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Maintaining a safe and orderly learning environment in schools is fundamental to
the greater goals of education, but determining optimal disciplinary responses to student
misbehavior is often complicated. While there is an abundance of research that speaks to
the negative impact of exclusionary discipline (e.g., suspension, expulsion or any other
disciplinary response that removes a student from the traditional classroom setting) on
student behavioral and academic outcomes, there is an absence of work that examines if,
when, and to what extent a student is actually better off receiving non-exclusionary
dispositions. Using multivariate regression analysis on a unique dataset from an urban
Texas school district, this study directly compares the impact of exclusionary vs. nonexclusionary discipline on student outcomes (controlling for student characteristics,
school characteristics, and offense type). Additionally, the study examines the extent to
which offense type influences the relationship between disposition and student outcomes.
The study’s findings suggest that a student is generally worse off in terms of academic
progress and risk of future offenses when she/he receives an exclusionary disposition for
any disciplinary infraction. The impact of exclusion, however, was shown to vary by
student offense.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
“The great majority of suspensions do not serve any demonstrated valid interests
of children or schools…They have become a crutch enabling school people to avoid the
tougher issues of ineffective and inflexible school programs; poor communications with
students, parents, and community; and a lack of understanding about and commitment to
serving children from many different backgrounds and with many different needs in our
public schools.”
Children’s Defense Fund, 1975
BACKGROUND
A safe learning environment in schools is fundamental to the greater goals of
education. It is, thus, a primary duty of teachers and administrators to establish and
maintain systems of discipline that engender stability and security at all levels of the
school community. How such ends are achieved, however, is a widely contested,
increasingly politicized issue that, in practice, varies greatly across campuses, districts,
and states.
Exclusionary strategies including in-school suspension (ISS), out-of-school
suspension (OSS), expulsion, and alternative educational placements, represent a
cornerstone in many school disciplinary systems. Although such practices were originally
instituted as a means of punishing serious disciplinary infractions and defusing
potentially unsafe situations, recent research suggests that they are increasingly used for
discretionary, non-safety threatening violations (Ashford, Queen, Algozzine, & Mitchell,
2008; Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Texas Appleseed, April, 2010). In Texas, where the
present study is focused, recent research found that only 3% of reported suspensions and
expulsions between 2000 and 2009 were for statutorily defined mandatory infractions
1

(Justice Center, 2011). The vast majority of removals are typically for relatively minor
discretionary violations.
Since the 1975 release of the Children’s Defense Fund (CDF) seminal report on
the impact of school suspensions on students, evidence has mounted suggesting that
exclusionary discipline may, in fact, be more harmful than helpful (CDF, 1975; Justice
Center, 2011; Lee, Cornell, Gregory, & Fan, 2011; Stearns & Glennie, 2006). The CDF’s
original findings indicated that poor, Black, and special education students were
disciplined at much higher rates than their peers. Additionally, the CDF found that
suspended students were more likely to be retained in grade, drop out of school, and
come into contact with the justice system.
Recently, the Justice Center’s (2011) Breaking Schools’ Rules report found that
controlling for all other measurable student and campus characteristics, the chances of a
Black student in Texas receiving a discretionary removal in the 9th grade were about
30% higher than those for a White or Latino student (p. 45). The Justice Center (2011)
also cited a significant increase in risk of grade retention and dropout for repeatedly
suspended and expelled students. On a national level, in a newly released analysis of
disciplinary data from the 2009-2010 Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC), Losen and
Gillespie (2012) also found disproportionate rates of suspension for Black students.
Specifically, the authors reported rates of suspension for Black students at more than
twice those of Latino students, more than 3 times those of White students, and more than
8 times those of Asian American students (Losen & Gillespie, 2012, p. 7). Furthermore,
the CRDC 2009-2010 national data revealed that students with disabilities were
suspended at twice the rate of their non-identified peers.
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In an August 2012 Southern Poverty Law Center blog post reacting to the release
of the most recent Civil Rights Project study (Losen & Gillespie, 2012), Pettway (2012)
observed:
Every time a new study is released showing African American students are
suspended at far higher rates than any of their peers, the public seems shocked.
Words like “race” and “school to prison pipeline” and “discrimination” find their
way into headlines—and then the issue fades away yet again. How many studies
does it take for our society to demand the eradication of a disciplinary model that
is discriminatory in impact and profoundly ineffective? (Southern Poverty Law
Center Teaching Tolerance Blog, August, 9, 2012)
After nearly 40 years of research replicating the CDF’s original findings, it is a
reasonable observation that disciplinary disproportionality studies tend to pop and then
quickly fade in media headlines and policy discourse. However, in a promising display of
traction following the release of the Justice Center’s (2011) report, Secretary Duncan and
Attorney General Holder announced the establishment of the federal Supportive School
Discipline Initiative (SSDI). The SSDI aims to establish, promote, and invest in best
practices in disciplinary data collection, research, and alternative school discipline
interventions. At a moment when the issue of exclusionary school discipline has both the
headlines and the attention of powerful federal stakeholders, it is especially important to
bring practical evidence to the table to challenge current practices and inform policy
decisions on school discipline.
PROBLEM STATEMENT
An appropriate disciplinary response to student misbehavior is often difficult to
define. Teachers and administrators must weigh disciplinary decisions against a number
3

of often conflicting factors including: expediency, the needs of the offender, the safety of
other students, mitigating circumstances, the offender’s behavioral and academic history,
and the potential long term implications of certain disciplinary responses. A major appeal
of exclusionary strategies is that they are a quick fix; they ameliorate disruptive,
threatening, and inconvenient classroom situations in the short term. This, however, is
also a major problem with the use of exclusionary strategies. While disciplinary removals
do serve a clear and immediate function, they do not address underlying functions of
student misbehavior.
In the absence of meaningful behavioral supports and interventions, it is not
uncommon for students to cycle through the disciplinary system over and over again
throughout their educational careers, each time increasing their risk for grade retention,
dropping out, and future involvement in the juvenile justice system (Carmichael, Whitten,
& Voloudaki, 2005; CDF, 1975; Justice Center, 2011). Continuing to remove students
into alternative education programs where they are warehoused with other misbehaving
students and where peer-effect can exacerbate behavioral deviance (Dishion, McCord, &
Poulin, 1999), or onto the street without supervision or access to education, does not
serve the school, the community, or the student offender. Simply moving misbehavior
does not seem to solve it, but the question of what works remains.
While there is a great deal of research on alternative, non-exclusionary
approaches to school discipline, such strategies are typically evaluated on the extent to
which they minimize exclusionary discipline (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010;
Luiselli, Putnam, Handler & Feinberg, 2005), rather than how they compare to
exclusionary discipline in terms of student academic and behavioral outcomes. Thus, the
extant research provides very little evidence that a non-exclusionary intervention (e.g.,
4

peer mediation, behavioral contract, after school detention, etc.) works any better than an
exclusionary one in terms of reducing risk of future referral and academic failure.
The absence of such studies is in large part due to a lack of necessary data. Unlike
accountability data that campuses, districts, and states are required, by both state and
federal law, to collect and report each year, no such mandates exist for the collection and
reporting of disciplinary data. As such, there is a great deal of variation across states and
districts in the types of disciplinary data collected, reported, and made publicly available.
Even in locations where extensive collection and transparency occur, data are often only
reported in terms of exclusionary removal counts. The use of alternative dispositions such
as referral to a counselor, peer mediation, or behavioral contract is rarely recorded and
incorporated into disciplinary reports. Without such data, the evaluation of the
differential impact of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary discipline on student outcomes is
extremely difficult to assess.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The purpose of this study is twofold. The first aim is to investigate the
relationship between exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary disciplinary dispositions and
student behavioral and academic outcomes. The second goal is to examine the extent to
which a student’s offense affects the abovementioned relationship between exclusion and
student behavioral and academic outcomes. In order to achieve these objectives and
fulfill the purpose of this study, the following three research questions are offered to
frame the study’s investigation and analyses:
Research Questions
1.

How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student-

level characteristics?
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2.

What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and

behavioral outcomes?
3.

To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student

academic and behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
SCOPE OF THE STUDY
This study utilizes data from an urban Texas school district that is fairly
representative of the overall state in term of demographics. The dataset on which this
study is focused is comprised of 3 years (2008/09-2010/11) of de-identified student-level
academic, demographic, and disciplinary data for all students (K-12) enrolled in the
district. The district’s unique disciplinary data link student offense codes to disposition
codes that include exclusionary (e.g., ISS, OSS, and expulsion) and non-exclusionary
(e.g., peer mediation, counselor referral, letter home) dispositions. These unique
disciplinary data allow for the investigation of relationships between exclusionary and
non-exclusionary dispositions and student outcomes. Multivariate regression analysis is
used to answer the study’s proposed research questions.
The interpretation of findings is guided by New Institutional Theory. Specifically,
the study draws upon Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) concept of rationalized myths, or
constructed rules and rituals that function as uncontested truths, but that are not
necessarily supported by empirical evidence or evaluation. The study uses the concept of
rationalized myths to interpret the persistence of exclusionary discipline in schools
despite evidence that such strategies harm students.
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
While the extant literature on exclusionary discipline in schools clearly
establishes what is problematic about the use of exclusionary strategies (i.e.,
6

disproportionality and an association with negative student outcomes), no research to date
directly compares the impact of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary dispositions on
student outcomes. Thus, there is no evidence that peer mediation, for example, works any
better in terms of reducing risk of future referral and academic failure than a suspension
for a student who engages in a physical altercation at school. Access to the district’s
unique disciplinary data that link student offense codes to disposition codes allows for the
investigation of the differential impact of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary disciplinary
dispositions on student outcomes.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In this chapter a review of literature on school discipline is offered, focusing
primarily on the utilization and implications of exclusionary discipline in schools. As
discussed in Chapter 1, exclusionary discipline refers to any disciplinary action that
removes a student from the traditional classroom setting (e.g., suspension, expulsion, ISS
or an alternative education placement). Despite decades of research literature that points
to negative student outcomes associated with exclusion, its ineffectiveness in shifting
student behaviors, its differential use on certain sub-populations, and its lack of
association with overall school safety, exclusionary discipline remains a disciplinary
norm in most schools across the country. The main purpose of this review is to highlight,
probe, and challenge the extant research related to the use of exclusionary and alternative
disciplinary approaches in schools. Furthermore, this chapter aims to locate the present
study within the broader disciplinary discourse and begin to build a theoretical foundation
with which to ground the analysis of research findings in Chapters 4 and 5.
SCHOOL DISCIPLINE BACKGROUND
Before delving into a discussion on exclusionary discipline, its implications, and
alternative disciplinary approaches, a brief overview of the historical and policy (both
federal and Texas) contexts within which this study is set is provided. First a synopsis of
broad national disciplinary trends over time is offered. Then specific pieces of federal
legislation that have influenced the way schools discipline particular students and
offenses are reviewed. Finally, the mandates within Texas’ education code (Chapter 37,
8

TEC) that inform the campus- and district-level disciplinary practices across the state are
discussed.
Disciplinary trends over time. As approaches to public education and its goals
have shifted in this country over the past century and half, so have the methods and
philosophies that underlie school discipline. During much of the 19th century, particularly
in poor and rural communities, “teaching was first and foremost defined as the
maintenance of order and respect by any means, including physical punishment”
(Rousmaniere, 1994, p. 51). Teachers’ primary role was that of the enforcer and punitive
corporal punishment was an accepted, expected method for handling student misbehavior
and classroom disruptions. Physical punishment fell out of favor, however, when the
common school reformers of the mid to late 19th century and the progressives of the early
20th century advocated for a more child-centered, supportive approach to schooling that
focused on character building, as well as intellectual and moral development (Butchart &
McEwen, 1998). During the progressive era corporal punishment was discouraged; its
use was seen as a failure on the part of the teacher to model self-control and provide a
sufficiently engaging learning environment for students. This move away from physical,
punitive responses to student misbehavior marked a major shift in school discipline that
moved the onus of responsibility for misbehavior from the student to the teacher. As a
result, during this era the role of the teacher expanded to include moral compass, model
of civic behavior, instructional leader, and social worker of the classroom.
Post-progressive authoritarianism. By the 1950s with mounting cold war
tensions, a rise in cultural conservatism, and a growing skepticism toward progressive
9

ideals, another major shift in school discipline occurred. Unlike in the progressive era
when discipline was used primarily as a tool for teaching greater social objectives (i.e.,
instilling the values of democracy or modeling self-regulation), post-1950 school
discipline focused on short-term goals, emphasized strategies to gain immediate control
of the classroom, and shifted the teacher’s role from nurturing counselor to authoritarian
leader (Butchart & McEwen, 1998). It is within this context that exclusionary discipline
methods gained traction as a swift means of managing serious student misbehavior and
ensuring overall school safety.
Some of the earliest evidence related to the impact of exclusionary discipline on
students came in the early 1970’s with the publication of the Children’s Defense Fund
(CDF) reports, Children out of School in America and School Suspensions: Are They
Helping Children? (CDF, 1974; 1975, respectively). These studies offered the first largescale, systematic analyses of the use of suspension and expulsion in schools. Despite the
largely non-controversial status of exclusion as a viable disciplinary response to student
misbehavior, CDF researchers found that such practices were associated with decreased
student academic success and increased risk of juvenile delinquency. Furthermore, these
studies brought to light the disproportionate use of exclusionary discipline on poor,
Black, and special education students. No significant relationship was established,
however, between exclusionary practices and overall school safety—a common rationale
for the use of exclusionary strategies.
Zero-tolerance. Between the early 1980s and 1990s, the U. S. experienced
rapidly growing rates of juvenile crime (Butts, 2003), with a particularly steep increase in
10

violent offenses (e.g., murder, rape, and armed robbery) (Fox, 1996). As the juvenile
crime rates peaked in the early 1990s, a group of conservative criminal justice researchers
and economists, including John DiIulio and James Fox, from Princeton and Northeastern,
respectively, released a series of reports that predicted the coming of a major juvenile
crime wave led by “juvenile super-predators” (DiIulio, 1995). DiIulio (1995)
characterized “super-predators” as “hardened, remorseless” adolescents with extreme
moral deficiencies and exceptional capacities for crime. He warned that “Americans
were sitting atop a demographic crime bomb,” and argued that “In deference to public
safety, we will have little choice but to pursue genuine get-tough law enforcement
strategies against the super-predators” (DiIulio, 1995, p. 23).
Around the same time as the publication of these reports in the mid-1990s, there
was a string of highly publicized school shootings (Richland High School, TN, 1995;
Frontier Middle School, WA, 1996; Columbine High School, CO, 1999). Despite the fact
that juvenile crime rates both on and off school campuses were actually decreasing
during the second half of the 90s, reaching 30-year lows between 1994 and 2002 (Butts,
2003; NCES, 2007; NCES, 2009), the confluence of negative, threatening images in the
media of “juvenile super-predators” and violent school shootings spawned a socially and
politically endorsed policy problem characterized by out-of-control students and unsafe
schools.
Zero-tolerance policies that support the rigid enforcement of predetermined
exclusionary consequences for a specific set of offenses became the favored policy
solution for this problem and represent the next major shift in school disciplinary trends.
11

Although the assumptions on which zero-tolerance policies are based (i.e., school
violence is at a crisis level, removing context from disciplinary decision-making is
somehow more equitable, and harsh punishments will deter others), have not been
substantiated in the research literature (APA, 2008; Casella, 2003; Martinez, 2009), the
widespread implementation of zero-tolerance and similarly punitive policies that favor
exclusionary responses to student misbehavior persist in schools across the country today.
Increased police presence on school campuses. As support for and
implementation of zero-tolerance policies continued to grow throughout the late 1990s
and early 2000s, so did new partnerships between schools and law enforcement. While
there has long been collaboration between public schools and police departments for the
purpose of security reinforcement, within the past 10 to 15 years there has been a major
expansion of both the presence and role of police officers on school campuses (Brady,
Balmer & Phenix, 2007; Texas Appleseed, Dec. 2010). Driven by the same
unsubstantiated fears and assumptions that underlie the zero-tolerance movement (i.e.,
schools are unruly, unsafe places due to increasingly unpredictable and violent student
behavior), the increased presence of School Resource Officers (SROs) was originally
intended to: reduce student criminal activity and violence; signal safety and security to
staff, students, and parents; and deter student misbehavior (Brady, et al., 2007). Despite
these intentions, however, research has failed to find an association between increased
police presence and either student perceptions of school safety or reduced reports of
student misbehavior (Brady, et al., 2007; Bracy, 2011). Furthermore, Bracy (2011)
suggested that in certain cases SROs serve to escalate otherwise minor instances of
12

student misbehavior, which according to a recent Texas-based report (Texas Appleseed,
Dec. 2010), may be due in part to SROs lack of specialized training in child/adolescent
development and protections for identified students under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act of 1994 (IDEA).
Ticketing and the criminalization of student behavior. Unsurprisingly, an
association has been identified between the expansion of police presence on school
campuses and an increase in the issuance of tickets and student arrests (Texas Appleseed,
Dec. 2010). In the state of Texas, where this study is set, SROs have the authority to issue
Class C misdemeanor tickets that require students to: appear in adult municipal or justice
court, obtain a criminal record, and often times receive excessively burdensome fines.
According to Texas Appleseed’s findings (Dec. 2010), the majority of tickets issued in
schools were for non-violent offenses including disruption of class and disorderly
conduct. This criminalization of student behaviors historically dealt with at the school
level by teachers and administrators has resulted in an influx of juvenile involvement
with both the criminal and juvenile justice systems. Furthermore, it has served to
strengthen the school-to-prison-pipeline, a concept that describes a student trajectory
from the classroom to the justice system triggered by punitive discipline responses in
schools (Archer, 2010; Justice Center, 2011; Texas Appleseed, 2007, Dec. 2010).
At present, punitive, exclusionary disciplinary policies that enable the school-toprison pipeline continue to dominate the school discipline landscape. However, as more
research, resources, and political interest focus on the differential implications of these
policies on students by race, ethnicity, socioeconomic status (SES), gender, and special
13

