
expression;
unofficial
student

publication

Disciplinary
hearings;
procedural due
process

Sufficiency of
evidence in
hearing; sub-
stantive due
process

Tracking ability
grouping

Disproportionate
number of Black
students sus-
pended during a
disturbance

Disproportionate
number of Blacks
being suspended
and receiving
corporal punish-
ment
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standards may result in sanctions, discipline, or
discharge.

Courts in reviewing school disciplinary actions,
have generally declined to review the substance of
rules except as to determine whether they relate to
legitimate school concerns.

Rules must be written so that persons can clearly
understand what conduct is prohibited so they can
conform their conduct to the rules. (Bittle, 1986,
p. 11-12)

In the past, administrators had taken the "in loco
entis" concept to mean they had the same authority as
ents to impose discipline upon students: however, this is

the case. Administrators must understand they can no
ger impose rules and regulations without sound
tification.

Rules and regqulations should be formulated with
jectives which are consistent with the proper functioning
the school, reasonably related to educational goals, and
1t ensure an atmosphere conducive to learning.

Reutter (1979) concluded that there are six minimum

sentials of an enforceable rule governing student conduct.

1. Rules must be publicized to students.

2. The rule must have legitimate educational
purposes.

3. The rule must be related to the achievement of

the stated educational purposes.
4. The meaning must be clear.
5. The rule must be specific.

6. If the rule infringes upon the constitutional
right of the student, specific interest of the
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school for enforcing the rule must be showed.
(Reutter, 1979, p.6)

Enforceable rules along with due process are the
nula governing schools. Failure to follow due process has
iuced instances that could have been avoided where persons
e unfairly treated. "Juvenile court history has again
onstrated, however benevolently motivated, is frequently a
r substitute for principle and procedure" (Fischer, 1982,
311).

Review of the Uniform Code of Student Conduct

On July 3, 1975, Judge Robert DeMascio of the United
ites District Court issued an order for the Detroit Board
Education to implement a desegregation plan. To implement
> desegregation plan the directive was to be followed, and
e following educational components were approved by the
urt in the desegregation order for implementation:

1. Reading and communication skills
2. In-service training

3. Testing

4. Counseling and career guidance
5. Uniform Code of Student Conduct
6. School-community relations

7. Vocational education

8. Bilingual/bicultural education

9. Co-curricular activities
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The value of the Uniform Code of Student Conduct
omponent was stressed.

By previous order this court has demonstrated the
high priority that it places on student rights and
responsibilities, which the court has referred to
as a Uniform Code of Conduct. We have also said
that children 1living, learning, and playing
together <convert a Dbuilding into a human
institution with a pulse and personality, and that
when students, parents, and teachers come together
to 1live, learn, and work the school develops an
environment that the Detroit Board is
constitutionally bound to protect in order to
assure that every student can enjoy a right to a
happy, healthy, and rewarding school experience.
(Bradley V. Milliken, 1975)

'The backbone of an effective discipline program in a good
student code of conduct." (National School Resource Network,
1980) The Uniform Code of Student Conduct in the Detroit
Public Schools began on January 2, 1976.

The implementation of the Uniform Code of Student
Conduct was to ensure the following specifications of the
Court Order.

1. The Board would not tolerate violence in any
school in the system.

2. The Code be administered uniformly without
regard to regional lines.

3. All regions follow prescribed forms and
uniform procedures devised by the Central
Board and approved by the Court.

4, The rights of all students are fully
protected, and all students are afforded
minimal rights of due process consistent with
Goss v. Lopez, 491 U.S. 565.

5. Staff members be made aware of the rights of
due process set forth in the Code,
particularly that students be advised not only
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of the conduct prescribed, but also of their
right to due process when involved in
disciplinary procedures.

6. The Code protects the rights of students
against arbitrary and discriminatory
exclusions, suspensions or expulsions and
assure that disruptions in the school or
classroom will be dealt with 1in every
instance. (Bradley V. Milliken, 1975)

In order to effect implementation of the Code, the
ourt required the following:

1. The printing of the Code in an appropriate
and attractive form.

2. The distribution of the Code to all students
and parents in the Detroit School district.

3. The posting of the Code in a central location
in every school.

4. The preparation of uniform reporting forms
for every school.

5. The assurance of uniform reporting of all
infractions.

6. The development of an appropriate inservice
training program for all school personnel.
(Bradley V. Milliken, 1975)
On April 24, 1984, the U.S. District Court ruled that
.he Detroit Public School System must develop and adopt
bolicies and procedures on discipline and student rights by
december 31, 1984, to replace the 1976 court ordered Uniform
_ode of Student Conduct.
The State of Michigan Board of Education believes the
issues of student rights and responsibilities to be pertinent

to all schools throughout the state. However, this Board
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aves the responsibility to developing specific Codes of
nduct to local districts (Charity, 1988).

In most Michigan school districts, expectations for
udent behavior and consequences for rule violations are set
rth in written student codes of conduct. School districts
\'ve developed such regulations under specific provisions in
1@ School Code, which was enacted by the Michigan
2gislature (Michigan State Board of Education, 1984). The
chool Code empowers local school boards to make regulations
hat are reasonable for the "proper establishment,
aintenance, management and carrying on of the public schools

« « +« dincluding regulations relative to the conduct of
upils (Michigan General School Laws, Rule 380,1300, sec.
.300, 1976). The School Code specifically identifies three
najor disciplinary actions--suspension, expulsion, and
“orporal punishment--as permissible under appropriate
circumstances (Michigan General School Laws, Rule 380,1300,
sec. 1311).

