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Using a nationally representative sample frame, this paper will explore 
why students are suspended from school. In going beyond the usual interest 
in who is suspended, our concern is in discovering if suspension can be 
characterized as an individualphenomenon or a schoolphenomenon. This is 
an important distinction vis-a-vis educational policy. Such a distinction 
would lead to attention being focused on either (1) finding promising ways 
to reduce individual student misbehavior and to induce more socially 
acceptable behavior, or (2) restructuring the schooling process to remove 
practices that increase the rates of antisocial behavior and suspension. 

School suspension is not a new issue. Rather, suspension of students 
from school has been a subject of considerable public debate in recent years 
(Edelman et al, 1975; Neill, 1976; Garibaldi, 1979). The public debate 
covers a wide range of issues. One of the most important issues deals with 
the provision of procedural due process in suspension cases. Some 
observers charge that suspension takes place frequently without students 
being given oral or written notice of the charges against them, and without 
them having the opportunity to present their side of the story at a heating. 
The lack of due process provisions such as notice and hearing has been 
considered particularly serious in short-term suspension cases 
(Lines, 1977). 

In 1975, the U. S. Supreme Court in two separate decisions stated that 
students facing temporary suspension have property and liberty interests 
substantial enough to qualify them for protection under the due process 
clause of the 14th Amendment of the U. S. Constitution. The first decision 
(Goss v. Lopez) 1 mandated minimum due process procedures for students in 
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suspension cases, and the second (Wood v. Strickland) 2 made school boards 
liable for damages in such cases. The Supreme Court's affirmation of the 
rights of students to due process was applauded by those who advocate 
reforms in disciplinary practices at schools. To others, however, schools in 
general have not abused the individual rights of the students who are 
accused of violating the school rules. The latter argue that it is not the first 
impulse of school administrators to suspend or expel students when con- 
fronted with student misconduct. They also say that suspension practices 
have been largely fair, with due process procedures being closely followed. 
To them, the Supreme Court's requirements of minimum due process was 
considered a further erosion of the power and the ability of school adminis- 
trators to run schools in the best interest of the majority of the students. 

Other issues besides the general question of procedural due process make 
suspension a subject of public debate. Suspension attracts considerable 
national attention because of the possibility of discrimination, especially 
racial discrimination; this has been pointed out by civil rights and child 
advocacy groups. Among others, the Children's Defense Fund in two 
well-known reports asserts that minority pupils, especially black pupils, 
have been suspended at a rate highly disproportionate to their total enroll- 
ment. The disproportionately high suspension rate for blacks and other 
minorities, in comparison to that for whites, is considered evidence of racial 
discrimination in disciplinary actions. 

Some consider higher rates of suspension among minority students to be 
simply a product of more misbehavior at school. Others suggest that dis- 
proportionate suspension rates for minorities could be better explained by 
the fact that schools are middle-class institutions with middle-class people 
teaching and administering them. It is the different cultural orientation of 
the largely low soc!oeconomic status minority students, in conflict with the 
middle class orientation of the school, that explains their higher suspension 
rate, not racial bias. Still others consider that academic records, not race, 
are the better explanation of student suspension, since regardless of race, 
most suspended students are academically deficient (see Neill, 1976). 
Clearly, these differing views have yet to be resolved. 

The fundamental value of suspension has also been widely debated. To 
the opponents of suspension, it is not considered helpful to suspend 
students. They have emphasized the plight of students during the period out 
of school as (1) the traumatic feeling of loss of self-respect and of being 
unwanted, (2) the increasing chance of coming into contact with a delin- 
quent subculture, (3) the vicious cyclical effects of being unable to catch up 
with school work, and (4) the stigma among peers after suspension 
(Williams, 1979). They have also argued that suspended students have 
frequently become school dropouts. The severely damaging consequences 
of suspension is seen to greatly outweigh whatever potential disciplinary 
value it has. 

It has been suggested that suspension is often ~i knee-jerk response to 
student misbehavior on the part of school personnel (Neill, 1976). The 
temporary removal of students from school not only fails to solve the 
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problem of student misbehavior, but the arbitrariness of such removal could 
worsen school disciplinary problems and thus create an opposite effect 
(Mizell, 1978; Williams, 1979). 

To theproponents of suspension, on the other hand, suspension is seen as 
an integral part of the teaching and learning process in school. However, 
while some consider suspension a necessary means to cope with student 
misconduct, most regard it as a stop-gap measure needed for protecting 
individuals and school property and for the smooth running of the educa- 
tional process in school. They suggest that suspension, like any other 
disciplinary measure, may at least reduce the chances of recurrence of 
misbehavior for a short period of time immediately after the suspension. 
They argue that it serves the purpose of pointing out the seriousness of 
misconduct, thus helping students develop self-control and acceptable 
behavior at school. It may also serve as a deterrent, an instruction to other 
students not to commit the kind of behavior for which suspension is 
imposed. In addition, the proponents of suspension have also viewed 
suspension as being needed sometimes to get parents involved in situations 
where they have not previously cooperated with the school in its efforts to 
solve the behavior problems of their children. More philosophically, the 
proponents have argued that the majority of the students who are interested 
in learning should not have to suffer from the constant disruption of the very 
few (Neill, 1976; U. S. Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile 
Delinquency, 1976; Garibaldi, 1979). 

Issues surrounding due process, racial discrimination, inappropriate uses 
of suspension, and the fundamental disciplinary value of suspension, are 
the four areas in the public debates on student suspension. The intensity 
involved in these debates is not simply a matter of different personal 
convictions or ideological positions between the proponents and opponents 
on each of these issues. It is also indicative of the perceived importance of 
student suspension which needs serious consideration in the nation's public 
schools. 

Even without statistical information, it should be clear that while students 
are suspended for misbehavior or for violation of school rules, not all the 
misbehaving students experience suspension. Misbehavior such as smoking 
at school could be grounds for suspension, but not all smoking on school 
grounds leads to suspension. This means that there are other factors 
involved (Rubel, 1977). 

What then are the other factors that contribute to suspension? We still do 
not know. More systematic research is thus badly needed. From the records 
of the public debates, it is rather clear that less suspension is commonly 
preferred by both proponents and opponents of student suspension. Since it 
seems widely agreed that suspensions are unfortunate, we will assume in 
this paper that a reduction of suspension is a worthwhile goal. With this in 
mind, our principal purpose here is to examine some fundamental factors 
influencing student suspensions, and not to inquire into the wide-ranging 
issues of the debates. Although our discussion will have important bearing 
on some of the issues in the debate, it is our firm belief that only through 
further identification of the fundamental factors involved can we improve 
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our understanding of student suspensions as a problem, and thus develop 
policy alternatives to resolve this problem. 

This paper uses data collected by the Congressionally mandated Safe 
School Study (National Institute of Education, 1978). This study was 
intended to answer questions related to student misbehavior and crimes at 
school rather than those related to student suspension. Nevertheless, these 
large-scale national data allow us to examine some important questions 
about student suspensions. Readers who wish to know more about the range 
of student misbehavior at school are encouraged to consult the Safe School 
Study Report. 

The Safe School Study was intended to answer a number of questions 
related to crimes and violence in the nation's public schools. It was based on 
a national survey taken in 1976, of more than 4,500 elementary and 
secondary schools. This sample of schools consisted of two subsamplesm 
3910 Phase I study schools, and 641 Phase II study schools, differentiated 
by the amount of information which was collected about each. To study 
suspensions, we utilize the more detailed data pertaining to the Phase II 
schools. These 641 schools were selected to represent all public secondary 
schools in the entire nation through a two-staged stratified sampling 
procedure that took into consideration the geographic location (region), the 
type of community (urban, suburban, and rural), educational level (junior 
and senior high schools), and the school size (student enrollment). The data 
sets obtained from these schools included the results of a mail survey of the 
school principals, a self-administered questionnaire survey of all 23,895 of 
their teachers, and the on-site self-administered questionnaire survey of 
31,373 students randomly selected from these schools (31,103 responded). 
We take advantage of all three subsets of data for analytical purposes. 

Our discussion on student suspensions is dividea as follows. In Section I, 
we discuss the extent of suspension. The description and discussion of the 
extent of student suspensions are not meant for national estimates or projec- 
tions: They are presented to give the reader a rough view of the likelihood of 
students being suspended and of some general broad patterns. In Section II, 
we will discuss the relationship between student misbehavior at school and 
suspension. After examining student misbehavior as the most obvious 
factor in suspension, additional factors are then considered in the subse- 
quent sections. In Section III, we examine the possibility of teachers' 
judgments and attitudes as potential factors in suspension. In Section IV, 
we examine whether student suspension is related to the administrative 
structure of schools in the handling of student disciplinary matters. In 
Section V, we consider the possibility of academic ability as a potential 
factor in suspension. Finally, in Section VI, the possibility of the inter- 
ference of racial bias is discussed. 

THE EXTENT OF STUDENT SUSPENSION 

How frequently are students suspended from school? To see how wide- 
spread is the suspension experience, we rely on student responses, from the 
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seventh through twelfth grade, to the question: "'Have you ever been 
suspended from this school?" Since the questionnaire was not originally 
constructed with a view to analysis on suspension, we are unable to measure 
either (1) at what specific time the suspension took place, or (2) the number 
of times, or duration, of the suspension(s). Our focus here, then, is on the 
likelihood of suspension during the secondary school years. 

We should also note that these data do not contain responses of students 
who were either absent or suspended during the administration of the 
questionnaire. Consequently, our analysis will yield a conservative 
estimate of suspension rates. However, the purpose of this paper is not to 
present precise estimates of suspension rates, but rather to explore factors 
that help explain variations in suspension rates. 

Probability of Suspension by Educational Level and Community Type 

Of the 31,103 students surveyed, 3,455 indicated that they had been 
suspended from their school. In other words, about 11% of the students 
surveyed had been suspended at least once from their school. As we classify 
the students according to the educational level and the type of community in 
which their schools are located, we notice that the chances of being sus- 
pended from school are not equal for all students. 

Table 1 demonstrates that more students in urban schools are suspended 
than are students attending suburban or rural schools. Also, more suburban 
students are suspended than are rural students within the same kinds of 
schools. Considering junior and senior high school students separately, we 
notice that in both cases urban school students have the highest suspension 
rates, suburban school students the second highest, and rural school 
students the lowest rates. Urban schools are defined as those within a city of 
50,000 or more population. Suburban schools are located in the remainder 
of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) which have such a 
city as their center. Rural schools are located in small towns and rural areas 
outside of SMSAs. (Tables appear starting on page 274). 

In urban areas, about 15% of the students in both types of schools are 
suspended, but in suburban areas 13% of the senior high students have been 
suspended while only 8% of the junior high students have had the same 
experience. In rural areas, more than 9% of senior high school students have 
been suspended from school as compared to less than 7% for the junior high 
students. The generally higher percentage of senior high school students 
suspended may in part be because of the possibility that senior high school 
students, on the average, stay in their schools for a longer period of time. 
Hence their students could have a longer period of exposure to the chance of 
being suspended. We turn now to this possibility. 

Probability of Suspension by Grade Level 

In general, more senior high than junior high students have been sus- 
pended from school. Is this higher suspension rate among senior high school 
students a matter of their longer attendance rather than more frequent 
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suspensions carried out by their schools? In Table 2, we compare suspen- 
sion rates between senior and junior high school students by the duration of 
their attendance. Each student was asked how long he or she had gone to the 
school at the time of  questionnaire administration. The answer to this 
question enables us to place students into one of four broad duration of 
attendance categories: (1) less than 1 year, (2) I or 2 years, (3) 3 or 4 years, 
and (4) 5 or more years. The results show that except in urban communities, 
when students have been in school for three years or longer, senior high 
school students have a higher suspension rate in all four duration categories. 
The difference is most marked among the first-year students. In urban areas, 
10% of  the first-year senior high students were suspended as compared to 
9% for the junior high students. In suburban communities, 9% of the senior 
high students were suspended during their first year at school as compared 
to 5% among the first-year junior high students. The comparable figures in 
rural areas are 8% for the senior high students and 4% for the junior high 
students. The figures presented in Table 2 are rough; they cannot be used in 
the computation of an incremental change of suspension rates from one time 
point to another. Neither can they be considered to be the actual extent of 
suspension among students in high schools. One obvious reason is that the 
available information does not take into consideration dropouts or trans- 
ferred students, many of  whom presumably had been suspended prior to 
their exit from their schools. The suspension rate among students who have 
been in school for 5 years or more is lower in some cases than the rate for 
students who have been in school for only 3 or 4 years, as we see in Table 2 
for the suburban and rural schools. This could well indicate that many 
suspended students drop out before they reach the fifth year of school, or 
reflect a reduced role for low suspension in multigrade consolidated 
schools. 

The probability of  a student being suspended from school is probably 
underestimated in these data. But dropout rates are generally higher among 
older students, so complete suspension rates for them might be even higher. 
We conclude that higher suspension rates among the senior high students in 
fact indicate that their schools do suspend more students each year, and are 
not due to a longer period of attendance. 

We can analyze suspension rates for each of the secondary school years. 
These grade-specific suspension rates are closely related to the suspension 
rates by duration of  attendance, because students in the higher grades are 
likely to have been in school longer. However, the combination of grade- 
specific suspension rates with type of school offers a better view of different 
suspension rates from one period of time to another. The suspension rates 
for seventh through ninth graders in the junior high schools and ninth 
through twelfth graders in the senior high schools are reported in Table 3. 
The information reported here, together with that'reported in Table 2, 
suggests that students are most likely to be suspended during their first year 
in school. We cannot gauge the extent of  forgetting which occurs over the 
longer period, however, even though suspension is presumably a serious 
event which should be remembered better than many other life events. This 
may limit the accuracy of reporting on suspensions that occurred longer 
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ago, and could help account for the lack of proportionate increases in 
suspensions with longer duration of attendance. 

In urban senior high schools, 16% of the seniors were suspended at least 
once in the 3-4 years that they attended school. However, 11% of the ninth 
graders in the same schools were suspended during only 1 year of attend- 
ance. This suggests that the students who will be suspended in high school 
appear to be suspended during their first year, and as the students move to 
the upper grades and stay in school for a longer period; the additional risk of 
being suspended for the first time decreases. In junior high schools, by 
contrast, student suspensions display a somewhat different patternm 
although a substantial number of students were suspended in the seventh 
grade, over twice as many ninth graders were suspended from junior high 
school as seventh graders, suggesting that many ninth graders are sus- 
pended for the first time in their last year of junior high school. 

The implication of these trends is worth exploring. The fact that first 
suspensions so frequently occur in the seventh grade in junior high school 
and in the ninth grade in senior high school suggests that the first year in a 
new school may be a difficult period. Does this suggest that during the first 
year students display more behavior problems, or does it imply that during 
the first year students are simply not familiar with the school rules and 
disciplinary practices? If the latter is true, they may get suspended more, not 
so much because their behavior is different from students in the higher 
grades, but because they have not been in school long enough to be able to 
avoid being Caught and suspended when they misbehave. There are other 
possibilities: (1) could it be that school authorities are somewhat more strict 
with beginning students, over whom they are eager to exercise their control, 
or (2) is this a particularly difficult period of middle adolescence? Our data, 
regretfully, cannot answer such critical questions. 

Probability of Suspension by Sex, Race, and Socioeconomic Status 

The probability of suspension from school for a student not only varies 
according to the type of community in which the school is located and the 
level of  the school, it also varies according to the student's sex, race, and 
socioeconomic background. Table 4 shows that male students in every kind 
of school location and level are more likely to be suspended than females. 
Suspension experience is higher for males in all six subgroups of schools. 

Table 5 shows suspension rates for various racial groups. These suspen- 
sion rates indicate that the black students are at least twice as likely as 
whites to have been suspended. This again holds true in all six subgroups. 