education status, the policy tide is beginning to shift toward more supportive approaches,
which are discussed later in this chapter.
FEDERAL POLICY CONTEXT
Federal educational policies have historically been hands-off when it comes to
disciplinary mandates and regulations, leaving it largely up to individual states and
school districts to establish guidelines for student misbehavior. There are, however,
several pieces of federal legislation that have served to shape and support the more recent
disciplinary trends described above (zero-tolerance, exclusionary polices and the
expansion of SRO programs). One such piece of federal legislation is the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
The ESEA, also referred to as No Child Left Behind in its 2001 reauthorization, is
primarily an academic accountability mandate that establishes a system of rewards and
sanctions based on annual gains and losses on state-developed standardized student
examinations. While the legislation requires the collection and public reporting of a large
amount of student academic data disaggregated by subgroups including race, SES,
English language learner (ELL), and special education status, it does not require the
reporting of any disciplinary data (Losen, Oct. 2011). Although discipline is not a major
focus of the ESEA legislation, two provisions under Title IV of the law, the Safe and
Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act (SDFCA) and the Gun Free Schools Act 1994
(GFSA), have major disciplinary implications.
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The SDFCA allots grant funds for the development, expansion, improvement, and
implementation of violence prevention and early intervention programs. One of the
explicitly authorized uses of grant funds is for the hiring of SROs (ESEA, 4, § 4115). As
discussed above, the expansion of SRO programs were found to be associated with an
increase in the criminalization of student behavior including higher rates of student
ticketing and arrests on school campuses (Brady, et al., 2007; Bracy, 2011; Texas
Appleseed, Dec. 2010). The GFSA of 1994, which also appears in Title IV of ESEA, on
the other hand, does not allot funds, but rather mandates that all schools receiving ESEA
funding put in place policies that expel, for a period of no less than one year, any student
found in possession of a weapon on a school campus, no questions asked. Although the
GFSA (1994) only requires state-level zero-tolerance policies for possession of a weapon
at school, states and local districts took great liberty in interpreting and expanding federal
guidelines to include a much more extensive list of offenses (both major and minor) that
trigger strong and swift exclusionary discipline tactics (APA, 2008; Texas Appleseed,
2007).
Another major piece of federal legislation with important disciplinary
implications is the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1994 (IDEA). Among
many other provisions for identified students, IDEA places limits on the amount of time a
student may be suspended, expelled, and/or placed in an alternative disciplinary setting;
requires students’ Individualized Education Plans (IEPs) to be recognized and appropriate
services provided in alternative settings; outlines parents’ rights to a hearing if they do
not agree with a disciplinary placement or manifestation decision; and establishes annual
15

reporting requirements to the U.S. Secretary of Education on disciplinary statistics for
identified students. Even with protections in place, however, special education identified
students continue to be disproportionately represented in school discipline data in the
state of Texas and nationwide (APA, 2008; Justice Center, 2011; Texas Appleseed, 2007;
April, 2010).
TEXAS POLICY CONTEXT
In 1995 the Texas Legislature reauthorized its education code adding an entire
section dedicated to school safety and discipline titled “Chapter 37, Discipline; Law and
Order.” Chapter 37 lays out a two-pronged policy structure that articulates both
mandatory and discretionary terms for student disciplinary removals. The code lists
specific infractions for both mandatory and discretionary removals to Disciplinary
Alternative Education Programs (DAEPs) and Juvenile Justice Alternative Education
Programs (JJAEPs), most of which are serious criminal offenses such as bringing a gun
to school, possession of drugs, or aggravated assault. Additionally, Chapter 37 gives local
school districts the authority to develop student codes of conduct and define other
offenses for which students may receive an in-school suspension (ISS), short-term out-ofschool suspension (OSS), or removal to a DAEP. Codes of conduct vary considerably by
district and violations could include anything from the possession of a dangerous object
to inappropriate attire (Texas Appleseed, 2007).
In its original form, Chapter 37 was steeped in zero-tolerance ideology;
administrators were not required to consider context for either mandatory or discretionary
student removals. It was not until the 81st legislative session in 2009, with the passage of
16

HB 171, that Chapter 37 was successfully amended to require administrators to take into
account intent, disciplinary history, self-defense, and student disabilities when making
removal decisions for both mandatory and discretionary offenses (HB 171, 81(R), 2009).
Thus, the pervasiveness of zero-tolerance in its most punitive form has begun to fade in
recent years (i.e., certain mitigating factors must be considered before doling out a
predetermined consequence). Yet the disciplinary consequences for student offenses in
code have not substantially changed and, as a result, a strongly held reliance on and
utilization of exclusionary discipline persists in schools across the state.
EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE
Exclusionary discipline refers to any disciplinary action that removes a student
from the traditional classroom setting as a means of punishment or consequence for a
disciplinary infraction. An exclusionary response may include in-school suspension
(ISS), out-of-school suspension (OSS), expulsion, or removal to an alternative
educational setting. Exclusionary practices have long been considered an efficient tool for
swiftly removing disruptions and diffusing potentially unsafe situations, but they neither
address nor attempt to resolve root causes or functions of student misbehavior. While
once reserved for the most serious and threatening of disciplinary infractions, recent
studies show an increasing utilization of exclusionary actions for minor, non-safety
threatening misbehaviors (Justice Center, 2011; Losen & Gillespie, August, 2012; Texas
Appleseed, April, 2010). With an ever growing number of students subject to
exclusionary dispositions and a mounting body of literature pointing to an association
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between exclusion and negative student outcomes (Carmichael et al., 2005; CDF, 1975;
Justice Center, 2011; Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Texas Appleseed, 2007; April, 2010), it is
necessary to investigate and challenge what is known about the potential costs and
benefits of perpetuating systems of discipline hinged on these practices. Thus, in this
section, a review of relevant literature on school discipline is presented with a focus on
exclusionary practices, their implications, outcomes, and alternatives.
Disproportionality. Disproportionality is a term used in school discipline
literature to describe the overrepresentation or underrepresentation of certain student
subpopulations within the overall population of disciplined students. This phenomenon
was initially exposed in the CDF’s (1975) seminal report on the impact of school
suspensions on student outcomes. Since then, research has continued to find associations
between certain student characteristics and an increased likelihood of exclusionary
discipline. In the subsections that follow the literature on disproportionality by race, sex,
SES, special education status, and other newly emerging categories of overrepresentation
is explored.
Race. Research on school discipline data reveal a troublingly predictable pattern:
African American, male, poor, and special education students tend to be subjected to
suspension and expulsion at far higher rates than their peers (CDF, 1975; Bradshaw et al.,
2010; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Justice Center, 2011; Losen & Gillespie, 2012;
Skiba et al., 2012; Petras, Masyn, Buckley, Ianlonga, & Kellam, 2011). The CDF’s 1975
report, which analyzed a national sample of school discipline data from districts enrolling
more than 50% of the nation’s public school students and approximately 90% of all
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minority students, found that African American students were suspended at twice the rate
of any other ethnic group. More than 35 years later in a recently released analysis of
disciplinary data from the 2009-2010 Civil Rights Data Collection (CRDC), Losen and
Gillespie (2012) found similarly disproportionate rates of suspension for African
American students. Specifically, the authors reported rates of suspension for African
American students at more than twice those of Latino students, more than 3 times those
of White students, and more than 8 times those of Asian American students (Losen &
Gillespie, 2012, p. 7).
Largely mirroring national trends, substantial disparities in exclusionary
discipline rates between African American and other racial/ethnic groups in the state of
Texas were highlighted in the Council of State Government’s Justice Center (2011)
Breaking Schools’ Rules report. Using a multivariate approach to isolate the contribution
of race on disciplinary actions, the Justice Center study found that controlling for all
other measurable student and campus characteristics, the chances of an African American
student in Texas receiving a discretionary removal in the 9th grade were about 30%
higher than for a White or Latino student (p. 45). Also utilizing multivariate
methodologies to control for student and classroom covariates on a sample of 7,000
elementary school students, Bradshaw et al. (2010) found that after controlling for
students’ level of behavior problems, as well as teachers’ perceptions of student
disruptiveness, African American students had a significantly greater risk of receiving
disciplinary referrals than White students.
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From the mid-1970s through the present, across Texas-based and national
samples, spanning elementary- through high school-level data, school discipline research
provides ample evidence to support the problem of racial disproportionality.
Unfortunately, the underlying reasons for the perpetuation of this phenomenon are more
difficult to define.

Literature pertaining to teacher, administrator, and school-level

factors associated with an increased utilization of exclusionary practices is explored
below. Before examining this body of literature, however, it is important to highlight
other areas of disproportionality including sex, SES, special education status and the
newly emerging area of sexual identity. In so doing it must be noted that disentangling
race, SES, and special education is a somewhat complicated task due to interactions and
instances of covariance among these categories (Skiba, Poloni-Staudinger, Simmons,
Feggins-Azziz, & Chong-Guen, 2005).
Gender. Although not as commonly analyzed in exclusionary discipline studies
as race, research does provide evidence of disproportionality in the rates of male vs.
female disciplinary removals (Bradshaw et al., 2010; CRDC, 2006; Justice Center, 2011;
Skiba et al., 2002). On a national level, the CRDC’s 2006 projections1 reported K-12
male enrollment at 51% and female enrollment at 49%, yet males constituted
approximately 70% of all OSS removals compared to females’ 30% (CRDC, 2006). The
disparity between male and female removals was even more pronounced for expulsions,
with male students representing 75% of all such removals (CRDC, 2006). At the Texas

1 The most recently released 2009-2010 data on national projections are not yet publically available on the CRDC’s

website: http://ocrdata.ed.gov/StateNationalEstimations.
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level, the Justice Center’s (2011) findings also indicated a disproportionately high rate of
disciplinary referrals for male students.
One proposed explanation for this observed disproportionality is that teachers
perceive male students’ behavior as more aggressive than females’ (Condry & Ross,
1985; Pulkkinen & Pitkanen, 1993). Another study that examined differential male and
female academic and classroom performance suggested that girls exhibit more selfdiscipline in their ability to stay on task in the classroom and “choose successfully among
conflicting impulses” (Duckworth & Seligman, 2006, p. 200). Whether or not boys
actually exhibit more aggressive behavior and less self-discipline than girls was not
found to be relevant in explaining disproportionality; Petras et al. (2011) found that,
controlling for levels of student aggression, boys were still more likely to receive
disciplinary referrals than girls.
In addition to male-female between group disproportionality, several studies
provide evidence of racial disproportionality within gender categories. Blake, Butler,
Lewis, & Darensbourg (2011) and Mendez & Knoff (2003) found that African American
female students experienced far higher rates of disciplinary referrals than their nonAfrican American female peers. Bradshaw et al. (2010), on the other hand, found overall
discrepancies between male and female disciplinary referral rates but no significant
difference between risk of referral for African American and White females. Bradshaw et
al. (2010) did, however, find that African American boys in their study had a 55% greater
risk of receiving a referral than White boys.
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Socioeconomic status. An association between SES and risk of a disciplinary
removal is also well documented in the school discipline literature; poor students are
disproportionately disciplined (Nichols, 2004; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002;
Skiba et al., 2012). Most recently, in a study that aimed to isolate the relative
contributions of student behavior, student demographics, and school characteristics to
OSS and expulsion rates, Skiba et al. (2012), found that low SES students (i.e., students
eligible for free or reduced price lunch) were significantly more likely to receive an OSS,
but less likely to receive an expulsion. While the OSS finding is consistent with extant
literature on disciplinary disproportionality, the expulsion finding is not. The American
Academy of Pediatrics (2003) policy statement on OSS and expulsion cited 2000 US
census data and reported that students living in poverty were at an increased risk of
expulsion. Even in instances when SES is found to be a significant predictor of
disciplinary removals (OSS or expulsion), it is not generally as strong a predictor as race.
Special education status. All identified special education students are protected
under the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), which was enacted
to ensure students with disabilities receive a free and appropriate education. Under IDEA
(2004) districts are required to report exclusionary referrals for identified students; to
restrict the number of days for disciplinary removals; after a total of 10 days removed, to
provide services specified in students’ Individualized Education Plans (IEPs); and to set
up procedures to assess whether a disciplinary infraction is a manifestation of a disability.
Yet, despite IDEA’s protections, special education students are consistently
overrepresented in disciplined populations (Krezmien, Leone & Achilles, 2006; Losen &
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Gillespie, 2012; Justice Center, 2011; Skiba, 2002). CRDC 2009-2010 national data
showed that students with disabilities were suspended at twice the rate of their nonidentified peers (Losen & Gillespie, 2012). Furthermore, the CRDC data revealed that
25% of African American identified K-12 students experienced at least one suspension
during the 2009-2010 school year, and were at much higher risk for multiple disciplinary
referrals (Losen & Gillespie, 2012). In Texas, the Justice Center (2011) also found
exceptionally high rates of suspension and expulsion among special education students,
with nearly 75% receiving at least one disciplinary removal between 7th and 12th grade.
Not all identified students, however, are at an equally high risk of exclusionary
removals. Research suggests that students with emotional and behavioral disorders are
suspended and expelled at much higher rates than other identified students with mental or
physical disabilities (Krezmien et al., 2006, Justice Center, 2011). As Krezmien (2006)
explained, the overrepresentation of emotionally disturbed students is especially
problematic because they are the very students with the greatest need for consistent
behavioral interventions. Disruptions to services and supports due to disciplinary
removals can lead to major setbacks in social, emotional, behavioral, and academic
progress for this particularly vulnerable subpopulation.
Other emerging subpopulations. Over the past decade, research has emerged
that explores the link between student sexual identity and bullying in schools. The
literature in this area suggests a relationship between non-heterosexual identification and
increased rates of bullying and victimization, decreased student academic outcomes,
diminished feelings of connectedness at school, and compromised perceptions of school
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safety (Bishop & Casida, 2011; Diaz, Kosciw, & Greytak, 2010; Lock, 2002; Rivers and
Noret, 2008; Toomey, McGuire & Russell, 2012). Less is known about sexual minority
representation among disciplined students. In a recent study, Himmelstein and Bruckner
(2011) conducted multivariate analyses on a nationally representative sample of
adolescents in 7th through 12th grade from 1995 to 2002. Controlling for offense, the
authors found that non-heterosexuality (measured by three indicators including same-sex
attraction, same-sex romantic relationships, and lesbian, gay or bisexual (LGB) selfidentification) predicted higher rates of expulsion and involvement with juvenile justice,
particularly for LGB girls. Due to the difficulty and sensitivity associated with obtaining
student sexual identity data, it is a more difficult subpopulation to study. However,
Himmelstein and Bruckner’s (2011) findings suggest a need for increased awareness,
training, and research on the disciplining of sexually marginalized youth.
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH THE USE OF EXCLUSION
The majority of suspensions reported, both nationally and in Texas, are for
nonviolent code of conduct violations (Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Justice Center, 2011).
From 2000 to 2009, only 3% of all disciplinary removals in Texas were for serious
mandatory offenses; the rest were for discretionary, relatively minor code of conduct
breaches (Justice Center, 2011). Accordingly, in the vast majority of instances in which a
student is subject to a disciplinary action, a teacher or administrator has a choice whether
to remove the student. Research shows a great deal of inconsistency in how such
disciplinary choices are made, as rates of suspension and expulsion vary widely between
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districts and campuses (Justice Center, 2011; Skiba et al. 2012). In this section, literature
is reviewed on teacher- and school-level factors that may contribute to the observed
variation and disproportionality in discretionary removals.
Teacher factors. Some research suggests that a cultural disconnect between
teachers and students may exacerbate the problem of disproportionality (Bacon, Banks,
Young & Jackson, 2007; DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho; Monroe, 2006). Monroe (2006)
argued that when a teacher’s cultural background is divergent from her or his students,
the risk of behavioral misperceptions and inappropriate disciplinary responses increases.
For example, a teacher may misperceive a student behavior as disrespectful or disruptive,
when in fact the behavior is more a reflection of differences in cultural conventions
related to physical and verbal expression than an act of defiance. Likewise, Skiba et al.
(2002) suggest that cultural discontinuity between teacher and students may have
contributed to their finding that White students in the study’s sample were found to be
significantly more likely than African American students to receive disciplinary referrals
for objective infractions such as vandalism or obscene language. African American
students, on the other hand, were more likely to be referred for more subjective behaviors
like disrespectful conduct, threats, or excessive noise. While Monroe (2006) and Skiba et
al. (2002) make a case that cultural biases matter in the disciplining process, they do not
imply that a cultural mismatch between teacher and students is insurmountable. Rather,
their findings highlight the need for targeted teacher training that challenges cultural
biases and supports equitable disciplinary strategies.