The Lansing School District's Board of Education has
presented its philosophy of discipline in a summary fashion.
Discipline together with due process is an integral
part of the overall educational process. That is,
its purpose is to help students adjust to standards
and structures that they might encounter in
community life, as well as 1in school. Its
application shall be positive in all cases, with
emphasis given to the value of self-discipline as

the chief characteristic of responsible citizenship
in a free society. (Lansing School District, 1982,

p. 1)
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"The goal of any Code of Conduct is to prescribe,
with as much specificity as possible, the perimeters of
acceptable behavior and the consequences of disruptive
behavior" (Lansing School District, 1982, p. 6).

It is clear that the administrator is not
totally free to make whatever rules and regulations
he thinks are best for the school. All school
rules and regulations must be based on school board
policy, and be compatible with state and federal
law. (Gorton, 1983, p. 333)

Punishment has several meanings. First, it is meant
0 correct an infraction. The individual who is punished is
xpected not to recommit the offense; he/she is supposed to
earn a lesson from his/her punishment. Another use of
unishment is to serve as an example to other people.
)ciety says, in effect, "See? You cannot get by with this
nd of behavior." A third function 1is to assuage the
nscience of society, by taking its "vengeance" on the
dividual for the harm did to society (Phillips, 1972, p.
) .

Students should not have to guess or infer what the
1sequences will be for violating a rule or regulation. The
sequences should be made explicit at the time that the
e or regulation goes into effect. Students need to know
t will happen if they violate a rule or regulation so they
| have the opportunity to take that information into
sideration (Gorton, 1983, p. 343).

Suspensions and expulsions ostensibly provide a means

punishing students for severe misbehavior or refusal to
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obey a reasonable school rule. Generally, suspensions are
used to exclude students from school for periods of one to
ten days, while expulsions are used for 1longer periods

(Guthrie, 1986, p. 143).

The rationale for establishing a student
conduct code is apparent. Since the code is
administered throughout the district, students and
teachers know how infractions will be handled, and
this knowledge eases transfers between schools.
Students new to the district are also given clear,
written expectations. (Moles, 1990, p. 255)

Summary
"Why 1is discipline so important? Why

stress it so much? Simply because no group of
people can share or work together without the
presence of rules and regulations. This is true
whether they are working as individuals or as
members of a group . . . . without good discipline,
the schoolroom is a waste of people's time"
(Phillips, 1972, p.4).

"Discipline 1in schools 1is everyone's business.
Everyone is affected by disruptive, violent, and misbehaving
students" (Grossnickle, 1985, p. 48).

The courts have made it clear that administrators are
no longer totally free to make whatever rules and regulations
they may wish. It may be safe to return to familiar ways of
doing things; however, issues of freedom of expression, equal
protection under the law, and due process must always be
considered.

When rules and regulations ot Codes of Conduct are

made, they must meet court requirements. Codes of Conduct
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must be acceptable to State Boards of Education's policies.
These codes should have input from all interested persons.
Once made rules should be reviewed and understood by the

students they will impact.



CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Introduction

The factors which influence an administrator's
decision to suspend a middle school student as a result of a
particular behavior or series of behaviors are varied. This
study attempted to compare those suspensions done within a
system which has pre-defined behavior consequences to a
system without such pre-defined behavior consequences. A
sample of students who had experiences in both systems was
interviewed to obtain the students' impressions of how these
two systems compared. Factors such as the number of
suspensions, repeat suspensions of the same student, reasons
for suspension, and the time out of school as the result of
suspensions were compared to determine if any statistical
differences appeared between these two systems. Also the
statistical effect of the ethnic background and/or gender of
students was compared. Administrators were interviewed after
they reviewed the statistical findings of this study to
determine if such a study influenced their pre-beliefs or
impacted the decision of which system of discipline

administration to use in the future.

43
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Selection of the Population

The population involved in this investigation was
taken from Lansing School District middle school students and
administrators. This population included those students who
had been suspended from middle schools during the three
school year period from 1987 to 1989. Students interviewed
were selected from students which changed middle schools for
any reason during the school year 1988-89. Only
administrators who were assigned to the middle schools during
the last year of the study were interviewed.

The Lansing School District 1located in Lansing,
Michigan, is considered an urban district. It has an average
per-year total enrollment for the study period of 22,419
students. Of this average number per year, 4,570 are middle
school (grades 6-8) students. For more details, see Appendix
A. For the study period there were 13,712 subjects (see
Tables 3.1 and 3.2)). There were 7,348 middle
school-reported suspensions involving 3,672 subjects (see
Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5). In 1988-89, 288 students
transferred between middle schools. The Lansing School
District operated four middle schools, one located
approximately in each of the four quadrants of the district.
Enrollments ranged per school per school year between 991
students and 1,264 students.