Tables 6 and 7 show the suspension rates for students who differ in family 
socioeconomic status. In Table 6, we notice that students whose fathers do 
not have a full-time job are more likely to have suspension experience than 
those whose fathers do. In Table 7, we notice that the students who receive 
free lunches at school are more likely to have suspension experience than 
those who do not. Thus, in general, students whose families are at the lower 
end of  the socioeconomic spectrum tend to be more frequently suspended. 
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ATTITUDINAL AND BEHAVIORAL BASIS OF 
STUDENT SUSPENSION 

Schools have often been criticized for suspending their students 
arbitrarily. To what extent is this true? We suggest that the minimum 
necessary condition for the imposition of suspension is student mis- 
behavior. If such a minimum condition is not met, then we will assert that 
suspension is totally arbitrary. If suspension is totally arbitrary and without 
any behavioral basis, then the foundation or the legitimacy of suspension 
becomes questionable, regardless of its practical value. Empirically, then, 
our first task is to examine whether in fact there is an association between 
students' behavior and attitudes and their actual experience of suspension. 

If suspensions have a finn behavioral basis, we should find a positive 
association between students' antisocial attitudes and suspension. Clearly, 
antisocial attitudes must not be confused with misconduct or behavior in 
violation of school rules. Students are supposedly suspended because of 
their deviant behavior rather than their antisocial attitudes or beliefs. But 
normally, as in this study, we do not have information about the kinds and 
frequencies of deviant behavior that each individual student had committed 
at school. Thus, the relationship between students' behavioral profiles and 
suspensions cannot be directly examined. However, it is reasonable to 
assume that students with more antisocial attitudes are also more likely to 
engage in deviant behavior. While people do not always act on their 
attitudes, attitudes do indicate tendencies toward certain actions. Thus, we 
would expect that those students with more antisocial attitudes would be 
suspended from their schools more often that those with less antisocial or 
deviant attitudes. 

To examine this relationship we first construct an Antisocial Attitude 
Index (ASAI) (see Table 34). The index is constructed on the basis 
of individual student responses to the following eight items taken from 
the Student Questionnaire (Agree-Undecided-Disagree responses 
possible): 

1. People who leave things around deserve it if their things get taken. 
2. Taking things from stores doesn't hurt anyone. 
3. People who get beat up usually asked for it. 
4. If you want to get ahead, you can't always be honest. 
5. Would you cheat on a test (if you could get away with it). 
6. Would you spray paint on school walls ( i f . . . ) .  
7. Would you take money from other students ( i f . . . ) .  
8. Would you skip school ( i f . . . ) .  

Each item was weighted equally in the Index. 
The simple Pearson correlation coefficients between this index of anti- 

social attitudes and the students' actual experience of suspension were 
calculated for each of the secondary school grades 7 through 12 (Table 8). 
We find that antisocial attitudes are positively correlated with actual 
suspension. That is, the greater the degree to which a student displayed 
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antisocial attitudes, the more likely that he or she had been suspended from 
the currently attended school at one time or another. This pattern holds true 
for all the 21 subsets of analysis in urban, suburban and rural junior and 
senior high schools. 3 

One could argue that the antisocial attitudes expressed in the ASAI are 
not the causes of  suspension, but are the effect. Students who are suspended 
express more hostile attitudes because of the way they have been treated by 
the system. This might explain the high correlation between being sus- 
pended and approval of skipping school and cheating. However, we see no 
reason why being suspended from school would lead a student to approve of 
stealing from other students or from stores--in all likelihood they are not 
activities responsible for his or her suspension. It is more reasonable to 
argue, as we have, that antisocial attitudes precede suspension. 

The consistent results of the 21 subsets of analysis covering seventh 
through ninth graders in junior high schools, and ninth through twelfth 
graders in senior high schools, in all types of communities, thus strongly 
indicate that suspension of  students does have a behavioral basis. To the 
extent that this is true, suspension as a disciplinary measure cannot be 
considered totally arbitrary. We are sure that suspension is, in fact, a 
function of  students' antisocial attitudes. From this we may safely infer that 
student misbehavior is indeed a basic determinant of whether a student will 
be suspended from school. This is further supported by the school level 
analysis. 

This simple correlational analysis is based on the individual students as 
the analytical units. This analysis allows us to draw the inference that 
student misbehavior is a basic determinant of suspension. But as we have 
stated earlier, simply knowing that students with more antisocial attitudes 
are more likely to be suspended does not in itself prove that schools have 
high suspension rates because their students cause more problems. In order 
to check on that, we need to shift from the analysis of individual students to 
an analysis of  schools, and ask whether schools with more hostile student 
bodies have higher suspension rates. This shift is necessary because data on 
hostile behavior of students are available only from teachers' reports that 
refer to student bodies rather than individual students. 

In this school analysis, we look at each school in turn, correlating the 
aggregate characteristics of  the student body to the percentage of the 
students who say they 'have been suspended from that school. If students' 
antisocial attitudes and misbehavior are truly basic determinants of suspen- 
sion, we would expect that those schools with a less antisocial and better 
behaved student body should have a smaller proportion of students with 
suspension experience. In this school level analysis, we construct a scale 
that includes both a student body's attitudes and behavior. To measure 
antisocial attitudes of a student body in the aggregate, we use (1) the 
percentage of students who disagree that "taking things from stores doesn't 
hurt anyone, (2) the percentage of students who disagree that " i f  you want 
to get ahead, you can't  always be honest ,"  (3) the percentage of students 
who say that they would spray paint on school walls, and (4) the percentage 
of  students who say they would take money from other students. These four 
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indicators of student attitudes are taken from the eight items included in the 
individual antisocial attitudes index. To measure the extent of good 
behavior among students, we use two indicators: (1) the percentage of 
teachers who say that they were never sworn at by their students, and (2) the 
percentage of  teachers who say that they were never threatened by their 
students. 4 

In view of  the fact that all of  the four attitudinal indicators and the two 
behavioral indicators are negatively correlated with the percentage of 
students with suspension experience, and the fact all of these six indicators 
are intercorrelated, we further develop a scale that will maximize the 
common variance shared by these six indicators (see Table 36). This scale is 
called here the Attitudes~Behavior Scale. In Table 9, we show that the 
schools'  scores on this scale are significantly correlated with their student 
bodies'  suspension experience. This holds true both for junior high and 
senior high schools, regardless of  the type of  community. Thus, the school 
level analysis together with the individual level analysis previously dis- 
cussed, provides unmistakable evidence that student behavior and attitudes 
are in fact a basic determinant of student suspension. From the results of the 
school level analysis shown in Table 9, we further notice that the extent of 
student suspension experience is better explained by student attitudes and 
behavior in junior high schools than in senior high schools in the same kinds 
of  localities. 5 

Clearly, the fact that individual students' attitudes and behavior are basic 
determinants of suspension does not mean that they are the only deter- 
minants of  suspension. Neither should we conclude from these findings that 
suspension is therefore inevitable as schools are confronted with student 
misbehavior. Consequently, we must determine whether suspension is, in 
part, the result of  school policies, rather than simply of student behavior. 
Would a student be equally likely to be suspended regardless of school 
attended? To answer this question, we will look at the effect on suspension 
of a variety of school characteristics. In each case, we will compare the 
power of  the school characteristic to predict student suspension, to the 
power of  the student attitude scale (at the individual level of analysis) or the 
Attitudes/Behavior Scale (at the school level) in a multiple regression 
analysis. 

I f  schools were not arbitrary, then a regression equation would show the 
school characteristic as having no independent effect, with all the variance 
in suspension being explained by student attitudes and behavior. At least 
this would be the case if our attitude and attitudes/behavior scales were 
perfect measures of student propensity to cause trouble at school. Of course 
they are not, which means that a school characteristic may appear to be 
related to suspension after controlling on student attitudes and behavior 
only because the school characteristic is related to student characteristics 
we did not record. For this reason our analysis must proceed carefully. We 
must consider not only whether a school factor is related to suspension, but 
more importantly the strength of the relationship. From what we know 
about the correlation of  the school characteristics with both suspension rates 
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and the Attitudes/Behavior Scale, how likely is it that a better measurement 
of  student propensity to cause trouble would wash out the effect of the 
school characteristic? This is one type of argument we must consider in the 
subsequent analysis. 

A second type of argument is the possibility that the school characteristic 
is not a cause of suspension, but is in fact caused by suspensions. (The 
number of  suspension notices mailed to parents will predict perfectly the 
number of  suspensions; but the notices do not cause the suspensions to 
happen.) In general, i f a  is correlated with s (a in this case being a school 
characteristic and s the probability of suspension for an individual or a rate 
of suspension for an entire school) there are exactly three possibilities: a is a 
cause of s; s is a cause of a; or they are both caused by a third factor, b. (In 
our case, b is usually the misbehavior of the student or the average mis- 
behavior of  the school student body, and is imperfectly measured by the 
student attitude and attitudes/behavior scales.) Our analysis will take the 
form of regressing s on b and a simultaneously and analyzing the result to 
see if the hypothesis that a causes s is reasonable. To further illustrate this 
point, we conduct one such multiple regression analysis, using the 
individual students' suspension experience as the dependent variable and 
their ASAI score and their school's suspension rates as the two predictors 
while controlling for the duration of their attendance at the school. The 
school suspension rate for a student is measured here by the proportion of 
students who have been suspended from school before, among all fellow 
students at the school, excluding that specific student. This multiple 
regression analysis is again carried out separately for each of the major 
grades in both junior and senior high schools in all types of communities 
(see Table 10). 

The data demonstrate that in a majority of cases the proportion of other 
students having suspension experience is as strong a factor as a student's 
own antisocial attitudes in explaining whether or not he or she has actually 
been suspended. In fact, as we compare the partial regression coefficients of 
the student's own antisocial attitudes (the ASAI column) and of the propor- 
tion of  other students with suspension experience (SSRO column), we 
notice that the proportion of other students with suspension experience is as 
strong or a stronger predictor than the student's antisocial attitudes in 13 of 
the total of 21 subsets of analysis. 

What this means is th~at we can predict with some accuracy whether 
students will be suspended by their attitudes about cheating, skipping 
school, robbing stores or other students, and so forth. However, we can 
predict better whether a student will be suspended by knowing nothing at all 
about the student and knowing only how frequently other students in his or 
her school have been suspended. This implies that schools differ consider- 
ably in their suspension policies and practices--that a student with a parti- 
cular set of attitudes would be suspended in a school which suspends a large 
number of  students and not suspended in a school which uses suspension 
less frequently. In short, whether a student is suspended or not is as much a 
matter of the school's policy and practices as it is a matter of the student's 
behavior. One could argue from this finding that if students are interested in 
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reducing their chances of being suspended, they will be better off by 
transferring to a school with a lower suspension rate rather than by improv- 
ing their attitudes or reducing their misbehavior. Thus, one cannot simply 
focus on the improvement or the alteration of students' behavior as the sole 
means of  reducing suspension, if such reduction is the goal of society. 
Instead, greater attention must be directed toward the policies and the 
practices by which schools respond or react to the misbehavior of students. 

In summary, we have found that students' antisocial attitudes and mis- 
behavior do explain suspension. Since the probability of a studem being 
suspended is determined by his or her behavior, schools must not be 
considered as totally arbitrary in their administration of suspension. They 
are not arbitrary in the sense that the students' behavior is unimportant in the 
school authority's decision to suspend students. Those students who are 
likely to misbehave or those who are likely to misbehave more frequently do 
find themselves more likely to be suspended by their schools. On the other 
hand, we find suspension to be more often an outcome of the liberal use of 
suspension than an outcome of  student misbehavior. That suspension is a 
school phenomenon rather than an individual one is reflected by the fact that 
given a student's behavior, the probability of the individual's experiencing 
suspension is greatly increased if he or she goes to a school where more 
students have been suspended. 

TEACHER JUDGMENTS AND ATTITUDES AND 
STUDENT SUSPENSION 

In the previous section we discussed the fact that student antisocial 
attitudes and misbehavior are not the only factors that lead to suspension. 
The next question we will ask is whether the teacher's judgments or atti- 
tudes contribute to student suspension. One of the ways in which teachers 
may influence suspension is through their personal contact with, and 
interest in, students. If  teachers are personally interested in students and 
have close personal contact with them, it would seem reasonable to expect 
that the teachers will be more likely to have favorable perceptions of their 
students; consequently they should be less likely to impose or advocate 
severe and damaging sanctions when confronted with student misbehavior, 
or at least occasional misbehavior. In this kind of environment, we may well 
expect less suspension. In other words, personal interest by the teachers in 
students and personal contact between teachers and students could create or 
facilitate the development of  a favorable "b i a s "  or expectation that may 
decrease the probability of  students being suspended from school, should 
they misbehave. Of course, it is highly probable that teachers' interest in, and 
personal contact with, students may also directly reduce students' misbehavior 
and antisocial attitudes, as was found in the Safe School Study (National 
Institute of Education, 1978). Students would therefore benefit from the addi- 
tional decrease in the probability of suspension because of improved behavior 
due to teachers' personal interest and contact. However, our question here is 
simply whether students benefit from teachers' favorable bias or expectation. 
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If  teachers' judgments do not play a role in student suspension, then we 
would expect that the extent of student suspension would not be affected by 
the extent of their personal interest in students. In other words, teachers' 
interest in students would not decrease the rate of student suspension, and 
conversely the lack of such interest would not increase students' chances of 
suspension. This possibility is examined in Table 11. Here the percentage of 
students who believe that their teachers are not interested in them is used as 
the indicator of  the teachers' lack of  personal interest in their students. Lack 
of  interest among teachers does appear to be positively correlated with 
student suspension. The bottom line of Table 11 shows that the schools 
where more students report that their teachers are not interested in them 
have more students with actual suspension experience. The results of the 
multiple regression analysis show (the second line of  Table 11) that with 
student attitudes and behavior held constant ,~e schools where teachers are 
less personally interested in students suspend more of their students. This 
holds true among all subsets of schools except the urban junior high schools. 
However,  student attitudes and behavior are a more powerful predictor of 
suspension in each type of school. 

This finding is subject to two interpretations. First, it could simply mean 
that schools with high suspension rates have students who are hostile to the 
school, and will blame the school personnel at any opportunity. Thus, the 
fact that the students say that the teachers are not interested does not really 
tell us anything about the faculty. Second, we can hypothesize that the 
students are making a reasonably accurate judgment about the teachers in 
the school. We believe this latter interpretation is more plausible, especially 
when we bear in mind that the data used here are the responses of all 
students, not merely the suspended minority. In schools with high suspen- 
sion rates, a larger fraction of  the entire student body sees the teachers as 
uninterested. This interpretation means that uninterested teachers have an 
impact on student suspension. It implies that some students would not have 
been suspended if teachers had a greater interest in them personally. 

This line of  reasoning is further supported by the individual level 
analysis. Table 12 shows that an individual student's experience of suspen- 
sion is indeed positively correlated with the proportion of students in his or 
her school who say the teachers are not interested in students in general. 
This means that an individual student with suspension experience, as com- 
pared to one who has not been suspended, is more likely to have attended a 
school where more students say their teachers are not interested. Suspended 
students are more likely to have an uninterested faculty. 