25

The need for teacher training reform is further emphasized in research that studies
the impact of pre-service experiences on the ways in which teachers discipline (Kaya,
Lundeen & Wolfgang, 2010; Toshalis, 2010). Kaya et al. (2010) studied pre-service
teachers’ disciplinary orientations before and after their student teaching experiences.
The authors found that post-student teaching, pre-service teachers were significantly
more likely to show a preference for more punitive disciplinary models than before their
in-classroom experience. Similarly, Toshalis’s (2010) study on pre-service teachers
revealed that in a desperate effort to maintain control of their classrooms, pre-service
teachers would often revert to and reproduce their own experiences of being disciplined
rather than the techniques they may have studied in training programs. Both the observed
shift in disciplinary preferences from supportive to punitive models and the reversion to
and reproduction of personal disciplinary experiences represent a point of breakdown in
collaboration between the university and the school; in the absence of supports necessary
to help pre-service teachers successfully apply concepts learned while in training, they
opted for quick-control, survival methods of discipline.
School factors. Research indicates that school-level factors play an important role
in predicting the level of utilization of exclusionary practices in schools as well as overall
disproportionality. As Skiba et al. (2012) asserted, “systemic school level variables are
far more important in determining the over-representation of African American students
in discipline than are any behavioral or student characteristics” (Skiba et al., 2012, p. 20).
While the school-level indicators of interest vary across the research literature, a
promising potentiality throughout this type of research is that the identification of school26

level characteristics associated with the disproportionate utilization of exclusion is
particularly useful in developing meaningful and targeted policy solutions.
Certain research in this area focuses on the strength of school-level demographics
in predicting risk and rates of suspension and expulsion (Christle, Nelson, & Jolivette,
2004; Han & Akiba, 2011; Skiba et al. 2012). Skiba et al. (2012), for example, found that
school-level enrollment of African-American students was an even stronger predictor of
OSS and expulsion than a student’s actual offense. In a secondary analysis of 2005-2006
School Survey on Crime and Safety data, Han and Akiba (2011) also reported an
association between minority enrollment and risk of OSS. In addition, Han and Akiba
(2011) found an increased frequency of severe exclusionary actions for less serious
disciplinary offenses in schools with higher enrollments of minority, special education
and low SES students.
Noltemeyer and Mcloughlin (2010) look at the impact of school typology on
exclusionary discipline practices. School typology includes school-level demographics,
but also incorporates population density, community income levels, geographic location,
and school size (Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010). The study found that controlling for
poverty, the interaction between school typology and race was significant. In other
words, the relationship between race and utilization of exclusionary discipline depended
on a schools typology.
Other research focuses on the structure, clarity, and enforcement of school rules
and consequences. A study by Gregory & Cornell (2009), made a case based on parenting
literature that adolescents are at a stage in their lives, both cognitively and
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developmentally, in which they are much better equipped to process and respond to
authoritative rather than authoritarian leadership. Authoritative leadership is marked by
structure and support (I expect you to do x, and this is why). Authoritarian leadership, on
the other hand, is denoted by rigid structure and a lack of support (do x, because I said
so). In a follow-up study based on this premise, Gregory, Cornell, and Fan (2011)
analyzed student school climate surveys to measure schools’ levels of authoritative
characteristics. They then examined the relationship between schools’ authoritative
ratings and suspension rates. The study’s findings showed that schools with low
authoritative ratings on both structure and support indicators had the highest levels of
suspension for all students, as well as the most pronounced disciplinary disproportionality
by race.
Yet another school-level factor investigated in the research is school setting (i.e.,
K-8 vs. middle school). In her 2007 study, Arcia compared suspension rates of 6th and 7th
graders in K-8 settings to similar students in middle school settings in order to examine
the effect of school setting on suspension. Arcia (2007) identified a strong setting effect;
6th and 7th graders in middle school settings had substantially higher rates of suspension
than those in K-8 settings regardless of race, academic achievement and disciplinary
history. Although a strong setting effect was identified, the study design prevented Arcia
(2007) from identifying characteristics within the middle school setting that may have
contributed to the increased use of suspension.
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OUTCOMES ASSOCIATED WITH EXCLUSIONARY DISCIPLINE
A major reason why the disproportionality phenomenon is so troubling is because
nearly 40 years of research on exclusionary discipline points to an association between
these practices and negative student outcomes (Carmichael et al., 2005; CDF, 1975;
Justice Center, 2011). Thus, when African American, poor, male, and special education
students are subjected to exclusionary dispositions at higher rates than their peers, they
also bear a disproportionate burden and risk of winding up on suboptimal academic and
behavioral trajectories. In this section, academic, school-to-prison, and school safety
outcomes associated with exclusionary discipline are discussed.
Academic outcomes. Exclusionary removals are academically disruptive. When
students are removed from the classroom setting for any amount of time they miss out on
valuable classroom learning time. The impact of this disruption varies by case; however,
research has found an overall increased risk of grade retention and dropping out
associated with suspension and expulsion (CDF, 1975; Justice Center, 2011; Lee,
Cornell, Gregory, & Fan, 2011; Stearns & Glennie, 2006). Specifically, the Justice Center
(2011) found that students in Texas with at least one discretionary suspension or
expulsion were twice as likely to be retained in grade as similar students from similar
schools with no violation.
While an increased risk of dropout was detected across the research literature on
disciplinary exclusion, Stearns & Glennie (2006) found that the impact of school
discipline varied by grade and age. High school freshmen and students under the age of
16 were more likely to drop out for reasons associated with school discipline, whereas
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older students were more likely to drop out for reasons related to employment. Such
findings serve to highlight the importance of early disciplinary interventions.
School-to-prison pipeline. The school-to-prison pipeline describes a student
trajectory from the classroom to the justice system triggered by exclusionary discipline
responses in schools (Archer, 2010; Fowler, 2011). While the term is often used as a
political tool to promote disciplinary reform, over the past several years, research has
begun to establish evidence of a statistically significant relationship between exclusionary
school discipline and future involvement in the juvenile justice system (Carmichael et al.,
2005; Justice Center, 2011). Carmichael et al. (2005) found that disciplinary referrals in
school were a strong predictor of future involvement in the justice system. The Justice
Center’s (2011) study substantiated the findings of Carmichael et al. (2005), revealing
that students with repeated suspensions and expulsions had a significantly increased risk
of involvement with the juvenile justice system. More alarmingly, however, the study
found that even a single discretionary suspension or expulsion tripled students’ chances
of juvenile justice contact in the following year (Justice Center, 2011).
School safety levels. As discussed above, the highly publicized school shootings
in the 1990s along with the notion of the coming of the “juvenile super-predator”
(DiIulio, 1995) did much damage to the image of public schools in America. The idea
that public schools are dangerous, violent places has stuck and is often used as a rationale
for tough-on-crime, punitive disciplinary policies. Such policies rely on the assumption
that swift disciplinary removals deter others from engaging in delinquent behaviors and
increase overall safety of the school (APA, 2008). There is, however, no evidence to
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substantiate these assumptions (APA, 2008). In a study that compared student, teacher,
and parent perceptions of school violence to actual instances of school violence, Ashford,
Queen, Algozzine, & Mitchell (2008), found that the most frequent disciplinary
infractions in the schools studied were nonviolent, relatively minor misbehaviors
including tardiness, classroom disruption, and rule violations. Actual acts of violence
were rare. While it is important for teachers and administrators to have the necessary
tools to remove students who pose a real threat to others, it is a false assumption that
schools are unsafe places in which these instances regularly occur, or that such instances
are those for which suspensions and expulsions are most commonly utilized.
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO REDUCE EXCLUSIONARY SCHOOL DISCIPLINE
In July of 2011 Secretary Duncan and Attorney General Holder announced the
creation of the Supportive School Discipline Initiative (SSDI). In acknowledgement of
disproportionality trends and school-to-prison pipeline implications, the SSDI aims to
establish and promote best practices in disciplinary data collection, research, and
alternative school discipline policies and interventions (SSDI Press Release, 2011). With
growing attention and momentum around the issue of disciplinary disproportionality,
many districts and campuses have sought out and implemented different disciplinary
strategies to manage and ultimately minimize student offenses and the use of
exclusionary responses. In this section, literature on Positive Behavioral Supports and
Interventions (PBIS) as well as other promising approaches to improving classroom and
school-wide behavior management and school climate are explored.
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PBIS and tiered interventions. As discussed above, reactive responses to student
misbehavior such as the utilization of exclusionary removals, the implementation of zerotolerance policies, and the ramping up of police presence on school campuses do not have
a strong track record of success. There is no evidence that schools are safer places, that
school climate improves, or that students are better off as a result of punitive punishment
exclusionary policies. On the contrary, research confirms that a predictable subset of
students is disproportionately punished, often for repeated offenses, and frequently with
the accompaniment of negative academic outcomes (CDF, 1975; Justice Center, 2011;
Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Skiba et al., 2012). In contrast, PBIS was developed as a
proactive systemic approach to school discipline aimed at identifying functions of student
behaviors and connecting them with appropriate supports and services along a spectrum
of increasingly targeted interventions (Sugai & Horner, 2002). The aim of PBIS is to
support and shift student behaviors, increase opportunities for academic success, and
improve overall classroom and school climate (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
PBIS is one of the more common approaches to disciplinary reform implemented
on campuses and across districts nationwide (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf, 2010). With
appropriate and sustained professional development, administrative support, program
fidelity, and evaluation mechanisms in place, PBIS has been shown to be associated with
decreased rates of suspension and expulsion in schools (Bradshaw, Mitchell, & Leaf,
2010; Luiselli et al., 2005). When, however, the necessary infrastructure for PBIS
implementation is not fully in place, teacher buy-in and program effectiveness may be
compromised (Marchant, Christensen, Womack, Conley, & Fisher, 2010). Yet, overall
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and at its best, PBIS represents one of the most promising and well-researched models of
disciplinary reform (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
A defining characteristic of PBIS is that it is not a prescriptive disciplinary
regime, but rather a framework for better assessing the needs of students, administering
appropriate services at appropriate times, and maximizing chances of student behavioral
and academic success. It is by nature adaptable to different school levels, sizes, and
situations and may be implemented and integrated with other disciplinary programs and
interventions. Osher, Bear, Sprague, & Doyle (2010) offer strategies for integrating
school-wide PBIS with social emotional learning (SEL), which builds self-awareness and
social awareness, inter-personal skills, and responsible decision making, and ecological
approaches that promote indirect behavioral management through increased active
student participation in engaging, dynamic instruction.
Other non-exclusionary interventions. Whereas PBIS represents a large-scale,
school-wide reform effort that affects the way all student behaviors are viewed and
handled, there are many other incident-based interventions that provide non-exclusionary
options for student offenses. For example, The Virginia Threat Assessment Model,
developed by Dewey Cornell at the University of Virginia, provides a decision-making
protocol to help administers distinguish between transient and substantive threats made
by students. Once a determination is made regarding the nature of a threat, the model
provides guidelines for connecting students with appropriate services, supports, and
safety plans, and aims to minimize the use of unnecessary exclusionary responses
(Cornell, 2007). Cornell, Gregory, & Fan (2011) evaluated the implementation and
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effectiveness of the Virginia Threat Assessment Model in 23 high schools and found a
substantial decrease in long-term suspensions and bullying infractions compared to a
control group of high schools.
Peer mediation, which trains students to facilitate non-violent conflict resolution
between peers, is another example of a promising disciplinary intervention. Calbreath &
Crews (2011) conducted a case study on a middle school peer mediation program with a
unique on-going education component for peer mediators following their initial training
period. Early observations indicated an association between peer mediation and a
reduction in violent and disruptive student actions that typically trigger exclusionary
responses (Calbreath & Crews, 2011).
Other interventions target specific student populations. Moore & Ratchford
(2007), for example, studied a mentoring program in a North Carolina middle school that
aimed to reduce the disproportionate disciplining of African American male students. The
program, called Boys to Men, was established in partnership with a faculty member and
an African American fraternity from a nearby university. Fraternity members were
trained as mentors and provided academic and social support for African American, male,
at-risk students. While the program’s premise demonstrates potential for positively
affecting students and school discipline rates, due to its dependence on a relationship with
a university and steady commitment from fraternity volunteers, it is not as replicable or
sustainable as the above-mentioned interventions. All programs and practices described,
however, could, in theory, work in conjunction with PBIS.
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In addition to PBIS, peer mediation, and mentoring, the district under
investigation in this study employs a number of other non-exclusionary dispositions (See
Appendix B); some punitive, some interventionist. Non-exclusionary dispositions that
fall into the punitive category tend to be disconnected from the behavior for which a
student is referred. Punitive dispositions punish students without addressing the
underlying causes of their misbehavior. Such dispositions include detention (after school
and Saturday), time outs, loss of a privilege, and service duties on a school campus.
Dispositions in the intervention category, on the other hand, directly deal with and
attempt to connect youth with the supports needed to redirect the behavior for which
she/he is referred. Such non-exclusionary interventions used in the district under
investigation include behavioral plans, referrals to a counselor or dropout specialist,
conferences with parents, and conflict resolution meetings.
CONTRIBUTION TO THE LITERATURE
The present study adds to the current body of literature on exclusionary discipline
by directly comparing the impact of exclusionary discipline on student behavioral and
academic outcomes to that of non-exclusionary discipline. The extant literature on
exclusionary discipline, reviewed above, establishes that suspension, expulsion, and other
disciplinary removals are disproportionately used on particular subpopulations (i.e. male,
special education identified, youth of color) and associated with negative student
outcomes. The literature, however, falls short of comparing exclusionary discipline to
alternative strategies for the same student offenses. Thus, as stated in Chapter 1, there is
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no evidence that a non-exclusionary intervention (e.g., peer mediation, behavioral
contract, after school detention, etc.) works any better in terms of reducing risk of future
referral and academic failure, than a suspension for a student who engages in a particular
offense. The present study fills the gap in the literature by assessing the disparate impact
of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary dispositions on student outcomes.
In addition, the present study adds to the existing body of research by exploring
the extent to which a student’s offense affects the relationship between exclusion and
student outcomes. In so doing, the study probes the following types of questions: Are
there any behaviors for which an exclusionary intervention is associated with positive
academic or behavioral outcomes? Does an OSS for a student who commits a low-level
code of conduct violation (e.g., dress code violation or disrupting class) have a stronger
impact on student behavioral and academic outcomes than a suspension for a student who
gets into a fight?
NEW INSTITUTIONALISM AND SCHOOL DISCIPLINE
A fundamental assumption underlying institutional thought is that institutions, as
socially constructed systems of organization, give rise to unique practices, norms, values,
and beliefs (Meyer & Rowan, 2006). Institutional theories provide helpful lenses through
which to analyze why certain organizational structures are established and how
institutional norms are adopted and imbedded into organizational practices. Furthermore,
institutional theories shed light on the effect of organizational structure and norms on
constancy and change within institutional systems (Meyer & Rowan, 2006). Over the past
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century institutional frameworks have evolved across the social sciences to provide
powerful insights into the nature of organizational behaviors. For the purpose of this
study, a strand of institutional theory called “New Institutionalism” is used as a
framework with which to examine the institutional beliefs that underlie the use of
exclusionary discipline in schools.
New institutionalism conceptualizes the professional field or sector (e.g.,
education, medicine, or law) as the locus of institutionalization, the pursuit of legitimacy
as the source of organizational inertia, and organizational behaviors as expressions of
embedded routines and rituals (DiMaggio and Powell, 1991, adapted from table 1.1, p.
13). The theory is characterized by its skepticism toward rational actor models and its
underlying assumption that the acquisition of resources is not the strongest driver of
organization behavior. Rather, from a new institutional perspective, the motivating force
behind organizational practices is a desire for political power, professional approval, and
ultimately institutional legitimacy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 150). One important
concept used to explain organizational behaviors in light of this pursuit of legitimacy is
Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) “rationalized myths.” In the sections that follow the concept
of rationalized myths is explained and applied to the context of exclusionary discipline in
schools.
Exclusionary discipline as a rationalized myth. At a basic level Meyer and
Rowan (1977) describe rationalized myths as the structural manifestation of “widespread
understandings of social reality” (p. 343). These understandings may take the form of
organizational rituals, rules, and beliefs, but in practice function as uncontested truths.
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Despite their status within an institution as “fact,” rationalized myths are typically not
supported by empirical evidence or systematic, objective evaluation. Rather, the
institutionalized understandings that support rationalized myths are shaped and reinforced
by social factors including public opinion, political agendas, the pursuit of prestige, and
sometimes law (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Two defining characteristics of rationalized
myths are (1) the characterization of “social purposes as technical ones,” coupled with the
establishment of rules with which to pursue these pseudo-technical goals (p. 343); and (2)
a likelihood to be “taken for granted as legitimate apart from evaluations of their impact
on work outcomes” (p. 344).
Both defining properties of rationalized myths are locatable in the context of
exclusionary discipline in schools. They are particularly prominent in the organizational
behaviors and beliefs associated with the emergence and widespread implementation of
zero-tolerance policies, which as discussed above have become a gateway for the
increased utilization of exclusionary discipline in schools. The punitive practices

associated with zero-tolerance policies including swift disciplinary removals for
major and minor infractions have become institutionalized in many states and in many
district codes of conduct, even as zero-tolerance policies themselves weaken and
phase out in many state laws.2 Yet, as is typical of rationalized myths, the purported
benefits of exclusionary discipline are not substantiated by evidence of improved
school safety or student outcomes.
2

Texas HB 171, 81(R), 2009, successfully amended Texas Education Code, Chapter 37 to require
administrators to take into account intent, disciplinary history, self-defense, and student disabilities when
making removal decisions for both mandatory and discretionary offenses.
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Social purposes as technical goals. The original shift toward a zero-tolerance
approach to school discipline demonstrates Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) first defining
property of a rationalized myth—the characterization of social purposes as technical
goals. In the case of zero-tolerance, the social purpose framed as a technical problem
was the management of a seemingly threatening upsurge in crime and violence on
school campuses in the early-mid 1990s. As discussed above, the proliferation of the
notion of the “juvenile super-predator” (DiIulio, 1995; Fox, 1996) alongside several
well-publicized school shootings (Richland High School, TN, in 1995; Frontier
Middle School, WA, in 1996; Columbine High School, CO, 1999), created a socially,
politically, and, eventually, legally endorsed problem. This problem, however, was
not supported by or reflected in the juvenile crime and school safety data from that
era; between 1994 and 2002 the rate of violent teen crime, both on and off campus,
plummeted to a 30-year low (Butts, 2003; NCES, 2007, 2009).
Despite the decreasing rates of juvenile crime, the disturbing images of violent
school shootings that saturated news media outlets served to substantiate the myth of
the “juvenile super-predator” in the public and political consciousness, which
ultimately allowed state and local education agencies to frame school violence as a
real and imminent threat to the educational process and safety of all students. It was
this characterization of a social purpose as a technical one that legitimated the
perceived need for states to leverage the 1994 Gun Free Schools Act (GFSA) as a
means of bringing more punitive exclusionary discipline policies into schools.
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Legitimacy apart from evaluation. A great philosophical shift accompanied
the implementation of zero-tolerance policies; exclusionary discipline went from an
ultimate consequence for the most serious offenses to a precautionary measure used to
deter non-offenders and prevent future infractions. The assumptions that underlie this
shift demonstrate Meyer and Rowan’s (1977) second property of rationalized myths,
legitimacy apart from evaluation. While there is no evidence that exclusionary discipline
responses to student misbehavior improve school safety or decrease student offenses,
there is plenty of evidence, discussed throughout this chapter, that speaks to the negative
impact of exclusion on student outcomes (Balfanz, Byrnes, & Fox, 2013; Bradshaw,
Mitchell, O’Brennan, & Leaf, 2010; Carmichael, Whitten, & Voloudaki, 2005; Civil
Rights Project, 2000; CSG Justice Center, 2011; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010;
Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Noguera, 2003; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Texas
Applpeseed, 2007, 2010; Wallace, Goodkind, Wallace, & Bachman, 2008). Nevertheless,
punitive exclusionary policies remain steadfast in schools across the country.
Unlike with academic indicators, schools are not ranked, rated, sanctioned, or
supported based upon disciplinary practices. In the absence of formal review and
evaluation mechanisms, districts and individual campuses have the opportunity to
develop their own processes of organizational evaluation, reflection, and reform. In
Texas, some districts and campuses (including the district under investigation in this
study) do better than others at creating evaluation mechanisms for disciplinary practices,
but there are not yet enough schools engaging in meaningful evaluation and reform to
shift overall state trends (Texas Appleseed, 2010; Justice Center, 2011). As Meyer and
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Rowan (1977) explain, “inspection and evaluation can uncover events and deviations that
undermine legitimacy. So institutionalized organizations minimize and ceremonialize
inspection and evaluation” (p. 359). Perhaps as a means of maintaining organizational
legitimacy and perpetuating the rationalized myths associated with exclusionary policies,
districts and campuses minimize or entirely disconnect the negative implications of
exclusionary discipline from day-to-day disciplinary decision-making.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
As illustrated in Figure 2.1, the relationship at the heart of this study is that
between exclusionary dispositions and student outcomes. For the purpose of this study
exclusionary dispositions are broken into six categories (non-exclusionary, ISS, OSS,
DAEP removal, EXP with services, and EXP without services). Student academic
outcomes are measured using a variable called progress, which indicates if a student
moves to the next grade level or graduates in the period of one school year. Student
behavioral outcomes are measured using two variables: future offense, which measures a
student’s risk of committing an offense after an exclusionary disposition, and number of
future offenses, which predicts how many future offenses a student may commit
following an exclusionary disposition. Additionally, the study explores the extent to
which the relationship between exclusionary discipline and student outcomes (academic
and behavioral) depends on the type of offense a student commits.
Figure 2.1. Conceptual Framework
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In Chapters 4 and 5 the relationships depicted in the conceptual framework above
are tested and further evidence is provided to deconstruct the rationalized myths that
underlie the widespread use exclusionary discipline.