In addition to regular school programs, the district

operated alternative programs for students who presented
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Table 3.2--Population by School by Ethnic by Year (Un-Audited)

ETHNIC
SCHOOL CODE * 86-87 3 87-88 ] 88-89 s Total %
GARDNER 1 17 1.0 18 1.0 12 1.0 47 1.0
2 275 22.0 275§ 22.0 278 23.0 828 |22.0
3 18 1.0 17 1.0 18 1.0 s3 1.0
4 89 7.0 111 9.0 116 10.0 316 9.0
S 863 68.0 836 67.0 788 65.0| 2487 |67.0
Total 1262 1257 1212 3731
OTTO 1 32 3.0 36 3.0 32 3.0 100 3.0
2 297 27.0 295 27.0 287 27.0 879 |27.0
3 41 4.0 s3 5.0 52 5.0 146 s.0
4 161 1s.0 153 14.0 166 16.0 480 |15.0
S 5583 §1.0 538 §0.0 525 49.0| 1616 |S50.0
Total 1084 107s 1062 3221
RICH 1 12 1.0 11 1.0 13 1.0 36 1.0
2 460 37.0 499 41.0 526 42.0] 1485 |[40.0
3 31 2.0 21 2.0 21 2.0 73 2.0
4 101 8.0 84 7.0 82 7.0 267 7.0
H 648 2.0 610 50.0 597 48.0| 1855 |50.0
Total 1252 1228 1239 3716
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POINT 1 61 2.0 65 2.0 57 2.0 183 2.0
SCHOOLS
2 1032 29.0 1069 30.0 1091 31.0| 3192 |30.0
3 90 3.0 91 3.0 91 3.0 272 3.0
4 351 10.0 348 10.0 364 10.0( 1063 [10.0
S 2064 5§7.0 1984 56.0 1910 54.0| 5958 [56.0
Total 3598 3557 3513 10668
PATTENGILL 1 34 3.0 30 3.0 31 3.0 95 3.0
(Non-Point
School) 2 242 23.0 225 22.0 214 22.0 681 |22.0
3 35 3.0 31 3.0 29 3.0 9s 3.0
4 183 15.0 148 15.0 172 17.0 473 |16.0
S 580 56.0 576 57.0 544 §5.0] 1700 |56.0
Total 1044 1010 990 3044
TOTALS 1 95 2.0 95 2.0 88 2.0 278 2.0
2 1274 27.0 1294 28.0 1308 29.0| 3873 |28.0
3 125§ 3.0 122 3.0 120 3.0 367 3.0
4 504 11.0 496 11.0 536 12.0| 1836 (11.0
H 2644 57.0 2560 56.0 2454 §5.0| 7658 |56.0
Total 4642 4567 4503 13712

* Ethnic Code—(1l) American Indian or Native American,

American, (3) Asian,
Categories defined by the Lansing School District.

(4) Latino or Hispanic,

Note: § equals percentage of population.

(5) White or Caucasian.

(2) Black or African
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Table 3.5-——Suspension by School by Year by Number of Days

CODE FOR
SCHOOL DAYS 86-87 L ] 87-88 L 88-89 ] Total L ]
GARDNER 1 100 16.7 17 4.2 130 23.3 247 |15.8
2 29 4.8 45 11.0 72 12.9 146 9.3
3 450 75.0 334 81.9 341 61.2| 1125 {71.9
4 18 3.0 8 2.0 9 1.6 35 2.2
H 3 .5 4 1.0 S 1.0 12 .8
Total 600 408 §57 1565
OTTO 1 136 36.6 119 28.7 136 27.4 391 |30.5
2 29 7.8 35 8.5 33 6.7 97 7.6
3 203 54.6 252 60.9 314 63.3 769 |60.0
4 3 .8 S 1.2 9 1.8 17 1.3
S 1 .3 3 .7 4 .8 8 .6
Total 372 414 496 1282
RICH 1 6 1.1 17 3.8 568 47.8 §91 |27.2
2 10 1.8 11 2.5 257 21.6 278 |12.8
3 506 93.5 411 93.0 347 29.2| 1264 |58.2
4 14 2.6 2 .5 16 1.3 32 1.5
H 5 1.0 1 .2 0 0.0 6 -3
Total 541 442 1188 2171
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POINT 1 242 16.0 153 12.1 834 37.2) 1229 |24.5
SCHOOLS
2 68 4.5 91 7.2 362 16.2 521 |10.4
3 1159 76.6 997 78.9 1002 44.7]| 3158 [62.9
4 35 2.3 1S 1.2 34 1.5 84 1.7
5 9 .6 8 .6 9 -4 26 .5
Total 1513 1264 2241 s018
PATTENGILL 1 99 14.6 212 28.3 292 32.4 603 |25.9
(Non-Point
School) 2 76 11.2 145 19.3 142 15.7 363 |15.6
3 363 53.5 282 37.6 339 37.6 984 [42.2
4 117 17.3 100 13.3 105 11.6 322 |13.8
5 23 3.4 11 1.5 24 2.7 58 2.5
Total 678 750 902 2330
TOTALS 2191 2014 3143 7348
Code for Days = (1l)=1; (2)=2; (3)=3 to 5 days; (4)=1 to 3 weeks; (5) over 3

weeks.

(Categories defined by the Lansing School District)




52

behavioral problems that could not be managed in reqular
secondary schools. At the middle school level, this program
was called Re-Entry. This Re-Entry program consisted of two
teachers and two classrooms housed at an alternative high
school building. There were 40 Re-Entry students enrolled
per year. The purpose of this Re-Entry program was to help
students modify their behavior so that they could eventually
return to the regular school setting. The district operated
an alternative high school program that enrolled up to 120
students per year. This program was geared primarily toward
dropout prevention, students with behavior problems, and
students with school attendance problems. Assignment to both
the Re-Entry and alternative programs was based on a joint
determination by the student's home school building
administrator and a student serviceé administrator.
Generally placement was made following a suspension to the
Student Services' Office. The district operated Adult
Education Programs, Special Education Programs for
handicapped students and a program for expectant and/or
school-aged parents. These programs were not included in
this study because of the totally-individual approach to
discipline used by each teacher in these special programs.
Each middle school was administratively staffed with
a principal and two assistant principals. The Lansing School
District established a district-wide Student Discipline Code