We have three possible explanations of this finding. It does not seem 
possible that the suspension of  one student would change the entire student 
body's  assessment of  all their teachers. The relationship could be spurious; 
badly behaved students are more likely to be suspended and more likely to 
attend schools in low-income neighborhoods with other badly behaved 
students who would complain a lot about their teachers. The problem with 
this explanation is that even in the " toughest"  schools, the trouble makers 
are a minority only, and the reports that teachers appear uninterested come 
from the entire student body. The more reasonable interpretation seems to 
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be that the teachers' lack of interest increases an individual student's 
chances of  receiving a suspension. Thus, when more students say their 
teachers are not interested, more students are likely to experience suspen- 
sion and the probability of experiencing suspension for any single student 
goes up. In Table 13 we test to see if the relationship is spurious by using the 
student antisocial attitude score along with the percentage of peers in the 
school who say teachers are not interested to predict that student's chances 
of  suspension. The results show that with a student's antisocial attitudes and 
duration of  attendance held constant, the probability of suspension is 
greater in schools where more students say their teachers are not interested. 
This is reflected by the positive partial regression coefficients of the per- 
centage of students who say their teachers are not interested in 17 of the 21 
subsets of the analysis. 6 However, in no case is the teacher's interest as 
strong a predictor as the student's Antisocial Attitude Index. 

Students' chances of being suspended are not only affected by their 
teachers'  interest in them personally, they are also affected by the ways in 
which teachers perceive them. One type of teacher perception appears to be 
particularly relevant to student suspension; that is, whether the teacher 
perceives students as capable of solving their problems through logical 
reasoning. In the questionnaire presented to the teachers in the Safe School 
Study survey, each was asked to indicate his or her personal opinion about 
the following statement: "Pupils are usually not capable of solving their 
problems through logical reasoning." Answer categories were "strongly 
disagree ,"  " 'disagree,"  "undec ided ,"  " a g re e , "  or "strongly agree."  On 
the average, one-fifth to one-third of  the teachers in a school either agreed or 
strongly agreed, depending on the level and location of the school: More 
junior high teachers than senior high school teachers thought their students 
were incapable of solving problems, and more urban teachers thought so 
than their suburban or rural counterparts. 

Regardless of school level and location, however, we find in all the six 
subsets of  schools that the school suspension rate is positively correlated 
with the percentage of  teachers in a school who agree or strongly agree that 
pupils are usually incapable of solving their problems (see Table 14, bottom 
row). One interpretation of  this positive correlation could be that when a 
school has a very high suspension rate, its teachers might become increas- 
ingly defensive in their response to the potential criticisms of such a high 
rate; they develop a view which asserts that students are usually incompe- 
tent at solving their own problems in order to justify the high suspension 
rate. Such an interpretation hinges upon a process of rationalization on the 
part of  the teachers. In general, however, teachers are not directly respon- 
sible for deciding whether a misbehaving student is to be suspended or 
otherwise punished; thus, the rationalization process does not seem to be an 
entirely adequate explanation. 

A more probable explanation, we think, is that when many teachers in a 
school believe that students are incompetent to solve their problems, they 
indirectly promote, perpetuate, or at least facilitate the development of a 
climate in the school that favors suspension as a solution to student mis- 
behavior. In other words, it is the belief of student incompetence among 
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teachers that causes a high suspension rate, and not the other way around. If 
competence at solving problems is taken by the school to be the exception 
among students rather than the general rule, then it should be quite natural to 
believe that students with problems at school are so incompetent that the 
school has no choice but to remove them from the school. Thus, the belief of 
student incompetence in problem solving would increase suspension: When 
more teachers see students as incapable of solving problems, more students 
in the school are likely to be suspended. 

Although we believe that it is teachers' perception of student incompe- 
tence which causes suspension and not vice versa, we need to consider stit| 
another possibility--there may not be a direct relationship between 
teachers' belief and student suspension at all. The positive correlation 
between teachers' belief of  student incompetence and suspension rates 
could be due to their being both caused by a hostile and misbehaving student 
body. To check this possibility, we regress the suspension rate on the 
attitudes and behavior of the student body and on the percentage of teachers 
with the belief of  student incompetence, simultaneously. Since teachers' 
interest in students has been found to be a contributing factor in suspen- 
sions, we will also enter this factor into the regression equation. The results 
of  this multiple regression analysis (Table 14) show that although there is a 
general reduction in the association between teachers' belief of student 
incompetence and suspension rate when we control on the student body's 
attitudes and behavior, the partial regression coefficient of teachers' believ- 
ing student incompetence is still considerable. This means that although it is 
partially true that when students are more antisocial and more frequently 
misbehaving, the teachers are more likely to think of students as incompe- 
tent, or vice verse, 7 the belief of student incompetence in itself still has a 
direct contribution to the increase of suspension rate. 

This in turn means that, given student attitudes and behavior and the 
amount of interest that teachers have in the students, some of the suspen- 
sions we observed are a result of teachers' perception of students' inability 
to solve problems. This finding generally holds, with the exception of the 
rural junior high schools. With respect to the role of teachers' perception in 
suspension, however, we must point out that we are not stating here that 
students are suspended because they are incapable of  solving their prob- 
lems. What we are saying is that, when teachers think students are incapable 
of  solving problems, they are likely to be less patient or tess tolerant when 
students misbehave. The impatience and intolerance of the teachers could 
therefore promote a school climate less constrained against suspending 
students. These data suggest that it is highly probable that student suspen- 
sion rates would decrease if this kind of perception among teachers were 
reduced. 

The important role in student suspension played by teachers' perception 
regarding student capability of solving their problems can also be demon- 
strated at the individual level. In Table 15 we notice that the individual 
students' experience with suspension is positively correlated with the per- 
centage of teachers in their school who agree that pupils are generally 
incapable of solving problems. This holds true in all the 21 subsets of 
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analysis. Moreover, when we regress individual students' suspension 
experience on their antisocial scores and their teachers' perception of the 
school's students, we notice (Table 16) that for a student, given his or her 
antisocial attitudes or behavior, the probability of receiving suspension 
increases if he or she goes to a school with more teachers perceiving 
students as incapable of solving problems. This again holds true in all the 21 
subsets of analysis. The importance of such a perception is thus unmistak- 
ably clear. 

Given the fact that teachers' interest in students decreases the probability 
of experiencing suspension by students, and that teachers' perception of 
students as incapable of.solving problems has an opposite effect, the 
subjective judgments and attitudes of the teachers thus appear to be highly 
relevant to student suspension. To the extent that teacher judgments, atti- 
tudes, or perceptions also determine whether students are suspended, 
teachers must be involved in any attempt to reduce suspensions. We can no 
longer insist that the only means through which suspensions could be 
reduced is to alter students' behavior and attitudes. Our findings strongly 
suggest that a substantial reduction in suspension rates could be achieved 
through elimination of apathy and indifference among teachers, and 
through cultivation of better images of students by teachers. 

AUTHORITY STRUCTURE AND DISCIPLINE ADMINISTRATION 

We have stated that suspension appears to be very much the product of a 
school's disciplinary policy and practices. If student suspension is a product 
of school disciplinary policy and practices, then the way in which a school 
organizes and operates its disciplinary activities should have some impact 
on its suspension rate. In particular, how the school controls or governs its 
students, and how it reaches disciplinary decisions concerning student 
misconduct, may have direct bearing on student chances of being sus- 
pended. If student suspension is found to be related to any characteristics of 
the way schools govern students, this would suggest that suspension may be 
indeed a problem of school management, and not merely a problem of 
student misconduct. Thus, the organizational structure of discipline and 
the quality of student governance will be the focus of this section. 

Administrative Centralization and Student Suspensions 

A fundamental way of observing the differences in organizational struc- 
ture among schools is to examine how decision making power or authority is 
distributed among school personnel. With respect to student disciplinary 
matters, in general schools differ in the degree to which discretionary power 
is given to teachers regarding disciplinary matters. In some schools, disci- 
plinary matters are handled strictly according to the provision of adminis- 
trative rules; thus the school administration has centralized control over 
such matters. In contrast, other schools give individual teachers greater 
discretionary power; in such cases, authority over student discipline is more 
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diffused or decentralized. Does administrative centralization or decentrali- 
zation make any difference in student suspensions? 

In the national survey, each teacher was asked to indicate how his or her 
school deals with serious student behavior problems such as fighting, 
disobedience, etc. There are four possible answers: A teacher may indicate 
that such problems are handled (1) by specific administrative rule, (2) by a 
general policy interpreted by teacher, or (3) by each individual teacher 
setting policy, or he or she may indicate that (4) it is impossible to say. 

We use the percentage of  teachers in a school who state that serious 
student behavior problems are dealt with by specific administrative rules, 
response one, as the indicator of the degree to which disciplinary matters in 
that school are centralized and controlled. This indicator of centralized 
administrative control over student discipline correlated positively with the 
percentage of  students who have been suspended (see Table 17). In other 
words, our data show that more students have been suspended in schools 
where there is a high degree of administrative centralization in disciplinary 
matters. This positive correlation is observed in all six subsets of schools. In 
a causal sense, this would mean that a high degree of administrative 
centralization or administrative control in student discipline leads to more 
suspension among students. 

In making a causal interpretation, however, we must notice that there are 
two alternative interpretations: On the one hand, it is possible that when 
students' misbehavior is common, teachers may be more likely to state that 
student disciplinary matters are under the control of the school administra- 
tion. This is possible because where there are frequent suspensions, the 
teachers could wish to feel that they were not responsible for the school's 
discipline problems. If  discipline is within the realm of administrative 
control, then they are not to be blamed for either students' misconduct or for 
their suspensions. This alternative interpretation would challenge the 
accuracy of  using the percentage of teachers indicating that student 
behavior problems are handled by specific administrative rules as a measure 
of  administrative centralization. Instead, it would be considered to be a 
measure of  teachers' tendency to avoid blame when misbehavior is a serious 
problem at school. On the other hand, it is also possible that administrative 
centralization itself could be a product or a consequence of student mis- 
behavior: when confronted with frequent student misbehavior, a school 
may be increasingly forced to adapt a centralized administrative structure in 
order to achieve a higher degree of  efficiency in coping with the problems. 
This second alternative interpretation would suggest that there is no true 
relationship between administrative centralization and student suspension; 
the correlation we have observed between them could well be explained by 
their common antecedent, namely, frequent student misconduct. 

To take these two alternative interpretations into consideration, we 
further regress the percentage of students with suspension experience on the 
percentage of  teachers who consider disciplinary matters to be handled 
largely by administrative rules, while the effects of  student attitudes/ 
behavior and other factors are held constant. These other factors are the 
main aspect of teacher judgments and attitudes considered in the last 
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section. The results displayed in Table 17 indicate that the partial regression 
coefficients of  administrative centralization are only slightly reduced from 
their correlations with the student suspension rate after taking into account 
the three other variables included in this analysis. This means that even if 
we allow for the two alternative interpretations stated above, the adminis- 
tratively centralized schools still suspend more students. Furthermore, 
when we compare the multiple R~s in Table 14 to those in Table 17, we 
notice that the R2s in the latter table are somewhat larger. Such increases are 
attributable to the adding of administrative centralization to the multiple 
regression equation. This in turn means that by knowing the degree of 
administrative centralization in a school, we are able to predict the suspen- 
sion rate of that school more accurately than without knowing it. 

Administrative centralization of disciplinary matters does have an addi- 
tional impact on increasing students' chances of receiving suspensions. For 
example, our data show that for urban senior high schools, with student 
attitudes and behavior held constant, if a school increases administrative 
centralization by one standard deviation (or 17% more teachers say that 
student behavior problems are handled by specific administrative rules), the 
student suspension rate is likely to go up by .418 standard deviation (or 
about 5% more students will have suspension experience). The positive 
impact of  administrative centralization on suspensions is, in fact, observed 
in all six subsets of schools. 

We may further note that the importance of administrative centralization 
is even more apparent in the senior high schools. In two of the three subsets 
of  senior high schools, namely the urban senior high schools and those in 
mostly rural areas, the degree of administrative centralization appears to be 
the single most powerful predictor of student suspension, more powerful 
than students' attitudes and behavior. In the suburban schools and rural 
junior high schools, however, student attitudes and behavior are the most 
powerful predictor of  student suspension, but degree of centralization is 
still relatively strong. Thus the empirical evidence strongly support the 
hypothesis that centralized administrative control of disciplinary matters 
leads to more suspension. 

The impact of centralization on student suspension can also be demon- 
strated on the individual level (Table 18). These data show that suspension 
is positively correlated with the percentage of teachers who state that 
student behavior problems are determined by administrative rules. The 
positive correlation is observed in 20 of the 21 subsets of students. Next, we 
regress the individual student's experience with suspension on antisocial 
attitudes and on the indicator of administrative centralization jointly (Table 
19). The results show that, with a student's antisocial attitudes held con- 
stant, a student has a greater probability of experiencing suspension in a 
school with a higher degree of  centralized administrative control in disci- 
plinary matters, as reflected by a larger percentage of its teachers' saying 
that serious student behavior problems are handled by administrative rules. 
This holds true generally for all the 21 subgroups of students in our analysis. 
In almost all these cases, however, rule centralization is a less powerful 
predictor of  suspension than antisocial attitudes. 
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The empirical evidence presented above thus leaves little doubt about the 
importance of  administrative structure in student suspension. As a school 
increases its administrative control over disciplinary matters, more students 
can expect to be suspended. Why is this the case? This question cannot be 
readily answered here. However, a recent trend in the nation's schools 
seems to emphasize the separation of teaching from discipline; our data 
suggest that this practice may result in higher rates of suspension. 

Student Governance and Suspension 

In the Safe School Study, it was found that firm, fair, and consistent 
discipline were the basic qualities characterizing good student governance 
in a school. In a typical well-governed school the rules are strictly enforced, 
classroom order is closely maintained, the principal is seen as firm, and 
both the rules and the enforcement of them are perceived as fair. In the Safe 
School Study report it was pointed out that this kind of  student governance 
tended to reduce student violence and vandalism in the school. Conse- 
quently, it is reasonable to expect that fair, firm, and consistent governance 
should also reduce the need for using suspensions. 

To examine whether this is true, we combine the following nine variables 
to construct the Good Governance Scale, which was the backbone of the 
requirement for fair, firm, and consistent discipline in the Safe School 
Study Report: 

1. The percentage of students who report that the school rules are almost 
never strictly enforced. 

2. The percentage of students who report that the teachers at their school 
almost never keep order in class. 

3. The percentage of teachers who report that the teachers always maintain 
order in class. 

4. The percentage of students who disagree that their principal runs the 
school with a firm hand. 

5. The percentage of the students who believe that the school rules are 
almost never fair. 

6. The percentage of  the students who believe that it is almost never true 
that in their school, the punishment for breaking the school rules is the 
same no matter who you are. 

7. The percentage of the students who believe that the teachers in their 
school are almost never fair. 

8. The percentage of  the students who disagree with the statement that the 
"principal is fair ."  

9. The percentage of  teachers who believe that "al l  students are treated 
equally" very much describes their school. 

Among these nine variables, variables 3 and 9 are positive indicators of 
good governance; the other seven are considered negative indicators. The 
first four variables measure the firmness and consistency dimensions; the 
remaining five measure the fairness dimension. The score on the scale is the 
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weighted linear combination of these nine variables, with the weights being 
derived from a principal components factor analysis of intercorrelations 
among these variables.S 

A high score on the scale means the school is able to govern its students 
well and its governance is generaJly perceived as fair. As we related the good 
governance score to the percentage of students with suspension experience, 
we find that good governance and suspensions are correlated negatively in all 
six of the subsets of schools in our analysis (see Table 20). This means that the 
well-governed schools suspend less frequently. In view of this, suspension 
cannot be considered essential to good student governance. 

One may argue, however, that governance, good or bad, is a function of 
student behavior; thus an alternative interpretation of the negative correla- 
tions between suspension and good governance is that the schools with 
better student governance are simply schools where students are better 
behaved. With better student behavior, the schools therefore have fewer 
suspensions, because they have less need for them. To examine this alterna- 
tive explanation, we further regress student suspension on good governance 
while holding constant the effects of student behavior and all other factors 
considered to this point (Table 20). The results show that even with student 
behavior taken into consideration, the better governed schools still appear 
to have suspended fewer of their students. 