42

CHAPTER 3: METHODS
INTRODUCTION
The primary aim of this study is to investigate the relationship between
exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary discipline and student behavioral and academic
outcomes. This chapter lays out a specific plan for how to examine these relationships
and answer each of the study’s research questions:
1. How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student-level
characteristics?
2. What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and
behavioral outcomes?
3. To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student academic
and behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
Before detailing the methods used to address these questions, the data at the
center of the study are described. Additionally, a portrayal of the district under
investigation; a rationale for focusing on this district; an overview of the factors included
in the dataset; and, finally, the limitations of the data are discussed. Following an
orientation to the district and data under investigation, the specific methods and models
employed to answer each of the abovementioned research questions are presented.
THE DISTRICT AND THE DATA
The data obtained for this study come from a single Texas school district
(henceforth referred to as District X) and include student-level academic, demographic
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and disciplinary records for all K-12 students enrolled in the district’s elementary,
middle, alternative, and high schools during the 2008/09-2010/11 school years. Located
in a major metropolitan center, District X is one of the top ten largest districts in the state.
Currently, the district enrolls nearly 100,000 students and is comprised of more than 120
campuses. The majority of students enrolled in District X (approximately 60%) identify
as Latino and nearly 30% of students in the district are coded as English Language
Learners (ELLs). The proportion of Latino and ELL students in District X exceeds the
state average by at least 10%, whereas White enrollment is nearly 10% lower than the
overall state. On most other demographic and academic indicators, however, District X is
fairly representative (within a 5 percentage point margin) of the overall state. Table 3.1
below shows demographic comparisons between District X and the state by race,
economic disadvantage, ELL, and special education status.
Table 3.1. Demographic Comparison of District X to Total State 2010-2011
African American
Asian
Latino
Native American
White
Other

District X
~10%
<5%
~60%
<1%
~25%
<5%

Total State
14%
<5%
50%
<1%
33%
<5%

Economically Disadvantaged
ELL
Special Education
Total Students

~65%
~30%
~10%
~100,000

60%
17%
9%
4,850,000

Adapted from TEA’s data on District X and the State through the Lonestar Data reporting System, retrieved from:
http://loving1.tea.state.tx.us/lonestar/Home.aspx
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Disproportionality. According to 2010-2011 Texas Education Agency (TEA)
disciplinary reports, with the exception of In-School Suspension (ISS) for which District
X reported rates of referral much lower than the overall state (District X, 5%; State,
12%), District X’s rates of exclusionary discipline were similar to statewide rates in most
categories of disciplinary action. Both District X and the state reported similar rates of
Out-Of-School Suspension (OSS) (6% and 5%, respectively) and referrals to Disciplinary
Alternative Education Programs (DAEP) (approximately 2% for both the district and
state). Similarly, Juvenile Justice Alternative Education Program (JJAEP) referrals and
Expulsions were administered to less than 1% of students in both District X and the
overall state. Of all the disciplinary referrals reported at both the district and state level,
the vast majority were discretionary in nature, which indicates that a student’s offense did
not warrant a definite removal, but rather that a teacher or administrator chose to remove
a student for a particular offense. Consistent with recent Texas-based findings (Appleseed
2010; Justice Center, 2011), only 3% of disciplinary referrals in the state and less than
10% in District X were mandated under state or federal law (TEA discipline reports,
2011).
While the above-mentioned rates of disciplinary actions (i.e., OSS, DAEP, and
JJAEP referrals) and imbalance between discretionary and mandatory referrals suggest
District X is reasonably representative of the overall state, such data points expose little
meaningful information about the actual population of students who experience referrals.
As discussed in Chapter 2, research shows, in no uncertain terms, that some students are
at higher risk of disciplinary referrals than others; particularly, African American, male,
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economically disadvantaged and special education identified students (CDF, 1975;
Bradshaw et al., 2010; Gregory et al., 2010; Justice Center, 2011; Losen & Gillespie;
2012; Skiba et al., 2012; Petras et al., 2011). Table 2 below suggests that such patterns of
overrepresentation discussed in the research literature hold true for both District X and
the overall state.
Table 3.2. Discipline Action Summary by Subpopulations for District X and State 2010-2011
2010-2011 Disciplince Action Representation by Student Group for District X and Total State
ALL

ISS

District X State

OSS

District X State

DAEP

District X State

JJAEP

District X State

EXPULSION

District X State

District X State

ALL STUDENTS

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

BLACK

~10%

13%

20%

22%

23%

31%

23%

23%

18%

22%

n/a

21%

LATINO

~60%

50%

65%

50%

63%

50%

61%

52%

65%

56%

n/a

51%

WHITE

~25%

31%

12%

25%

11%

17%

14%

22%

n/a

19%

0%

25%

FEMALE

48%

49%

33%

34%

32%

30%

26%

26%

14%

18%

n/a

20%

MALE

52%

51%

67%

66%

68%

70%

74%

74%

86%

82%

n/a

80%

SPECIAL ED.

~10%

10%

20%

15%

23%

18%

25%

19%

31%

21%

n/a

16%

ECON. DIS.

~65%

57%

80%

68%

79%

73%

72%

70%

67%

61%

100%

61%

Adapted from TEA’s Discipline Action Group Summary 2010-2011 for the State and District X, retrieved from:
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/adhocrpt/Disciplinary_Data_Products/DAG_Summaries/DAG_SUMMARY.html

Table 2 shows the percentage of students represented in each disciplinary action
group (ISS, OSS, DAEP, JJAEP, Expulsion) disaggregated by race, gender, special
education, and economic disadvantage. Disciplinary disproportionality may be identified
in the table by comparing the percentage of students within each disciplinary action
category to their overall representation (listed in the columns titled “ALL”); a deviation
from prevalence in the total student body signifies either over- or underrepresentation. As
observed in Table 3.2, the most extreme examples of overrepresentation for both District
X and the state occur in the Black subpopulation. Black students represent approximately
two times (or more) their actual population in every disciplinary action group in both
District X and the overall state. Latino students are also overrepresented across most
46

disciplinary action categories, though to a far lesser degree than African Americans.
White and Asian students on the other hand, are underrepresented across all categories.
In addition to exposing disproportionality by race, Table 3.2 highlights the
disparity between male and female disciplinary referrals, showing males strongly
overrepresented across disciplinary action groups at both the district and state levels.
Moreover, Table 3.2 reveals a growing disparity between male and female representation
as severity of disciplinary action increases (i.e., males are more strongly overrepresented
in removals to JJAEPs than ISS). Special education identified, economically
disadvantaged, and at-risk students are also overrepresented across disciplinary action
groups. As mentioned above and in Chapter 2 these findings are consistent with the
literature on disciplinary disproportionality.
Disciplinary policy context. Although District X may look similar to the state on
many demographic and disciplinary indicators, there are a number of factors unaccounted
for in state reporting requirements that make District X a uniquely interesting site for this
study. One such factor is District X’s progressive, proactive policy approach to school
discipline. District X has been a pioneer, both within the state of Texas and nationally, in
its support and implementation of PBIS. As discussed in Chapter 2, PBIS refers to a
tiered system of interventions and supports designed to identify and address students’
specific behavioral and academic needs by emphasizing function of misbehavior, positive
feedback, informed decision making, appropriate interventions, and clear, explicit
expectations. Given sufficient resources, training, and program fidelity, PBIS has been
shown to improve student and school-level outcomes (i.e., decrease student behavioral
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problems, increase academic performance, and improve school climate) (Sugai & Horner,
2002).
First piloting PBIS during the 2003-2004 school year, District X was one of the
earliest districts in the state to attempt implementation on a school-wide basis. District X
has since expanded PBIS implementation district-wide; as of the 2010-2011 school year
PBIS approaches were used on more than 65% of District X’s campuses (District X
Department of Research and Evaluation, 2010). Despite the widespread dedication to
PBIS approaches, however, very few campuses have reached high levels of
implementation. According to District X’s most recent PBIS implementation evaluation
report that rates all campuses based on a 5-tiered scale (1 for no action; 2 for
planning/training; 3 for beginning; 4 for intermediate; and 5 for advanced) the vast
majority of campuses received level 3 (beginning) ratings. Although progress towards
full implementation is slow, the district’s ongoing commitment to developing and
expanding PBIS capacities indicates a level of disciplinary self-awareness and
amenability towards proactive policy options that is distinctive within the state.
Internally, in an effort to promote accountability around disciplinary practices,
District X distributes school discipline reports to Associate Superintendents every six
weeks. These reports show disciplinary referrals by subpopulation and are used as a tool
to keep campuses apprised of disproportionality and overall disciplinary patterns. District
X also utilizes an internally developed, collaborative data tool to monitor student
discipline actions and interventions across campuses. The data system is an electronic
dashboard that draws from a number of District X databases to create a comprehensive
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student profile including academic, behavioral, health, and intervention service
information. The system allows for input from service providers, teachers, and
administrators. It has the capacity to identify students in need of additional academic or
behavioral support, locate appropriate interventions, and track services and student
progress.
In yet another display of commitment to disciplinary innovation and reform,
District X piloted a school behavioral health program on one high school campus
beginning in March 2012. Funded through a federal Access grant and in partnership with
a local healthcare system, the pilot program placed a mental health provider on the school
campus who provided student and family counseling free of charge (no insurance
necessary). Students were referred to the counselor through a teacher or nurse referral.
The program plans to expand to two additional campuses in the next school year and four
more in the following year.
Overall, District X provides a particularly interesting setting for this study for a
number of reasons. First, it is a large district that in many ways mirrors the demographics
and disciplinary patterns of the state. Second, District X offers a unique opportunity to
study the persistence of exclusionary discipline practices in a well-established PBIS
policy context with innovative technological, behavioral health, and disciplinary
evaluation strategies in place. Finally, at a moment when District X is particularly open to
and actively seeking new policy solutions for its disciplinary programs, this research has
potential for real and meaningful impact on district policy.
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Unique Disposition Data. Another factor that makes District X particularly
interesting to study is the disciplinary data it collects beyond that which is mandated by
the state. The state of Texas is relatively advanced compared to other states in its
disciplinary data collection and reporting. Annually, the state collects data on overall
counts of disciplinary actions disaggregated by race, SES, at-risk, and special education
status. Additionally, the state collects and reports data on reasons for removal (e.g.,
weapon, fighting, drugs, and other statutorily defined serious offenses) and to where
students are removed (i.e., JJAEP, DAEP, and ISS).
While much can be gleaned from these data, a major limitation of the disciplinary
data available at the state level is that only removals (i.e., suspension, expulsions, and
ISS) are reported. State data currently provide no information on the counts or plights of
students who commit an offense but are not subjected to exclusionary discipline. In other
words, state-reported data only capture students who are actually removed from the
classroom, not those who are given alternative dispositions such as a referral to a
counselor, letter sent home, after-school detention, or peer mediation. Thus, the state data
only tell part of the disciplinary story in Texas schools, and the omission of nonexclusionary disposition data prohibits the state-level investigation of the impact of less
punitive dispositions on student outcomes.
State reporting requirements, however, set the minimum bar for local data
collection; districts may collect any data they wish beyond those mandated by the state.
In an effort to learn more about its own disciplinary practices and better address problems
associated with overrepresentation, District X collects additional data on school
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discipline that include disposition codes. Disposition codes refer to the specific
disciplinary consequence or response to a student offense, such a removal to a DAEP,
counselor referral, or behavioral contract. Most student offenses in District X are linked
to at least one disposition code. (See Appendix A and B for a full list of offense and
disposition codes.) The collection of these data allow for analyses of the impact of
exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary dispositions on student outcomes.
Specifications of the Dataset. District X has been collecting disposition data
since the 2008 school year. The data utilized for this study span three school years
(2008/09-2010/11). All K-12 campuses, open enrollment charters, and alternative schools
within the district are accounted for in the dataset. In compliance with FERPA
regulations, all student-level data have been de-identified by the district and all small cell
sizes removed. The broad categories of student-level variables included in the dataset, as
well as those created for the purpose of the study, are listed below in Table 3.3.
Table 3.3. Existing and Created Variables in the Study’s Dataset
Existing Variables
Race/Ethnicity
Gender
Economic Disadvantage
Special Education Status
LEP Status
Offense codes
Disposition Codes
Met TAKS Reading/Math
Grade Level

Created Variables
Exclusion Type
Exclusion Max
Progress
Any Future Offense
Number Future Offense

Data Definitions:
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Race: For the purpose of this study race is divided into six categories: African American,
Asian, Hispanic, Native American, White, and Other.
Economic Disadvantage: Eligibility for free and reduced price lunch is used as a proxy
for economic disadvantage.
Special Education and LEP Status: Special Education and Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) are considered dichotomous (yes/no) variables.
Offense Code: Offense codes describe the behavior for which a student may be formally
disciplined. For the purpose of this study offense codes are collapsed into 16 broad
categories. (See Appendix A for a full list of behaviors included in each offense
category.)
Disposition Code: Disposition codes represent the formal disciplinary action recorded in
response to a student offense.
Met TAKS Reading/Math: Met TAKS Reading and Met TAKS Math are dichotomous
variables that indicate if a student met the passing level for her Reading or Math
standardized TAKS test in a given school year.
Grade Level: Grade level is split into three categories: elementary (K-5), middle (6-8),
and high school (9-12).
Exclusion type: Exclusion type refers to the type of disposition a student receives for an
offense. For the purpose of this study two exclusion variables were created—a six-level
and a dichotomous variable. The ordered six-level variable assumes that some types of
exclusion are worse for students than others, and is thus ranked from 0 to 5 with 0 (nonexclusionary disposition) representing the least exclusionary and least harmful
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dispositions, and 5 (expulsion without services) expressing the most exclusionary and
most harmful dispositions. The dichotomous exclusion type variable collapses
dispositions into two categories, exclusionary and non-exclusionary. (See Appendix B for
a full list of dispositions included in each exclusion variable.)
Exclusion Max: A student may receive a number of dispositions for a single offense. The
Exclusion Max variable indicates if a student received at least one exclusionary
disposition for a particular offense. It is turned on (or equal to 1) if any disposition for a
unique offense code is exclusionary in nature.
Progress: Progress is a dichotomous variable that equals “1” if a student increases a
grade level in a year or, if in 12th grade, graduates by the end of the school year, and
equals “0” if a student is held back, drops out, or, if in 12th grade, fails to graduate by the
end of the school year.
Any Future Offense: Any Future Offense indicates if a student has any subsequent
offenses following an exclusionary disposition.
Number of Future Offenses: Number of Future Offenses offers counts the number of
subsequent offenses a student has following an offense that receives an exclusionary
disposition.
LIMITATIONS
Data limitations. The dataset obtained for this study is rich with unique
disciplinary information unavailable at the state level, yet it is not without limitations. For
one, the dataset does not contain teacher-level information that links teachers to a
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classroom(s) and set of students. Thus, this study cannot discern the impact of the
specific teacher on disciplinary decisions and student outcomes. Furthermore, the dataset
does not include information on teacher certification and training, years of experience, or
demographic characteristics. Although research suggests that teacher instructional
competence, experience, and cultural alignment (or dis-alignment) with students matter
(Bacon, Banks, Young & Jackson, 2007; DeCastro-Ambrosetti & Cho; Monroe, 2006), in
the absence of teacher data this study cannot test such findings from the literature.
Another limitation has to do with the broadness of offense code categories. For
the purpose of this study, district offense codes were collapsed into sixteen broad offense
categories (See Appendix A). A student within the dataset who received a type 1 offense
code (abusive behavior toward another student) could have been “rude” to a peer, gotten
into a fight with another student, or threatened a classmate. In each case the student
would be coded in the exact same way in the dataset (offcode = 1). Although a physical
fight with another student may be considered more serious than being rude to a peer, such
incidents are considered equivalent in this study. The way the data were organized to
answer the study’s research questions make it impossible to discern severity of an offense
within a single offense code category.
Moreover, the data do not capture the informal handling of student infractions. In
many instances, a student may commit an offense and a teacher handles it informally,
bypassing the formal disposition system altogether. If, for instance, a student violates the
dress code, rather than writing up the student and logging the misbehavior, a teacher may
simply opt to resolve the issue by having the student change into her/his gym clothes for
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the remainder of the day. This study only takes into account instances when an offense is
reported and a formal disciplinary action is also reported, which could lead to an
overstating of the use of exclusionary or even non-exclusionary dispositions.
Furthermore, in discussions with the district during the application phase of data
procurement, it was disclosed that disposition reporting was not 100% across campuses.
Although the district encouraged all campuses to formally report non-exclusionary and
exclusionary disposition codes when used (beyond those required for state reporting: ISS,
OSS, DAEP, EXP), it was not a strictly enforced district mandate, and thus reporting
rates varied from campus to campus. Thus, the dataset used for this study includes all
dispositions reported between 2008 and 2011, but it does not necessarily include all
dispositions actually utilized during the study period. There were likely many offenses
that received dispositions during the study period for which no disposition codes were
formally entered into a campus’ data system. Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing
from the data provided the rate or magnitude of non-reporting across campuses, but any
level of absent data negatively affects the reliability of findings.
Study limitations. Because the study only investigates disciplinary patterns in a
single school district in one state, it is also limited in terms of its generalizability. The
broad policy recommendations based on the study’s findings and discussed in Chapter 4
are not necessarily one-size-fits-all policy solutions. Important lessons may be learned
from the district under investigation, but it is not possible to generalize the findings from
District X to the state of Texas and beyond. If a similar study were done in a different
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district or a different state, findings would likely vary from those reported in this study as
a result of different social, political, cultural, and geographical contexts.
A final limitation is the inability to infer causality from the study’s findings
(presented in Chapter 4). Due to the research design of the study, it cannot be assumed
that any statistically significant relationships reported are causal. Dispositions are not
randomly assigned; code of conduct, state and federal statute, and administrator attitudes
toward discipline all affect how disciplinary decisions are made. Additionally, there are a
number of unobservable factors that likely affect student outcomes, but that cannot be
accounted for in this study (e.g., student relationships with teachers, student health,
family factors, etc.). Thus, it is not possible to perform a test that can necessarily show
that it is the exclusion itself that leads to negative academic or behavioral outcomes.
ADDRESSING THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS
In this section, the specific methods used to answer each of the study’s proposed
research questions are discussed.
Research Question 1. How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and
student-level characteristics?
Research question 1 aims to observe the general disciplinary patterns in District
X; test the significance of exclusion rate differences between subpopulations; determine
the distribution of dispositions for the most frequently occurring offenses; and test the
extent to which an offense itself predicts the type of disciplinary disposition a student
receives. The first goal, to observe disciplinary patterns in District X, requires simple
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summary statistics. In order to better understand how exclusionary dispositions are
distributed across historically overrepresented subpopulations the following series of
cross tabulations will be run: (1) race/ethnicity by exclusion type, (2) gender by exclusion
type, and (3) special education status by exclusion type. In each of the crosstabs,
exclusion type refers to the six-category variable defined above. The cross tabulations
will show frequencies of disciplinary records within each exclusionary category by
race/ethnicity, gender, and special education status.
In order to achieve the second objective, a series of two sample t-tests will be run
comparing exclusion rates by race, gender, and special education status. The t-tests will
test the significance of differences in exclusionary rates for each subpopulation of interest
compared to the mean exclusion rate for everyone else. For the final two objectives of
research question 1, a simple analysis of frequencies will be performed to determine the
most frequently occurring offenses during the study period, and an ordered logistic
regression will be run with the six-category exclusion type variable as the outcome
variable and offense type as the independent variable of interest. (See Model A below.)
The purpose of the Model A regression is to measure the predictive value of a student’s
offense in determining the level of exclusion she/he receives.
Model A
Exclusion_type (0-5) =  + 