(see Appendix J). However, each building was required to
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establish a its' own Student Discipline Code (see Appendices
F-I). Within these individual Student Discipline Codes,
methods for administration of discipline for that building
were established and approved. These Student Discipline
Codes were reviewed by students, teachers, parents, and
administrators; further, each must operate within the
district-wide Student Discipline Code. Within the Lansing
School District middle schools program, buildings adopted
either a pre-defined system of administration of discipline
or a non pre-defined system of administration of discipline.
A student's school assignment was generally
determined by the parent's legal residence. Because of the
1973 federal court order, desegregation plan boundaries were
drawn to balance all schools on the basis of ethnic
background (see Appendix A). The student ethnic population
consisted of American Indian, Hispanic, African-American,
Asian, and Caucasian students. All current school
assignments and boundaries were established in accordance
with that 1973 plan. This balancing of ethnic backgrounds
was believed to have created a generally homogeneous mixture
of students across each of the four middle schools.
Administrators were not randomly assigned. However,
observation of this small population shows an attempt to
balance ethnic background and gender within and across the

buildings. Administrative service wusually span several
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buildings. Administrators tend to move between buildings in

different years of service.

Methodologqy

Discipline data from the Lansing School District's
middle schools for the school years 1987-88, 1986-87, and
1985-86 were reviewed. The Lansing School District is a
Middle-Cities State of Michigan district with about 24,000
students within 33 elementary, 4 middle schools, 3 high
schools, and one alternative program. For each of the
targeted years, approximately 4,000 students were enrolled at
the middle school level. The suspension data from each of
the middle schools were statistically analyzed and compared
to find the effect that method of administration of
discipline had upon those data. Each of the four middle
schools had enrollments that ranged from about 800 to 1,000
students. The middle school buildings were categorized as
three three-point schools and one non-point school. Each
year there were approximately 1,100 suspensions at the middle
school level. The twelve reasons for suspension were
collapsed into four categories (see Figures 3.1 and 3.2.)
Factors such as time spent on suspension by students (see
Figure 3.3), repeat suspensions of the same student (see
Figures 3.4 and 3.5), and race and gender of students

suspended were examined (see Figure 3.6).
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Many students move between Lansing School District
middle school buildings. Approximately 45 middle school
students who moved were interviewed. These students were
asked to provide a critique of the system in which they were
involved and asked to offer their opinions of the
effectiveness of their system versus other systems of
discipline administration which they may have experienced.
Only students who had attended two or more middle schools
within the Lansing School District within the last vyear,
1988-89, were selected for interview. There were 288
transferred students meeting these criteria. This group
included both students who had experienced suspension and
those who had not. These students' perceptions and opinions
were reported along with the statistical data. This input
from students was expected to support and add credibility to
the findings. It was also expected to raise new areas of
interest and ways of viewing discipline administration.

The opinions of administrators whose job was to
administer various types of discipline systems were also
reviewed. These opinions were considered to be of greatest
value if the administrator had reviewed the results of the
statistical comparisons before being interviewed. These
opinion data were collected using an open-ended interview
format with each administrator. Each administrator was
encouraged to give his or her opinion of the statistical

findings along with any new or previous bias toward a
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particular system. There were 14 middle school
administrators, including principals and assistant
principals, all of whom were interviewed. Because of
mobility of assignments, most of these administrators had
experiences in more than one building and in more than one
system of discipline administration.

The opinions and conclusion of the administrators
were compared with the other reported data. These
comparisons were identified to provide a more complete
picture of the statistical data within a more practical
context. The responses of administrators were used to
validate the research findings and to raise issues which
might be of use in further elaborating factors which might
relate to the best administration of discipline.

Other groups, such as teachers and parents, are also
believed to be affected by the type of administration of
discipline. However, input from these other groups was not

considered in this study.

Data Collection

Before collecting any data, this researcher obtained
written approval from the Lansing School District to conduct
his investigation within the district. Any research
conducted in the Lansing School District must be approved by
the Office of Evaluation and Research Services. An

application detailing the scope of the investigation and the



63

extent to which student records and/or student and staff time
would be involved was submitted for consideration to a
district ©panel. In general, projects were <critically
reviewed for several factors, including their relationship to
Board of Education goals and potential value to the district.
Because results of this investigation could have a direct
effect upon school district procedures and practices, the
panel readily gave its approval to conduct the research.

In addition to local district approval, it was also
necessary to receive approval from Michigan State
University's University Committee on Research Involving Human
Subjects (UCRIHS). This committee must review any study or
investigation involving personally-identifiable data on human
subjects to ensure that the subjects' rights are protected.
Of particular interest to UCRIHS was the types of data to be
collected and the nature of the consent forms to be used in
this investigation. Although several members of UCRHS
initially expressed concern about the voluntary nature of the
parent and student consent in this investigation,
particularly as the investigator was an employee of the
Lansing School District's Student Services Office, final
approval was given after minor modification was made to the
consent form.

