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ABSTRACT

To move the field closer to untangling the charter versus public school debate,
this study compared leadership practices surrounding discipline and the frequency of
student misconduct between public and charter schools that reside in urban
neighborhoods and serve predominantly students of color. School leadership’s
approaches to discipline were investigated by comparing punitive authoritarian practices
such as suspensions and transfers to therapeutic and educational strategies like positive
behavior management and teacher training. Student conduct was comprised of
problematic peer-directed behaviors (e.g., bullying, sexual harassment, harassment of
sexual orientation, and gang activity) and authority-directed behaviors (e.g., verbal abuse
of teacher, acts of disrespect towards teacher, and classroom disorder). The sample used
in this analysis was garnered from a larger nationally representative pool of public school
principals (n = 610) from elementary, middle, high school, and combination schools
across the United States who completed The School Survey of Crime and Safety
(SSOCS) during the 2009-2010 academic school year. To uncover which leadership
variables could account for significant differences in student conduct across school type
(public or charter) several multivariate analyses were conducted using factorial analysis,
MANCOVAs, and partial correlations. The results revealed that charter schools used
more Educational Discipline while public schools used more Authoritarian Discipline
and Therapeutic Discipline. In addition, public school principals reported a greater
frequency of Peer-directed and Authority-directed student conduct compared to charter
school principals. The relationships between certain discipline practices and student
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conduct types were found to be statistically significantly different between school type.
Several points of policy are suggested for leadership and policy makers to consider with
regard to urban school reform initiatives surrounding the establishment of a supportive
school climate that positively affects student conduct.
Keywords: urban education, students of color, charter schools, traditional public
school, student conduct, school leadership, discipline practices
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DEFINITIONS

Authoritarian: this term describes practices and policies that are punitive in nature and
are often reactive forms of discipline that result in the exclusion of students. In the
context of this study, these practices include: under 5-day suspensions, over 5-day
suspensions, disciplinary transfers, and police reports

Charter School: a public, non-magnet school run by an entity outside of the local school
district serving as the Local Educational Agency (LEA). Note, the School Survey on
Crime and Safety did not provide characteristics or a definition of a charter school in the
survey item asking respondents to identity their school status.

Educational/Therapeutic: this term describes practices and policies that are protective
in nature and are often preventative forms of discipline that result in the continued
inclusion of students. In the context of this study, these practices include: student
counseling, mentoring by adults, behavior modification, recreational activities, and
training teachers on positive behavior interventions, early warning signs of violent
behavior, crisis prevention, and classroom management

Gang Activity: behavior exhibited by “an ongoing loosely organized association of
three or more persons, whether formal or informal, that has a common name, signs,
symbols, or colors, whose members engage, either individually or collectively, in violent
or other forms of illegal behavior” (NCES, 2010).

xvi

Sexual Harassment: “student conduct that is unwelcome, sexual in nature, and denies or
limits a students’ ability to participate in or benefit from a school’s education program.
Both male and female students can be victims of sexual harassment, and the harasser and
the victim can be of the same sex. The conduct can be verbal, nonverbal, or physical”
(NCES, 2010).

Students of Color: students who identify as African-American, Latino/Hispanic, Asian,
Native American, and/or Indigenous. In the context of this study, this term largely refers
to students of African-American and Latino decent who entail over 80% of the student
bodies of the selected urban schools in this data set.

Traditional Public School: a public, non-magnet school run by the local school district
serving as the Local Educational Agency (LEA). Note, the School Survey on Crime and
Safety did not provide a definition of a regular public school in the survey item asking
respondents to identity their school status.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
The Current State of Urban Education
The historical inequities of segregated education remain entrenched in urban
schools (NAACP, 2005) due to the socio-economic and racial stratification that still
divide this country and the continuing effects of inadequate public funding of urban
schools. Together these social and financial conditions contribute to unstable school
environments and volatile student behavior (Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, &
Schaps, 1995; Bowen & Bowen, 1999; Brooks-Gunn & Duncan, 1997; Johnson, 2010;
McEvoy & Welker, 2000, Wang et al., 2010). Student misconduct remains a daily
challenge for urban teachers which undoubtedly interrupts learning, makes schools
unsafe, and deters healthy social-emotional student development.
The still favored zero-tolerance disciplinary policies used in response to student
misbehavior and their well-documented ineffectiveness (APA Zero Tolerance Task
Force, 2008; Gottfredson & Gottfredson,1985; Irby, 2013; Mayer, 1995; Mayer & Leone,
1999; Nickerson & Spears, 2007; Noguera, 1995, 2003; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001;
Weishew & Peng, 1993; Youth United for Change and Advancement, 2011) suggest the
presence of a bureaucratic role in maintaining and possibly reproducing student
misconduct. While this accusation needs to be further investigated, no party denies that
the current state of urban public education is one of duress; student conduct is disrupting
learning, and school leadership is responding with increasingly punitive disciplinary
policies (Irby, 2013) that result in the use of exclusionary practices with the students most
in need of support (Noguera, 2003).
1

