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represented the population we were trying to reach, which was primarily teachers in main-
stream public middie and high schools. The other four groups were comprised of teachers
at the school where we held the focus groups, with the exception of one group where two
of the seven teachers came from a nearby high school (sec table 5.1 ).
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The Children Left Behind Project
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Current evidence strongly suggests that the philoisoyr)h}.-' anclvg‘x1:11c;:]c::()()(:il1/;x‘(;
tolerance school discipline has failed as an educational mtc1‘ ention Lo ensue
.t saf - mprove school climates. advance student learning, © p ice
Stuqirlltl)lsediszlitl:];)et the approach remains popular among many educal;]oolz;l
Zﬁ:;inistrators and political lea(ciicrs. .Thc lp](;zlclilj::lz:g(gln/;zlt)ol?l}](i:lg as;;digm.
c s not mean that all educationa s ascrit his am.
:\vbesrcrflt(:::)r:(:nuch of the research bas_c o dals: are the vm:c;e (q)lbsecltlcorosllstréggtlo
pals actively promoting allcrna;ive %hll?ss?t!:te)rs ir:(ii plxc‘;c”llmg e anter
ramount goals of student sd : carning. 1S
Zineiecz'itvzz Fh‘:: findings of the Children Left Be.hmd plOJZf:/CiT;l:l:][itgn’;‘Ez
perspectives and practices of school leaders im.one.: 'rtr]?eXiqig am(;no e
emerging results of this project sug‘gest that (1) diver q;}y l d.ig.dplinec(z) !
princ?puls in their endorsement of 7ero .t()lerance. slc’ 0((1)l {h iy (;f noe
disciplinary perspectives of school pnnmpa]:s ’ar'elle dt;ive(: and .(3) e ar
sionary student removal and use of pl‘e.\/enme‘a ljmt Xcil.lgion e
specti;'e of principals endorsing alLf':matlves ‘lo studen enot {he O.nl;gme[h()d
removing students from the leafmng environment 1S
available for keeping students safc to lcqrn. - wced in our schooks.
Out-of-school suspension and expulsion are wu‘ie y L(ll Ot s,
and their frequency is increasing. Our best evu'ieme to‘da di;d ,“;]m-y S
pension and expulsion are among the mo.st ‘w@el)‘/ L:s)c(:)lg (B(,\i,d',tch oo
niques. perhaps the most frequently used disciplinary tools (150
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Mansfield arris, 1992;
Danshel gl;ﬂlfdm;,}l{?%,Rose, 1988; Skiba. Peterson, and Williams, 1997
ehie [h,c an ., zlm llln.wn, 1989). National data estimate that abou[’7 el-.’
com ol 1 chool population missed at least one day of school due to bgir g
Of\llédl:l c or e);pellcd, double the number since the 1970s (U.S Deparlme:lct
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SCh;OI‘ lrfl)i})r(l)'.(l)(z)s mc.ewdem in the composition of sludcn?s removed frorrc]
Amcm; Am.e 00, while representing 17 percent of the student population
Dot 1:LEI(119 1epresenled 34 percent of the suspended population (U S’
qoparime (? : ucation, '20()0; Wald and Losen, 2003). African Americ.'m.
Smdcm; Lre ;uncn:gly 2.6 times as likely to be suspended compared to whi‘tc
s $, up from about two times as likely i ‘ |
et ely in the 1970s epartment of
Education, 2000; Wald and Losen, 2003) (15 Deparmento
Scholars he 3 he su
meno d'l\s:avc' suggested that the surge and growing inequity in student
remov. l;c U(: 1ln part to the emergence and popularity of the philesophy
zero tolerance™ (Ayers, Dohrn, and
Grped oo Lo , , and Ayers, 2001; Noguera, 1995:
: son, 1999; Verdugo, 2002; W 3). In short,
R : , 2 ; Wald and Losen, 20
>uiba and ‘ 9: Verdug .osen, 2003). In short,
roro ectijn@f fchgol dlSC][.)lm.e is based on the assumption of deterrence:
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Orderl};gan(;zl;xm‘pell;:\|01 will not be tolerated, and schools will be more
e for those remaining. The philos
( /an ' . osophy assumes that distri
ing uniform punishments : emovi P ol yicld e
s and removing disruptive s il yi
ehonls e o | g disruptive students will yield safer
. ates more conducive to learni
hools. : ‘ arning, 4 e equit
distribution of punishment (Skiba, 2004) f andmore cquitable
A]lh . PR . . > )
rlssump(iiu(;gnh 1nll‘ullwclylappealmg, our best evidence has failed to support the
h $ Ol zero tolerance. Zero tolerance i ~ ‘
ption ‘ . ance tn general and suspensi
Do zero tolera : g suspension and
Sd?oo“no in pamcu'lar ha've been associated with a number of negative
eho c.(?thcc)nnes including higher rates of dropout (Bowditch 1933)
- u coo 3 M 3 . > 4
punitive schooling environment (Bickel and Qualls, 1980). high rates