The regression coefficients for the governance scales are smaller than the 
correlation coefficients of governance with suspension when student atti- 
tudes/behavior is not controlled. This means that in part, a high governance 
score may be attributed to better student behavior. But the regression 
coefficients are not small; one is as high as - .25.  This implies that the 
governance scale is not merely a measure of student behavior, and that good 
governance practice does lower the suspension rate. The Safe School Study 
report also concluded that schools that received high scores on the govern- 
ance scale did so not because they had an easier student population to work 
with; instead, it suggested that good governance resulted from a discipline 
policy that reflected the principal's leadership and the degree to which 
teachers and administrators cooperated in carrying out a discipline policy. 

This further strengthens our conclusion that suspension is not essential to 
good student governance. The partial regression coefficients for good 
governance suggest that when schools are unable to govern well, they are 
more likely to use severe means of discipline such as suspension. This is 
further Supported by the analysis conducted at the individual level (Table 
21). In all 21 subsets, individual students' suspension experience is nega- 
tively correlated with the degree to which their schools are well governed. 
Moreover, when holding constant a student's attitudes, the probability of 
being suspended increases in a less well-governed school (see Table 22). 

In summary, the data seem to imply that suspension is not essential to the 
governance of students. However, the inability of schools to govern well 
increases their reliance on suspension. Suspension appears to be a direct 
product of school discipline policy and practices. 
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ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND SOSPENSION 

It is often argued that (1) suspended students are academically unable to 
compete or catch up with other students, thus (2) they become uninterested 
in school and misbehave, and (3) as a consequence of their misbehavior, 
they are more likely to be suspended. Thus, if the needs of students with 
academic difficulties can be taken care of through special arrangements, it 
is argued, the amount of misbehavior at school will be decreased. It is also 
possible, however, that given the same behavior, a low-achieving student 
may have a greater chance of getting suspended than a student with better 
academic performance. If academic bias is found to be contributing to 
student suspension, the policy implication would be that additional reduc- 
tion of suspension can be achieved by reducing academic bias or by prevent- 
ing such bias from influencing the disciplinary process. 

Does academic bias play a role in student suspensions? Our data show 
that there is a positive correlation between the student suspension rate in a 
school and the average percentage of low-ability students reported by all the 
teachers in the school (Table 23). This positive correlation is observed in all 
the six subsets of analysis. If we assume that teachers are generally making 
judgments about student ability, and that such judgments are comparable 
across schools, then the positive correlation would in fact suggest that 
low-ability students are truly suspended more often than other students. If 
we take the teachers' report as the true measure of their students' ability, 
then we should ask why low-ability students are more often suspended. 
There are two possibilities: The low-ability students misbehave more, or 
they do not misbehave more but are more severely punished for their 
misbehavior. 

To inquire into these possibilities, we further regress the percentage of 
students with suspension experience in a school on both the student attitudes 
and behavior and the percentage of low-ability students reported by the 
teachers, holding constant the impact of other factors which we have 
discussed up to this point (see Table 23). There are two important points 
which we must note about these results. First, with the percentage of 
low-ability students entering the regression equation, there is a drop in the 
partial regression coefficient of student attitudes and behavior (compare 
Tables 23 and 20). At the same time the reverse is also true: when we control 
for student attitudes and behavior, there is a drop from the correlation 
coefficient between suspension and the percentage of low-ability students 
to the partial regression coefficient of the percentage of low-ability students 
on suspension. Such drops indicate that low-ability students do misbehave 
more. Second, we notice that, even with student attitudes and behavior held 
constant, there is still a weak positive partial regression coefficient of the 
percentage of low-ability students on suspension rates in all the six subsets 
of schools. In addition, the inclusion of the percentage of low-ability 
students as reported by the teachers does increase the multiple R 2 from those 
reported in Table 20 to those reported in 23. This indicates that despite their 
share of misbehavior, the low-ability students are more frequently 
suspended. 
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The data thus support both of the two possibilities which we mentioned 
earlier: the low-ability students do misbehave more and therefore they get 
suspended more, and they also are more severely punished and therefore 
they get suspended still more often. When low-ability students receive 
suspensions exceeding their share of misbehavior, the additional suspensions 
must be clearly attributed to academic bias which operates to their dis- 
advantage. We must ask why the low-ability students should misbehave more. 

It does not seem necessary that these two factors be connected. However, 
one reason may be that schools have been so structured that they favor the 
high-ability students: Students of  low ability are left out of activities, 
receive few of the rewards of the school, and are tempted to rebel (Stinch- 
combe, 1964; Hargreaves, 1967; Schafer and Olexa, 1971; Polk and 
Schafer, 1972; Kelly and Pink, 1973; Pink, 1978). Thus, the fact that 
low-ability students misbehave more may also be, in part, a reflection of the 
impact of academic bias. While our data do not permit us to inquire into the 
actual reward structure in the school, all the evidence above, considered 
together, seems to support the hypothesis that academic bias plays a role in 
student suspensions. 

It may be argued that academic bias is inevitable in schools--that the only 
way for schools to teach students successfully is by giving positive rewards 
for learning, and of course those who learn more will get more of the 
rewards. Or it may be impossible to staff a school with teachers who are 
themselves dedicated academics without them being biased in favor of the 
better students. These arguments may or may not be true; the fact remains 
that by the argument advanced here academic bias is harmful to low-ability 
students. 

The discussion above is based on the assumption that the percentage of  
low-ability students as reported by the teachers truly measures the relative 
number of  students who are indeed low in ability. We could also assume that 
this percentage simply measures the number of students who are merely 
considered and labeled by the teachers in a school as low in ability, rather 
than the number of students who are low in their true or actual ability. In 
other words, the criteria of  judging students' ability may not always be the 
same from one school to another. If we accept this alternative assumption 
and interpret the percentage of low-ability students as reported by the 
teachers as measuring the relative number of students so labeled, would we 
come to the same conclusion as we have above? The answer is yes. Under 
this alternative assumption, however, the positive regression coefficient of 
the percentage of low-ability students on suspension rate reported in Table 
23 would mean that the students need not be truly low in their ability; as long 
as they are considered to have low ability they are more likely to be 
suspended by the school. 

Still a third possibility that we may consider is that the percentage of 
low-ability students as reported by the teachers in a school may not be a 
good indicator of the number of students with low ability at all. Instead, it 
may be considered as a manifestation of academic bias itself. This is 
possible because wherever academic bias is strong, the teachers may set 
higher standards and hence tend to consider more of their students low in 
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ability. Thus, a higher average percentage of low-ability students reported 
by the teachers in a school would reflect a stronger degree of academic bias 
in that school as compared to other schools. This interpretation is to some 
extent supported by the fact that, in general, teachers reported a rather high 
percentage of their students as having ability. In urban junior high schools, 
for example, teachers consider nearly 40% of their students as low in 
ability. The smallest percentage is reported among the suburban senior high 
schools, in which the teachers reported more than 27% of their students as 
low in ability. Following this interpretation, the results presented in Table 
23 indicate the impact of  academic bias on suspension: academic bias is 
related to student suspension in all six groups of schools. The stronger the 
bias is in the schools, the more students are likely to be considered as having 
low ability and the more vulnerable to being suspended the students become. 

In discussing three different ways in which the results represented in 
Table 23 could be interpreted, we must note that our data are not subtle 
enough to separate and test each interpretation. However, all three inter- 
pretations reach essentially the same conclusion: Academic bias plays a role 
in student suspensions and low ability students are suspended more than 
expected, given the number of incidents of misbehavior attributed to them. 

So far, we have been looking at school level data. The impact of academic 
bias can also be demonstrated at the individual level (Table 24). Here, we 
regress individual students' suspension experience on their antisocial atti- 
tude scores and on whether their grades are above average (the grade 
average is self-reported by the student). The results show that, holding 
constant a student's antisocial attitudes, the probability of being suspended 
is reduced if grades are above average (B or above). This holds true for all 
the 21 subgroups of students in our analysis. Then we further regress an 
individual student's suspension experience on the average percentage of 
low-ability students reported by the teachers at his or her school, while 
again we hold the student's antisocial attitudes constant (Table 25). The 
percentage of low-ability students, as reported by teachers, is here treated 
as a contextual variable to indicate the relative degree of academic bias in 
each school. 

The results indicate that given a student's antisocial attitudes, the prob- 
ability of  the student being suspended increases in schools where teachers 
consider more of the students as low in ability. This means that there are two 
ways in which we can observe academic bias working against an individual 
student: (1) if academic performance is average or below, the probability o f  
receiving suspension increases, and (2) if the school has a greater emphasis 
on academic ability, the probability of suspension also increases. 

Our data show both of these patterns. In the urban junior high schools, for 
example, a " C "  student is 6% more likely to be suspended than a " B "  
student, while a student in a school where more teachers say the students are 
of low ability is 4% more likely to be suspended than a student in a school 
where teachers do not generally have this impression. We may note that our 
data do not contain information about the actual behavior of individual 
students. But by holding constant the degree of antisocial attitude, the fact 
that a poorer academic record and a higher percentage of low-ability 
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students reported by teachers both increase an individual student's chances 
of  receiving suspension, still further strengthens our earlier conclusion that 
academic bias plays a role in student suspensions. This conclusion is 
corroborated by both the school level data and the individual level data. 

RACIAL DISCRIMINATION AND SUSPENSION 

It has been reported elsewhere that a disproportionate number of minority 
students are suspended from the nation's schools (Edelman et al., 1975; 
Neill, 1976). The question is: can these high rates be interpreted as evidence 
of  racial discrimination? The answer to this question depends on which of 
the two different conceptions of racial discrimination one accepts. Dis- 
crimination is seen as either (1) a disciplinary practice that is favorable to 
one group and unfavorable to another (e.g., regarding hat wearing by black 
males as disrespectful behavior: an ethnocentric view of cultural differ- 
ence), or (2) unequal treatment of the same behavior. 

To examine whether the different suspension rates are experienced by 
white and nonwhite students can be explained by their behavioral differ- 
ences, we regress school suspension rate on the percentage of white 
students, while holding constant student attitudes/behavior and other 
factors treated earlier. The results in Table 26 show that even when we 
control for attitude and behavior differences, the suspension rate is appar- 
ently still higher among nonwhites than whites, since the presence of more 
nonwhite students tends to increase the overall suspension rate in a school, 
and schools with more white students tend to have a lower suspension rate. 
This holds true for all the six subgroups of schools in our analysis, 
especially for the urban schools. 

Since this equation controls on the attitudes/behavior scale, these results 
suggest that the higher suspension rate experienced by the minorities is not 
simply a matter of their more frequent misbehavior or antisocial attitudes. 
The Attitudes/Behavior Scale is not a perfect measure of misbehavior, of 
course, but entering it in the equation should reduce the importance of race, 
and yet race remains a large and significant factor. To the extent that 
nonwhite minorities experience more suspensions than white students, after 
adjusting for their respective share of misbehavior, the additional suspen- 
sion experienced by the nonwhite student is thus indicative of  unequal 
treatment against them. The higher rate of suspension among the nonwhite 
minorities is therefore attributable to racial discrimination, according to the 
second conception of racial discrimination discussed above. 

Undoubtedly, the definition of discrimination varies from one person to 
another; it is also a legal-political matter which changes from time to time. 
In any event, what is important here is that white and nonwhite students do 
appear to be unequally treated. The same apparent inequality in treatment of 
white and nonwhite students appears in the analysis at the individual level. 
In Table 27 we regress the individual student's suspension experience on 
race and antisocial attitudes jointly. The results show that, given a student's 
antisocial attitudes, the probability of being suspended from school 
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increases for nonwhites, and decreases for whites. This holds true among all 
the 21 subgroups of students in our analysis. In Table 28, we further 
introduce the student's academic performance, school governance, and 
other factors as control variables into the regression equation. The basic 
finding remains: The probability of suspension is still higher for nonwhites 
than for whites. With all these results considered together, the data seem to 
give clear support to the hypothesis that racial bias is a contributing factor in 
student suspension. 

It could be, however, that minority students are more disruptive in school 
in ways which are not completely revealed by their scores on the attitude or 
attitude/behavior scales. Such a hypothesis cannot be tested with these data, 
and hence cannot be disproved. On the whole, however, we do not think that 
such a hypothesis could completely explain these findings. If minority 
students did have high rates of misbehavior, their scores on the attitude 
scales should also be very high, and controlling on the attitude scale should 
sharply reduce the impact of race in predicting the probability of suspen- 
sion. Otherwise, we are left hypothesizing that, for unknown reasons, 
minority students misbehave a great deal but also do not have antisocial 
attitudes--a hypothesis which is simply difficult to believe. In fact, intro- 
ducing the attitude scale does not make that much difference. The average 
correlation of race with suspension across all the subgroups of the popula- 
tion is - .  114 (Table 27); with the attitudes scale score controlled (Table 27) 
the average standardized regression coefficient for race is - .  105, which is 
not much smaller. 

There is one other alternative explanation. One may argue that, in 
general, nonwhite students are more likely to come from less affluent 
families. Thus, in comparision to white students, they may more likely 
suffer from poverty related problems. 

In order to examine whether higher rates of suspension for nonwhites can 
be explained away by poverty related problems, we regress school suspen- 
sion rate on the percentage of white students and the percentage of low 
economic status.students simultaneously. The percentage of low economic 
status students here is a linear combination of the percentage of students 
whose parents are unemployed or on welfare (as reported by the principal) 
and the percentage of students in the school free lunch program (as reported 
by the students themselves). These results show that, even when poverty 
related problems are taken into consideration, the nonwhite students still 
experience more suspension in all subsets except rural senior high schools 
(Table 29). The higher suspension rate for the nonwhite students therefore 
cannot be explained away by their poverty or poverty related problems. 

The hypothesis that the higher suspension rate of nonwhites is a matter of 
unequal treatment and no t simply a matter of poverty is supported even 
more strongly in the individual level analysis (Table 30). Here, we regress 
the individual student's suspension experience on the student's race and 
attitudes, while we hold constant receipt of free lunch at school and whether 
parents talk frequently about school. The results indicate that given a 
student's antisocial attitudes, the probability of being suspended from 
school increases for nonwhites, although having free lunch (or being poor) and 
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having parents who rarely talk about school also increase such probability. This 
holds true for all the 21 subgroups of students in the analysis. 

In summary, our data clearly support the hypothesis that nonwhite and 
white students are not equally treated. The inequality in treatment exists 
even when factors such as poverty, behavior and attitudes, academic per- 
formance, parental attention, attending a centralized school, etc., are con- 
sidered. To the extent this is true, racial bias plays a role in suspension. 