One of the more recent large scale reform initiatives in urban school districts
comes from both the state and federal level. Policy across 41 states now endorses the
creation of charter schools1 (Allen, 2008), an alternative to the neighborhood schooling
option that most urban families are bound to. Charter schools were designed with more
autonomy from state and local regulations in exchange for increased performance-based
accountability (Toma & Zimmer, 2012) with the goal of improving learning outcomes
and providing academic mobility (Payne & Knowles, 2009). Most states now require the
local school district to convert their most troubled schools into charters and outsource
their operations to external entities (Allen, 2008). Meanwhile, the federal government
has created incentive programs positioned towards these struggling public school districts
to follow suit and internally manage their most challenging schools using the charter
formula (Charter School Expansion Act, 1998).
So with legislators behind this massive reconstitution of urban education, we
would expect to see improvements in student outcomes from children who attend
charters. However, research shows extremely mixed results and most educators within
traditional public schools2 show ardent opposition to the establishment of charters. This
dichotomous view between practitioners and policy makers coupled with disagreement
among educational researchers have left the field without an understanding of whether or
not these same students are performing better within charter schools as compared to
traditional public schools. Moreover, there is a considerable gap in the prior literature on
leadership differences between school type and an even larger vacancy on the frequency
of problematic student behaviors occurring.