There were four distinct types of data collected with
this study: (1) on district population; (2) on suspensions;

(3) from student interviews; and (4) from interviews of
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administrators. Each type of data was collected in different
ways. Data on district population were collected from each
building each year of the study and reported to the State of
Michigan's Department of Education as part of the district's
annual funding claims. These data were audited annually at
the intermediate school district and at the state level.
They were then published by the district and the state. Data
on each suspension were recorded regularly by the suspending
administrator. These data were then forwarded to central
administration for coding and entering into a computer data
base. This entry was theoretically done on a daily basis;
however, it must have been completed by the end of each
semester when various reports were extracted from this data
base. An annual non-demographic suspension report was then
generated, which became part of the district's public
information library. The building making the suspension
identification code, the student's identification number, the
student's name, the date suspended, the date returned, the
total days suspended, the grade level, the student's ethnic
code, the student's gender code, the reason code for
suspension, whether the student was sent to central
administration, if a school change was done, and the semester
in which this suspension took place were all entered (see
Appendix E). An entry was made for each incident of
suspension. This suspension was entered into the district's

computer system, a computer program checked for correctness
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of demographic data against the district master student file
which superseded any contested suspension data. The computer
program also determined the number of days suspended from the
dates given rather than the number of days listed. Normally
these suspension data were expunged from the computer data
base after the annual reports were produced. For the purpose
of this study, three years of demographic suspension data
were maintained. These data will be destroyed at the
conclusion of this study. From this data base, all middle
school suspension data were extracted.

Students' history of middle school enrollment was
reviewed from the district's student enrollment data base.
All students who had attended two or more Lansing School
District's middle schools during the 1988-89 school year were
selected. A letter explaining the purpose of the
investigation and requesting an opportunity to interview the
student at his/her school, along with a parent permission
form and a request for the student's voluntary participation
in this study, was mailed to all parents or guardians of
students who had transferred (see Appendix C). From this
population of 288, 62 affirmative responses were received.
These responses were separated in categories by their
currently enrolled schools. Students were interviewed at
their schools. Interviews were randomly conducted until at
least ten had been completed at each building. Because of

the relatively small number of interviews, this investigator
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was able to conduct all interviews himself. This interview
procedure eliminated the need to train interviewers and
helped to standardize the manner in which the interviews were
conducted and the responses were recorded.

The interview was comprised of five parts. The first
part included questions designed to gather general
information about the student. The second part contained
questions related to the student's relationship to his/her
former school. The third part contained questions designed
to have the student compare his/her current with his/her
former school. The fourth part contained questions related
to the student's relationship to his/her current school. The
final section contained open-ended questions designed to
elicit student's opinions about discipline systems in
general. A complete copy of this questionnaire is part of
Appendix B. The interview generally took about ten minutes
per student to complete.

Administrators were sent letters requesting their
voluntary participation in this study. The letters described
that the method of data collection was by personal interview
augmented by taped recording. This interview was expected to
be ten to fifteen minutes in duration. An agreement form for
participation was included. The eight questions to be asked
were included (see Appendix D). A summary of the statistical

analysis was also included for preview. All middle school
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administrators responded affirmatively, and all

administrators were interviewed as a part of this study.

Statistical Method Used

The statistical technique of Chi-square was used.
"Chi-square is defined as the sum of the squared deviations
[(observed - expected)2] divided by the expected value of
each cell. The formula is:

NP CRD.

¢ ." (Besag, 1985, p. 279)

This statistical technique was chosen because there were
nominal and ordinal level data. The cells forms were less
than 30, with less than 20% of the expected frequencies
having a value of less than 5; there were no empty cells.
The samples were independent and form frequencies in discrete
categories. The significance 1level of .05 probably was
chosen, the generally acceptable 1level in social science
research (MacEachron, 1982, p. 159). This .05 1level of
significance was used throughout this study.

The operations procedures were performed using the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences programs (SPSS)

through the Lansing School District's IBM 4381 computer
system. The SPSS Subprogram CROSSTABS programs computing
formulas and basic assumptions follows.

Chi-square is a test of statistical significance.

It helps us to determine whether a systematic

relations exists between two variables. This is
done by computing the cell frequencies which would
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be expected if no relationship is present between
the variables given the existing row and column
totals (marginals). The expected cell frequencies
are then compared to the actual values found in the
table according to the following formula:

2

x2 = Z:O% ;f;)

where ,ﬂ' equals the observed frequence in each
cell, and fe! equals the expected frequency

calculated as
fiz f—ir—’\
: = \¥)

where ¢ is the frequency in a respective column
marginal, r;, is the frequency in a respective row
marginal, and N stands for total number of valid
cases." (NIE, 1975, p. 222)

Data Reporting and Analysis

Because of the variety of types of data several methods of
reporting and analysis were employed. Suspension and
district population data were mathematically analyzed.
Hypothesis 1-5 Date were statistically analyzed using Chi
Square. Student interview data were reported in a
descriptive manner as it related to each hypothesis. The
administrative interview data were also reported in a
descriptive manner as the administrative populations reacted

to the results of this study.
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Research Hypotheses

The basic hypothesis of this study is that there will
be no significant differences in the results of suspension
between defined or undefined administration methods according
to the variables of number of suspensions, repeat
suspensions, reasons for suspensions, ethnic background or

gender of the student, and time spent on suspension.

Hypotheses

This research was conducted to answer the following
hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1. There are no differences in the number of
suspensions resulting from Quantifiable
Discipline Administration versus

Non-Quantifiable Discipline Administration.

Hypothesis 2. There are no differences in the number of
repeat suspensions resulting from Quantifiable
Discipline Administration versus

Non-Quantifiable Discipline Administration.