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

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

- and school-district Jevels have demonstrated large su

Exclusion Is Not the Only Alternative

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

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

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

wres and local school districts broadening the mandate ol zero tolerance

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

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

any school boards continue to toughen their disciplinary poli-

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

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

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

an approach that favors preventive alternatives to student removal. Consistent

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

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

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

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

climates conducive to learning.

or swearing. M

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

The goals of i
g of the Children Lefi i :
eft Behind proje - :
statewide dial oncern; project were twofold: (1) to open
ing a safe and()g;'CdL()n.Ccrmng l‘he best methods for promoting "mgi mairll)fr'1 :
ctate, and () lOpi oductive learn'mg climate in the schools of lchis midwes?”?-
the ileenil;leStillllldle and maintain a forum for discussion between thogj“
| stice system and the state’s educati ) se in
methods chosen for maintaini ) $ cducational system to ensure the
buman pot nzenl (0‘1 maintaining order in our schools do not jeo dl:}e thlal
cntial of Jeopardize
project was ucild o(; t);oung P§0ple or the overall safety of commur;itiesL"[EI]C
and 1‘esponsi§il'[c y two foundational principles: (1) schools have a.r'o;f
that is a r‘;-ée a; g(;o flt[))]plyfmelh()ds that are effective in maintaining a clinllcu[
' ssible of disruptions to student i y ae
tice sugeests S - . student learning, and (2) best prac-
Behil]dbg/\C['s’PaLnbd]'lefnl federal policy mandates (i.e., the No )Chisltjp;_‘lcr.t
; Public Law 107-110, 2002 , Y ’ ¢
employed in schools must maximi . 2002), that all educational practices
o ‘d{ _ S)ols must maximize the opportunity 1o learn for : g ' oS
gardless of their background rn for all children,
In the following secti .
Behind PrOjethll?'%hS]‘?Lm,mS’ we describe the data from the Children Lefi
in creating and. = .lghm]g th? perspectives-in-practice of local princi ']}
results frocm maintaining sale and productive schools. First wcpd ]p";)b
S a sur e s ‘ e oty Ccscribe
purpose procesls” Ye)(’l of school principals, querying their attitudes uhoutlihL
depth in.terviev;u an oqthmes of school discipline. Next, the results of i :
schools o l.e‘s with principals describing preventive practices u;ed Ain th‘l?_
presented. One of these interviews, describing hov\v a‘prevc: t'elr
g Ative

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

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

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

Table 6.1 Representative items endorsed more frequently by principals with different

perspectives on school discipline™

Group1: Prevention Orientation

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

o Suspension and expulsion do not really solve disciplinary problems.

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

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

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

Group 2: Support for Suspension and Expulsion

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

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

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

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

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

an individual basis.

Group 3: Pragmatic Prevention

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Proactive Intervention

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

at the classroom level.

