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represented the population we were trying to reach, which was primarily teachers in main-
stream public middie and high schools. The other four groups were comprised of teachers
at the school where we held the focus groups, with the exception of one group where two
of the seven teachers came from a nearby high school (sec table 5.1 ).
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The Children Left Behind Project
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Current evidence strongly suggests that the philoisoyr)h}.-' anclvg‘x1:11c;:]c::()()(:il1/;x‘(;
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princ?puls in their endorsement of 7ero .t()lerance. slc’ 0((1)l {h iy (;f noe
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niques. perhaps the most frequently used disciplinary tools (150
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Do zero tolera : g suspension and
Sd?oo“no in pamcu'lar ha've been associated with a number of negative
eho c.(?thcc)nnes including higher rates of dropout (Bowditch 1933)
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punitive schooling environment (Bickel and Qualls, 1980). high rates

of repeat offendi obi i :
inequl?ﬂntyo\i[.cz;:dmg (Tobin, Sugai. and Colvin, 1996), and increased racial
4 ‘ithout any evidence of higher r " mi
( gner rales of mishbehavior in minori
equs : o sbehavior in minorit
. Suldtcll)ct)puLmo.ns (Skiba et al., 2002; Wald and Losen, 2003). Frequent usye
o ASl ‘ 1t exclusion has also been found to be related to lower achievement
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SOCiOcdcm (ty(‘)llnl['d‘blll[y F:dell]‘):[]OHS, even after controlling for other strong
poclode (zjorame predictors of achievement (Davis and Jordan l994" Rat?
¢ Mendez, Knoff, and Ferron, 2002: R i : 005).
, , , 2; Rausch. Skib: d Si
P ende, . ausc a, and Simmons, 2005)
, ging evidence suggests that z [ ’ ol-
! lerging s Sts ero tolerance strengthens a s
ourih ence sugg rengthens a school-
ha\g)e :)(e): pllzjfjme b()lf criminalizing student misbehavior that T)vould normally
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and Lo 500 als (Advancement Project, 2005; Wald

In spite of t i S i i
pite of the evidence suggesting the ineffectiveness of zero tolerance

- and school-district Jevels have demonstrated large su
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school discipline, it remains a popular approach advocated by many political
leaders and educational administrators. Recent evidence at the national, state.
rges in the number and
and expelled from school. often coincid-
lerance policies (Advancement Project,
il Rights Project.

percent of students being suspended
ing with the implementation of zero to
2005; Gordon, Della Piana, and Keleher, 2001; Harvard Civ
2000: Michigan Public Policy Institute. 2003; Potts et al.. 2003: Richart,

Brooks. and Soler. 2003). The popularity is also illustrated by state legisla-

wres and local school districts broadening the mandate ol zero tolerance

beyond the federal mandates of firearms (i.e.. the Gun-Free Schools Act of

1994; Public Law 103-227, 1994) to drugs and alcohol, fighting, and threats

any school boards continue to toughen their disciplinary poli-

cies; some have begun to experiment with permanent expulsion from the sys-

tem for some offenses. Others have begun to apply school suspensions.
ansfers to behaviors that occur outside of school (Ayers ct
Initiative. 2003: Potts et al.. 2003).

Yet the current popularity of zero tolerance school discipline does not mean
that all educational leaders ascribe to this paradigm, including those serving
student populations assumed to be at a higher risk for school removal (Har-
vard Civil Rights Project, 2000; Dunbar and Villarruel, 2004; Mukuria. 2002
Raffaele Mendez et al., 2002). Absent from much of the research literature to
date are the perspectives and practices of school leaders explicitly advocating

an approach that favors preventive alternatives to student removal. Consistent

with a growing research basc suggesting that prevention is more effective
than removal (Dwyer. Osher, and Warger, 1998: Elliott et al.. 2001; Gagnon
and Leone. 2001; Mihalic ct al., 2001; Thornton et al., 2000), these voices-in-
practice offer much to the dialogue on how best to ensure safe and productive
learning environments for students.