1-2

See Definitions on pages xvi-xvii for a description of this term

2

The charter movement is centralized in urban school districts, so before this
debate between urban charters and traditional urban public schools can be explored,
attention must be placed on the fact that when we are talking about urban students we are
talking largely about children of color3 from low-income families. On average, the
student body of an urban public school district is comprised of roughly 80% AfricanAmerican and Latino, and 65% of its students are considered mid-high poverty (Aud,
Wilkinson-Flicker, Kristapovich, Rathbun, Wang, & Zhang, 2013). Urban districts
continue to serve a disproportionate number of students of color (Aud et al., 2013), a
population that has been historically underserved and, consequently, fare even worse on
standardized assessments when compared to national averages of their peers in suburban
and rural districts (National Center for Educational Statistics [NCES], 2011) who receive
arguably more resources to support their learning.
Urban students of color have also been placed at increased risk by a slew of
legislation, most notably the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, a near decade of
scores-based funding and accountability, which in hindsight debilitated the already
struggling school districts that serve them (Sadovnik, O'Day, Bohrnstedt, Borman, 2013).
Meaningful instruction was paralyzed by the emphasis placed on standardized testing, a
system riddled with bias (Kim & Sunderman, 2005), which was nevertheless used as a
blanket measure of school achievement and a looming threat to improve (Fusarelli,
2004). This high stakes testing culture revealed the enormous gaps in urban students’
progress, and school leaders came under increasing pressure to produce growth in scores.
School accountability laws also forced leadership to adopt stricter discipline and security
measures (Nance, 2013). The newly required public reporting of their underperformance
3
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and the inability of most urban schools to make adequate yearly progress ushered in this
era of school choice where charters offer an appealing alternative to nearly every
stakeholder.
In any conversation about race, class, and achievement, it is crucial to cite
alternative measures of performance other than standardized assessments because these
numbers only fuel deficit-based discussions about a population that has for all too long
been cast as the lesser (Nogeura, 2001). With this in mind, student conduct is among the
outcome measures of this study to highlight an often overlooked area of evaluating the
success of urban schools serving students of color. Unfortunately, scores from
standardized measures remain the dominant and most accessible information to
demonstrate the disparity in achievement in order to underscore the need for more
supports and large scale reform. The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES)
revealed that significant gaps in reading and math achievement persist between AfricanAmerican and Latino students and their White counterparts (Digest of Educational
Statistics, 2011). Now in the wake of the NCLB era, students of color are
underperforming (NAEP, Reardon, 2011), and urban public school districts remain the
battlefield where the black-white achievement gap is entrenched. While not the focus of
this study, academic achievement is a likely bi-product of effective discipline and
positive student conduct, and therefore will be analyzed in a tertiary analysis with an
indirect measure of student academic performance (e.g., percentage of students below the
15th percentile on standardized achievement tests).
It is also important to premise this discussion with an understanding of where this
debate takes place. Many urban public schools are located in highly concentrated areas
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of poverty, crime, and the resulting violence which leave these neighborhood schools
nestled in among the highest rates of criminal activity, drug trafficking, and homicides
(www.fbi.gov/stats-services/crimestats). So, aside from an investigation over policy
between charter or public school, the more pressing questions this study addresses are
about the students at the center of this debate. First, considering these circumstances,
what type of student conduct is appearing in urban schools? Second, what disciplinary
style is more effective in reducing student conduct issues? These questions are
significant to child development and student progress regardless of the school’s status as
either charter or public, yet this additional identifier provides a larger context in which to
examine potential differences between charters and traditional public schools.
Early research on charters trumpeted their success in academic achievement with
the same students who had left the public school system. This was followed by a
backlash of studies that accused them of failing to make annual yearly progress. Recent
reports conclude that any gains in academic achievement by charters are equivalent to the
progress made by public schools. What explains the variance in these findings? If
student performance between these two schooling models differs, what practices are
being implemented by the leadership in charter schools that may be responsible for their
gains or shortcomings? Or, are there no differences in performance, and can we conclude
that the charter movement is simply repackaging the same brand of public education?
The answers to these questions have significant political and social implications as the
charter movement redirects funding away from the public school districts. While beyond
the scope of this study, economic ramifications are important to consider. My focus is
upon children of color attending high-poverty urban schools who have been historically
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disadvantaged and will continue to be poorly positioned to enter the work force unless
policy makers intervene with an effective schooling model, albeit charter or traditional
public, that provides proper support for urban student behavior.
Urban School Leadership
A limited number of studies have investigated charter school leadership and even
fewer have compared their practices to those used by traditional public school leadership.
The intriguing question is whether or not the increased autonomy of charters allows for
their principals to exhibit more practices associated with school improvement and student
achievement (Cravens, Goldring, & Penaloza, 2011).
“Principal leadership plays a pivotal role in shaping the school culture and driving
organizational changes that ultimately lead to a more effective learning environment”
(Murphy, Elliot, Goldring, & Porter, 2007 as cited in Cravens, Goldring, & Penaloza, p.1,
2011). However, urban school leaders are still bound by mandated practices that have
persistently failed children of color from low-income families which only reinforce their
deficit view of students and their families preventing the opportunity for equitable
education (Skrla & Scheurich, 2001). A school administrator is responsible for student
conduct, teacher accountability, and parent buy-in, all to establish a cohesive
environment with an effective collaboration designed to facilitate learning. It has been
suggested that the reduced bureaucracy and heightened autonomy among charter school
operations have changed the role of principals (Crew & Anderson, 2003), possibly
freeing them up to implement innovative policy at the school level. This potential
difference in jurisdiction warrants the exploration into leadership practices that this study
addresses.
6

While classroom teachers are the first responders to student behavior, the
principal most often decides the school’s approach to maintaining order and safety and is
responsible for holding staff accountable for enforcing those measures. These
approaches to reducing and preventing school disorder and violence have been
categorically grouped into either authoritarian control, security/enforcement, or
educational/therapeutic (Nickerson & Martens, 2008; ) Nickerson and Spears, 2007;
Noguera, 2003; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001). Nickerson and Martens (2008) analyzed
these leadership styles and compared the effect each had on school crime and disruption.
Their results indicated that the security/enforcement approach (e.g., suspensions, security
guards) was associated with more school crime and disruption whereas the
educational/therapeutic approach (e.g., positive behavior support, teacher training, parent
involvement) was associated with less. Other researchers who study school violence
categorize prevention philosophies into being either an authoritarian or an
educational/therapeutic approach. The authoritarian approaches tend to restrict a child’s
autonomy through punitive measures that are considered an effective means for parental
control of child behavior (Baumrind, 1966). In stark philosophical contrast lies the
educational/therapeutic approach which employs behavior modification, prevention
programs, and involves parents with an emphasis on improving overall school climate
(Noguera, 1995; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001).
One theory that offers a way to cross-pollinate the many relationships a student
has comes from sociology, a field that avoids the reductionist approach to understanding
human behavior and instead considers the holistic influences - from the micro level of
individual agency to the interaction of the macro level of systems of which they are a part
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(Giddens, Duneier, & Applebaum, 2007). Social closure is a theoretical concept that can
be understood in terms of the social networks occurring within the student’s school,
neighborhood, and home which can either be opened by members of each group
connecting or be closed if little to no relationships exist between groups (Coleman, 1988;
Mangino, 2009). Social closure may be a phenomenon that allows these networks to be
more permeable and thus allows parents, teachers, principals, and school boards to
positively influence student outcomes, an effort that has been associated with the
improvement of schools and the communities they serve (Bryk et al., 1998; Joe & Davis,
2009; Khalifa, 2012; Noguera, 2001). However, when discipline practices are folded into
this context it presents the potential impact leadership may have on student behavior. For
these reasons, this research will dig deeper into the relationship between leadership
practices surrounding discipline and the frequency of student misconduct between school
type.
Urban Student Conduct
School violence has declined considerably since the 1990’s (Robers, Kemp, &
Truman, 2013), but the pervasive problems that remain are lesser offenses in the form of
lower-level misbehavior that detract from instructional time more than the episodic
school violence that makes headlines. Cornell and Mayer (2010) found that there is,
“evidence that day-to-day, low-level incivility in schools is a key factor in student
adjustment and psychological well-being (p.8).” Therefore, this study assessed the
frequency of bullying, sexual harassment towards peers, harassment of sexual orientation,
verbal abuse of teachers, acts of disrespect towards teachers, classroom disorder, and
gang activity.
8