It is frequently argued that such bias would be removed by hiring more 
black teachers. To test this position, we compare the suspension rate of 
black students in schools where more than 80% of teachers are white to 
those in schools in which less than 80% of the teachers are white (Table 31). 
For this comparison, we select only schools where a substantial number of 
black students were included in our sample (at least 10 of the 50 schools 
sampled), to insure that the black suspension rate could be reasonably 
calculated. We notice that in urban and rural communities, the suspension 
rates are essentially no different between those blacks who attend schools 
with more white teachers and those who attend schools with fewer white 
teachers. In suburban communities the black students who attend schools 
with more minority teachers have a higher suspension rate than t~ose who 
attend schools with more white teachers. This suggests that black students 
are not necessarily better offwith minority teachers than they are with white 
teachers. This, however, should not be construed as contradicting the 
hypothesis that racial bias plays a role in suspensions. The comparable 
suspension rates for white students in the same schools are generally lower 
than those for black students (see Table 31). Since black students are more 
often suspended regardless of the number of minority teachers, this 
suggests to us that racial bias may be institutional in nature. It is institutional 
in the sense that the bias is inherent in at least some of the school systems 
and is perhaps shared by both white and nonwhite teachers alike. We do not 
have the data to inquire into the actual racial attitudes of teachers and other 
school personnel, but the data presented above certainly suggest that the 
reduction of  the high suspension rate among minority students requires 
fundamental safeguards against institutional bias; simply increasing the 
number of  minority teachers in itself will not bring about more equal 
treatment for the minority students. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In this study we have found that student suspension has a basis in the 
attitudes and behavior of  students. However, student misbehavior, 
although important, is not the only factor determining whether a student 
will or will not be suspended from school. Students' chances of being 
suspended are also affected by their teachers' perceptions and beliefs, their 
school 's  administrative structure in handling disciplinary matters, and the 
presence of  certain institutional biases in their schools. To be specific, we 
have found that, in addition to their behavior, students' chances of being 
suspended increase if" 
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1. Teachers are seen by students as relatively uninterested in them. 
2. Teachers believe that students are incapable of solving problems. 
3. Disciplinary matters are handled largely by administrative rules. 
4. The school is not able to provide consistent and fair governance. 
5. There is a relatively high degree of academic bias among school personnel. 
6. There is a relatively high degree of racial bias present at the school. 

Undoubtedly, we have not measured all factors in student suspension. 
However, we have established a fundamental characteristic of student 
suspension: It is not simply a matter of student misbehavior, but also a 
matter of the way in which different schools operate. Moreover, we have 
found that it is more the ways in which different schools operate than the ways 
in which students in different schools behave, that affect suspension rates. 

As shown in Table 32, the six school factors are far more powerful in 
explaining the school suspension rate than student attitudes and behavior. In 
partitioning the variance, we attributed to individual students the responsi- 
bility for causing suspension only to the extent that suspensions are explain- 
able by their antisocial attitudes and misbehavior. All other variables that 
further explain the student suspension rate are considered responsibilities of 
the schools. Notice here that we are not making a distinction between 
individual student variables and school variables. Rather, the distinction 
that we are making is between what should and should not be students" 
responsibilities, in accordance with the general rule of equal behavior 
deserving equal discipline. For this reason, students' racial background and 
their ability, as viewed by the teachers, are not treated together with their 
antisocial attitudes and misbehavior, since minority students and low- 
ability students, like others, should be suspended no more than their anti- 
social attitudes and misbehavior would warrant. The partition of variance 
reflects this consideration. The variance in student suspensions explained 
uniquely by the school responsibility factors is still large and sufficient to 
attest to the important role of the schools in suspensions. 

Now, to be cautious in our approach, let us take one step backward and 
repartition the explained variance in student suspensions with the assump- 
tion that schools are bias free; that is, they are free of academic bias, free of 
bias against minority students, and free of favoritism for the students of the 
majority race. From this assumption, we shall consider not only that 
minority and low-ability students are more antisocial in their attitudes and 
that they misbehave more as our scale and analysis have shown (and they in 
fact paid their dues--being suspended more--for this), but also that there 
are other suspendable personal characteristics unique among minority and 
low-ability students which our attitude and behavior scale is unable to detect 
and measure. Following this assumption, we therefore repartition the 
explained variance in student suspensions by treating race and low ability as 
two additional variables measuring students' attitudes and behavior (Table 33). 
We notice that, even excluding minority race status and low-ability status of the 
students, the four school responsibility factors (i.e., items 1 through 4) account 
for more unique variance in students' suspensions than do the three student 
responsibility factors in four of the six subgroups of schools analyzed. 
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In conclusion, we can state that while the question most frequently asked 
about student suspensions is, "What  did the student do wrong at school?" ,  
our data indicate that it does not lead us to an answer that will assist us in 
understanding suspension. It may not be the most productive or most 
important question to ask. Rather, our data suggest that the most productive 
question ought to be, "Wha t  kind of  school did the student go to, and how 
was that school run?"  Student suspension is a matter of  student mis- 
behavior,  but it is more a matter of  how the school treats its students. 

NOTES 

1. See Goss v. Lopez, 95 Supreme Court 729, 1975. 
2. See Wood v. Strickland, 95 Supreme Court 992, 1975. For a general discussion on the 

implications of Wood v. Strickland and Goss v. Lopez, see A nson, R. J., and Kuriloff , P. J. 
(eds.), Students' Rights to Due Process: Professional Discretion and Liability. City: 
Educational Resources Division, Capital Publications, Inc., 1975. See also Neill, S. B., 
Suspension and Expulsions: Current Trends in School Policies and Programs. Arlington, 
VA.: National School Public Relations Association, 1976. 

3. Interestingly, the data in Table 35 indicate that students who are suspended are particularly 
likely to give antisocial responses to items 2, 6, 7, and 8. Thus, suspended students endorse 
both mildly deviant (e.g., cheating and cutting school) and extremely deviant (e. g., 
stealing, robbing other students) behaviors. 

4. All of these six attitudinal and behavioral indicators are negatively correlated with the level of 
suspension or the percentage of students with suspension experience (see Table 36). 

5. Although tests of significance are shown in Table 9 and the other tables, they are rarely 
discussed in this report. In general, statistical significance is apparent in the regularity of the 
results across subgroups. For example, in Table 9 there is only 1 chance in 64 that random 
sampling would produce six separate negative regression coefficients. In some of our tables 
only five of the coefficients are in the expected direction; there are 7 chances in 64 of this 
occurring by chance. In some other tables, we separate the data by grade level as well as type 
of school, giving us 21 separate coefficients. There is a 1% chance of obtaining 17 of the 21 
signs in the predicted direction, and a less than 5% chance of obtaining 15 or more signs in the 
expected direction. By these criteria every variable in the multiple regression equation reported 
here is statistically significant when the pattern of results across subgroups is compared. 

6. All four negative partial regression coefficients of teachers being not interested in students 
are statistically nonsignificant at the .05 level. Of the 17 positive regression coefficients, 9 
are significant at or above .05 level, the other 8 are not. Considered together, the partial 
regression coefficients are not significant in urban junior high schools and in rural senior 
high schools; they are significant in the four other subsets of schools. 

7. This reverse relationship is possible in this case because we may reasonably expect that the 
belief in student incompetence, if communicated to or detected by the students, may 
antagonize the students and therefore heighten their misbehavior as an expression of 
resentment and protest. In this interpretation, teachers' believing in student incompetence 
has both a direct effect and an indirect effect on suspension by further heightening the 
amount of student misbehavior in school. 

8. In operation, the first four variables and last five are separately scaled first. Two subscales 
so derived are then scaled together. The two-staged scaling procedure was employed for 
reasons of convenience and conceptual clarity. 



STUDENT SUSPENSION 273 

REFERENCES 

Edelman, M. W., Beck, R., and Smith, P.V. School Suspensions: Are They Helping Children? 
Cambridge, Mass,: Children's Defense Fund, 1975. 

Garibaldi, A. M. (Ed.). In-School Alternatives to Suspension: Conference Report. Washington, 
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1979. 

Hargreaves, D. SocialRelations in a High School. New York: Humanities Press, 1967, 
Kelly, D. H., & Pink, W. R. School commitment, youth rebellion and delinquency, 

Criminology. 1973, I0 (4), 473-485. 
Lines, P. M. The case against short suspensions. In Discipline andLearning: An Inquiry into 

Student-Teacher Relationship (Rev. ed.). Washington, D. C.: National Education 
Association, 1977. 

Mizell, M. H. Designing and implementing in-school alternatives to suspension. The Urban 
Review, 1978, 10 (3), 213-226. 

National Institute of Education. Violent Schools-Safe Schools. Washington, D. C.: U. S. 
Government Printing Office, 1978. 

Neilt, S. B. Suspension and Expulsion: Current Trends in School Policies and Programs. 
Arlington, Va.: National School Public Relations Association, 1976. 

Pink, W. T. Rebellion and success in the high school. Contemporary Education, 1978, LXIX (2), 
78-84. 

Polk, K., & Schafer, W. Schools and Delinquency. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 
1972. 

Rubel, R. J. The Unruly School: Disorder, Disruptions, and Crimes. Lexington, Mass.: Lexing- 
ton Books, 1977. 

Schafer, W. E., & Olexa, C. Tracking and Opportunity. Scranton, Pa.: Chandler Publishing Co., 
1971. 

Stinchcombe, A. L. Rebellion in a High School. Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1964. 
United States Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency. School Violence and 

Vandalism: Models and Strategies for Change. Hearing Before the Subcommittee to 
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency of Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, 94th 
Congress. Washington, D. C.:Government Printing Office, 1976. 

Williams, J. In-school alternatives to suspension: Why bother? In: A. M. Garibaldi (Ed.), 
In -School Alternatives to Suspension: Conference Report. Washington, D. C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1979. 



274  THE URBAN REVIEW 

Table 1. Percentage of Students Suspended from Their Current Schools at Least Once, 
by School Location and by School Level. a 

Percentage of Percentage of 
students who students who 

School location ~ have been have not been 
and level suspended suspended Total 

Urban junior high 15 85 100 
schools (5,490) 

Urban senior high 15 85 100 
schools (4,773) 

Suburban junior high 8 92 100 
schools (6,771 ) 

Suburban senior high 13 87 100 
schools (5,813) 

Rural junior high 7 93 100 
schools (4,121) 

Rural senior high 9 91 100 
schools (4,135) 

All schools 11 89 100 
(31,103) 

*The numbers in the parentheses are the number of students on which each percentage is based. 

aUrban schools are located within cities of 50,000 or more population; suburban schools are located 
in the remainder of the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) which have such a city as 
their center. Rural schools are located in small towns and rural areas outside of SMSAs. 

Table 2. Percentage of Students Suspended from Their Current Schools at Least Once, 
by Duration of Attendance and by School Location and School Level.* 

School location and level 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Dursaion of high high high high high high 
attendance ~ schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Less than 1 year 9 10 5 9 4 8 
(1,955) (1,641) (1,856) (1,656) (990) (977) 

I or 2 years 15 16 8 13 8 16 
(2,333) (1,692) (2,866) (1,836) (1,481) (926) 

3 or 4 years 21 18 11 16 8 11 
(791) (1,154) (1,451) (1,519) (889) (899) 

5 years or more 25 20 9 14 6 8 
(363) (255) (563) (782) (737) (1,317) 

All students 15 15 8 13 7 9 
(5,442) (4,742) (6,736) (5,793) (4,097) (4,119) 

*The numhers in the parentheses arc the total number of students on the basis of which the 
percentage of students with suspension experience was calculated. 

~I'he categories presented here are taken from students" replies to the following question: "How 
long have you gone to this school? (1) 1 month or less, (2) more than 1 month but less than 1 year, 
(3) I or 2 years, (4) 3 or 4 years, (5) 5 or more years." 
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Table 3. Percentage of Students Suspended from Their Current Schools at Least Once, 
by Grade Level, and by School Location and School Level." 

School location and level 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 
high high high high high high 

Grade level b schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th graders 9 5 5 
(2,059) (2,904) (1,770) 

8th graders 15 9 8 
(2,142) (2,805) (1,737) 

9th graders 22 11 13 9 12 7 
(1,217) (634) (1,021) (1,081) (530) (789) 

10th graders 15 11 9 
(1,632) (1,671) (972) 

1 lth graders 16 14 12 
(t,302) (1,574) (1,015) 

12th graders 16 16 9 
(1,108) (1,272) (826) 

eThe numbers in the parentheses are the total number of students on which each percentage of 
students with suspension experience was calculated. 

~'he grade level of each student is based on the self-report of the student. 

Table 4. Percentage of Students Suspended from Their Current Schools at Least Once, 
by Sex, and by School Location and School Level.* 

School location Male Female Male and female 
and level students students students 

Urban junior 18 11 14 
high schools (2,705) (2,707) (5,412) 

Urban senior 18 12 15 
high schools (2,270) (2,475) (4,745) 

Suburban junior 10 6 8 
high schools (3,371) (3,36t) (6,737) 

Suburban senior 17 8 13 
high schools (3,016) (2,783) (5,799) 

Rural junior 8 6 7 
high schools (2,053) (2,047) (4, I00) 

Rural senior 13 5 9 
high schools (2,067) (2,056) (4,123) 

"The numbers in the parentheses are the total number of students on which each percentage of 
students with suspension experience was calculated. 
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Table 5. Percentage of Students Suspended from their Current School at ~ Once, 
by Race, and by School Location and School LeveL* 

American Asian- Blacks or Whites, 
Indians Americans Afro- other than 

School location or Alaskan or Pacific Spanish- Americans Spanish- 
and level natives Islanders ~ Americans e or Negroes Americans Others 

Urban junior 17 14 14 23 14 
high schools (181) (132) (707)  (1,676) (2,467) (142) 

Urban senior 15 7 17 21 I0 14 
high schools (104) (115) (436) (1,637) (2,349) 69) 

Suburban junior 11 12 19 7 10 
high schools (264) (110) (247) (418) (5,276) 218) 

Suburban senior 23 11 17 22 11 21 
high schools (146) (112) (247) (432) (4,643) (112) 

Rural junior 5 6 9 15 5 7 
high schools (190) (64) (206) (486) (2,881) 148) 

Rural senior 14 10 8 19 8 12 
high schools (161) (39) (250) (417) (3,097) (102) 

aThe race of each student is self-classified by the student based on the six categories provided in the 
student questionnaire. The numbers in the parentheses are the total number of students on which 
each percentage of students with suspension experience was calculated. 

bAsian-Americans include Chinese, Japanese, Hawaiians, etc. 

eSpanish-Americans include Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and other Latin Americans. 

Table 6. Percentage of Students Suspended from Their Current Schools at Least Once, 
by Their Father's Employment Status and by School Lecation and School Level. a 

School location Students whose fathers Students whose fathers 
and level had a full-time job did not have a full-time job 

Urban junior 12 18 
high schools (3,148) (585) 

Urban senior 14 16 
high schools (1,173) (430) 

Suburban junior 7 10 
high schools (5,463) (462) 

Suburban senior 12 18 
high schools (4,581) (379) 

Rural junior 6 11 
high schools (3,008) (557) 

Rural senior 8 14 
high schools (3,072) (494) 

aFather's employment status is based on the reply of each student to the following question 
included in the student questionnaire: "'If your father or stepfather lives at home with you, does he 
have a full-time job? (1) yes, (2) no, (3) he does not live with me." The numbers in the parentheses 
are the total number of students on which each percentage of students with suspension experience 
was calculated. 
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Table 7. Percentage of Students Suspended who did and did not Receive 
Free Lunches at School, by School Location and School Level. a 

277 

Students who did 
School location Students who received not receive free 
and level free lunches at schooP lunches at schooP All students 

Urban junior 19 12 14 
high schools (1,680) (3,617) (5,297) 

Urban senior 19 14 15 
high schools (1,068) (3,462) (4,500) 

Suburban junior 14 7 8 
high schools (617) (6,003) (6,620) 

Suburban senior 22 12 12 
high schools (350) (5,342) (5,692) 

Rural junior 11 5 7 
high schools (978) (3,082) (4,060) 

Rural senior 14 8 9 
high schools (766) (3,318) (4,084) 

aThe numbers in the parentheses are the total number of students on which each percentage of 
students with suspension experience was calculated. 

~Whether or not a student received free lunches at school was based on their reply to the following 
question included in the student questionnaire: "How do you usually get your lunch on school 
days? (1) pay full price at school cafeteria, (2) pay reduced price at school cafeteria, (3) get free 
lunch at school cafeteria, (4) bring lunch to school, (5) go home for lunch, (6) have lunch at nearby 
restaurant or lunch counter, or (7) do not eat lunch." 