There is no debate that schools must be places that preserve, maintain. and
create climates conducive to learning for all students, and disciplinary sys-
tems must facilitate progress toward these goals. The question that creates
te disciplinary systems supportive of these ends.

controversy is frow to crea
The large and growing research base suggests that student exclusion as a pri-
ble to help educators

mary part of a school’s disciplinary system has been una
meet these goals. Thus, alternative perspectives and practices from thosc
engaged with students every day are of paramount importance. This chapter
secks to fill this gap, by describing some of the findings of the Children Left
Behind project,' illustrating that many school lcaders belicve that preventive
disciplinary systems ar¢ best suited to achieve the goal of creating school

climates conducive to learning.

or swearing. M

expulsions, or tr
al., 2001 Michigan Public Policy
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THE CHILDREN LEFT BEHIND PROJECT

The goals of i
g of the Children Lefi i :
eft Behind proje - :
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ing a safe and()g;'CdL()n.Ccrmng l‘he best methods for promoting "mgi mairll)fr'1 :
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the ileenil;leStillllldle and maintain a forum for discussion between thogj“
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methods chosen for maintaini ) $ cducational system to ensure the
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project was ucild o(; t);oung P§0ple or the overall safety of commur;itiesL"[EI]C
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tice sugeests S - . student learning, and (2) best prac-
Behil]dbg/\C['s’PaLnbd]'lefnl federal policy mandates (i.e., the No )Chisltjp;_‘lcr.t
; Public Law 107-110, 2002 , Y ’ ¢
employed in schools must maximi . 2002), that all educational practices
o ‘d{ _ S)ols must maximize the opportunity 1o learn for : g ' oS
gardless of their background rn for all children,
In the following secti .
Behind PrOjethll?'%hS]‘?Lm,mS’ we describe the data from the Children Lefi
in creating and. = .lghm]g th? perspectives-in-practice of local princi ']}
results frocm maintaining sale and productive schools. First wcpd ]p";)b
S a sur e s ‘ e oty Ccscribe
purpose procesls” Ye)(’l of school principals, querying their attitudes uhoutlihL
depth in.terviev;u an oqthmes of school discipline. Next, the results of i :
schools o l.e‘s with principals describing preventive practices u;ed Ain th‘l?_
presented. One of these interviews, describing hov\v a‘prevc: t'elr
g Ative

approach can have aneformat "
deseribed i a transformative effect on the schooling envir :
scribed in more detail. g environment, is

PRINCIPAL PERSPECTIVES
ON SCHOOL DISC :
THE DISCIPLINARY PRACTICES SURVE ‘:PLINE.

A common misconcepti >
s comm vh—tua](l);,m,fgt:]):]eg:.}? by‘ some educators and policy makers is that
ehools. Howser, surmens wdillhves‘.to‘.schoc‘)l removal for maintaining safc
it vty ot perspect.ives p.m‘]up‘als in Lms midwestern state suggest
A surves o1 325 e ri.n,‘.ol?lln‘mns, and activities exist within schools.
Eeltcr understand principzﬁ atltilt[zliicb:§‘)\;z(])ivt;l(l)'3(sjllscfd ill](;hc line (Skib o
00y P | allitudes irds schoo iscipline (Skiba :
= April)Of 211(&),05;11 l\)/fl)rfl Cviva;l fldml.mstered in an online format dm(‘ing ll\/};l;;l
et reflosting vation. Sl[i \zcxwe asked to rate their agreement with state-
also asked to rate usage ot'laun::n?)ke)?(l)lfscli()()l d.iSCiP“”C' imary e e
(e.l%;Stzlllltlly;?%f;‘evcntion,‘C(Wﬂict resolulign, fj?t)]\l]s tdl:;clll::k:]jorl); estes
evealed that principals hold very different perspcctives'on school
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discipline. Principals were almost evenly split over whether zero tolerance
“sends a clear message to disruptive students about appropriate behavior in
schools.” Further, a large majority (98.5 percent) of principals thought that
«“ieachers ought to be able to manage the majority of students’ mishehavior in
their classrooms.” Yet, only 29 percent thought that teachers were adequately
trained by their teacher training programs (0 deal with student misbehavior.
Further statistical analysis revealed three distinct perspectives on school
discipline among these principals (see table 6.1). These clusters were calego-
rized as prevention orientation. support for suspension and expulsion, and
pragmatic prevention. Importantly, differences in principal perspectives were
not only associated with use of suspension but were also related to attitudes
regarding parents. students. and special education disciplinary regulations.