offense type

(x) + control variables (school characteristics +

student characteristics) + e
Research Question 2. What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic
and behavioral outcomes?
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The two main goals of research question 2 are to observe the relationship between
exclusion type and student academic progress, and the relationship between exclusionary
discipline and students’ predicted risk of engaging in future offenses. In order to observe
the relationship between exclusion type and student academic progress, the regression
specified in Model B will be run with progress (see definition of progress above) as the
outcome variable and exclusion type as the independent variable of interest. The Model B
regression examines the extent to which a particular exclusion type increases or decreases
a student’s chances of progressing to the next grade or graduating. The six-category
exclusion type variable will be used in Model B and control variables will be included for
student offense, student and school characteristics.
Model B:
Progress

(0/1) =

+

exclusion_type

(xet) + control variables (offense code, student

characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e
In order to meet the second objective in research question 2 that deals with the
examination of the relationship between exclusionary discipline and risk of future
offenses, two sets of regressions will be run based on Model C and Model D (specified
below). Model C tests the relationship between exclusion and a student’s risk of future
offenses, and Model D investigates the impact of exclusion on a student’s predicted
number of future offenses. The outcome variable for Model C is any future offense (see
data definitions above), and the outcome variable in Model D is number future offenses
(see data definitions above). In both models, the independent variable of interest is
Exclusion Max. The exclusion max variable, as discussed above, indicates if a student
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received at least one exclusionary disposition for a particular offense. In Models C and D
exclusion is collapsed into a dichotomous (exclusionary/non-exclusionary) variable.
Model C:
any_future_offense (0/1)=  + 

EXCLUSION_max

(xEm) + control variables (offense code,

student
characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e
Model D:
num_future_offense =  + 

(xEm) + control variables (offense code and

EXCLUSION_max

student characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e
Research Question 3. To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and
student academic and behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
In order to answer research question 3, a series of regression models will be built
with an exclusion*offense interaction term. The relationship between the interaction term
and the outcome variables from Models B, C, and D (progress, any future offense, and
number of future offenses, respectively) will be observed. The exclusion type variable in
each of the models is the dichotomous (exclusionary/non-exclusionary) variable. Using
the six-category variable is not a viable option because it will spread the data too thin on
the interactions and create exclusion*offense cells too small in magnitude to be
statistically meaningful. Each of the models below examines the extent to which the
relationship between exclusion and the outcome variable (Progress, Any Future Offense,
or Number of Future Offenses) depends on, or is affected by a student’s offense type.
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Model E:
Progress (0/1) =  + 

exclusion

(xe)* 

offense

(xo) + control variables (offense code and

student
characteristics) + e
Model F:
any_future_offense (0/1) =  + 

EXCLUSION_max

(xEm)* 

offense

(xo) + control variables

(offense code and student characteristics) + e

Model G:
num_future_offenses

=

+

EXCLUSION_max

(xEm)* 

offense

(xo) + control variables

(offense code and student characteristics) + e
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
INTRODUCTION
While there is little evidence that exclusionary discipline improves school safety
and order, there is an ever-growing body of research that discloses an association
between exclusionary discipline and negative student outcomes including increased risk
of future referral, dropout, and involvement in the juvenile justice system (Aizer &
Doyle, 2013; Balfanz, Byrnes, & Fox, 2013; Bradshaw et al., 2010; Carmichael, Whitten,
& Voloudaki, 2005; Civil Rights Project, 2000; CSG Justice Center, 2011; Gregory,
Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Noguera, 2003; Skiba, et al., 2002;
Texas Appleseed, 2007, 2010; Wallace et. al, 2008). Unfortunately, as it becomes
increasingly evident that exclusion (particularly out-of-school suspension) is not an
optimal response to student misbehavior in schools, it remains unclear if, in which cases,
and to what extent students are better off with non-exclusionary dispositions.
The aim of this study is to fill this gap in the research by analyzing the differential
impact of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary discipline on student academic and
behavioral outcomes controlling for offense, student, and school characteristics. As
discussed in Chapter 3, the present study utilizes a student-level dataset containing nearly
270,000 disciplinary records for K-12 youth in an urban Texas school district between
2008 and 2011. The study’s dataset is unique in that it includes disposition codes beyond
those required for state-level reporting (ISS, OSS, EXP, DAEP, and JJAEP). The district
under investigation collects data on both exclusionary and non-exclusionary disciplinary
responses (see Appendices B and C for a full list of offense and disposition codes), which
61

allows for a comparison of the impact of exclusionary vs. non-exclusionary dispositions
on student outcomes. Additionally, because offense and disposition codes can be linked
for each unique student offense, the dataset provides the information necessary to
conduct an analysis of how a student’s offense affects the relationship between exclusion
and student outcomes (i.e., Is a student who is suspended for a fight better or worse off
than a similar student who receives a peer mediation or is sent to a youth court for a
fight?).
Having implemented the methodological strategies discussed in Chapter 3 on the
abovementioned dataset, the purpose of this chapter is to present the findings for each the
study’s three research questions:
1. How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student-level
characteristics?
2. What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and behavioral
outcomes?
3. To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student academic and
behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
In the results section that follows, each research question is introduced and broken
into several sub-objectives. A discussion on how each sub-objective was met through
descriptive and inferential statistical methodologies is provided along with specified
models and output tables. All models are explained and output tables interpreted in text.
Following the presentation of results, a brief concluding section offers a summary of
major findings.
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RESULTS
In the section that follows, study findings are reported by research question. For
each research question, primary objectives are outlined followed by a review of methods
used to meet each objective. Results for each research questions are then reported in
tables or charts and interpreted and discussed in text.
Research Question 1
How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student-level
characteristics?
The goals of research question 1 are threefold:
1. Observe the extent to which the disciplinary patterns in District X are consistent
with the research literature on disciplinary disproportionality that shows
consistently higher rates of disciplinary exclusion for youth of color, males, and
special education identified (CSG Justice Center, 2011; Losen & Gillespie; 2012;
Skiba et al., 2012; Petras et al., 2011).

2. Test the significance of exclusion rate differences between racial subgroups,
males and females, and special education identified and non-identified youth.

3. Determine the distribution of dispositions for the most frequently occurring
offenses and explore the extent to which an offense itself predicts the type of
disciplinary disposition a student receives.
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In order to achieve the first goal, observe the prevalence of district-level
disciplinary disproportionality across race/ethnicity, gender, and special education status,
a series of summary statistics were run on the study’s dataset of approximately 270,000
disciplinary records matched with unique disposition codes. Three cross tabulations were
run to analyze the following paired frequencies: (1) race/ethnicity by exclusion type, (2)
gender by exclusion type, and (3) special education status by exclusion type. (See
Appendix E for full cross tabulation tables.) As defined in Chapter 3, exclusion type
refers to the six-category variable created to describe the different formal dispositions a
student may receive in response to a disciplinary offense. The six exclusion categories
include non-exclusionary, in-school suspension, out-of-school suspensions, removal to an
alternative education program, expulsion with services, and expulsion without services.
The cross tabulations show frequencies of disciplinary records within each exclusionary
category by race/ethnicity, gender, and special education status, and offer a useful tool for
comparing exclusion rates across subpopulations of interest.
The cross tabulations were able to bring focus to general areas of disciplinary
disproportionality, but they did not take into consideration offense type, school-level
characteristics, or any other important factors that may affect a student’s disposition.
Inferential analyses are presented in subsequent research questions that control for
student and school characteristics and test the significance of the disparate exclusion rates
highlighted in the cross tabulations discussed in this section.
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Results of each cross tabulation proved largely consistent with the extant research
literature on disciplinary disproportionality. As discussed in Chapter 3, Black students in
District X are overrepresented in the disciplined population. Whereas District X’s general
population is approximately 60% Latino, 10% Black, and 25% White, its disciplined
population over the period of investigation from 2008 to 2011 was approximately 62%
Latino, 28% Black, and 9% White. Although black youth in District X were very
overrepresented and White youth were very underrepresented in the disciplined
population, the cross tabulation of race/ethnicity by exclusion type shows that within the
disciplined population the distribution of dispositions across exclusion categories was
only slightly different between racial and ethnic subgroups. (See Appendix C.)
Of all the youth who received disciplinary referrals in District X, Black and
Latino students were suspended out of school at slightly higher rates than their peers
during the period under investigation (2008-2011). Approximately 20% of all disciplined
Black and Latino youth received an OSS, whereas only 15% of disciplined White youth
received the same disposition. The race/exclusion cross tab also shows that Latino youth
received slightly higher rates of ISS than Black and White youth in District X (19% of
disciplined Latino youth received an ISS, compared to approximately 15% of disciplined
Black and White youth, respectively). Finally, the cross tabulation reveals that disciplined
White youth received non-exclusionary dispositions at slightly higher rates than their
Black and Latino disciplined peers (64% of disciplined White youth received nonexclusionary dispositions compared to approximately 57% and 58% percent of
disciplined Black and Latino youth, respectively).
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In summary, as is consistent with the research literature on disciplinary
disproportionality, Black youth in District X were overrepresented in the disciplined
population and White youth were underrepresented throughout the period of
investigation. The Latino student representation in the disciplined population was similar
to that in the general population. Within the disciplined population, however, there were
only small differences between races in the distribution of exclusionary and nonexclusionary dispositions. This finding is not consistent with the research literature that
suggests that youth of color receive harsher punishments for misbehavior than their peers
(Boyd, 2009; Finn & Servoss, 2013).
With respect to gender inequities in school discipline, the data in District X also
proved consistent with the research literature. Research suggests that males are
disciplined at higher rates than their female peers (Bradshaw et al., 2010; CRDC, 2006;
CSG Justice Center, 2011; Skiba et al., 2002). Summary statistics on the District X
dataset including simple frequencies and a cross tabulation on gender and exclusion type
reveal that males were, in fact, overrepresented in the disciplined population. Whereas
males represented approximately 52% of the general enrollment in District X, they made
up nearly 71% of the disciplined population from 2008-2011. In terms of the distribution
of dispositions across each gender, disciplined females received ISS at slightly higher
rates than disciplined males, and received slightly lower rates of DAEP placements (20%
of disciplined females received an ISS compared 17% of disciplined males, and 3% of
disciplined females received a DAEP placement compared to 5% of disciplined males).
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For all other exclusion types, the disciplined male and female distributions were nearly
identical. (See Appendix C for full cross tab results.)
As with race/ethnicity and gender, District X’s disciplinary patterns relating to
special education identified youth were aligned with the research literature on
disproportionality. Over the period of investigation, special education identified youth
made up only 10% of the general population, but nearly 25% of the disciplined
population. Although differences in the distribution of dispositions were not particularly
large, non-identified youth did receive non-exclusionary and ISS dispositions at higher
rates, and OSS and DAEP dispositions at lower rates than their identified disciplined
peers (57% of identified youth received non-exclusionary dispositions compared to 59%
of non-identified youth; 15% of identified youth received ISS compared to 18% of nonidentified; 21% of identified youth received OSS compared to 19% of non-identified;
and, 6% identified youth received a DAEP placement compared to 4% of non-identified
youth). Overall, despite federal- and state-level protections in place to protect youth with
disabilities (see IDEA and TEC Chapters 29(A) and 30), identified youth received offcampus exclusionary dispositions at higher rates than their non-identified peers.
The second objective within research question 1 was to test the significance of
exclusion rate differences between racial subgroups, males and females, and special
education identified and non-identified youth. In order to achieve this objective, a series
of two sample t-tests were run comparing exclusion rates by race, gender, and special
education status. In these preliminary, univariate (without controlling factors) tests of
significance, the goal was simply to test differences in exclusionary means vs. non
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exclusionary means for the subpopulations of interest. As such, exclusion types were
collapsed into two broad categories: exclusionary (including ISS, OSS, DAEP removal,
EXP with and without services), and non-exclusionary. (See Appendix C for full list of
non-exclusionary dispositions.)
The race/ethnicity t-tests compare the rate of exclusion for each racial subgroup to
the average rate of exclusion for everyone else in the disciplined population. Given that a
t-statistic greater than 2 indicates significance at a p=.05 level, the race/ethnicity t-test
results displayed in Table 4.1 show that within the disciplined population, Asian, Latino,
and White students had significantly different exclusionary rates than their peers.
Whereas Asian (M=32%) and White (M=36%) students received exclusionary
dispositions at significantly lower rates than their peers (M=42%), Latino youth received
exclusionary dispositions at significantly higher rates (Latino M=42%, Other M=40%).
In contrast to the research literature that reports consistently higher rates of suspension
and expulsion for Black youth than for their peers, the t-tests run on the District X
disciplined population did not show a significant difference in the Black exclusion rate
(42%) compared to rest of the disciplined population (42%). As discussed above Black
students were overrepresented in the disciplined population during the period of
investigation, meaning they were more likely than their peers to get caught misbehaving
and receive a formal disciplinary response. The t-test results suggest, however, that
compared to other students who were caught and disciplined for misbehaving, Black
students were just as likely to receive an exclusionary disposition as their peers.
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Table 4.1. T-Test Results
Exclusion Rate in
ethnicity:
Native American
Asian
Black
Latino
White

40%
32%
42%
43%
36%

Exclusion rate in rest of
ethnicities
42%
42%
42%
40%
42%

difference
-2%
-10%
0%
3%
-7%

t-stat on difference
0.94
7.58*
0.96
15.10*
22.57*

Exclusion rates in:
Male
41.56%

difference
0.43%

t-stat on
difference
2.04*

Exclusion rates in:
special
non-special ed
ed
41%
43%

difference
-1%

t-stat on
difference
5.64*

Female
41.99%

The t-test results also show significant differences in exclusion rates between
males (M= 41.56%) and females (M= 41.99%), as well as identified (M= 41%) and nonidentified (M= 43%) youth. It is important to note, however, that because the sample is so
large, even small differences may be detected as significant. The differences in exclusion
rates for males and females, and identified and non-identified, while statistically
significant, are so small in magnitude (.43% and -2%, respectively) that they lack
practical meaning.
The final objective of research question 1, to determine the distribution of
dispositions for the most frequently occurring offenses and explore the extent to which an
offense itself predicts the type of disciplinary disposition a student receives, required two
analytical steps. First, a simple analysis of frequencies was performed to determine the
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most often occurring offenses during the study period, and then an offense type by
exclusion type cross tabulation was run to identify the distribution of dispositions across
high-frequency offenses. Secondly, an ordered logistic regression was run with the sixcategory exclusion type variable as the outcome variable and offense type as the
independent variable of interest. The purpose of the regression was to measure the
predictive value of a student’s offense in determining the level of exclusion she/he
receives.
Table 4.2. Cross Tabulation: High Frequency Offenses by Exclusion Type
High Frequency Offenses by Exclusion Type
Catego
ry 1
Abusiv
e
Conduc
t
toward
other
student
s
Non-exclusion

%

Catego
ry 2
Abusiv
e
Conduc
t
toward
adults

30,693

53%

ISS

6,291

OSS
DAEP or
ACES
EXP w/
services
EXP w/o
services
Total

57,479

%

Category
12
Miscellaneo
us

%

Category
15
Attendance
-for
DISCIPLI
NE

16,087

56%

71,069

62%

30,764

66%

11%

4,066

14%

24,768

21%

10,709

23%

16,710

29%

7,427

26%

17,347

15%

4,938

11%

3,785

7%

1,322

5%

2,188

2%

231

0%

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*
100
%

*

*
100
%

*

*
100
%

*

*
100
%

28,902
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115,372

46,643

%

An analysis of frequencies across offense codes revealed that over 90% of student
offenses occurred in one of four offense categories: Category 1, Abusive conduct toward
other students (21%); Category 2, Abusive conduct toward adults (11%); Category 12,
Miscellaneous (43%); and Category 15, Attendance for discipline (17%). (See Appendix
B for a full list of behaviors within each offense category.) The offense type by exclusion
type crosstab displayed in Table 4.2 shows that across all high-frequency offense
categories students received non-exclusionary dispositions at much higher rates than
exclusionary; more than 50% of offenses within each category were met with nonexclusionary responses. Of the offenses that did receive exclusionary dispositions, the
categories that contained more aggressive behaviors (category 1 and 2) had higher rates
of OSS, whereas the categories containing less violent offenses (categories 12 and 15)
had higher rates of ISS. In other words, the cross tabulation results show that violent
offenses received harsher, more exclusionary dispositions than lower-level offenses. In
order to test the statistical significance of the relationship between offense type and
exclusion type, as well as the extent to which a student’s offense predicts the level of
exclusion she/he receives, an ordered logistic regression was run with the following
specifications:
Model A:

exclusion_type

Non-exclusion – 0
ISS – 1
OSS – 2
DAEP or ACES – 3
Expulsion with services – 4
Expulsion without services - 5

=  +  offense type (x) + control variables
(student characteristics) + e

71

Table 4.3 reports results for two variations of the ordered logistic regression
specified in Model A. The dependent variable in each regression is exclusion type. The
high-frequency offense codes are the independent variables of interest.