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

Principals suggested that this approach actually gives teachers more authority
in their classrooms.
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. ionships with
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Toney (ot d] 2007)1;, “mld Y\{lllxalns, 1998) and deadly school violence

Lok dismpli,on :1 or l‘mwsc students whose behavior indicates a higher

o Jor clon h py ncipals suggeged that they worked hard to esmt?l“l
ation with students. One high school administrator noted o

We're very h < ..
anas- cfree . .
o us at ﬂr)lly lill?s ()lljadnuln\mu ators. I think that the students feel like they can cor
d ¢ and work with us. We ¢ . an come
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than I know ; bty e student activities. a |
know that '“05‘“ﬂd11111]15[,aw].s do, just trying to be present and let the (Z[ llm)lL
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1 has the student body together, he reminds them that
and dangerous to make sure that you
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“Every time he [the principal
if there is anything out there that’s lingering
bring it forward. He just continually impresses u
nication is.”

ed critical in this building: when a student
a student with a cache of weapons,

approached the administration to report
ventive action that

administrators and local police were able to take pre
headed off a p()tcmial\y deadly situation (Herald Times. 2001).

Mentoring programs, such as the Big Brothers/Big Sisters program have
s among the most effective programs for reducing the risk of
2001). At one urban elementary school. every adult.
dial staff. was asked to mentor on¢
e “who we considered to be discon-

been identificd a
violence (Mihalic et al.
from administrators to teachers to custo
¢child who had been identified as someon
nected from school.”

as that the adults would meet with these kids once a week . .. |

And all we asked w
would have lunch with this child, and we would play chess and we would talk . ..
We saw that we were making progress with these kids because really a lot of these

kids didn't have anyone who really took an inierest in them.

remarked on the relationship for many students

ailure and risk for acting-out behavior. One
h school described the relationship between

Many of the principals
between risk for academic f
administrator in a suburban hig
academic and behavioral problems this way:

dent’s] feeling inadequate in the class-
ademically—=1°d rather be bad than
. We have alleviated that

Some behavioral problems are due to {a sty
room or feeling as if they can’t perform ac
dumb.” That {understanding] has really helped us a lot. ..
problem by trying to keep kids from feeling that way in whaiever setting they are

m.

Creative Alternatives to Student Removal

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

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

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

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

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

deal with any misbeh
going to be suspended.
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Yet the principals i i
o IL ;?nnupals we terviewed also typically rejected a one-size-fits-all
sciplimary approach. As one elementary school principal noted ‘

“We don't have a zer
ave a 2ranc icy ii
oy e zero tolerance policy. . . . In the office, we really seek (o under
sta . o Ve Cans ‘ -
at’s going on and have consequences that make sense. [We] try not to use
. S

out-of-school suspensions
suspenstons unless we're at " owits”
s R O ; 4 [ 19 <) ’
oo ur wits” end. We want them here at

Trying t i ‘o
apprg'acﬁ l(})] ac.hleve this balance seems to lead these principals to an
wheri opi : - . .
approdct erein Fhej, sev.uny of punishment is more likely tailored to fit the
usness of the infraction. According to one principal

“Just to have a s ar o vy

the infraction i .s’(aélddxd, people say, *Well, okay, you lose a recess no matter what

thev sh H“ 1s.” But let's say they have written on a wall in the bathroom. | think
y should put on gloves and c¢lean it off. That makes sense.” S

Perhaps most striki y i
P E-Adi[(-);t sllnku?g were the creative ways in which these schools modi
aditional notions of out-of-s i . |
-school suspension and e i

Lo the aditional notior ' S nd expulsion to send
s g 1sc;1pl.m‘ny message to students without reducing (and perhaps even

N ¥ e 1] . . . ) ‘

) sing) t eir llm‘e in school. One high school uses what they term *prob:
lonary expulsion” for nondangerous offenses e

WC abs Y alie 1

; Sml:;;)[l’u:;gbj&;(;lobt2;\\? in zero lglcrancc p.olicics‘ - I we're going to expel

o probany > u[)) r;tn‘[ of ll?? time we will expel him or her technically buat

rorcement 10 1€ [u~n,‘lov suhool. on what’s called a continuing education

o e ot we 1< l;))u:‘b to do is make a commitment to try o help kids,

o (et s even th g k)‘ v4e made a pretty major mistake, for example pos-
ugs or alcohol . . . to return to school on a probationary basis. It is very

proactive because for the s ’ i
s student’s benefit we requir i
¢ € 1eq : 5 é counseli
e ot e Juire drug testing and counseling as