A recent meta-analysis suggested that charters were having positive impacts on
the promotion of noncognitive skills and socially productive behavior (Mills, 2013).
Similarly, Imberman (2011) found a decline in behavioral infractions reported by charter
schools in one urban district, yet these improvements were not sustained when students
returned to traditional public schools.
The concepts of student conduct and disciplinary practices have a mutually
influential relationship that reflects the framework within Bronfenbrenner’s (1979)
Ecological Systems Theory which explained human development as occurring in the
context of several environmental systems within which an individual acts. Within this
model, leadership practices are the interventions made at the organizational level that
may influence student conduct at the individual level. Student behavior then sits at the
center of several nested influences that create an ecology of systems working
simultaneously within a school to support or deter healthy adolescent development
(Bronfrenbrenner, 1986; Epstein, 1987, 1995, 2003; Kuperminc, Leadbeater, & Blatt,
2001; Roeser, Eccles, Sameroff, 2000; Wang, Selman, Dishion, & Stormshak, 2010).
This theoretical framework encourages researchers to consider all of these
“spheres of influence” ( Epstein, 2002) within which student behavior is developing.
These environments overlap and the extent to which the individuals within them
communicate and collaborate, as suggested by Social Closure Theory (Coleman, 1988),
has a greater or lesser degree of influence on a student’s behavior within school (Sheldon
& Epstein, 2002). Ecological Systems Theory offers a framework for this study which
recognizes that school type and school leadership practices encompass another layer of
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influence that oscillates around a student, and that these organizational aspects of a
school may be highly correlated with student behavior.
Statement of the Problem
Equivocation across the literature comparing urban charter schools to public
schools has kept this debate unresolved as educational researchers have drawn conflicting
conclusions about the progress charters have made with former public school students
(Betts & Tang, 2011). The measures of school success used to evaluate these two school
types have been largely based on academic achievement and scores on standardized tests.
Few studies have assessed leadership practices between charter and public schools and
even fewer have evaluated their levels of student conduct. Therefore, a gap in the
knowledge base exists on what, if any, differences in leadership practices exist between
urban charters and public schools and whether or not these different approaches are
related to student conduct.
The charter school movement is also concentrated in urban school districts where
the achievement gap is stubborn considering the added risk factors associated with lowincome students of color (Aud et al., 2013). It is imperative to evaluate charter schooling
because no collective national data base exists on their internal practices.
Both the state and federal sectors are allocating more and more funding towards
the creation of these schools, a move that can strap local public districts financially; yet,
no definitive body of evidence exists to confirm that charters outperform public schools.
To many parents of a public school students, charters are the crusaders in educational
reform leading a growing rebellion against the monopoly of public school districts, while
most public school teachers see charter schools as the antagonist that gouge their student
10