Table 8. The Effect of Antisocial Attitudes: Correlation Coefficients Between 
Students' Suspension Experience and Their Antisocial Attitude Index Score, 

by Grade Level, School Location, and School Level. • 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Grade high high high high high high 
level schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th .13 .15 .13 
(2,059) (2,904) (1,770) 

8th .17 .21 .19 
(2,142) (2,805) (1,737) 

9th .17 .18 .23 .23 .16 .13 
(1,217) (634) (1,021) (,1081) (530) (789) 

10th .16 .19 .17 
(1,632) (1,671) (972) 

111h .15 .15 .17 
(1,302) (1,574) (1,015) 

12th .18 .20 .18 
(1,108) (1,272) (826) 

All .16 .17 .20 .19 .17 .16 
(5,490) (4,773) (6,771) (5,813) (4,121) (4,135) 

aNumbers in parentheses are the total number of students on which correlation coefficients are 
based. These are all Pearson zero-order correlation coefficients. 
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Table 9. The Effect of Student Attitudes and Behavior: Standardized Regression 
Coefficient for Six Subsets of Schools, with School Suspension Rate as the Dependent 

Variable and School's Student Attitudes/Behavior Scale Score as the Independent Variable a 

Variables 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 
high high high high high high 

schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitudes/ - .51"** - .30** -.55*** -.54*** - .48"** -.30** 
Behavior Scale 

r 2 .26"** .09** .30*** .29"** .23*** .09"* 
Number of 
schools 104 103 12 t 118 76 82 

aThe dependent variable, school suspension rate, is measured by the percentage of the students in a 
school who have been suspended at least once from the school. 

*p< .05. 
**p < .01. 

***p< .001. 
Table 10, The Effect of the School Suspension Rate and Student Antisocial Attitudes a 

School location Grade Independent variables b Number of Multiple 

and level level DOA ASAI SSRO students R1 

Urban junior 7th .08"** .12"** .22"** 2,059 .07"** 
high schools 8th .07*** .14"** .30*** 2,142 .12"** 

9th .13"** .17"** .15"** 1,217 .07*** 
Urban senior 9th .02 .18*** .18'** 634 .07*** 

high schools 10th .07* .14.** .21"** 1,632 .08*** 
l l th  .06* .13'** .22*** 1,302 .07*** 
12th .04 .16"** .31"** 1,108 .13"** 

Suburban junior 7th .04* .14"** .16"** 2,904 .05*** 
high schools 8th .03 .20*** .19"** 2,805 .08*** 

9th .03 .23*** .19"** 1,021 .09*** 
Sububan senior 9th .01 .22*** .16"** 1,081 .08*** 

high schools 10th .07** .18"** .18"** 1,671 .08*** 
1 lth .03 .15"** .21"** 1,574 .06*** 
12th .01 .19"** .14"** 1,272 .06*** 

Rural junior 7th .04 . I I*** .22*** 1,770 .06*** 
high schools 8th .01 .19"** .19"** 1,737 .07*** 

9th .04 .16"** .26*** 530 .09*** 
Rural senior 9th - . 00  .12"** .21"** 789 .06*** 

high schools 10th .01 .18"** .11"** 972 .04*** 
l l th  .01 .17"** .12"** 1,015 .04*** 
12th .03 .t9"** .13"** 826 .05*** 

aStandardized regression coefficients for 21 subgroups of students in six types of schools, with 
individual students' suspension experience as the dependent variable and duration of school 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and School suspension rate as the independent 
variables. The student's suspension experience is measured by: 1, having been suspended from 
current school; O, otherwise. 

Vrhe symbols of the independent variables are: DOA, duration of attendance; ASAI, the score of 
Antisocial Attitude Index; and SSRO, the school suspension rate for each student, as measured by 
the proportion of other students who have been suspended from the same school. 

*p< .05. 
**p< .01. 

***p < .001. 
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Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitudes/ -.52*** -.26** -.45*** -.52*** -.41"** -.29* 
Behavior Scale 
score (SABS) 

Percent of - .04  .15 .27"** .14 .21 .03 
students saying 
teachers are not 
interested in them (TNI) 

Multiple R 2 .26*** .t1"* .37*** .31"** .27*** .09* 
N of schools 104 103 121 118 76 82 
Pearson r 

.10 .21 .43 .19 .35 ,11 
between school suspension 
rate (SSR) and TNI 

aStandardized regression coefficients for six subsets of schools, with school suspension rate as the 
dependent variable and school's Student Attitudes/Behavior Scale score and the percentage of 
students considering their teachers as not interested as the independent variables. The school 
suspension rate is measured by the percentage of the students in that school who have ever been 
suspended from the school as reported by the students themselves. 

*p < .05, 
**p< .01, 

***p < .OOl. 

Table 12. Correlation Coefficients Between Individual Student's Suspemion Experience 
in a School (SUSij ~) and the Percentage of the Students in the School Considering Their 

Teachers as not Interested in Students, by Major Grade Level, 
and by School Location and School Level a 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
Major junior senior junior senior junior senior 
grade high high high high high high 
level schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th .02 .08 .04 
(2,059 (2,904) (1,770) 

8th .02 .11 .10 
(2,124) (2,805) (1,737) 

9th .05 .01 .13 .19 .12 .00 
(1,217) (634) (1,021) (1,081) (530) (789) 

10th .08 .10 .01 
(1,632) (1,671) (972) 

11 th .01 .05 .02 
(1,302) (1,574) (1,015) 

12th .10 - .02 .01 
(t ,  108) (1,272) (826) 

"A student i's suspension experience in a school j (SUSij) is measured by: 1, having been 
suspended; O, otherwise. The numbers in parentheses are the number of students on whieh the 
Pearson zero-order correlation coefficient is based. 
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Table 13. Teacher Disinterest and Student Antisocial Attitudes • 

School location Grade Independent variables 6 N of Multiple 

and level level DOA/ ASAIi TNIji students R 

Urban junior th .08** .13"** .02 2,059 .02"** 
high schools 8th .06"* .17"** .02 2,142 .03*** 

9th .13"** .17"** .04 1,217 .05*** 
Urban senior th .03 .18*** .00 634 .04*** 

high schools 10th .09*** .14"** .07* 1,632 .04*** 
I lth .08** .14"** --.01 1,302 .03*** 
12th .08* .18*** .08** 1,108 .05*** 

Suburban jtmior 7th .05* .14"** .08** 2,904 .03*** 
high schools 8th .02 .21"** .10"** 2,805 .05*** 

9th .02 .23*** .13"** 1,021 .07*** 
Suburban senior 9th .00 .23*** .08** 1,081 .06*** 

high schools 10th .08** .19"** .07** 1,671 .05*** 
t lth .04 .15"** .04 1,574 .03"** 
12th .01 .20*** - .02  1,272 .04*** 

Rural junior 7th .04 .12"** .03 1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .02 .19"** .08*** 1,737 .05*** 

9th .01 .15"** .10" 530 .04*** 
Rural senior 9th - .03 .13*** .01 789 .02* 

high schools 10th - . 0 0  .17"** - .01 972 .03*** 
1 lth .00 .17"** .01 1,015 .03*** 
12th .04 .18"** - . 00  826 .04*** 

aStandardized regression coefficients for 21 subgroups of students, with individual students' 
suspension experience in a school as the dependent variable, and duration of attendance, Anti- 
social Attitude Index score, and the percentage of students in the school considering their teachers 
as not interested in students as the independent variables. An individual student's suspension 
experience in a school ((SUSi) is measured by: 1, having been suspended; O, otherwise. 

SThe symbols of the independent variables are as follows: DOAi, duration of attendance for the 
student i; ASAIi, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for the student i; and TNIfi, the percentage of 
students in the student's current school j considering their teachers as not interested in students. 

*p< .05. 
**p< .01. 

***/7 < .001. 
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Table 14. Effects of Teachers Saying That Students Are Incapable of Salving Problems e 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Students Attitudes - .38"** 
Behavior Scale 
Score (SABSj) 

Percentage of -- .08 
students con- 
sidering their 

teachers as not 
interested 

(TNIj) 
Percentage of 

teachers con- 
sidering stu- 
dents as in- 
capable of solv- 
ring problems 
(SISPj3 

Multiple R 2 
N of schools 
Pearson r 

between school 
suspension rate 
(SSR) and SISP) 

- . 20  -.40*** - .45"** -.43*** -.26"** 

.16 .24** .12 .22* .03 

.34*** .11 .18" .19" - .08  .21 

.36*** .t2"* .39*** .34*** .28*** .13" 
104 103 121 118 76 82 

.49 ,23 .38 .37 .05 .25 

aStandardized regression coefficients for six types of schools, with school suspension rate as the 
dependent variable, and school's Student Attitudes/Behavior Scale score, the percentage of students 
considering their teac~rs as not intel~l~! in students, and the percentage of teachers considering 
students as incapable of solving problems as the independent variables. School suspension rate for a 
school (SSR/) is measured by the percentage of the students in that school who have been suspended 
from the school, as reported by the students themselves. 

*p< .05. 
**/7 < .01. 

***p < .001. 
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Table 15. Correlation C.oetfteients Between Individual Students' Suspensi~ Experience in a 
School (SUSij') and the Percentap of the Teachers in that School Considenn" g Students a s  

Incapable of Solving Problems, by Major Grade Level, and by School ~ and School Level a 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
Major junior senior junior senior junior senior 
gra~ high high high high high high 
level schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th .17 .10 .04 
(2,059) (2,904) (1,770) 

8th .15 .09 .04 
(2,142) (2,845) (1,737) 

9th .12 .10 .05 .08 .15 .09 
(1,217) (634) ( 1 , 0 2 1 )  (1,081) (530) (789) 

lOth .05 .07 .07 
(1,632) (1,671) (932) 

ll th .04 .15 .03 
(1,302) (1,574) (1,015) 

12th .10 .10 .02 
(1,108) (I ,272) (826) 

aA student's suspension experience in a school (SUS) is measured by: 1, having been suspended, O, 
otherwise. The number in ll~ parentheses is the total number of students on which the Pearson 
zero-order correlation coefficient is based. 
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Table 16. Standardized Regression ~ t s  
for 21 Subgroups of Students in Six Types of School# 
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School location Grade Independent Variable# N of Multiple 

and level level IX)A/ ASAI/ SISPij students R z 

Urban junior 7th .08*** .12*** .17"** 2,059 .05*** 
high schools 8th .07** .16"** .15"** 2,142 .05*** 

9th .15"** .17"** .14"** 1,217 .07*** 
Urban senior 9th .02 634 .04*** 

high schools lOth .19"** .15"** .03 t ,632 .04*** 
1 lth .08** .14"** .01 1,320 .03"** 
12th .07" . t8"** .09"* 1,108 .05*** 

Suburban junior 7th .05* .14"** .09*** 2,904 .04*** 
high schools 8th .02 .21"** .09*** 2,805 .05*** 

9th .02 .23*** .05 1,021 .06*** 
Subu.rban senior 9th .00 .23*** .07* 1,081 .06*** 
high schools 10th .08*** .19"** .07** 1,671 .05*** 

1 lth .04 .14"** .14"** 1,574 .05*** 
12th .01 .20*** .10"** 1,272 .05*** 

Rural junior th .04 .13"** .04 1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .03 .19"** .04 1,737 .04*** 

9th .00 .16"** .15"* 530 .05"** 
Rural senior 9th - .01 .13"** .09* 789 .02*** 

high schools 10th - .00  .17"** .07* 972 .03*** 
1 lth .01 .17"** .03 1,015 .03*** 
12th .05 . t9"** .04 826 .04*** 

• Individual students' suspension experience (SUS) is the dependent variable and duration of 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and the percentage of teachers considering students as 
incapable of solving problems are the independent variables. An individual student's suspension 
experience in a school (SUS) is measured by: 1, having been suspended; O, otherwise. 

symbols of the independent variables are as follows: IX)A, the duration of attendance for the 
student; ASAI, the Antisocial Attinrk Index score for the student; SISP, the percentage of the 
teachers in student's school considering students as incapable of solving problems. 

• p< .05. 
• *p < .01. 

• **p < .001. 
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Table 17. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Six Types of Schools* 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitades/ -.43*** - .31"* -.38*** -.42"** -.42*** -.26*** 
Behavior Scale 
score (SABS) 

Percentage of - . 07  .19" .23** .06 ,20 .08 
students con- 
sidering their 
teachers as 
not interested 
(TNI) 

Percentage of .28** .08 .14 .15" - .  10 .09 
teachers con- 
students as 
incapable of 
solving 
problems 
(SlSiP) 

Percentage of .16 .42"** .21"* .31"** .24* .52"** 
teachers report- 
ing that student 
behavior prob- 
lems as handled 
by administra- 
tive nde 
(DBAR) 

Multiple R 2 .38*** .28*** ,44*** .43*** .34*** .39*** 
N of schools 104 103 121 118 76 82 
Pearson r .19 .33 .36 .44 .29 .54 

between school 
suspension rate 
(SSR) and 
DBAR 

aSchool suspension rate (SSR) is the dependent variable, and the school's Student Attitudes/ 
Behavior Scale score, the percentage of students considering their teachers as not interested, the 
percentage of teachers considering students as incapable of solving problems, and the percentage 
of teachers reporting student behavior problems as handled by administrative rule are the four 
independent variables. The suspension rate for a school (SSR) is measured by the percentage of 
the 
students in that school who have been suspended from the school at least once as reported by the 
students themselves, 

*p< .05 
**p < .01. 

***/7 < .001. 
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Table 18. Pearson Zero Order Correlation Coefficients Between Individual Students' 
~ n  Experience in a School (SUSij) and the Percentage ofthe School's Teachers 

Reporting Student Behavior Problems as Handled by Administrative Rula (DBARj), by 
Major Grade Level, and by School Location and School Level a 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Major grade high high high high high high 
level schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th .03 .08 .06 
(2,059) (2,904) (1,770) 

8th .06 .11 .10 
(2,142) (2,805) (1,737) 

9th - .00  .12 .04 .06 .15 .13 
(1,217) (634) (1,061) (1,081) (530) (789) 

lOth .08 .16 .11 
(1,632) (1,671) (972) 

l l th .11 .14 .13 
(1,302) (1,574) (1,015) 

121h .09 .09 .10 
(1,108) (1,272) (826) 

~A student i's suspension experience in a school j (SUSij) is measured by I, having been 
suspended; O, otherwise. 
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Table 19. Standardized Regression Coefficients for 21 Subgroups 
of Students in Six Types of School~ 

School location Major grade Independent variables ~ N of Multiple 

and level grade DOAi ASAIi DBARi j  students R 2 

Urban junior 7th .08** .13"** .03 2,059 .02*** 
high schools 8th .07** .16"** .06** 2,142 .04*** 

9th .14"** .17"** .03 1,217 .05*** 
Urban senior 9th .02 .19*** .13*** 634 .05"** 

high schools 10th .09*** .15"** .08** 1,632 .04"** 
1 lth .09** .14"** .12"** 1,320 .04*** 
12th .09** .18"** .08** 1,108 .05*** 

Subttrban junior 7th .04* .14"** .08*** 2,904 .03*** 
high schools 8th .02 .21"** .11"** 2,805 .06*** 

9th .02 .23"** .04 1,021 .06*** 
Suburban senior 9th .00 .23"** .05 1,081 .06*** 

high schools 10th .07** .19"** .15"** 1,671 .07*** 
llth .02 .15'** .13"** 1,574 .04*** 
12th - .00 .20*** .08** 1,272 .05*** 

Rural junior 7th .00 .13"** .07** 1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .01 .19"** .10"** 1,737 .05*** 

9th .03 .17"** .17"** 530 .05*** 
Rural senior 9th .02 .13*** .14"** 789 .04*** 

high schools 10th .02 .18"** .12"** 972 .04*** 
llth .03 .17"** .13"** 1,015 .05*** 
12th .05 .19"** .12'** 826 .05*** 

aIndividual students' suspension experience is the dependent variable, and duration of school 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and the percentage of the school's teachers reporting 
student behavior problems as handled by administration rules are the independent variables. A 
student i's suspension experience in a school j (SUSij) is measured by: 1, having been suspended; 
0, otherwise. 