The principals (e Wi
liOmpandupflls we~spoke with reported that a combination of high expecta
< - o - o N f, M - - )
ns support '101' students can be effective even for the toughest kids. As
one high school disciplinarian noted, T o

We've had several re: i i

i bunosﬁzi:(;ﬂb;cif;{ l:j;]gf; ’klds enter this school, and after going through and

ey e e amund Wu.)‘mve ellnb.raced the class and the culture of the school

oy ve umed it aro . e re not seeing that aggressive behavior. Because they
nurturing place. They know that the teachers care about them as indi-

.
abo d
Vldualb ()lllcl Llabbl“a[eb care ab ut them ... that hdb hCIpe elllll"lﬂlc ”Icllly of [he
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PREVENTION-IN-ACTION: THE GREENFIELD
MIDDLE SCHOOL TRANSFORMATION

A story of transformation especially intriguing (0 the interviewing staff of
the Children Left Behind project is that of Greenfield Middle School under
the leadership of Jim Bever. the 2004 Metlife/National Association of Sec-
ondary School Principals and Indiana Middle School principal of the year
honoree. Greenfield's story illustrates that implementation of preventive
alternatives in schools can have profound positive outcomes for students.
What follows is a brief summary of that interview.? and supporting documen-
tation of the effectiveness of the innovative approaches implemented at
Greenfield.

The Disciplinary Climate at Greenfield

Discipline prior to Bever’s accepting the principalship scemed Lo be consis-
tent with the zero tolerance philosophy of punishing even minor student mis-
behavior severely in an attempt 0 “send a message” to students.

The atmosphere in the building was one of demanded respect as opposed to earned
respect. Comments {rom students, sometimes inappropriate in nature. were often
considered disrespectful and punished as a violation of the schools expectation of
respect. There was little delineation between behavior that was inappropriate and in
violation of the school’s conduct code and behavior that teachers found distasteful
or personally objectionable. Both types of behaviors were severely punished when
referred to the office. There was a common understanding that students must sufter
as a result of punishment.

Eurther. the disciplinary climate at this middle school was less than optimal.
as evidenced by some serious acts of violence and a heavy reliance on school
administrators to deal with student behavior.

We were seeing 300 plus office referrals 2 month in 1998 and 1999. ... There were
some fairly violent acts occurring in this building. . . . The year prior lo me coming
to this building, there was even a student who had been so severely beaten she lost
continence and was taken out on an ambulance cot. So things were not very good
here when 1 came.

The high levels of office referrals. suspensions, and expulsions scemed to be
due. not to any inherent desire to remove students from schools. so much as
not knowing what else to do. This is evidenced by a conversation between a

teacher and Bever.
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“This is the only thing I've ever . Exclusion Is NotHIe Uity aueare
me you have (o }r;ul“z:]ii:j \l/JL i\:l k{lown‘ The first principal that 1 worked under told '
ICs the only thing I knew Ii)n ;;lm;l the wall now and then to get their attention. .
now.” So 1 told hhim “Ok: y lgh‘ schogl career and it's the only thing I kn 1‘ A
. ay. well, we're going to learn something di erent.™ ow

teaching staff that the students at Greenfield had a cognitive aptitude score
(as assessed by the state’s mandatory accountability examination) that was
within one point. plus or minus. of the students they had “lost.”