Table 6.1 Representative items endorsed more frequently by principals with different

perspectives on school discipline™

Group1: Prevention Orientation

« Developing and implementing prevention programs pays off in terms of decreased
disruption and disciplinary inciclents.

o Suspension and expulsion do not really solve disciplinary problems.

« Students with disabilities who engage in disruptive behavior need a different approach to
discipline than students in general education.

o | feel it is critical to work with parents before suspending a student from school.

« Conversations with students referred to the office should be factored into most decisions
about disciplinary Conscquences.

Group 2: Support for Suspension and Expulsion

« Zero tolerance makes a significant contribution to maintaining order at my school.

« Out-ol-school suspension is a necessary tool for maintaining school order.

o Most if not all disciplinary problems come from inadequacics in the child's home

situation.
o Disciplinary regulations for special education create separate system that makes it more

difficult to enforce discipline.
o My duties as an administrator simply don't llow me the time to get to know students on

an individual basis.

Group 3: Pragmatic Prevention

o Suspension and expulsion allow ctudents time away from school that encourages them to
think about their behavior.

« Teachers at this school were adequately prepared to handle problems of misbehavior and
discipline.

o Least likely to believe that: Regardless of whether it is effective, suspension is virtually our
only option.

o Least likely to believe that: violence is getting worse at my school.

»Unless otherwise noted, items listedd are those that the group in uestion on average rated the highest of the
three groups, and significantly higher than at feast one other group.
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ALTERNATIVE PERSPECTIVES AND ACTIONS TO
ZERO TOLERANCE SCHOOL DISCIPLINE

In order to ¢ ‘ : i
o ‘cllllto somc to a deeper understanding of the choices that principals
at the school level, the Children Left Behind project interviewed priﬁcil

Exclusion 1s Not the Uniy Auceraine

pals across the state who described a variety of options they use as an alterna-
tive (0 7ero tolerance suspensions and expulsions.” Principals participating in
the study were solicited through the state association of school principals and
volunteered to share information about programs in their schools that they
fecl are cffective in maintaining safe and productive learning climate. Proto-
cols were developed and used querying the following areas: (1) philosophy/
program description (€., what is the school’s disciplinary philosophy. who
does the program scrve. where is it located, etc.). {2) structure (e.g.. what
methods are used to prevent violence and disruption from occurring or inter-
vene when they do occur), and (3) outcomes (e.g., how have students and
staff responded to this philosophy/program).

Telephone interviews were conducted with nine principals and one high
school assistant principal responsible for discipline. Interviews lasted
approximately one and a half hours. All interviews were audio recorded and
transcribed for accuracy. Transcribed interview data were analyzed for trends
and themes (Silverman, 2000; Yin, 2003) specific to programs, practices. and
perspectives that participants reported using L0 maintain safe and productive
schools. Three researchers analyzed the data independently and then came
10 a consensus on the most relevant, recurring, and informative themes and
trends.

Across conversations with principals serving a diversity of schools, three
primary themes emerged: (1) the necessity of intervening proactively rather
than reactively, (2) an emphasis on building and strengthening connections
with students, cspecially those placed at risk, and (3) utilizing creative
options to suspension and expulsion, even for the most extreme behavior.
Each of these themes is described in turn below.

Proactive Intervention

Principals stressed the importance of promoting a common understanding
among staff. students, parents, and administrators of how discipline works at
their schools. These principals work closely with their teachers to define what
the most appropriate referrals 1o the office are and which are better handled

at the classroom level.

“We went through some scenarios—tor example, a child taking a pencil away from
another child—that should never come to the oftice. A child who intentionally is
trying to hurt another child—that directly comes to the office. . . . My philosophy
nas always heen you settle it at the lowest level.”

Principals suggested that this approach actually gives teachers more authority
in their classrooms.
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Mentoring programs, such as the Big Brothers/Big Sisters program have
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Creative Alternatives to Student Removal

als we talked with inclined to in any way relax
ate behavior. Suspension and expulsion were
seriously disruptive behavior.

By no means were the princip
their expectations for appropri
by no means ruled out as an option for

_ You are here to learn. and we're going to
ducation. Your teachers are here (0 work
you. but then again we will not
e. 1f you hit somebody. you're

We will not put up with misbehavior. .
do everything we can to provide the proper ¢
1 everything we can to support

with you. We're doil
aviors. That's the bottom lin

deal with any misbeh
going to be suspended.