Hypothesis 3. There are no differences in the reasons for
suspensions resulting from Quantifiable
Discipline Administration versus

Non-Quantifiable Discipline Administration.
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Hypothesis 4. There are no differences in the ethnic
background or gender of student suspensions
resulting from Quantifiable Discipline
Administration versus Non-Quantifiable

Discipline Administration.

Hypothesis 5. There are no differences in the time students
spend on suspension resulting from
Quantifiable Discipline Administration versus

Non-Quantifiable Discipline Administration.

Data on the above null hypotheses are presented in
Chapter 1V, along with discussion of the research hypotheses

to which they relate (see p. 104 below).

Summary
Mathematical, statistical and descriptive methods

described in this chapter were used to analyze the collected
data. The questions of whether a difference between the
predefined set of behavior or a non-predefined set of
behavior consequences makes any difference in discipline was
reviewed by this analysis of data. The collected data are

presented in Chapter 1IV.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether
the method used for administration of discipline, that is, a
predefined (point system) or an objective (non-point system)
method, made any difference in discipline. The criteria used
were numbers of suspension, repeat suspensions, reasons for
suspensions, ethnic background or gender of suspended
students, and the amount of time spent on suspension. In
addition, the opinions of students with experience in more
than one middle school and in some cases both type of systems
are sampled.

In this chapter the data were analyzed in three
sections: (1) mathematical analysis of population and
suspension data, (2) statistical analysis of the suspension
data, and (3) analysis of the reported opinions of students.
Each of the five hypothesis will be reviewed separately.

The computer programs of the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences (SPSS), 1986, were used to analyze the

suspension data. The SPSS Condescriptive and Crosstabs
Sub-programs were used to generate summary information about

the suspension data.
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In this chapter, the analysis of the data will be
simply presented. There was no attempt to interpret the
meanings of these analyses. Chapter V will attempt to
extract meanings and present interpretations of these data

and analyze them.

Presentation of Results

During the school years 1986 through 1989, there were
a total combined 13,712 student enrollments in the middle
school grades of the Lansing School District. (These were
not unduplicated students.) During this three year time
period, there were a total of 3,672 of these students
suspended. Of this total combined student population, 10,550
were defined as being in point-system schools and 3,067 were
in the non-point system school. Of the total suspended,
2,628 were attributed to the point-system schools and 1,044
were attributed to the non-point system school. Thirty four
percent of non-point system students were suspended. For
individual school years these percentages changed. The total
point-system percentage of suspensions was twenty five.

While 2,628 students were suspended in the
point-system, 5,018 suspensions were made equaling an average
of 1.9 times suspended for each student suspended. The 1,044
non-point system students were suspended a total of 2,330

times, for an average rate of 2.2 suspensions per student.
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These rates for point system and non-point system students
varied from school year to school year.

Twelve reasons for suspension were established by the
district. The twelve reasons were collapsed by this
redefinition into four categories: (1) attendance, (2)
violence, (3) opinions, and (4) substance. The number of
combined suspensions and the percentages of all suspensions
per type of school, per category for the point system

students over the three years were as follows:

(1) Attendance 567 11.3%
(2) Violence 1,892 37.7%
(3) Opinions 2,484 49.5%
(4) Substance 92 1.8%

Non-point system students and percentages of all suspensions

per type of school were as follows:

(1) Attendance 228 9.8%
(2) Violence 743 31.9%
(3) Opinions 1,331 57.1%
(4) Substance 28 1.2%

These percentages varied from school year to school year.

The percentages by gender for enrolled students
appeared relatively constant between point system schools and
the non-point system school. The gender percentages also
remained constant between individual school years. These
percentages were 49.1% female and 50.9% male. The combined

suspensions over the three years for point-system schools by



74

gender was 47.0% female, while that same data for the
non-point system school was 47.5% female. Ethnic
designations were defined by the district in five categories:
(1) American Indian or Native American, (2) black or African
American, (3) Asian, (4) Latino or Hispanic, and (5) white or
Caucasian. The percentage of enrollment by ethnic group
compared to the percentage of suspensions by ethnic groups
over the combined three years for the point system schools
were as follows:

(1) American Indian 2% of population 2.2% of suspensions

(2) African American 30% of population 46.9% of suspensions

(3) Asian 3% of population 0.5% of suspensions
(4) Hispanic 10% of population 11.3% of suspensions
(5) Caucasian 50% of population 39.1% of suspensions

The percentage of enrollment by ethnic group compared
to the percentage of suspensions by ethnic group over the
combined three years for the non-point system school were as
follows:

(1) American Indian 3% of population 4.5% of suspensions

(2) African American 22% of population 34.2% of suspensions

(3) Asian 3% of population 0.5% of suspensions
(4) Hispanic 16% of population 19.7% of suspensions
(5) Caucasian 56% of population 41.1% of suspensions

Gender and ethnic percentages were relatively
consistent across the three years. A pattern emerges which

suggests that "African American" students received
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proportionately greater number of suspensions than the other
ethnic group.

The time spent on suspension was divided into five
categories as defined by the district: (1) one day, (2) two
days, (3) three to five days, (4) one to three weeks, and (5)
over three weeks. During the three year period the
percentage of point-system schools' suspensions were divided
into the five categories as follows: Category 1, 24.5%;
Category 2, 10.4%; Category 3, 62.9%; Category 4, 1.7%; and
Category 5, 0.5%. The non-point system school's percentages
were divided as follows: Category 1, 25.9%; Category 2,
15.6%; Category 3, 42.2%: Category 4, 13.8%; and Category 5,
2.5%. These percentages varied for the various school years.