Principal Bever also placed a hcavy emphasis on collaborating with com-
munity agencies in (ransforming the disciplinary climate at Greenfield. Bever
believed he had to take a swift and direct approach in getting a school with
at times violent behavior under control. In his words,

Elements of Change at Greenfield Middle School

O“e ()t the more crit al elements Ol b & p
0 s’
1C l nt tlallS[()llllall()ll a (.,(.Old”lo to I rmci a]

Bever, was worki :
s working Anoine t . .
) ing on changing the attitudes, opinions, and behaviors of tl serious and
S, s of the

teaching staff. One structural g . ‘
ment of an executive Commilteceha:oc;; I?ICV(:,; “T‘[ilemcmsd was the establish- 5 The very first thing 1 did was 10 take a very aggressive approach to the discipline
dle school teams within the blliladil P‘hse ol lb.aders from each of the mid- piece. | immediately began involving the local police department. We began hiring
decision making. ng, charged with much of the disciplinary ~ uniformed security for a lot of our after school functions. . . . So. the first thing 1 did
5 was come in here with a real hard line effort.
We started asking our folks .
most severe thing we c:nkgo[(i)st:;g:r::f I;dslllzdi:? ?_gh the discipline piece. ... The : In retrospect, however, Principal Bever indicated that this approach was nec-
;::g[;::,l always effective in terms of the indi\'iduzal‘]::llzzzgzt .w.‘Tlhis is punitive : essary, but not an optimal long-term solution, in establishing safety at Green-
comming;ajyl(())rui(;;/ni:i cade rm ﬂreally asking those team leade.rs {t)r:at;:e lLOXIOOI\ nt : field. The purpf)se of using local law enforeement. according L0 BCVCY'. V.VZ\S
eaders of the building. . . . They really assume a k;;‘;‘:l‘; to establish safety. not 1o manage student behavior. It is thus not surprising
© blished at Greenfield through a greater variety

decision-making basis i

g basis in the ildi . -
he building. ' that since safety has been esta

of disciplinary options, a uniformed police presence is no longer necessary.

Interestingly, however, the ties between Greenfield and local law enforcement

Further, a str ;
B rong em SIS - P
¢ emphasis was placed on responsible behavior and decision
| have been transformed into a more collaborative

makine amone the teachine fac
e g the teaching faculty. have not ceased but rather
: relationship.

\lek y( I ta W < Xp
. h Q O I)(., 1aVI0r y X 0
u (l“\ en teachers d ntm del l]le S lh expect out of Ille“

students, the stage i e o
H ge is set for disaster N . R R .
aster. And when you have tcachers who rule through ICs the same thing with the police department. .. . They get 1o see what we were
o

about and what we stood for which was not taking troubled kids and getting them

intimidation, you'r i
. re going to have a mess i ¥
a L mess in your school because the kids will
We've really opened the door to them. We invite uniformed officers

respond similarly Ki
k .. .. Kids must come firs .
Middle school always proceed .51 %(;mc first. Every decision we make at Greenfield out the door. . ..
Kids?™ s with the question “what is going to be best for the ' on shift to come in and eat with the kids. 1 have a detective on the police department
; who has become very, very involved in our parent leadership group. . .. They've
come in and done defensive tactics training. . . . They have talks with our students

Bever also believed it i
so believed it important to challenge assumptions that the s about self protection and how to stay out of situations that could get them in
s that the students at trouble. . .. We have a wonderful relationship where we help them by not putting

Greenfield were “ .
were “bad” studer
. ad™ 1ts. Due to a recent redistricti
‘e i cent redistric CEE . . . .
redistributed many students in the school district istricting process that kids out on the street who are going to end up becoming a problem for them. We try
among many was that Greenfield reccivcd‘[l , @ commonly held belicf ‘~ to find alternatives.
believed it ¢ i - he “worst” students. Be
essential to challenge this belief students. Bever
gc this belief:
The strategy of using external agencies to make Greenfield a safer and

The tirst task really involved getting the i more responsive school has also been extended Lo agencies beyond law

are not the worst students. Are gettng them [teaching faculty] to see that our kids enfore [ )

here before? Yes. Are thj. 1‘L they different maybe than some of the kids they had enforcement
. ey less able? Absolutely not.” ¥ had

§ to community organizations. the police

[ began to establish some good bridge
al services. and child protective

To reinforce the notion that Greenfield’s students were i ‘ department, the probation department. family soci
ere just as capable as the 1 services. . . . We work a great deal with the probation department with
_That’s been a great thing. If | had a student in need or I have a

students who h e,
ad been transferred during redistricting, Bever showed hi \tendance
= h (4 1S atfe ..
at home, one quick

student that 1 suspect may be involved in an abusive situation
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call to child protective services and we get incredibly fast and cooperative responses

to respond collaboratively to support this student and get them through this difficult
lime.