~'he symbols of the independent variables are as follows: DOAi, duration of attendance for student 
i; ASAIi, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for the student i; DBARij, the percentage of teachers 
in the school of student i who report that student behavior problems arc handled by adminisWative 
rules. 

*p < .05. 
**p < .01. 

***p< .001. 
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Table 20. Standardized Regression Coeltieients for Six Types of Sehool~ 
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Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior saenior 

Independem high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitudes/ - .32** - .23  -.30** -.41"** -.51"** - ,21"  
Behavior Scale 
score (SABSj) 

Percentage of - .13  ,14 .17 .05 ,27* .02 
students con- 
sidering their 
teachers as not 
being interested 
(TM;) 

Percentage of .25** .03 .15 .15" - .  11 .09 
teachers con- 
sidering stu- 
dents as incap- 
able of solving 
problems 
(SISP3) 

Percentage of .18" .43*** .22** .31"** ,24* .55*** 
teachers report- 
ing student 
behavior prob- 
lems as being 
handled by 
administrative 
rule (DBARj) 

Student - .25* - .19  - .15  - .03  .21 - .14  
Governance 
Scale score 
(SGSj) 

Multiple R 2 .42*** .30*** .45*** .43*** .36*** .40*** 
N of schools 104 103 121 118 76 82 

Pearson's r - . 44  - . 32  - .48 - .32  - .24  - .  14 
betw~n school 
suspension rate 
(SSRj) and 
SGSj 

aSchool suspension rate (SSRj) is the dependent variable, and the school's Student Attitudes/ 
Behavior Scale score (SABSj), the percentage of students considering their teachers as not 
interested (TNIj), the percentage of teachers considering students as incapable of solving prob- 
lems (SISPj), the percentage of teachers reporting student behavior problems as being handled by 
administrative rules (DBARj), and the school's Student Governance Scale score (SGSj) are the 
five independent variables. The suspension rate for a school j (SSRj) is measured by the 
percentage of the students in that school who have been suspended from the school at least once as 
reported by the students themselves. 

*p< .05, 
**/7 < .01. 

***p ~ ,001, 
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Table 21. Pearson Zero Order Correlation Coefficients Between an Individual Student's 
Suspension Experience in a School (SUSij) and the School's Student Governance Scale 

Score (SGSj), by Major Grade Level, and by School Location and School Level" 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Majorgrade high high high high high high 
level schools schools schools schools schools schools 

7th - . 15  - - .10  - .07  
(2,041) (2,904) (1,770) 

8th - - .  16 - - .  11 - . 06  
(2,105) (2,805) (1,737) 

9th - . 0 9  - . 18  - .18  - . 09  - .11 - . 0 2  
(1,188) (629) (1,021) (1,081) (530) (789) 

lOth - .12  - . 09  - .01 
(1,559) (1,671) (972) 

11th - .05  - . 13  - . 04  
(1,248) (1,574) (1,015) 

12th - .11 - .06  - . 00  
(1,054) (1,272) (826) 

aA student i 's suspension experience in a school j (Susifl is measured by 1, having been 
suspended; O, otherwise. The numbers in parentheses are the total number of students on 
which the r is calculated. 
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Table 22. Standardized Regression Coefficients for 21 Subgroups of Students 
in Six Types of Schools a 

289 

School Major Independent variables b N Multiple 

location grade DOAi ASAIi SGSj of R 2 
and level level GOVFair students 

Urban junior 7th .08** .12"** - .14"** 2,059 .04*** 
high schools th .08*** .16"** - .16"** 2,142 .06"** 

9th .13"** .17"** - .08** 1,217 .05*** 
Urban senior 9th .02 .16*** - .  16"** 634 .06*** 

high schools 10th .08*** .14"** - .  10"* 1,632 .04*** 
11 th .08** .14"** - . 0 2  1,302 .03*** 
12th .06 .18"** - .09** 1,108 .05*** 

Suburban junior 7th .04* .14"** - .09*** 2,904 .03*** 
high schools 8th .01 .20*** - .09*** 2,805 .05*** 

9th .01 .22*** - .15"** 1 ,021 .08*** 
Suburban senior 9th - .01 .22*** - .07* 1,081 .06*** 

high schools 10th .08** .19"** - .06" 1,67 t .05*** 
l t th  .02 .14"** - .11"** 1,574 .04*** 
12th - .01 .20*** - . 04  1,272 .04*** 

Rural junior 7th .03 .12"** - .05* 1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .02 .19"** - . 0 4  1,737 .04*** 

9th .00 .16"** - .11"  530 .04*** 
Rural senior 9th - . 03  .13"** - .01 789 .02*** 

high schools 10th - .01  .17"** - . 0 0  972 .03*** 
11th - .00 .17"** - .03 1,015 .03*** 
12th .04 .19"** .02 826 .04*** 

aIndividual students' suspension experience is the dependent variable, and duration of school 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and the school's Student Governance Scale 
score are the independent variables. The student i 's suspension experience in a school j 
(SUSij) is measured by: 1, having been suspended; 0, otherwise. 

~The symbols of the independent variables are as follows: DOAi, duration of attendance for 
the student i; ASAIi, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for the student i; SGSj, the Student 
Governance Scale score of the school j. 

*p < .05. 
**p< .01. 

***p < .001. 
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Table 23. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Six Types of Schools" 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitudes/ - .29** - . 2 0  -.30** -.37*** -.51"** - .21"  
Behavior Scale 
score (SABSI) 

Percentage of - .  12 .14 .16 .05 .29* .01 
students con- 
sidering their 
teachers as not 
being interested 
(TNIj) 

Percentage of .23* .02 .1 t ,11 - .  12 .06 
teachers con- 
sidering stu- 
dents as incap- 
able of solving 
problems 
(SISPj) 

Percentage of .18 .43*** .21"* ,28*** ,24* ,53"** 
teachers report- 
ing that student 
behavior prob- 
lems as being 
handled by 
administrative 
rule (DBARj) 

Student - .23* - . 19  - . 14  - . 04  ,22 - .15  
Governance 
Scale score 
(SGSj) 

Average percent- AI ,05 ,10 .12 .10 .I0 
age of low 
ability students 
as reported by 
the teachers 
(LASj) 

Multiple R 2 .42*** .31"** .45*** .44*** .39*** .41"** 
Pearson r .41 ,26 ,41 ,44 ,13 .27 

between school 
suspension rate 
(SSRj) and 
LASj 

aSchool suspension rate (SSRj) is the dependent variable, and the school's Student Attitudes/ 
Behavior Scale score (SASBfl, the percentage of students considering their teachers as not 
interested (TNIj), the percentage of teachers c.onsidering students as incapable of solving prob- 
lems (SISPj), the ~ r~n tage  of teachers reporting student behavior problems as being handled by 
administrative rules (DBARj), the school's Student Governance Scale score (SGSfl, and the 
average percentage of low-ability students as reported by the teachers (LASj) are the six 
independent variables. The suspension rate for a schoolj (SSRj) is measured by the percentage of 
the students in that school who have been suspended from the school at least once as re4)orted by 
the students themselves. 

*p < ,05. 
**p< ,01. 

***p < .001. 
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Table 24. Standardized Regression Coefficients for 21 Subgroups 
of Students in Six Types of Schools e 
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School location Major grade Independent Variables a N of Multiple 

and level level DOAi ASAIi GPAi students R e 

Urban junior 7th .07*** .12"** - .  10"** 2,059 .03*** 
high schools 8th .06** .15"** -.10"** 2,142 .04*** 

9th .14"** . t5"** - .  16"** 1,217 .07*** 
Urban senior 9th .03 .18*** - .06  634 .04*** 

high schools 10th .09*** .12"** -.16"** 1,632 .06*** 
1 lth .08** .11"** - .  15"** 1,302 .05*** 
12th .09"* .16"** -.14"** 1,t08 .06*** 

Suburban junior 7th .04* .13"** -.09*** 2,904 .03*** 
high schools 8th .01 .19"** - .  10"** 2,805 .06*** 

9tll .02 .21"** - .10"* 1,021 .06*** 
Suburban senior 9th 00 .21"** - .  10"* 1,081 .06*** 

high schools lOth .09*** .15"** - .  17"** 1,671 .07*** 
11 th .05 .11"** - .  18*** 1,574 .06*** 
12th - .00 .16"** - .  18"** 1,274 .07*** 

Rural junior 7th .04 .12"** - .02  1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .02  .18"** - .07"* 1,737 .04"** 

901 - .00  ,13"* - .  12"* 530 .04*** 
Rural senior 9th - .02 .11" - .  12** 789 .03*** 

high schools 10th .01 .15"** - .  12"** 972 .04*** 
llth .01 .14"** - . I1"**  1,015 .04*** 
12th .04 .15"** - .15"** 826 .06"** 

aIndividual students' suspension experience is the dependent variable, and duration of school 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and having an above average GPA are the three 
independent variables. A student i's suspension experience in a schoolj (SUSij) is measured by: 1, 
having been suspended; 0, otherwise. 

aThe symbols of the independent variables are as follows: DOAi, duration of attendance for student 
i; ASAIi, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for the student i; GPA/, the grade point average for 
student i as reported by the student, with 1, above average or better (B or above), and0, otherwise. 

*p< .05. 
**p < ,01, 

***p < .001. 
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Table 25. Standardized Regression Coefficients for 21 Subgroups 
of Students in Six Types of Schools" 

School location Major grade Independent variables b N of Multiple 

and level level DOAi AS/d/ LASj students R 2 

Urban junior 7th .07** .I1"** .15"** 2,059 .04*** 
high schools 8th .07** .16"** .11"** 2,142 .04*** 

9th .14"** .t7"** .11"** 1,217 .06*** 
Urban senior 9th .03 .18"** .03 634 .04*** 

high schools 10th .08** .15*** .10"** 1,632 .04*** 
1 lth .08"* .14"** - .0t 1,302 .03*** 
12th .08* .18"** .07* 1,108 .05*** 

Suburban junior 7th .03 .14"** .13*** 2,904 .04*** 
high schools 8th .00 .21"** 10"** 2,805 .05*** 

9th .02 .23"** .02 1,021 .06*** 
Suburban senior 9th .01 .23*** .05 1,08t .06*** 

high schools 10th .10"** .19"** .10"** 1,671 .06*** 
l l th  .06* .15"** .18"** 1,574 .06*** 
12th .01 .20*** .10"** 1,274 .05*** 

Rural junior 7th .03 .12*** .08*** 1,770 .02*** 
high schools 8th - .02  .19"** .05* 1,737 .04*** 

901 .00 .18*** .17"** 530 .05*** 
Rural senior 9th - .03 .13*** .04 789 .02*** 

high schools 10th - .00  .18*** .05 972 .03"** 
1 lth - . 0 0  .17"** .07* 1,015 .03*** 
12th .03 .20*** .14 826 .05*** 

aIndividual students' suspension experience is the dependent variable, and duration of school 
attendance, Antisocial Attitude Index score, and the average percentage of low-ability students 
v~ported by the teachers are the three independent variables. A student i's suspension experience 
in a schoolj (SUSij) is measured by: 1, having been suspended; 0, otherwise. 

SThe symbols of the independent variables are as follows: IX)Ai, duration of attendance for student 
i; AS/di, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for student i; LASj, the average percentage of low 
ability students as reported by the teachers in schoolj. 

*p< .05. 
**/7< .01. 

***p < .001. 
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Table 26. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Six Types of Schools a 
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Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Altitudes/ - .  16 
Behavior Scale 
score (SABSj) 

Percentage of - .07  
students con- 
sidering their 
teachers as not 
being interested 
(TNb) 

Percentage of 
teachers con- 
sidering stu- 
dents as incap- 
able of solving 
problems 
(SlSPj) 

Percentage of 
teachers report- 
ing student 
behavior prob- 
lems as being 
handled by 
administrative 
rules (DBARj) 

Student - .  16 
Governance 
Scale score 
(SGSj) 

Average percent- - .02  
age of low 
ability students 
reported by 
teachers (LASJ) 

Percentage of 
white students 
(RWj) 

Multiple R 2 
N of students 
Pearson r 

between school 
suspension rate 
(ssR:) and Rwj 

- .12  -.29** -.36*** -.47*** - ,21"  

• 18 .13 .05 .29' .01 

• 27** - .04  .12 ,11 -.11 .06 

• 16" .44*** .18" .28*** .14 .53*** 

- .22  - . 16  - .05  .20 - .15  

- .02  .03 .11 .05 .10 

- .32** - .27* - .17"  - .04  - .19  -.01 

.47*** .34*** .48*** .44*** .39*** .41"** 
104 103 121 118 76 82 

.54 - .29  - .36  - .33  - .36  - .28  

aSchool suspension rate (SSRfl is the dependent variable, and the school's Student ARitudes/ 
Behavior Scale score (SABS/), the percentage of studeras considering their teachers as not 
interested (TNfj), the percentage of teachers considering students as incapable of solving prob- 
lems (SISPj), the percentage of teachers reporting student behavior pr~lems as being handled by 
administrative rules (DBARj), the school's Student Govema~e Scale Score (SGSj), the average 
p~rcentage of low-ability students reported by the teacbers (LAS3), and the percentage of white 
students (RWj) are the seven independent variables. The suspension rate fer a schoolj (SSRj) is 
measured by the percentage of students in that school who have been suspended from the school at 
least once as reported by the students themselves. 

*p< .05. 
**p< .01. 
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Table 27. Standardized Regression C~fficients for 21 Subgroups 
of Students in Six Types of Schools* 

School 
location 
and level 

Major Independent variables ~ N Multiple r between 
grade DOAi ASAIi RWi of R 2 SUS and 
level students and RW 

Urban 7th .07'* .I I*** - . t3"**  2,059 .04*** - .14  
high schools 8th .06* .15"** - .  12"** 2,142 .05*** - .  14 

9th .12"** .16"** -.14"** 1,217 .07"** - .17 
Urban senior 9th .02 .18"** - .  11"* 634 .05*** - .  12 

high schools 10th .08** .14"** -.14"** 1,632 .05*** - .15" 
1 lth .07* .14"** - .  11"** 1,320 .04*** - .  12 
12th .08** .18"** -.16"** 1,108 .06*** - .16  

Suburban junior 7th 04* .14"** -.07"** 2,904 .03*** - .08 
high schools 8th .01 .21"** -.09*** 2,805 .05*** - .09 

9th .02 .23*** -.09** 1,021 .06*** - .10  
Suburban senior 9th .02*** .23*** - . I1"** 1,081 .07*** -.11 

high schools 10th .10"** .19"** - .05" 1,671 .05*** - .05 
llth .05* .15"** -.11"** 1,574 .04*** -.11 
12th .03 .20*** -.10"** 1,274 .05*** -.11 

Rural junior th .03 .12"** -.09"** t ,770 .03*** - .  10 
high schools 8th - .03 .19"** -.08"** 1,737 .04*** - .  10 

9th -.01 .16"** -A6*** 530 .05*** - .17 
Rural senior 9th - .02  .12"** - .08" 789 .02*** - .09  

high schools 10th .03 .18"** - .06  972 .03*** - .05 
1 lth .01 . t6"** - .07" 1,015 .03*** - . 0 9  
12th .04 .18"** -.13"** 826 .05*** - .14  

aIndividual students' suspension experience (SUSij) is the dependent variable, and duration of 
school attendance (DOA/), Antisocial Attitude Index score (ASAIi), and being white (RW/) are 
the three independent variables. A student i's suspension experience in a school j (SUSij) is 
measured by: 1, having suspended; 0, otherwise. 