enrollment. This conflicting reception to the charter school movement bifurcates the
field and has only added to the confusion about the progress of charters.
Moreover, few investigations exist on the effects of charter schools on students
disaggregated by demographic characteristics, including race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status, specifically high-poverty, and none do so from a national scope. As a
result, we know little about how urban, low-income African-American and Latino
students are doing in charter schools aside from standardized test scores – and even this
metric fails to capture their true progress because exams are only given at grade level and
not instructional level. This insight into student conduct and the disciplinary practices
that potentially influence these outcomes will be the unique contribution this study makes
to the literature on urban education reform efforts that surround the creation of charter
schools.
Research Questions
To uncover the relationship between disciplinary practices and policies and
student conduct in challenging urban schools, this study addressed the following research
questions within the context of a comparison between charters and traditional public
schools serving low-income students of color:
1. Are there differences in the frequency of problematic student conduct (i.e.,
bullying, sexual harassment4 of peers, harassment of peers’ sexual orientation,
verbal abuse of teacher, acts of disrespect towards teacher, classroom
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disorder, and gang activity5) between urban charter schools and traditional
urban public schools?

2. Are there differences in leaderships’ disciplinary practices (i.e., authoritarian6,
educational/therapeutic7) between urban charter schools and traditional urban
public schools?

3. Do the disciplinary practices implemented by leadership correlate with the
frequency of student conduct, and, if so, are those associations different in
public schools as compared to charter schools?
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to identify the leadership practices and programs
surrounding discipline that are being employed by charter and public schools, to compare
the frequency of student conduct, and then to examine if those practices predict student
conduct. This will move the field closer to understanding which educational setting
demonstrates lower levels of student misconduct among low-income, urban students of
color. This examination will explore the claims charters have made about their ability to
educate students with more success than public schools and debunk certain
misconceptions the public holds about how charters operate. These answers will
contribute to the literature about outcomes in charters as compared to public schools, a
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policy debate that is currently unresolved. This study expanded the perspectives from
which we approach this debate by including questions about how principals address
student conduct and if these approaches are associated with in reductions in problematic
behavior.
First, the student outcome measures chosen for analysis provide a look inside the
classrooms and hallways of these school types to compare the frequency of misconduct
that disrupt instructional time, ruin peer relationships, and make schools unsafe
environments. The range in topography of these behaviors provides a clearer picture of
what types of misconduct are occurring and to whom they are being directed which
informs leadership about where and when to place behavior management strategies and
disciplinary plans.
Second, analyzing the policies and practices within a principal’s jurisdiction will
uncover which approaches (e.g., authoritarian, educational/therapeutic) to discipline are
positively and negatively associated with student conduct levels. In this regard the
current study expands upon the work of Pagliocca and Nickerson (2001), Nickerson and
Spears (2007), Nickerson and Martens (2008). These researchers explored the
authoritarian approach which relies on punitive disciplinary measures, policing, and
security surveillance to gain compliance by restricting student autonomy. They also
investigated the educational/therapeutic approach that involves the entire school
community to manage behavior, resolve conflicts, and focuses on school climate. This
analysis conducts a similar examination but includes low-level student misconduct in
opposed to school violence and crime that Nickerson and colleagues assessed. In
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addition, this study places this investigation in the context of how charters may differ
from public schools in the use of the aforementioned discipline practices.
Overall, the objective of this study is to examine urban charter schools serving the
most high-need populations on a national scope in contrast to previous studies that have
focused on individual schools, specific school districts, select cities, or particular states.
These methodologies narrow the generalizability of their results leaving researchers to
only make claims about their particular sample, which limits the findings to the unique
political and social circumstances within a singular city or geographic region. The
analysis in this study is meant to inform the stakeholders at the national level about
whether the creation and support of charter schools is advantageous to urban educational
reform.
Rationale
The broader inquiry this study makes is based on the rationale that leadership
practices impact student outcomes. Prior literature has found that leadership practices
indirectly influence student achievement and student conduct (Davis, 2013; Robinson,
Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008) with leadership style as the mediator (Tubin, 2011; Bryk et al.,
2010). Authoritarian approaches to discipline, such as zero-tolerance policies, have been
associated with more misconduct (APA Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008; Noguera,
1995), whereas therapeutic/education approaches, such as positive behavior modification,
have been associated with less misconduct (Nickerson & Spears, 2007; Pagliocca &
Nickerson, 2001; Sugai & Horner, 2002).
Again, with the literature on charters so exclusively based on academic
performance, very little attention has been cast on charter school principals. Only four
14