The

miscellaneous category, which includes primarily low-level code of conduct violations, is
the reference category in both regression variations. The transformed offense code
coefficients listed in table 4.3 describe the predicted change in disposition level compared
to the reference category (miscellaneous), when any dummy offense code is “turned on,”
or goes from 0 to 1. Controls for year, race/ethnicity, special education status, economic
disadvantage, school level, ELL status, Sex, and TAKS Pass/Fail are included where
indicated. The sample period is 2008-2011.
Table 4.3. Model A Regression Results
Marginal effects after ordered logit, clustering
standard errors by school id
A(1)
A(2)
All exclusion_type
exclusion_type > 0
oc1 - Abusive conduct toward
students
oc2 - Abusive conduct toward adults
oc15 - Attendance for Discipline

-0.220
(17.62)
-0.122
(12.35)
0.050
(3.07)

-0.293
(14.4)
-0.201
(11.43)
0.132
(3.39)

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

Control Variables
Year
Race/ethnicity
Special Education
Economic Disadvantage
School Level (Elem, Mid, HS)
ELL
Sex
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Math TAKS Pass
Reading TAKS Pass
PseudoR2
Observations

yes
yes
0.077
187168

yes
yes
0.2083
78226

Standard errors are clustered at the school level in each regression reported in
table 4.3. Clustering standard errors accounts for correlation within schools over time. It
does not affect coefficients, but does impact standard errors and, thus, statistical
significance. All z scores are adjusted for the clustering of standard errors at the school
level and are included in parentheses below each coefficient estimate. A z-score greater
than 2 indicates statistical significance at the p < .05 (95%) level. Each regression
includes an intercept (not reported).
As mentioned above, Table 4.3 reports marginal effects for two variations of the
ordered logit specified in Model A. In variation A(1) the dependent variable includes all
six levels of the exclusionary type variable; both exclusionary and non-exclusionary
disposition categories. Variation A(2), on the other hand, isolates exclusionary
dispositions by restricting the outcome variable to exclusion types 1-5. In cutting out
exclusion type= 0 (non-exclusionary dispositions) the model allows for the examination
of the relationship between offense and exclusion level for all cases in which exclusion is
actually used. As discussed above (and reported in table 4.3 crosstab), non-exclusionary
dispositions were reported for more than 50% of all high frequency offense codes. Due to
the prevalence of non-exclusionary dispositions (coded as 0) across offenses, marginal
effects are expected to be skewed toward 0 when non-exclusionary dispositions are
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included in the model. For this reason, Model A ordered logits were run both with and
without non-exclusionary dispositions included in the outcome categories.
Summary for Model A. The marginal effects reported in table 4.3 for both
regression variations show that violations within offense codes 1 and 2 (abusive conduct
toward students and adults, respectively) are predicted to receive dispositions that are less
exclusionary than reference category (miscellaneous) offenses, while attendance
violations are estimated to receive slightly more exclusionary dispositions than the
reference category. Given that the mean exclusion level for the reference category
(miscellaneous) is 0.573 for ordered logit A(1), in which all exclusion types are included,
a student who commits a violation for abusive conduct toward another student (i.e., gets
into a fight or other aggressive altercation with another student) is predicted to receive a
disposition at a (0.573)+(-0.220) = 0.353 exclusion level. This exclusion level indicates a
non-exclusionary disposition. In logit A(2), when only exclusionary dispositions are
considered and the reference category (miscellaneous) mean is 1.492, a similar student
who commits an abusive conduct toward student violation is expected to receive a
disposition at the (1.492) +(-0.293) = 1.199 level, which is equivalent to an ISS
disposition. Overall, Model A(1) suggests that when all exclusionary type dispositions
are included, each offense significantly predicts a non-exclusionary disposition. When,
however, non-exclusionary dispositions are omitted in Model A(2), each offense code
significantly predicts an ISS disposition.
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Research Question 2
What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and behavioral
outcomes?
Research question has two main objectives:
1. Within the disciplined population, to observe the relationship between disposition
type and student academic progress.
2. To observe the relationship between exclusionary discipline and students’
predicted risk of engaging in future offenses.
For objective 1 of research question 2, academic outcomes were measured using a
dichotomous variable called progress. If a student increased a grade level in a year or, if
in 12th grade, graduated by the end of the school year, the student was considered to have
positive progress and was coded as “1.” If, on the other hand, a student was held back,
dropped out, or, if in 12th grade, failed to graduate by the end of the school year, her or
his progress was coded as “0.”
In order to observe the relationship between exclusion type and student academic
progress, several regression variations were run using the following basic model with
progress as the outcome variable and exclusion type as independent variable of interest:
Model B:
Progress

(0/1) =

+

exclusion_type

(xet) + control variables (offense code, student

characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e
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Table 4.4 reports results for 5 variations of the regression specified in Model B.
The dependent variable for each regression is progress. The independent variable of
interest is exclusion type. The reference category for exclusion type is OSS (Ex2).
Student-level control variables and school-level fixed effects are included where
indicated. Standard errors are clustered by student id where noted, which accounts for
correlation within student behavior over time. T scores (and z scores in regression B(1))
are presented in parentheses below each coefficient estimate. All regressions include an
intercept (not reported). Significance at p < .05 (95%) level is indicated by *, significance
at the p < .01 (99%) level is indicated by **. The sample period is 2008-2011.
Table 4.4. Model B Regression Results

Ex0 - Non-exclusionary

Ex1 - ISS

Ex3 - DAEP/ACES
Ex4 - EXP with services
Ex5 - EXP without
services

Marginal
effects
after
logit
B(1)
progress
0.091
(41.33)*
*
0.071
(30.26)*
*
0.024
(5.99)**
0.014
(0.650)
-0.256
(2.84)**

OLS
B(2)
progress
0.094
(42.26)**

OLS with
studentlevel
controls
B(3)
progress
0.05
(19.95)**

OLS with
student
controls,
clustering
standard
errors by
student
B(4)
progress
0.05
(14.24)**

OLS with
student controls
and school
fixed effects,
clustering
standard error
by student
B(5)
progress
0.051
(11.82)**

0.082
(29.30)**

0.042
(14.01)**

0.042
(8.34)**

0.032
(6.03)**

0.028
(6.25)**
0.017
(0.69)
-0.271

-0.008
(1.56)
0.044
(1.55)
-0.13

-0.008
(1.53)
0.044
(1.38)
-0.13

0.012
(1.48)
0.067
(1.17)
-0.008

(3.55)**

(1.26)

(0.99)

(0.07)
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Control Variables
Offense code
Year
Race/ethnicity
Special Education
Economic Disadvantage

Yes
No
No
No
No

Yes
No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

School Level (Elem,
Mid, HS)

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

ELL
Sex
Math TAKS Pass
Reading TAKS Pass
School-level fixed
effects
R2
N
* p<0.05; ** p<0.01

No
No
No
No
No

No
No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.01
260,761

0.01
260,761

0.11
184,506

0.11
184,506

0.13
134,418

Column B(1) in table 4.4 shows transformed marginal effects for Model B run as
a logistic regression with no control variables except offense code. Column B(2) reports
results for a model with the same specifications, but run as an Ordinary Least Squares
(OLS) regression. Model B, with its categorical, dichotomous outcome variable meets the
requirements for a logistic model. However, because column B(1) and column B(2)
results are consistent, and because OLS regression output is much easier to interpret, the
rest of the models for research question 2 were run as OLS regressions.
Columns B(3), B(4), and B(5) show variations of the Model B regression with
control variables included for student-level characteristics. The difference between the
models may be seen in the clustering of standard errors by student ID in columns B(4)
and B(5), and the inclusion of school fixed effects in column B(5). As discussed above,
clustering standard errors accounts for correlation within group. The clustering of
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standard errors by student id allows for the correlation of student actions over time.
Additionally, the inclusion of school fixed effects allows the model to control for
characteristics specific to a particular campus. Because results are fairly consistent across
all models, the interpretations that follow are focused on column B(5), the most robust
OLS variation.
Table 4.4, column B(5) results show that a student who receives an exclusion type
0 or 1 (non-exclusionary and ISS, respectively) is significantly more likely to progress to
the next grade or graduate than a student who receives an OSS. Given that the mean
progress rate for a student who receives an OSS is 0.669 (or approximately 67%),
controlling for offense and the student characteristics indicated in table 4.04, a student
who receives a non-exclusionary (Ex0) disposition is predicted to be (0.051/0.669 =
.076), or nearly 8% more likely to progress to the next grade or graduate within a year
than a student who receives an OSS. Likewise, a student who receives an ISS (Ex1) for
an offense is estimated to be (0.032/0.669 = 0.048), or about 5% more likely to progress
than a similar student who receives an OSS.
In order to achieve the second objective of research question 2—to observe the
relationship between exclusionary discipline and students’ predicted risk of engaging in
future offenses—two sets of regressions were modeled, Model C and Model D (specified
below). Model C looks at the relationship between exclusion and a student’s risk of
future offenses (to what extent does an exclusion predict if a student will have future
offenses), while Model D investigates the impact of exclusion on a student’s predicted
number of future offenses (to what extent does an exclusion predict the number of future
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offenses). The outcome variable for Model C is any future offense, which, as the variable
name implies, indicates if a student has any subsequent offenses following an
exclusionary disposition. The outcome variable in Model D, number of future offenses,
offers an estimate of the number of subsequent offenses a student will commit following
an offense that receives an exclusionary disposition. For both models, the independent
variable of interest is EXCLUSION_max. The EXCLUSION_max variable indicates if a
student received at least one exclusionary disposition for a particular offense. A student
may receive a number of dispositions for a single offense. If, for instance, a student
threatens a classmate she/he may receive a phone call home, a peer mediation, and an
ISS. EXCLUSION_max is turned on (or equal to 1) if any disposition for a unique
offense code is exclusionary in nature. Unlike previous models that used a six-category
exclusion type variable, in Models C and D exclusion is collapsed into a dichotomous
variable that recognizes dispositions as either exclusionary (ISS, OSS, DAEP removal, or
any type of expulsion) or non-exclusionary.
Model C:
any_future_offense (0/1) =  +  EXCLUSION_max (xEm) + control variables (offense code, student
characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e

Model D:
num_future_offense =  +  EXCLUSION_max (xEm) + control variables (offense code and student
characteristics, and school fixed effects) + e
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Table 4.5 reports results for two variations of each of the regressions specified in
Models C and D. The dependent variable is any future offense for regressions C(1) and
C(2), and number of future offenses for regressions D(1) and D(2). The independent
variable of interest for each regression in table 4.5 is EXCLUSION_max, which, as
discussed above, indicates if a student received at least one exclusionary disposition for a
particular offense. Student-level control variables and school-level fixed effects are
included where indicated. For each of the OLS regressions reported in table 4.05 standard
errors are clustered at the student level and adjusted t-scores are presented in parentheses
below the coefficient estimates. All regressions include an intercept (not reported).
Significance at p < .05 (95%) level is indicated by *, significance at the p < .01 (99%)
level is indicated by **. The sample period is 2008-2011.
Table 4.5. Model C and D Regression Results

EXCLUSION_max
Control Variables
Offense
Year
Race/ethnicity
Special Education
Economic
Disadvantage
School Level (Elem,
Mid, HS)
ELL
Sex
School-level fixed
effect

OLS with student-level controls and school fixed effects, clustering
standard errors by student
C(1)
C(2)
D(1)
D(2)
any future off any future off num future off num future off
off num = 1
off num = 1
0.001
0.02
0.199
0.581
(0.45)
(3.31)**
(2.06)*
(4.63)**
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes
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R2
N
* p<0.05; ** p<0.01

0.11
186,288

0.15
30,865

0.22
186,288

0.17
30,865

Summary for Model C & D. The regressions reported in columns C(1) and D(1)
predict a student’s risk of future offenses and estimate a student’s number of future
offenses if she/he receives an exclusionary disposition for any offense throughout a
school year. The regressions in columns C(2) and D(2) look specifically at the risk and
number of future offenses if a student receives an exclusionary disposition for her/his
first offense during a school year. As indicated in column C(1), the relationship between
exclusion and future offense is not significant. When looking specifically at the impact of
exclusion on a first offense (column C(2)), however, the relationship becomes significant
(i.e., a student is significantly more likely to have future offenses if excluded on a first
offense). This finding suggests that the way a school handles a first offense matters
greatly; a student is much worse off (i.e., at a much higher risk of future offenses) when
excluded on a first offense than on subsequent offenses. On average, a student in the
study’s dataset has about a 14% chance of future offenses after her/his first offense of the
school year. A student that is excluded on a first offense of the school year is
approximately (0.02/0.14 = 0.14) 14% more likely than average to have a future
offense(s). When, however, a student is excluded for offenses other than her/his first
offense, there is no significant impact on her/his risk of future offenses.
The regression output reported in columns D(1) and D(2) show that, controlling
for offense and other indicated school and student characteristics, a student excluded for
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an offense is predicted to have significantly more future offenses than a similar student
who is not excluded. As reported in column D(1), a student that is excluded for any
offense during a school year is predicted to have about 0.2 more future offenses than a
student who is not excluded for an offense. The mean number of future offenses for
students in the dataset is approximately 6. Thus, a student who receives an exclusion is
predicted to have about (0.2/6 = .03) 3% more future offenses than average. While this
finding is significant, it should be noted that it is just barely significant at the p < .05
level.
The regression reported in column D(2) focuses on the relationship between
exclusion for a first offense in a school year and the number of future offenses. When the
regression is limited to first offense of the school year, as shown in column D(2), there is
a much stronger relationship (at p < .01 level) between exclusion and number of future
offenses than when all offenses are considered, as shown in column D(1). A student who
is excluded for her/his first offense is estimated to have approximately 0.58 more future
offenses than a similar student who is not excluded. The mean number of future offenses
for students after their first offense is 1. Accordingly, a student who receives an exclusion
on her/his first offense is predicted to have (.58/1 = .58) 58% more future offenses than
average. Again, these regression findings highlight the disproportionately negative
impact of excluding a student on her/his first offense of a school year.
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Research Question 3
To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student academic and
behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
Research question 3 has three main objectives:
1. To observe the extent to which the relationship between exclusion and student
progress depends on a student’s offense.
2. To observe the extent to which the relationship between exclusion and risk of
future offenses depends on a student’s offense.
3. To observe the extent to which the relationship between exclusion and estimated
number of future offenses depends on a student’s offense.
In order to meet each of the abovementioned goals, a series of regression models
were built with an exclusion*offense interaction term, and the relationship between the
interaction term and the outcome variables from Models B, C, and D (progress, any
future offense, and number of future offenses, respectively) were observed. The exclusion
type variable in each of the models is collapsed into a dichotomous (exclusionary/nonexclusionary) variable. Using the six-category variable was not a viable option, as it
would have spread the data too thin on the interactions, creating offense-exclusion type
cells too small in magnitude to be statistically meaningful.
Model E:
Progress (0/1) =  +  exclusion (xe)*  offense (xo) + control variables (offense code and student
characteristics) + e
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Model F:
any_future_offense (0/1) =  +  EXCLUSION_max (xEm)*  offense (xo) + control variables (offense
code and student characteristics) + e

Model G:
num_future_offenses =  +  EXCLUSION_max (xEm)*  offense (xo) + control variables (offense code
and student characteristics) + e

Table 4.6 reports results for the regressions specified in Models E, F, and G. The
dependent variable in regression E(1) is progress, in regression F(1) is any future offense
(if excluded on a first offense), and in regression G(1) is the number of future offenses (if
excluded on a first offense). The independent variables of interest for each regression in
table 4.6 are the exclusion-offense interaction terms for high frequency offenses.
Student-level control variables and school-level fixed effects are included where
indicated. For each of the OLS regressions reported, standard errors are clustered at the
student level and adjusted t-scores are presented in parentheses below the coefficient
estimates. All regressions include an intercept (not reported). Significance at the p < .05
(95%) level is indicated by *, significance at the p < .01 (99%) level is indicated by **.
The sample period is 2008-2011.
Table 4.6. Model E, F, & G Regression Results
OLS with student-level controls and school fixed
effects, clustering standard errors by student
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E(1)

F(1)

G(1)

progress

any future
offense

num future
offense

off num = 1

off num = 1

0.004

0.022

0.404

(0.77)

(1.68)

(1.48)

-0.054

-0.026

1.85

(7.57)**

(1.16)

(2.89)**

-0.049

0.028

0.532

(11.35)**

(2.85)**

(2.38)*

-0.053

-0.047

-0.705

(7.73)**

(3.04)**

(2.80)**

Offense

yes

yes

yes

Year

yes

yes

yes

Race/ethnicity

yes

yes

yes

Special Education

yes

yes

yes

Economic Disadvantage

yes

yes

yes

School Level (Elem, Mid, HS)

yes

yes

yes

ELL

yes

yes

yes

Sex

yes

yes

yes

Math TAKS Pass

no

yes

yes

Reading TAKS Pass

no

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes

0.14
181,942

0.16
21,568

0.19
21,568

excl_oc1 - Abusive conduct toward student
excl_oc2 - Abusive conduct toward adult
excl_oc12 - Miscellaneous
excl_oc15 - Attendance for Discipline
Control Variables