Vrhe symbols of the independent variables are as follows: DOAi, duration of attendance for student 
i; ASAIi, the Antisocial Attitude Index score for student i, RWi, the racial identity of student i; 1, 
white, other than Spanish American; 0, otherwise. 

*p < .05. 
**p < .01. 

***p < .001. 
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Table 29. Staadordized Regression Coefficients for Six Types of School~ 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 

Independent high high high high high high 
variables schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student Attitudes/ - . 1 6  - . 13  -.30** -.36*** -.47*** - .21 
Behavior Scale 
score (SAB/) 

Percentage of stu- -- .07 .17 .t5 .06 .29** .01 
dents consider- 
ing their teachers 
as not being 
interested (TNIj) 

Percentage of .27** - .01 .12 .10 - .  11 .05 
teachers con- 
sidering students 
as incapable of 
solving prob- 
lems (SISPj) 

Percentage of .17 .46*** .17" .28** .14 ,52"** 
teachers report- 
ing student 
behavior prob- 
lems as being 
handled by 
administrative 
rules (DBARj) 

Student - .  15 - .  18 - .  15 - .05  .20 - .  16 
Governance 
Scale score 
(SGS/) 

Average percent- - . 03  .10 .00 .09 .05 .09 
age of low 
ability students 
reported by 
teachers (LASj) 

Percentage of - .29* - .41"* - .15  - .02  - .19  - .01 
white students 
RWj) 

Percentage of stu- .04 - .28 .08 .06 - .00 .05 
dents with low 
socioeconomic 
status (LSESj) 

Multiple R 2 .47*** .37*** .48*** .44*** .39*** .41"** 
N of schools 1 04 103 121 118 76 82 
Pearson's r .44 .19 .35 .33 .18 .26 

aSchool suspension rate (SSR£) is the dependent variable, and the school's Student Attitudes/ 
Behavior Scale score (SABj), the percentage of students considering their teacbers as not 
interested (TNIj), the percentage of teachers considering students as incapable of solving prob- 
lems (SISPj), the percentage of teachers reporting student behavior problems as being handled by 
administrative rules (DBARj), the school's Student Governance Scale score (SGSj), the average 
percentage of low-ability students reported by the teachers (LASj), the percentage of white 
students (RWj), and the percentage of students with low socioeconomic status (LSES/) are the 
independent variables. The suspension rate for a school j (SSRj) is measured by the percentage of 
students in that school who have been suspended from the school at least once as reported by the 
students themselves. 

*p< .05. **p <.01. ***p < .001. 
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Table 31. Means of Black and White Student Suspension Rate (%) for Six 
Types of Schools by Proportion of White Teachers 

School 
location 
and level 

Black student suspension rate a White student suspensio n rateb, 

Schools with Schools with Schools with Schools with 
smaller percentage larger percentage smaller percentage larger percentage 

of white of white of white of white 
teacherse teacherse teachers # teachersc 

Urban junior 23 23 7 13 
high schools (32) (23) (14) (12) 

Urban senior 21 22 t 2 12 
high schools (30) (27) (14) ( I I) 

Suburban junior 24 15 10 7 
high schools (9) (7) (9) (7) 

Suburban senior 24 14 23 9 
high schools (7) (8) (5) (8) 

Rural junior 13 15 8 8 
high schools (10) (6) (10) (6) 

Rural senior 19 21 7 8 
high sch~ls  (9) (4) (7) .... (4) ....... 

aThe schools included in the calculation of the black student suspension rates are those with at least 
l0 black student respondents in the student questionnaire survey. 

~ 'he schools included in the calculation of the white student suspension rates are those schools 
which have at least 10 black and l0 white student respundems in the student questionnaire survey. 

cSchools with a smaller percentage of white teachers refer to the schools with less than 80% of the 
teachers self-identified as white. Schools with a larger percentage of white teachers refer to the 
schools where 80% or more of the teachers identified by themselves as white. The 80% curdng 
point is used in all dichotomies in this table except in the computation of black student suspension 
rate in urban junior and senior high schools where a 70% cutting point was used instead. 
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Table 32. Position of Variance Explained by Student 
Attitudes and Behavior and the Six School Factors e 

299 

Percent of 
variance in Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
student junior senior junior senior junior senior 
suspension rate high high high high high high 
explained by schools schools schools schools schools schools 

Student attitudes/ 1.2 .6 4.8 7.8 13.3 3.4 
behavior uniquely 

School factors 20.8 26.2 17.6 15.2 16.6 32.5 
uniquely 

Student attitudes/ 25.0 8.1 25.4 20.8 9.0 5.3 
behavior and 
the school 
factors commonly 

Total percent of 47.0 34.9 47.8 43.8 38.9 41.2 
variance in stu- 
dent suspension 
rate explained 
by student 
attitudes and 
behavior and the 
six school 
factors jointly 

a'rhe six school factors are (I) teachers perceived as not interested in students, (2) teachers' belief 
that students are not capable of solving problems through logical reasoning, (3) centralized 
administrative control in student disciplinary matters, (4) weak student governance, (5) academic 
bias, and (6) racial bias. Readers should consult the earlier text for the exact wordings of these 
factors. 
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Table 33. Alternative Partition of the Explained Variance in Student Suspension 
with the Assumption that Schools are Free of Racial and Academic Biases 

Percent of 
variance in 
student 
suspension rate 
explained by 

Student 
responsibility ~ 
factors uniquely 

School 
responsibility ~ 
factors uniquely 

School and 
student 
responsibility 
factors commonly 

Total percentage 
of variance in 
student sus- 
pension rate 
explained by 
student and 
school respon- 
sibility factors 
join@ 

Urban Urban Suburban Suburban Rural Rural 
junior senior junior senior junior senior 
high high high high high high 

schools schools schools schools schools schools 

11.3 7.5 8.4 13.0 19.7 4.2 

12.3 23.3 8,6 9.5 8.3 22.9 

13.3 4.1 30.7 21.3 10.9 14.1 

47.0 34.9 47.8 43.8 38.9 41.2 

"Student responsibility factors are (1) student attitudes and behavior, (2) minority race (nonwhite) 
status, and (3) low ability of student. 

bschool responsibility factors are (1) teachers perceived as not interested in students, (2) teachers' 
belief that students are not capable of solving problems through logical reasoning, (3) centralized 
adrninistrative control in student disciplinary matters, and (4) weak student governance. 
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Table 34. Percentage of Students Who Gave Antisocial Responses to the Eight Items of the 
Antisocial Attitude Index by Major Grade level, School Location, and School Level. a 

School location 
and level 

Mean of score 
Grade No. of Item Item ltem Item Item ltem Item ltem of Antisoeial 
level students 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Attitude Index 

Urban junior 7th 2,059 40 40 22 37 10 6 5 12 1.37 
high schools 8th 2,142 41 41 22 33 15 5 5 16 1.41 

9th 1,217 36 36 21 33 21 7 6 21 1.50 

Urban senior 9th 634 36 36 15 33 16 4 4 18 1.31 
high schools 10th 1,632 32 6 16 28 20 4 5 23 1.31 

ll th 1,302 28 4 13 28 23 3 3 27 1.27 
12th 1,108 27 4 12 29 21 3 4 24 1.23 

Suburban junior 7th 2,904 39 7 20 29 9 5 4 I1 1.22 
high schools 8th 2,805 36 7 21 29 17 6 5 19 1.38 

9th 1,021 33 7 20 29 24 7 7 28 1.55 

Suburban senior 9th 1,081 32 6 16 26 18 5 5 21 1.28 
highsehools 10th 1,671 30 6 14 24 23 5 4 28 1.32 

ll th 1,574 27 5 14 25 27 4 3 36 1.42 
12th 1,272 25 2 13 27 25 3 3 38 t.36 

Rural junior 7th 1,770 40 7 21 30 9 4 4 10 1.23 
high schools 8th 1,737 38 6 22 28 15 6 4 16 1.34 

9th 530 36 3 21 29 24 9 6 24 1.50 

Urban junior 
high schools All 5,490 39 9 22 35 15 6 6 16 1.42 

Urban senior 
high schools All 4,773 30 5 14 29 21 4 4 24 1.28 

Suburban junior 
high schools All 6,771 37 7 20 29 15 6 5 17 1.34 

Suburban senior 
high schools All 5,813 29 5 15 25 23 4 4 30 1.35 

Rural senior 
high schools All 4,121 39 6 21 29 14 6 4 14 1.31 

Rural jmaior 
hi~lschools All 4,135 30 4 18 25 20 5 3 26 1.29 

altem 1, percentage of students who answer "agree" to the statement that "people who leave things around 
deserve it if their things get taken." Item 2, percentage of students who answer "agree" to the statement that 
"taking things from a store doesn't hurt anyone." Item 3, percentage of students who answer "'agree" to the 
statement that' 'people who get beat up usually asked for it." Item 4, percentage of students who answer"agree" 
to the statement that "if you want to get ahead, you can't always be honest." Items 5, 6, 7, and 8 are percentages 
of students who answer"yes" to the question "Would you do any of the following things if you knew you could 
get away with it?": 5, cheat on a test, 6, spray paint on school walls, 7, take money from other students, and 8, 
skip school, respectively. 
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Table 35. Pearson's Zero-Order Correlation Coefficients Between Individual Student's Having Suspension 
Experience and the Student's Antisocial Responses to the Eight Items of Antisocial Attitude Index, by 

Major Level, and by School Location and School Level 

School location Grade No. of Item Item Item Item Item Item Item Item 
and level level students (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Urbanjunior 7th 2,059 .01 .09 .08 .06 .07 .05 .10 .08 
highschooh 8th 2,142 .00 .11 .07 .07 .09 .13 .12. .14 

9th 1,217 .06 .12 .10 .08 .09 .12 .09 .11 

Urbansenior 9th 634 .07 .23 .08 .05 .06 .05 .04 .16 
highschools 10th 1,632 .06 .08 .07 .10 .08 .09 .06 .10 

l l th 1,302 .01 .11 .06 .04 .06 .13 .16 .14 
12th 1,108 .09 .06 .08 .10 .08 .16 A0 .11 

Suburban junior 7th 2,904 -.01 .13 .06 .06 .09 .13 .04 .15 
high schools 8th 2,805 .06 .17 .12 .09 .13 .15 .15 .18 

9th 1,021 .05 .14 .13 .07 .07 .17 .18. .24 

Suburbansenior 9th 1,081 .06 .19 .10 .05 .10 .17 .14 .24 
highschools 10th 1,671 .05 .10 .16 .09 .10 .14 .10 .13 

l l th t,574 .03 .13 .05 .t0 .07 .11 .04 .13 
12th 1,272 .05 .06 .09 .09 .15 .10 .10 .13 

Ruraljunior 7th 1,770 .03 .05 .09 .05 .08 .13 .07 .06 
highschools 8th 1,737 .03 .12 .10 .04 .08 .18 .20 .15 

9th .04 .13 .11 .03 .09 .16 .07 .17 

Ruralsenior 9th 789 -.01 .05 .11 .01 .10 .11 .11 .11 
highschools 10th 972 .02 .01 .10 .08 .12 .15 .05 .15 

l l th 1,015 .09 .01 .10 .05 .08 .17 .12 .13 
t2th 826 .04 .09 .16 .14 .07 .05 .00 .13 

Urban junior All 5,490 .02 .10 .07 .06 .10 .11 .11 .13 
high schools 

Urban senior All 4,773 .05 .10 .07 .08 .08 .12 .10 .13 
high schools 

Subuflyanjunior All 6,771 .03 .15 .10 .07 .12 .15 .13 .20 
high schools 

Suburban senior All 5,813 .04 .11 .10 .09 .11 .13 .10 .16 
high schools 

Ruraljtmior All 4,121 .03 .08 .10 .04 .09 .16 .12 .14 
high schools 

Rural senior All 4,135 .03 .03 .10 .06 .10 .10 .09 .14 
high schools 

Individual student's suspension experience is measured by 1 =yes, have been suspended from the current school, 0=no. 
Items ( 1 ) through (8) are measured as follows: 1 -- antisocial response, 0 = otherwise. For the definition of antisocial response 
to each of these items and the wordings of the items, see notes in Table 34. 
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Table 36. Means, Standard Deviations, and the Intercorrehfion Matrix of Variables in the Student Attitudes/ 
Belmvior Scale, and their Pearson's Zero.order Correlation Coefficients with School Suspension Rate 

Variable Standard Pearson's r with 
name a Mean  deviation ASQ243 ASQ249 ASQ256 ASQ259 TQI53 suspension rate 

Urban junior high schools 
ASQ243 75.019 8.826 - .485 
ASQ249 34.988 8.856 .413 - .363 
ASQ256 82.740 8.276 .457 .094 - .  198 
ASQ259 82.905 7.270 .479 .242 .651 - .283 
TQ153 81.632 17.235 .290 .333 .139 .179 -.331 
TQ157 70.827 20.296 .355 .382 .156 .181 .793 - .430 

Urban senior high schools 
ASQ243 80.885 9.651 - .  226 
ASQ249 41.759 11.643 .666 - .388 
ASQ256 88.876 6.464 .530 .354 - .077 
ASQ259 86.294 6.910 .557 .458 .668 - .139 
TQ153 44.413 18.849 .51 .501 .274 .347 - .247 
TQ157 79,804 15.712 .452 .546 .198 .307 .800 -.241 

Suburban junior high schools 
ASQ243 80.085 7.249 - .498 
ASQ249 38.814 8.959 .544 - .275 
ASQ256 84.148 6.798 .492 .324 - .330 
ASQ259 82.642 6.794 .479 .421 .505 - .313 
TQ153 51.117 18.173 .337 .266 .286 .375 - .350 
TQ157 90.597 9.741 .322 .292 .254 .205 .643 - .486 

Suburban senior high schools 
ASQ243 83.516 8.615 - .412 
ASQ249 45.411 10.349 .566 - .  392 
ASQ256 87.119 7.246 .464 .284 - .  190 
ASQ259 87.445 6.860 .602 .349 .519 - .312 
TQ153 53.338 14.736 .151 .293 .013 .136 - .279 
TQ157 90.654 8.244 .320 .290 . 100 . 161 .584 - .483 

Rural junior high schools 
ASQ243 81.664 7.111 - .298 
ASQ249 42.636 9.081 .353 - .  161 
ASQ256 84.515 7.598 .426 .221 - .235 
ASQ259 86.762 6.984 .530 .252 .603 - .226 
TQ153 57.450 17.773 .134 .038 .239 .235 - .349 
TQI57 92.653 9.215 .102 .097 .158 .000 .460 - .396 

Rural senior high schools 
ASQ243 86.629 6.680 - .  321 
ASQ249 50.130 8.869 .290 - .097 
ASQ256 86.638 6.335 .262 .181 - .  276 
ASQ259 90.203 5.458 .365 .396 .251 - .289 
TQ153 61.780 16.516 .141 .267 .202 .200 - .044 
TQ157 93.152 6.282 .200 .039 .202 .237 .538 - .165 

aASQ243, percentage of students who disagree that "taking things from stores doesn't hurt anyone"; ASQ249, percentage of 
students who disagree that "if you want to get ahead, you can't always be honest"; ASQ256, percentage of students who say 
that they would spray paint on school walls; ASQ259, percentage of students who say they would take money from other 
students; TQI53, percentage of teachers who say that they were never sworn at by their students; TQ157, percentage of 
teachers who say that they were never threatened by their students. 