Outcomes of a Different Approach

The change in culture and climate at Greenfield has been dramatic according
to Principal Bever.

We just don’t see the issues of physical violence anymore. Do we have aggressive
middle school boys in pushing and shoving matches now and then? Yes. Do we have
the highly aggressive fist throwing and all-out fights? No. Very. very rarely does that
happen anymore. The office referrals we now see are more typical with what you're
going to see when dealing with middie schools.

Data drawn from the state of Indiana database on out-of-school suspension
and expulsion over the last cight years (Indiana Department of Education.
2004) provide additional evidence of the disciplinary changes at Greenlicld.
Table 6.2 is a comparison of the disciplinary infractions for the year prior o
Bever’s arrival and during the first year of his principalship. The out-of-
school suspension incident rate dropped from 50.67 incidents per 100 stu-
dents in 19981999, to 18.53 incidents per 100 students in 1999-2000.
Moreover. the number of suspensions and expulsions for drugs. weapons, and
alcohol incidents dropped from fourteen 1o one. even with increases in stu-
dent enrollment.
These changes in the data appear to be maintained over time. Comparing
the four years prior to Bever assuming the principalship to the four years of

Table 6.2  Disciplinary infractions at Greenfield Middie School: 1998-1999 and
1999-2000 School Years:

School School OSs DWA
Year Enrollment QSssh Rate! DWA Rater
1998-1999 450 228 50.67 14 3.11
1999-2000 475 88 18.53 1 0.21

Note: Jim Bever became principal during the 1999-2000 school year.

* Data were drawn from the Suspension and Expulsion Report form from the Incliana Department of Education.
" OSS is the total incidents of out-of-school suspension.

+ OS5 Rale s calculated by dividing the total number of out-of-school suspensions by the total school enroll-

ment, multiplied by 100. Thus, this rate represents the total out-of-school suspension incidents per 100 students
and can be compared across school years.

¢ DWA (Drugs, Weapons, and Alcohol) is the tatal number of suspensions and expulsions for drugs, weapons,
and alcohol.
“ DWA Rate is calculated by dividing the totat number of suspensions and expuisions for drugs, weapons, and

alcohof by the total school enrollment, multiplied by 100, This rate represents the total drug, weapon, and
alcohol incidents per 100 students and can be compared across schoul yedrs.
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Figure 6.2. Suspensions and Expulsions for Drugs, Weapons, and Alcohol at
Greenfield Middle School: 1996-1999 and 2000-2003

2000 to 2003

not on their teaching but rather fon] the students” learning. We’ve seen some appre-
ciable increases in student achievement over the past several years, but | don’t think
that we're performing at a level that is consistent with our students’ ability.

Bever attributes some of the gains in student learning to changes in the
teacher-student relationship: “What we do see though is just much more posi-
tive interactions between students and teachers, and I think that alone has
certainly helped us out in terms of the learning environment.”

Bever may be underestimating the effects of school climate change and
improvements in student achievement at Greenfield Middle School. Figure
6.3 shows that since the 2000-2001 school year, one year after Bever became
principal, Greentield Middle School’s percentage of students passing both the
English/language arts and math sections of the state’s accountability assess-
ment has been higher than the state median for Indiana middle schools, aver-
aging around a sixty percent passing rate.

Principal Bever is quick to point out that he believes there is still much
work yet to be done at Greenfield, stating, “We’re moving in the right direc-
tion, but again, I'll emphasize we’re measuring in millimeters movement that
needs to be measured in miles.” He is especially cognizant of the demands
placed on staff by a more preventive and individualized approach to school
discipline.