School-level fixed effect
2

R
N

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01

Summary for Models E, F, & G. Regression results reported in Table 4.6 show
that the interaction term for exclusion and abusive conduct toward another student
(excl_oc1) is not significant across any of the models. This suggests that an abusive
conduct toward another student offense does not have a statistically meaningful impact
on the relationship between exclusion and student progress, or exclusion and future
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offenses. A student that is excluded for a fight, for example, is not predicted to be more
(or less) likely to progress to the next grade than a similar student not excluded for a
fight. Likewise the same student is not predicted to have significantly more or fewer
future offenses than a student not excluded for a fight. In other words, excluding a
student for an abusive conduct toward another student violation (if it is her/his first
offense of the school year) does not have a statistically meaningful effect on the student’s
academic and behavioral outcomes.
The interaction term for exclusion and abusive conduct toward adult,
miscellaneous, and attendance violations are significant across regression models with
the exception of excl_oc2 in column F(1). Thus, a student that is excluded for abusive
conduct toward an adult, miscellaneous code of conduct violation, or an attendance
violation is worse off in terms of predicted academic progress than a comparable student
not excluded for the same offense. Similarly, a student excluded for an abusive conduct
toward an adult or miscellaneous offense (on her/his first offense of the school year) is
estimated to have significantly more future offenses than a comparable student who is not
excluded for the same offense (on her/his first offense of the school year). A student that
is excluded for an attendance offense, however, is predicted to have significantly fewer
future offenses than a similar student not excluded for the same offense. This result does
not necessarily mean that an exclusion is the optimal disposition for a student that
commits an attendance violation. Exclusion for an attendance offense is shown to have a
negative impact on student progress (see column E(1)), and furthermore it seems
counterintuitive to remove a student from the classroom who has a pattern of skipping
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class. This peculiar finding does, however, shine a light on an area for more in-depth
future research.
In Table 4.6, column E(1) results show that a student who is excluded for an
abusive conduct toward an adult offense is predicted to have about a (-0.049) or 5%
lower chance of progressing to the next grade or graduating than a similar student who is
not excluded for the same offense. Given that the mean progress rate for a student with an
abusive conduct toward adult offense is approximately 74%, a student excluded for such
an offense is approximately (.05/.74=.07) 7% less likely than average to progress to the
next grade level or graduate. Similarly, a student that is excluded for a miscellaneous
low-level code of conduct violation or attendance offense is predicted to be about 5% less
likely to progress than a student who does not receive an exclusionary disposition for the
same type of offense. The mean progress rate for a student who commits a miscellaneous
offense is 75%, and for an attendance violation is 69%. It then follows that a student
excluded for either a miscellaneous or attendance violation is approximately
(0.05/0.75=0.07 and 0.05/0.69=0.07) 7% less likely to progress than average.
Table 4.6, column G(1) results show that a student who is excluded for an abusive
conduct toward adult offense on her/his first offense of a school year is predicted to have
1.85 more future offenses, or approximately (1.85/11.38=0.16) 16% more future offenses
than average (the mean number of future offenses for a student with an abusive conduct
toward adult violation is 11.38). Given that the mean number of future offenses for a
student with a miscellaneous violation is approximately 10.89, a student excluded for a
miscellaneous offense is predicted to have about (0.53/10.89=0.05) 5% more future
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offense than average. As mentioned above, a student who receives an exclusion for an
attendance offense is estimated to have fewer future offenses (about 0.7 fewer) than a
student who is not excluded for the same offense. Given that the mean number of future
offenses for a student with an attendance offense is about 8.35, a student excluded for an
attendance offense is estimated to have about (0.70/8.35 =0.08) 8% fewer future offenses
than a similar student who is not excluded for the same offense.
Overall, Models E, F, and G show that exclusion for an abusive conduct toward
another student violation does not have a significant impact on student academic progress
or behavioral outcomes. Exclusionary dispositions for abusive conduct toward adults and
miscellaneous low-level code of conduct violations do, however, significantly and
negatively affect student progress and risk of future offenses. While an exclusion for an
attendance violation is shown to have a significantly negative impact on student academic
progress, Model G results indicate it significantly decreases a student’s risk and number
of future offenses.
CONCLUSION
This chapter set out to answer the study’s three main research questions. The
chapter provides in-depth discussion on the findings borne from the descriptive and
inferential statistical methods described in Chapter 3. In an effort to summarize the
study’s major finding, a brief overview of the answer to each research question is
provided below:
1. How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student-level
characteristics?
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Over the study period (2008-2011), the vast majority of offenses in District X
(over 90%) occurred in one of four offense categories: abusive conduct toward another
student; abusive conduct toward an adult; miscellaneous (low-level code of conduct
violations); and non-truancy attendance violations. Within each of these high-frequency
offense categories more than half of all offenses were met with non-exclusionary
dispositions. Of the offenses that did receive exclusionary responses, the more violent
offenses in the abusive conduct categories received OSS dispositions at higher rates than
other dispositions. The less violent offenses that fell into the miscellaneous and
attendance categories received ISS dispositions at higher rates than other exclusionary
dispositions.
Overall, Black students were overrepresented in the disciplined population in
District X, White students were underrepresented, and Latino youth had nearly equivalent
representation in the disciplined population as in the general population. Within the
disciplined population the distribution of exclusionary and non-exclusionary dispositions
was similar for each racial subgroup; however, Black and Latino students were
suspended out of school at slightly higher rates than their peers, Latino youth received
slightly higher rates of ISS than Black and White youth, and White students received
non-exclusionary dispositions at higher rates than Black and Latino students. (See
Appendix E for race by exclusion type crosstab output.) Differences in exclusion rates
between special education identified and non-identified youth, as well as male and female
students, were very small in magnitude, but statistically significant (Table 4.2).
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2. What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and behavioral
outcomes?
The study’s findings suggest that when controlling for offense and student
characteristics, a student is generally worse off when excluded than not excluded for a
disciplinary infraction. For example, a student who receives a non-exclusionary
disposition for a disciplinary violation is nearly 8% more likely to progress to the next
grade or graduate within a year than a student who receives an OSS. Additionally, when a
student receives an exclusionary disposition for her/his first offense, she/he is
significantly more likely to commit future offenses. (See table 4.05, Model C(2) and
D(2).)

3. To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student academic and
behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
Certain offenses significantly affect the relationship between exclusion and
student outcomes. A student excluded for abusive conduct toward an adult or a low-level
code of conduct violation is predicted to be less likely to progress to the next grade or
graduate, and have more future offenses than a comparable student not excluded for the
same offense. An exclusionary disposition for a behavior characterized as abusive
towards another student (e.g., a fight or threat to a peer), however, does not significantly
affect a student’s academic or behavioral outcomes.
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In the following chapter (Chapter 5), implications for the findings outlined in this
section are discussed along with relevant policy recommendations and directions for
future research in the area of exclusionary school discipline.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
INTRODUCTION
As discussed in previous chapters, there is a substantial body of research that
speaks to the negative relationship between exclusionary discipline and negative student
outcomes (Balfanz, Byrnes, & Fox, 2013; Bradshaw, Mitchell, O’Brennan, & Leaf, 2010;
Carmichael, Whitten, & Voloudaki, 2005; Civil Rights Project, 2000; CSG Justice
Center, 2011; Gregory, Skiba, & Noguera, 2010; Kupchik & Ellis, 2008; Noguera, 2003;
Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Texas Appleseed, 2007, 2010; Wallace,
Goodkind, Wallace, & Bachman, 2008). Research shows that moving a student from the
classroom is not only disruptive to her or his academic progress, but also tends to put the
students at higher risk for future referrals and involvement in the justice system (Aizer &
Doyle, 2013; CSG Justice Center 2011; Carmichael, Whitten, & Voloudaki, 2005).
While the extant research suggests that exclusion (particularly suspension)
negatively affects students, it does not indicate whether a student offender is better or
worse off with an exclusionary or a non-exclusionary intervention. This gap in the
literature is largely due to a lack of robust disciplinary data collection across educational
systems. Many states and districts are unable to critically analyze the impact of
disciplinary actions on students because they do not systematically collect and report
even the most basic disciplinary indicators3 like suspension and expulsion counts, not to

3

In 2013, the CSG Justice Center in collaboration with the Civil Rights Project Center for Civil Rights
Remedies conducted a national survey to determine the availability of school discipline data on each state
education agency’s website. Results showed that 20% of states report no discipline data and less than half
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mention more nuanced data on non-exclusionary interventions. As a result, in much of
the extant research that discloses negative relationships between suspension and student
outcomes and then suggests a student is worse off when she/he receives an exclusionary
disposition, it is unclear whom that student is worse off than, and if she/he would be
better off with a different type of intervention.
The present study fills this void in the research through the investigation of
disciplinary patterns in a school district that collects data on student offenses, as well as
exclusionary and non-exclusionary dispositions. Controlling for student and school
characteristics the study compares the academic and behavioral outcomes of students
who receive exclusionary dispositions to similar students who receive non-exclusionary
dispositions for the same offense. Furthermore, the study looks at the extent to which the
relationship between disposition and student outcome depends on the offense a student
commits. As discussed in Chapter 4, the study’s major findings include the following:
1. A student who receives a non-exclusionary disposition or ISS for an offense is
significantly more likely to progress to the next grade or graduate than a student
who receives an OSS for the same offense.
2. When a student receives an exclusionary disposition for her/his first offense,
she/he has a significantly increased risk of future offense and number of future
offenses.

(43% at the time of publication) report how many students are suspended annually. See full survey results
at: http://csgjusticecenter.org/youth/school-discipline-consensus-project/online-school-disciplinary-data/

93

3. When a student is excluded for offenses other than her/his first offense, there is no
significant impact on her/his risk of future offenses.
4. A student excluded for abusive conduct toward an adult or a low-level code of
conduct violation is predicted to be less likely to progress to the next grade or
graduate, and have more future offenses than a comparable student not excluded
for the same offense.
5. An exclusionary disposition for a student that is abusive towards another student
(e.g., gets into a fight with or threatens a peer), does not significantly affect the
student’s predicted academic progress or number of future offenses.
In the sections that follow, the abovementioned findings are grounded in a new
institutional framework, relevant policy recommendations are provided, and directions
for future research on exclusionary discipline in schools are offered.
NEW INSTITUTIONALISM AND EXCLUSION
As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the major underlying assumptions of new
institutionalism is that organizations are not purely rationalistic; “organizations compete
not just for resources and customers, but for political power and institutional legitimacy”
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 150). Increasing the bottom line, whether in terms of
profits or high school graduates, is not necessarily the driving force behind organizational
decisions and the institutionalization of rules and norms. Rather, from a new institutional
perspective, a central goal of organizational activity is to acquire societal, professional,
and political legitimacy, even if at the expense of organizational efficiency. The
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organizational pursuit of legitimacy, according to Meyer and Rowan (1977), promotes
and perpetuates the institutionalization of rationalized myths, or constructed rules and
rituals that function as uncontested truths, but that are not necessarily supported by
empirical evidence or systematic evaluation.
Given the prevalence of exclusionary discipline in District X (approximately 42%
of all disciplinary referrals resulted in an exclusionary disposition over the course of the
study period), coupled with the overrepresentation of Black youth in the general
disciplined population and the exclusionary-disciplined subpopulation, it may be inferred
that the district has institutionalized the myth that exclusionary dispositions in schools
serve as effective deterrents and behavioral interventions. Not only are such notions
unfounded in the research literature (APA, 2008), but this study’s findings provide
evidence that exclusionary discipline responses to student misbehavior, especially when
dealt out on a student’s first offense, are associated with an increased risk of future
offense rather than deter undesirable behaviors. Additionally, this study shows that an
OSS puts a student at significantly higher risk of not progressing to the next grade level
or graduating than a similar student who commits the same offense, but receives a nonexclusionary disposition. Put simply, the present study provides evidence that
rationalized myths related to the efficacy of exclusionary discipline in District X are
harmfully inaccurate.
However, a closer look at District X reveals that its disciplinary beliefs and norms
are in a state of organizational transition. In fact, the rationalized myths around
exclusionary discipline have been shifting over the past several years in the district.
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During the 2011-2012 school year, District X implemented a progressive new
disciplinary policy that prohibits discretionary removals to off-campus Disciplinary
Alternative Education Programs (DAEPs) for non-safety-issue students and offenses. The
policy aims to reduce disproportionate representation of minority and special education
students in DAEPs, and better support the academic and behavioral needs of students on
home campuses in long term ISS settings. District X has also taken a proactive role in
internally evaluating school discipline patterns across campuses. School discipline reports
are distributed internally to associate superintendents every six weeks.4 These reports
show disciplinary referrals by subpopulation and are used as a tool to keep campuses
apprised of overrepresentation and overall disciplinary patterns. According to Meyer and
Rowan (1977), one of the hallmarks of a rationalized myth is the assumption of
legitimacy apart from evaluation. The level of internal evaluation and inspection
demonstrated by District X in recent years coupled with the district’s external signaling
through progressive policy shifts aimed at minimizing exclusion, show a major
deconstruction of long held rationalized myths related to the efficacy of exclusionary
discipline.
POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
It does not follow from this study’s findings, nor is it the purpose of the present
research, to classify exclusionary discipline as a definitively “good” or “bad” set of
responses to student offenses. Rather, the purpose of this study is to shed light on the
4

The internal reports are not publically available. They are used for internal review to target supports and
resources for the reduction of disproportionality.
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relationships between exclusion and student outcomes for a number of common student
offenses, so that exclusion may be used more thoughtfully and appropriately in schools.
To that end, the results of this study provide a number of important implications for
discipline policies at the school and district levels including the following:
Limit administrators’ ability to use OSS and DAEP for discretionary offenses.
As mentioned above, District X recently implemented a policy that prohibits
DAEP removals for discretionary offenses, and instead places youth in long-term
ISS settings. Given that the study found that students who received an OSS were
generally worse off in terms of student progress than similar students who
received non-exclusionary or ISS dispositions, this type of policy should be
expanded to include a prohibition or at least thoughtful restrictions on OSS for
discretionary offenses. A thoughtful restriction may include a prohibition of OSS
for the offenses on which OSS was shown to have a particularly negative impact
(e.g., abusive conduct toward adults and low-level code of conduct violations).
An alternative to an OSS may include a non-exclusionary intervention like peer
mediation or a referral to a behavioral counselor. In limited cases, it may involve
a short-term ISS.
Initiate or expand implementation of alternative disciplinary approaches to
improve school climate and decrease student misbehavior. In addition to putting
restrictions on OSS and DAEP removals, districts and campuses should consider
implementing campus- and district-wide approaches to school discipline that
improve overall school climate by identifying the needs of youth at risk of
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behavioral problems and connecting them with appropriate supports and services
before major disciplinary issues arise. Tiered approaches like PBIS and response
to intervention (RtI) establish structures to do just that (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
Social emotional learning and restorative justice programs are also associated
with improved school climate and decreased rates of student offenses.
Use Data-Informed Discretion. Given that an exclusionary disposition on a
student’s first offense significantly increases her/his risk of future offense and
number of future offenses, districts should put restrictions on the use of exclusion
for students’ first discretionary offense of a school year. Alternative nonexclusionary interventions should be built into disciplinary procedures for first
offenses.
Collect and Report Discipline Data. The present study and other research in the
area of exclusionary school discipline are only possible and only as strong as the
disciplinary data available to examine. However, the systematic collection,
reporting, and analysis of basic disciplinary indicators is not only important for
researchers; it is also important for schools, districts, and states to be able to
regularly and critically assess disciplinary patterns—particularly the prevalence of
disproportionality by race/ethnicity, gender, special education status, ELL status,
and grade level. At a minimum districts and states should collect and publically
report counts of suspensions (ISS and OSS), expulsions (with and without
services), and removals to alternative settings disaggregated by race/ethnicity,
gender, disability, and grade level. Once the collection of basic indicators is
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systematized, districts should incorporate the collection of non-exclusionary
disciplinary dispositions into their data systems.
Provide additional supports to help students navigate the disciplinary process.
Given both the negative associations exposed in this study between exclusion and
academic and behavioral outcomes, as well as the unexposed reality that the
disciplinary process can be messy and fueled by tenuous relationships between
student offenders and school disciplinary decision makers, it is important to put
structures in place to protect the interests and voice of the student offender. One
way to do this is by assigning students a self-chosen behavioral advocate (a
teacher, coach, counselor or any school staff member with which the student has a
trusting, positive relationship) to accompany the student through the disciplinary
process and advocate for appropriate disciplinary dispositions.
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
The present study provides important insights into the relationship between
exclusionary discipline and student academic and behavioral outcomes, but there is still a
great need for further research in the area of exclusionary discipline in schools. Future
research in this field of study should consider not only the effects of being excluded from
school, but also the impact of the amount of time a student is excluded. Does 3 days of
exclusion, for instance, have a larger and more negative effect on student outcomes than
10 days? Is there a tipping point after which the impact of being out of school becomes
much worse for a student? How does the impact vary when days are served consecutively
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vs. sporadically over time? States tend to set suspension limits arbitrarily; in Texas an
OSS may not exceed three days at a time (Texas Education Code Sec. 37.005(b)), while
in Pennsylvania suspension may not exceed 10 consecutive days (PA Education code
Sec. 12.6), and in California the limit is 20 days over the course of a school year
(California Education Code Sec. 48903). More research needs to be done on the impact
of amount of time excluded in order to more thoughtfully set state- and district-level
exclusion guidelines and limits.
Future research should also consider the impact of exclusionary discipline on
other students in the same class or school as the excluded youth. The present study
focuses only on how exclusion affects the recipient of the disposition. There is a need for
more work that examines the effect of exclusionary discipline on the broader classroom
and campus community. If, as this study suggests, exclusionary discipline for particular
offenses increases a student’s risk of future offenses, could an exclusionary response to
student misbehavior ultimately increase classroom disruptions over time? Furthermore,
how might the use of exclusion affect other students’ perceptions of school safety and
climate?
Additionally, research should more closely examine the relationship between
school climate and the use of exclusionary discipline. Research suggests that school
climate may affect school disciplinary practices; on a campus with a positive school
climate, where students and faculty feel safe and engaged, one would expect to see lower
rates of suspension and expulsion (Cornell, Gregory, & Fan, 2011). Although school
climate surveys are becoming more widely used by school districts across the country,
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many instruments are not validated for the population on which they are used. In order to
test the relationship between school climate and exclusion, access to robust, validated
school climate survey data is necessary.
Finally, there is a need for qualitative work that examines factors that could not be
controlled for in the present study but that may affect how, when, and on whom
exclusionary dispositions are used (e.g., administrator attitudes toward exclusionary
discipline, teacher-student relationships, fidelity of implementation for a tiered
intervention program). Qualitative research could also be useful in identifying best
disciplinary practices in schools. There is much to be learned from the critical
investigation of positive outliers, such as schools where high exclusion rates may be
expected, but where student offenders are kept in school and have positive academic and
behavioral outcomes.
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Appendix A: Offense Codes
New
Offense
Code
1^

Offense Category

Offenses

Abusive Conduct Toward
Other Students

2^

Abusive Conduct Toward
Adults

3

Abusive Conduct Other

4

Sexual Offenses

5

Registered Sex Offender

6

Weapons

7

Drug Offenses (Discretionary)

8

Drug Offenses (Mandatory)