The SPSS Condescriptive and Crosstab Sub-Programs
also generated summary information which showed that within
the point system schools there was often nonconsistent
patterns between schools on all criteria investigated. For
this study the .05 level of probability was chosen as the

level of significance throughout.

Hypothesis I

There are no differences in the number of
suspensions resulting from Quantifiable Discipline
Administration versus Non-Quantifiable Discipline
Administration.
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When data were analyzed using the Chi-square
statistics comparing the incidences of point system
suspensions with the incidences of non-point system
suspensions for the school years September, 1986 through
June, 1989, significant differences were found. The
Chi-square statistics at one degree of freedom had a value of
7343.38275 with significance beyond the .05 level. Clearly
the non-point system over three years generated significantly
more suspensions than the point-system did. This finding is
one of the most prominent in this study.

Comparing each school with the others also showed
significance (see Table 4.1). The data in Table 4.1 serve to
confirm the overall comparison of the systems «cited

immediately above.

Table 4.1--Chi-square Suspension - Incident Each
School - All Years

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Gardner 1,565 1,999.03 -434.03
Pattengill 2,330 1,642.83 687.17
Otto 1,282 1,715.68 -433.68
Rich 2,171 1,990.46 180.54
TOTAL 7,348
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

507.668 3 0.000
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Table 4.2--Chi-square Suspension - Student Point
Versus Non-Point, 1987

Cases
Category Observed Expected Residual
Point System 884 923.90 -39.90
Non-Point System 309 269.10 39.90
TOTAL 1,193
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
7.641 1 0.006

Table 4.3--Chi-square Suspension - Student Point
Versus Non-Point, 1988

Cases
Category Observed Expected Residual
Point System 743 833.56 -90.56
Non-Point System 334 243.44 90.56
TOTAL 1,077
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
43.522 1 0.000

Table 4.4--Chi-square Suspension - Student Point
Versus Non-Point, 1989

Cases
Category Observed Expected Residual
Point System 1,001 1,093.45 -92.45
Non-Point System 401 308.55 92.45
TOTAL 1,402
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

35.521 1 0.000
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The data showed that in comparing the number of
students suspended in the point system schools versus the
non-point system school per year over the 1986-87 through
1988-89 period there was significant difference using the
Chi-square statistics at a value of 3667.08714 with one
degree of freedom.

Comparing student point with non-point system
suspensions per each school year using Chi-square statistics
showed significant differences beyond the .05 level (see
Tables 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4).

When the number of students suspended in each school
over the three years was statistically compared, significant
differences were found. Also when this comparison was done

year per year significant differences were found (see Tables

4.5 and 4.6).

Table 4.5--Chi-square Suspension - Student All Schools

- All Years
Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Gardner 858 999.04 -141.04
Pattengill 1,044 821.03 222.97
otto 788 857.17 - 69.17
Rich 982 994.76 - 12.76
TOTAL 3,672
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

86.212 3 0.000
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Table 4.6--Chi-square Suspension - Student Each School

- Each Year
School 1987 1988 1989 Total %
Gardner 331 242 285 858 23.4
Pattengill 309 334 401 1,044 28.4
Ootto 255 247 286 788 21.5
Rich 298 254 430 982 26.7
TOTAL 1,193 1,077 1,402 3,672
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
36.24553 6 0.0000

The data presented in Tables 4.2 through 4.6 indicate the
non-point system tended to generate more suspensions than the
point-system.

The incidents of suspension were compared for each
school over each year. Statistical significant difference

were found (see Table 4.7).

Table 4.7--Chi-square Suspension Incident Each School -
Each Year

School 1987 1988 1989 TOTAL $
Gardner 600 408 557 1,565 21.3
Pattengill 678 750 902 2,330 31.7
Otto 372 414 496 1,282 17.4
Rich 541 442 1,188 2,171 29.5
TOTAL 2,191 2,014 3,143 7,348
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

232.53748 6 0.0000
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The year 1989 saw a jump in suspensions, especially at the
Rich Middle School. See Chapter V, page 126, for discussion
of why a jump occurred in 1989.

The non-point system school was compared for each
individual point system school for the vyear 1986-87.
Statistical significant difference was found (see Tables 4.8,
4.9, and 4.10).

Table 4.8--Chi-square Suspension - Incident Gardner Versus
Non-Point School, 1987

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Gardner 600 1,177.07 -577.07
Pattengill 678 100.93 577.07
TOTAL 1,278
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
3,582.424 1 0.000

Table 4.9--Chi-square Suspension Incident Otto Versus
Non-Point School, 1987

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Otto 372 530.48 -158.48
Pattengill 678 519.52 158.48
TOTAL 1,050
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

95.689 1 0.000
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Table 4.10--Chi-square Suspension Incident Rich Versus
Non-Point School, 1987

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Rich 541 665.01 -124.01
Pattengill 678 553.99 124.01
TOTAL 1,219
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
50.881 1 0.000

Pattengill, the non-point school, had proportionately more
suspensions than the point-system schools.

The incidents of suspension at non-point system
school were compared over each of the three years with
themselves. The students suspended at the non-point system
school were also compared over each of the three years with
themselves. In both comparisons there was statistical

significant differences recorded (see Tables 4.11 and 4.12).