Every move we make creates a ripple, in effect, placing increasing demands on our
faculty. Innovation and improvement puts a great deal of pressure on our staff (o
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can focus on their schoolwork, not disruptions. The principals described in
this paper have sought and found methods that allow them to preserve the
salety and integrity of the learning climate in their schools while maximizing
student opportunity to learn. While zero tolerance school discipline may cur-
rently be popular among many educational administrators and political lead-
ers, the principals we interviewed described many alternatives to student
removal, suggesting that exclusionary disciplinary sysiems are not the only
way of ensuring school safety and productivity.

To be sure, these principals made it clear that there are students who
threaten the safety of the learning environment and who nced to be removed
{from the school environment for a period of time. Yet, they also used prac-
tices and approaches seeking to prevent negative behavior from occurring,
they focused on establishing meaningful relationships with disconnected stu-
dents, and they sought to implement creative alternatives to exclusion for stu-
dents engaged in disruptive and even severe behavior. These perspectives are
congruent with national research documenting the effectiveness of preventive
planning and implementation (Dwyer et al., 1998; Elliott et al., 2001; Gagnon
and Leone, 2001; Mihalic et al., 2001; Skiba et al., forthcoming; Thornton et
al., 2000).

Student attitude and behavior contribute to the likelihood of being removed
from school (Wu et al., 1982). Yet, differences in beliefs and practices among
educators that relate to different outcomes for students suggests that the
choices made by educators, principals in particular, substantially contribute
to student exclusion (Bowditch, 1993; Dunbar and Villarruel, 2004; Mukuria,
2004; Raffaele Mendez et al., 2002; Vavrus and Cole, 2002; Wu et al., 1982).
Thus, the fact that some principals, even those serving “tough” student popu-
lations (Mukuria, 2004; Raffaele Mendez et al., 2002), are able to maintain
the integrity of the learning environment without removing large numbers of
students from the opportunity to learn illustrates that there are efficacious
alternatives to student removal.

The implementation of different ways of disciplining students is not
resource-free. In an era when schools and teachers are being required to do
more and more with fewer resources, placing the responsibility of change
solely on the backs of educators can be overwhelming to those personnel. A
substantial commitment of time, effort, and scarce school resources has been
necessary to create the changes seen at Greenfield Middle School and other
schools (Raffacle Mendez et al., 2002; Richart et al., 2004). This suggests
that provisions of additional targeted resources are necessary for these pre-
ventive approaches to take hold, grow, and evolve.

Even with limited resources, however. the principals highlighted in this
paper have sought and found methods that allow them to preserve the safety
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Recommendations and Conclusions

Z.cro tolerance policies provide two distinet policy tracks. The first track is
defined by the Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994, It prohibits guns. drugs.
tobacco, and other weapons in or near schools. This law requires that students
be suspended or expelled from school. The policy, as it was written and
intended. protects students and teachers and makes public schools more
secure: it was intended as good policy for safe school environments. Princi-
pals must make every effort to prevent crime in the school so that schools are
safe havens. :

It is the thoughtlessness with which many zero tolerance policies are
implemented that has created conflicts. Knives are weapons, and drugs are
illegal and grounds for removal. No consideration was given when a butter
knife was accidentally left in a vehicle or a fingernail file was left in a purse.
Midol, aspirins, cough drops, and asthma pumps morphed into prohibited
drugs. Over time, many of these discrepancies have been corrected. The stu-
dent removal data from Texas show that only five percent of all the student
discipline infractions in the state of Texas are for the mandatory zero toler-
ance infractions as identified by federal and state faw.

The second track of zero tolerance policies poses major concerns. These
are state and local policies that emerged or evolved from federal legislation,
defined in state policy as discretionary policies. which in Texas represent
approximately 95 percent of all disciplinary infractions. The second phase of
zero tolerance policies threatens equal educational opportunity, school deseg-
regation, and equitable resources. National and state school suspension and
expulsion data show that second phase zero tolerance adversely affects
minority, low-income, special education, and male students. The theories
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