9

Alcohol Offenses

10

Property Offenses

11

Off Campus Offenses

12^

Miscellaneous

Rude to a student (d); threatens or harasses a
student (d); physical aggression toward a student
(d); fight (d); assault student (r*); aggravated
assault on a student (m*); false report (r*); gang
related activity (r*); gang violence (d/r*)
Rude to an adult (d); threaten or harass an adult
(d); physical aggression toward an adult (d);
assault an adult (r/m*); aggravated assault on an
adult (m*); retaliate against an adult (r/m*)
Terroristic threat (r/m*); kidnapping (m*);
aggravated robbery (m*); manslaughter (m*);
negligent homicide (m*); deadly conduct (r/m*);
murder (m*)
Lewd or indecent exposure (r*); indecency
toward a child (m*); sexually assault an adult
(m*); sexually assault a student (m*);
continuous sexual abuse (m*)
Registered sex offender with court supervision
(r/m); registered sex offender without court
supervision (d)
Firearm (m*); bb/air gun (r*); legal knife (d);
illegal knife (m*); club (m*); other weapon
(m*); homemade weapon (r*)
Inappropriate medicine (d); paraphernalia (d);
tobacco (d); possession of drugs misd. (r*); use
of drugs misd. (r*); under the influence of drugs
misd. (r*); sale of drugs misd. (r*); glue/aerosol
(r*)
Possession of drugs felony (m*); sale of drugs
felony (m*)
Possession of alcohol (r*); use of alcohol (r*);
under the influence of alcohol (r*); sale of
alcohol (r*); alcohol felony (m*)
Robbery/theft/steal (d); stolen property (d);
destruction of property (d); criminal mischief
(r/d); arson (m*)
Title 5 (r/m); non-title 5 (d); firearm (*); other
weapons (*); serious offense (*); drug felony (*)
Other felony (r*); inappropriate internet (d);
dress code violation (d); cheating (d); gambling
(d); fireworks (d); unclassifiable (d); teacher
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13
14
15^

Emergency Placement
Expulsion from Alternative
Placement
Attendance - Discipline

remove (d); disruptive behavior (d); talk in class
(d); throw object (d); insubordination (d); no go
to ISS (d); no go to Saturday school (d); no go to
DAEP (d); forgery (d); other violation of code of
conduct (d)
Emergency placement
Misbehavior in alternative placement

Class cut (d); tardy (d); leave without authority
(d); in class/school without out authority (d)
16
Truancy Cases filed and heard Truant parent; three absences; ten absences; fail
by Court (not discipline)
to enroll
d=discretionary; r=removal conference; m=mandatory expulsion hearing; *=call SRO; ^=high
frequency offense code
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Appendix B: Disposition Codes
Dichotomous Exclusion Variable Used in Models C, D, E, F, and G
Type of
Actions
Disposition
Exclusionary Home suspension; partial day home suspension, suspension from an alternative
placement; partial day suspension from an alternative placement; ISS; partial day
ISS; removal to a DAEP; expulsion to a JJAEP; probated expulsion to a DAEP;
expulsion without placement; manifestation of a handicapping condition
(mandatory only); continue other district DAEP placement; continue other
district expulsion, continue other district expulsion to JJAEP; continue district
DAEP from previous year; continue district expulsion from previous year;
continue district expulsion at JJAEP from previous year; JJAEP by court order;
DAEP by court order
NonImpact referral; behavior plan; behavior contract; stay away agreement; gang
Exclusionary contract; referral to behavior specialist; warning/redirection; schedule/seat
change; peer mediation/conflict resolution; conference with student; parent
phone call; referral to counselor/community in schools; referral to dropout
specialist; letter to parent; conference with parent; home visit; mentor; loss of
privilege; service on campus; time out; bus suspension; detention; Saturday
school; other; pending

Six-Level Exclusion Type Used in Models A and B
Exclusion_type Description
Action
0
NonImpact referral; behavior plan; behavior contract; stay away
Exclusionary
agreement; gang contract; referral to behavior specialist;
warning/redirection; schedule/seat change; peer
mediation/conflict resolution; conference with student;
parent phone call; referral to counselor/community in
schools; referral to dropout specialist; letter to parent;
conference with parent; home visit; mentor; loss of
privilege; service on campus; time out; bus suspension;
detention; Saturday school; other; pending
1
In-School
ISS (in-school suspension); Partial day ISS
Suspension
2
Out-of-School
Home suspension; Partial day home suspension
Suspension
3
Disciplinary
ACES suspension; Partial day ACES suspension; DAEP;
Alternative
Continue other district DAEP placement; Continue district
Education
DAEP from previous year; DAEP, by court order
Program
4
Expulsion with
Expulsion to JJAEP; Probated expulsion, off-campus
Services
DAEP; manifestation of a handicapping condition
(JJAEP)
(mandatory only); Continue other district expulsion to
JJAEP; Continue district expulsion @ JJAEP from previous
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5

Expulsion
without services

year; JJAEP, by court order
Expulsion without placement; Continue other district
expulsion; Continue district expulsion from previous year
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Appendix C: Cross Tab output
Distribution of Dispositions across Race/Ethnicity, Gender, and Special Education Status 2008-2011
Ethnicity/Exclusion Type Cross Tab: Distribution of Dispositions across each Race/Ethnicity
Nonexclusion

ISS

Native
American
Asian

344

60%

70

1,014

68%

202

African
American
Latino

41,220

58%

94,000

57%

White

19,986

64%

Total

156,564

58%

11,1
95
30,8
08
4,58
4
46,8
59

OS
S
12
%
14
%
16
%
19
%
15
%
17
%

113
214
14,6
67
32,0
81
4,87
0
51,9
45

DA
EP
20
%
14
%
21
%
20
%
16
%
19
%

44
61
3,69
8
7,31
8
1,60
8
12,7
29

EXP w/
Service
8
%
4
%
5
%
4
%
5
%
5
%

*

*

EXP
w/o
Service
*

Total

*

*

*

*

1,492

83

0%

11

70,874

199

0%

16

58

0%

6

341

0%

33

0
%
0
%
0
%
0
%

*

571

164,42
2
31,112
268,47
1

Sex/Exclusion Type Cross Tab: Distribution of Dispositions across Female and Male Pops

Female

nonexclusion
44,878

ISS
58%

15,118

Male

111,788

58%

31,765

Total

156,666

58%

46,883

20
%
17
%
17
%

OS
S
14,6
43
37,3
61
52,0
04

19
%
20
%
19
%

DA
EP
2,68
2
10,0
54
12,7
36

3
%
5
%
5
%

EXP w/
Service
*

*

EXP w/o
Service
*

Total
*

*

*

*

*

342

0
%

34

0
%

77,3
78
191,
287
268,
665

Special Education/Exclusion Type Cross Tab: Distribution of Dispositions across Identified and Non-identified Pops

Nonidentified
Identified
Total

No
exclusion
118,777

ISS
59%

37,787

57%

156,564

58%

36,7
99
10,0
60
46,8
59

18
%
15
%
17
%

OS
S
38,0
18
13,9
27
51,9
45

19
%
21
%
19
%
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DA
EP
8,78
6
3,94
3
12,7
29

4
%
6
%
5
%

EXP w/
Service
212
129
341

0
%
0
%
0
%

EXP w/o
Service
21
12
33

Total
0
%
0
%
0
%

202,
613
65,8
58
268,
471

Appendix D: Summary of Models and Outcomes in Chapter 4
Overview of Statistical Tests and Findings by Research Question
Research Question 1: How are disciplinary dispositions distributed across offenses and student
level characteristics?
TEST
DESCRIPTION
FINDINGS
Race/Ethnicity by Exclusion Type
 Across all race/ethnicities nonCrosstab (See Appendix C)
exclusionary dispositions
account for over half of all
dispositions.
o White students received
slightly higher rates of
non-exclusionary
dispositions than Black
and Latino students.
o Disciplined Black and
Latino students received
slightly higher rates of
OSS than White
students.
o Disciplined Latino
students received slightly
Descriptive
higher rates of ISS than
Stats
White and Black
Assess the
students
distribution of
Gender
by
Exclusion
Type
Crosstab
 Disciplined females received
exclusionary
(See Appendix C)
slightly more ISS than
dispositions
disciplined males, and slightly
across
less DAEP or alternative
subpopulations
placement.
of interest and
 For all other exclusion types, the
offenses
disciplined male and female
distributions were nearly
identical
Special Education Status by
 Special education identified
Exclusion Type Crosstab (See
youth made up only 10% of the
Appendix C)
general population, but nearly
25% of the disciplined
population.
 Identified youth received ISS at
slightly lower rates than nonidentified youth, and OSS and
DAEP removals at slightly
higher rates than non-identified
students.
Offense Type by Exclusion Type
 Over 90% of student offenses
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Crosstab



Exclusion rates between
races/ethnicities




T-Tests
Test differences
in exclusion rates
between
subgroups of
interest

Ordered Logit
Investigate the
relationship
between offense
and disposition,
controlling for
student and
school
characteristics

Exclusion rates between male/female



Exclusion rates between SpEd
identified/non-identified



Model A(1):
To what extent does a student’s
offense predict the disposition (nonexclusionary or exclusionary) she/he
receives?



Offense Type



Exclusion
Type (all)
(non excl.,
ISS, OSS,
DAEP, EXP
w/ services,
EXP w/o
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occurred in one of 4 offense
categories: Category 1, Abusive
conduct toward other students
(21%); Category 2, Abusive
conduct toward adults (11%);
Category 12, Miscellaneous
(43%); and, Category 15,
Attendance for discipline (17%)
Asian and White students
received exclusionary
dispositions at significantly
lower rates than their peers
Latino youth received
exclusionary dispositions at
significantly higher rates than
their peers
There was no significant
difference in the Black exclusion
rate compared to rest of the
disciplined population
There was a statistically
significant difference between
male and female exclusion rates,
but the magnitude of the
difference was very small and
not very meaningful in practical
terms.
There was a statistically
significant difference between
identified and non-identified
exclusion rates, but the
magnitude of the difference was
very small and not very
meaningful in practical terms.
Offenses in the abusive conduct
toward students and adults
categories are predicted to
receive dispositions that are less
exclusionary than reference code
of conduct violations
Attendance violations are
estimated to receive slightly
more exclusionary dispositions
than code of conduct violations
Model A(1) regression results
suggest that when all

services)

Model A(2):
To what extent does a student’s
offense predict the disposition
(exclusionary only) she/he receives?
Offense Type

exclusionary type dispositions
are considered, each of the high
frequency offenses significantly
predicts a non-exclusionary
disposition


Exclusion
Type
(exclusion
only)
(ISS, OSS,
DAEP, EXP
w/ services,
EXP w/o
services)

In Model A(2), when, nonexclusionary dispositions are
omitted, each high frequency
offense significantly predicts an
ISS disposition

Research Question 2: What is the relationship between exclusion and student academic and
behavioral outcomes?
TEST
DESCRIPTION
FINDINGS
Model B(5)*:
 A student who receives a nonTo what extent does a student’s
exclusionary disposition or ISS is
offense type predict her/his likelihood
significantly more likely to
of moving to the next grade or
progress to the next grade or
graduating with a school year?
graduate than a student who
receives an OSS
OLS
Exclusion Type
Academic  A student who receives a nonRegression*
Progress
Investigate the
exclusionary disposition is
relationship
predicted to be nearly 8% more
between
likely to progress to the next
exclusion type
grade or graduate within a year
and student
than a student who receives an
academic
OSS
progress
 A student who receives an ISS
for any offense is estimated to be
about 5% more likely to progress
than a similar student who
receives an OSS
OLS Regression
Investigate the
relationship
between

Model C(1):
To what extent does exclusion type
predict if a student will have future
offenses?
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When a student is excluded for
an offense other than her/his first
offense, there is no significant
impact on her/his risk of future

exclusion and
risk of future
offenses

offenses.
Exclusion Type

Any
Future
Offense

Model C(2):
To what extent does an exclusion on
a student’s first offense in a school
year predict if a student will engage
in future offenses?

Exclusion Type

OLS Regression
Investigate the
relationship
between
exclusion and
number of future
offenses



A student that is excluded for
any offense during a school year
is predicted to have slightly more
(0.2) future offenses than a
student who is not excluded for
an offense.



A student who receives an
exclusion on her/his first offense
is predicted to have 58% more
future offenses than a similar
student not excluded on her/his
first offense.

Number
of Future
Offenses

Model D(2):
What is the impact of an exclusion
for a student’s first offense in school
year on predicted number of future
offenses?
Exclusion Type

A student is significantly more
likely to have future offenses if
excluded on a first offense
o A student that is
excluded on a first
offense of the school
year is approximately
14% more likely than
average to have a future
offense(s)

Any Future
Offense
(if excluded
on first
offense of a
school year)

Model D(1):
What is the impact of exclusion on a
student’s predicted number of future
offenses?
Exclusion Type



Any Future
Offense
(if excluded
on first
offense of a
school year)

Research Question 3: To what extent does the relationship between exclusion and student
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TEST

academic and behavioral outcomes depend on student offense?
DESCRIPTION
FINDINGS
Model E(1):
 An abusive conduct toward
To what extent does the relationship
another student offense does not
between exclusion and academic
have a statistically meaningful
progress depend on a student’s
impact on the relationship
offense type?
between exclusion and progress.


A student excluded for an
abusive conduct toward an adult
offense, miscellaneous code of
conduct violation, or attendance
violation is significantly less
likely to progress than a
comparable student not excluded
for the same offense
o A student excluded for
abusive conduct toward
an adult, miscellaneous
code of conduct offense,
or an attendance
violation is 7% less
likely to progress to the
next grade level or
graduate that a similar
student not excluded

Model F(1):
To what extent does the relationship
between exclusion and future
offenses depend on a student’s
offense type?



Exclusion Type*Offense Type



A student that receives an
exclusion for a miscellaneous
code of conduct is significantly
more likely to have future
offenses than a similar student
not excluded.
A student that receives an
exclusion for an attendance
violation is significantly less
likely to have future offenses
than a similar student not
excluded.

Exclusion Type*Offense Type
OLS Regression
Investigate the
relationship
between the
interaction of
offense and
exclusion on
student academic
progress

OLS Regression
Investigate the
relationship
between the
interaction of
offense and
exclusion on risk
of future offense

OLS Regression
Investigate the
relationship
between the
interaction of
offense and

Academic Progress

Any Future Offense

Model G(1):
To what extent does the relationship
between exclusion and number of
future offenses depend on a student’s
offense type?
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A student that is excluded for an
attendance violation is predicted
to have significantly fewer future
offenses than a similar student
not excluded for the same
offense.

exclusion on
predicted number
of future offenses

a student excluded for
attendance violation is
estimated to have 8%
fewer future offenses
than a similar student
who is not excluded for
the same offense
A student that is excluded for an
abusive conduct toward and
adult offense on her/his first
offense of a school year is
predicted to have 1.85 more
future offenses, or approximately
16% more future offenses than
average.
o

Exclusion Type*Offense Type

Number of Future Offenses



*Model B was run as a logit first, then as an OLS. Because findings were consistent it was
ultimately interpreted as an OLS. See table 4.4 for each variation of Model B
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Appendix E: Frequencies of Violations within each Offense Code
Offense Code

offense code 1

offense code 2

offense code 3

Violation Type
rude to a student
threatens or harasses a student
physical aggression toward a student
fight
assault student
aggravated assault on a student
false report
gang related activity
gang violence
Total offcode 1
rude to an adult
threaten or harass an adult
physical aggression toward an adult
assault an adult
aggravated assault on an adult
retaliate against an adult
total offcode 2
terroristic threat
aggravated robbery
total offcode 3

offense code 4

offense code 5

offense code 6

lewd or indecent exposure
indecency toward a child
sexually assault an adult
total offcode 4
registered sex offender with court
supervision
*
firearm
bb/air gun
legal knife
illegal knife
club
other weapon
homemade weapon
total offcode 6
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Freq.
10,375
5,601
22,145
13,766
1,754
53
63
3,328
433
57,518
22,665
2,617
3,115
525
6
28
28,956
265
11
276
150
12
12
174

%
offcode
18%
10%
39%
24%
3%
0%
0%
6%
1%
100%
78%
9%
11%
2%
0%
0%
100%
96%
4%
100%
86%
7%
7%
100%
*

12
244
912
68
8
126
17
1387

% total
4%
2%
8%
5%
1%
0%
0%
1%
0%
21%
8%
1%
1%
0%
0%
0%
11%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
*

1%
18%
66%
5%
1%
9%
1%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%

inappropriate medicine
paraphernalia
tobacco
possession of drugs (d)
use of drugs
under the influence of drugs
sale of drugs (d)
glue/aerosol
total offcode 7

141
556
506
3,328
offense code 7
748
2,946
160
9
8394
possession of drugs (e)
126
offense code 8
sale of drugs (e)
26
total offcode 8
152
possession of alcohol
238
offense code 9 use alcohol
313
under the influence of alcohol
292
total offcode 9
843
robbery/theft/steal
2,394
stolen property
1,152
offense code 10 destruction of property
1,775
criminal mischief
324
arson
6
total offcode 10
5,651
title 5
224 *
non-title 5 felony
98 *
offense code 11 other weapon
*
*
serious offense
*
*
drug felony
other felony
inappropriate internet
dress code
cheating
gambling
offense code 12 fireworks/dangerous
unclassifiable
teacher removal
disruption
talk in class
throw object

*

0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%
0%
3%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%
0%
2%
0%
0%
*
*

*
332
475
2,708
588
230
451
2,637
108
43,677
865
2,637
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2%
7%
6%
40%
9%
35%
2%
0%
100%
83%
17%
100%
28%
37%
35%
100%
42%
20%
31%
6%
0%
100%

*
0%
0%
2%
1%
0%
0%
2%
0%
38%
1%
2%

0%
0%
1%
0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
16%
0%
1%

insubordination
fail to attend ISS
fail to attend Saturday school
fail to attend DAEP
forgery
other code of conduct violation
total offcode 12

41,994
3,734
3,130
259
317
11,271
115,413

36%
3%
3%
0%
0%
10%
100%

16%
1%
1%
0%
0%
4%
43%

emergency placement

1,150

100%

0%

misbehavior at AEP
cut class
tardy
offense code 15
leave without authorization
in school without authorization
total offcode 15

27
23,053
9,134
14,269
187
46,643
350
268

100%
49%
20%
31%
0%
100%
20%
15%

0%
9%
3%
5%
0%
17%
0%
0%

total offcode 16

1,128
1,746

65%
100%

0%
1%

total offenses

268,666

offense code 13
offense code 14

truant parent
offense code 16 three absences
ten absences
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100%
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