Table 4.11--Chi-square Suspension Incident Non-Point School

- Each Year
Cases
Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 678 792.37 -114.37
1988 750 784.77 - 34.77
1989 902 752.86 149.14
TOTAL 2,330
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

47.591 2 0.000
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Table 4.12--Chi-square Suspension Student Non-Point School

- Each Year
Cases
Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 309 355.03 -46.03
1988 334 351.63 -17.63
1989 401 337.33 63.67
TOTAL 1,044
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
18.869 2 0.000

The number of suspensions at Pattengill, the non-point
school, went up in 1989 as did suspensions in the other
schools, however, the increase was proportionately greater at
Pattengill.

The number of incidents in each of the three point
system schools was statistically compared over the three
years. Statistically significant differences were found.
Point system schools Otto and Rich were individually compared
to themselves over the three years. Significant differences
were found in each comparison. Each of the three schools was
compared over the years 1986-87 through 1987-88. Only in the
comparison made for the year 1987-88 was there no significant
difference below the .05 level (see Tables 4.13 through

4.17).
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Table 4.13--Chi-square Suspension Incident Each Point
School - Each Year

School 1987 1988 1989 Total %
Gardner 600 408 557 1,565 31.2
Otto 372 414 496 1,282 25.5
Rich 541 442 1,188 2,171 43.3
TOTAL 1,513 1,264 2,241 5,018
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
189.58788 4 0.0000

Cases

Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 372 426.40 -54.50
1988 414 430.40 -16.40
1989 496 425.20 70.80
TOTAL 1,282
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
19.355 2 0.000

Cases
Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 541 731.46 -190.46
1988 442 715.68 -273.68
1989 1,188 723.86 464.14
TOTAL 2,171
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

451.854 2 0.000
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Table 4.16--Chi-square Suspension Incident Each Point
School - Year 1987

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Gardner 600 534.05 65.95
Otto 372 449.97 -77.97
Rich 541 528.98 12.02
TOTAL 1,513
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
21.928 2 0.000

Table 4.17--Chi-square Suspension Incident Each Point
School - Year 1988

Cases
School Observed Expected Residual
Gardner 408 446.68 -38.68
Ootto 414 382.01 31.99
Rich 442 435.31 6.69
TOTAL 1,264
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
6.132 2 0.047

Again the patterns in Tables 4.13 through 4.17 indicate a
jump in suspensions in 1989 which almost surely is a
reflection of the system-wide decision that year to abolish
"in-school" suspensions (see Chapter V).

The number of students suspended in each of the three
point system schools was individually statistically compared
over the three years. 1In two cases significant differences
were found beyond the .05 level. 1In one case no difference

was found at the .05 level (see Tables 4.18, 4.19, and 4.20).
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Table 4.18-Chi-square Suspension Student - Gardner - Each

Year
Cases
Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 331 290.60 40.40
1988 242 288.99 -46.99
1989 285 278.41 6.59
TOTAL 858
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
13.413 2 0.001

Year
Cases

Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 255 262.09 - 7.09

1988 247 264.55 -17.55

1989 286 261.35 24.65

TOTAL

CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
3.681 2 0.159

Year
Cases

Year Observed Expected Residual
1987 298 330.86 -32.86

1988 254 323.72 -69.72

1989 430 327.42 102.58

TOTAL 982

CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

50.416 2 0.000
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It is not altogether clear why Gardner and Rich are less
consistent than Otto over these three years, but these data
do portray that one point-system school can vary from others,

while a different one can maintain consistency.

Hypothesis Il

There are no differences in the number of
repeat suspensions resulting from Quantifiable
Discipline Administration versus Non-Quantifiable
Discipline Administration.

When data were analyzed using the Chi-square
statistic comparing the number of single suspensions to the
number of repeat suspensions between point and non-point
systems schools significant differences were found.

Table 4.21--Chi Square Suspension - Repeat Suspension -
Point Versus Non-Point - All Years

Repeat
System One Suspension Suspensions Total
Point 1449 1179 2628
Non-Point 503 541 1044
TOTAL 1952 1720 3672
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
14.24484 1 .0002

When data were analyzed wusing the Chi-square
statistic comparing the incidences of repeat suspensions
between each of the four schools for each of the three years
(1986-1989), significant differences were found beyond the

.05 level (see Tables 4.21 through 4.24).
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Table 4.22--Chi-square Suspension Student - Repeat
Suspensions - Each School - 1987
Repeat
Suspensions Gardner Pattengill Otto Rich TOTAL %

1 186 155 171 173 685 57.4
2 84 60 57 58 259 21.7
3 32 40 21 39 132 11.1
4 12 27 6 12 57 4.8
5 9 10 10 29 2.4
6 4 8 5 17 1.4
7 1 3 1 5 .4
8 2 3 5 .4
9 2 2 .2
10 1 1 .1
14 1 1 .1
TOTAL 1,193
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE

64.16927 30 0.0000
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Table 4.23--Chi-square Suspension Student - Repeat
Suspensions - Each School - 1988

Repeat
Suspension Gardner Pattengill Otto Rich Total %
1 150 161 148 146 605 56.2
2 53 76 55 58 242 22.5
3 18 35 24 31 108 10.0
4 14 27 16 13 70 6.5
5 3 17 4 3 27 2.5
6 1 8 2 11 1.0
7 3 2 5 .5
8 2 1 3 .3
9 3 3 .3
11 2 2 .2
12 1 1 .1
TOTAL 1,077
CHI-SQUARE D.F. SIGNIFICANCE
55.48123 30 0.0031

Table 4.24--Chi-square Suspension Student - Repeat
Suspension - Each School - 1989
Repeat
Suspensions Gardner Pattengill Otto Rich Total %
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