previous studies have explored leadership in charter schools; they found evidence of
charter school principals having more autonomy (Cravens, Goldring, & Penaloza, 2012),
being more involved in establishing the school’s climate and culture, with specific focus
on behavioral norms and values (Portin et al., 2003; Goldring & Cravens, 2007).
Likewise, in a comparison of Charter-School Management Organizations (CMO) to
traditional public schools, Furgeson and colleagues (2012) found that CMO principals
reported they were less likely to prescribe to mandated behavior policies from the hosting
district. They also reportedly implemented school-wide behavior strategies more often
than district principals (95 % vs. 76%) as a result of having more flexibility in defining
the details of their behavior policies. Moreover, the emerging literature on student
conduct, while extremely limited, has indicated that fewer student behavioral infractions
are occurring in charter schools as compared with their traditional public school
counterparts (Gleason et al., 2010; Imberman, 2011; Mills, 2013). Meanwhile, studies on
traditional urban public schools have shown repeated reliance on punitive and
exclusionary disciplinary actions, particularly with students of color (Fenning & Rose,
2007; Monroe, 2005; Skiba et al., 2000; Skiba & Rauch, 2002), and research on student
behavior within this traditional urban school type has demonstrated high levels of student
misconduct (Lewis et al., 2013).
This small but emerging literature suggests that leadership approaches to
discipline may differ between charter and public schools and this difference, considered
in conjunction with early findings on the positive levels of student conduct in charter
schools, may be contributing to different student conduct between these two school types.
Previous studies using the School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) have
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investigated leadership style (i.e., authoritarian, educational/therapeutic) but only in the
context of whether it differed based on a school’s location (i.e., urban, suburban, rural)
and the analysis only extended to leadership’s effect on school crime and violence
prevention (Nickerson & Martens, 2008; Nickerson & Spears, 2007). The present study
extends the work of Nickerson and colleagues (2007; 2008), but asks a question more
pertinent to policy makers advocating for the charter school movement as well as
supporters of the public school system.
Significance of the Study
Currently, researchers have not come to a consensus, “about which
organizational, fiscal, curricular, or demographic factors contribute to charter school
outcomes. These disagreements are particularly important as policy makers increasingly
rely on charter legislation to improve U.S. schools in a post-desegregation era” (Scott &
Villavicencio, 2009, p.228). If the field could identify which of these components is
instrumental in the successes claimed by charters, this formula could possibly be
replicated in public schools. Or, can evidence confirm that charter school configurations
are not more effective than traditional public schools, and reconsider the funding that has
been diverted away from the public school system?
It is crucial to look specifically at urban schools which face systemic issues of
poverty, low socioeconomic status, and crime. In a city school, this translates to issues
with attendance, suspensions, violent incidences, and low parent involvement among
other factors which affect low-income families with minority status the most. With the
charter movement so centralized in the urban sector, it must be evaluated with a nuanced
approach that takes into account the demographic circumstances of the students it serves.
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While this study recognizes the unforeseen impacts of charters’ growing presence among
traditional urban public school districts (e.g., staff layoffs, school closures, budget
deficits, de-unionizing teachers), this investigation focuses on the internal operations of
both urban school types that directly affect student outcomes. This study examines
leadership differences between charter and public schools in order to highlight the
relationship between their disciplinary approaches and student misconduct. The
significance of this study lies here where potential strategies may be in use that better
support one of America’s most vulnerable and challenging student populations.
First, this study will assess these differences at the student level to inform the
field about alternative areas charters may be having positive effects on students beyond
just academics. Second, this study will explore these differences at the leadership level,
specifically through the principal’s perspective, in hopes of uncovering what practices
can be implemented at the school-level to improve several student conduct outcomes.
The research questions proposed in this comparative study evaluate these two urban
school types on alternative measures of school success not previously tackled in the
debate between public and charter which continues to divide urban educational reform
efforts.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter discusses what previous studies have concluded about the
differences in performance, leadership, student outcomes, and the relationships among
these variables across the contexts of urban charter and traditional public schools. The
chapter begins with the historical account of the school choice movement as to inform the
context of the current debate between school type. This review identifies where gaps in
that knowledge base on leadership practices and student conduct exist. Finally, research
questions are proposed that will uniquely contribute to the literature on the charter school
movement and thus urban public school reform.
The Public Versus Charter School Debate
The Charter School Movement
The charter school movement has grown exponentially since its inception in the
early 1990’s, increasing from one school in 1991 to approximately 6,000 during the
2012-2013 school year (National Alliance for Public Charter Schools, NAPCS, 2013). In
the last decade, charter enrollment increased from 0.3 million in 2000 to 1.8 million in
2011 (Aud, Wilkinson-Flicker, Kristapovich, Rathbun, Wang, & Zhang, 2013), and the
NAPCS recently reported that the 2013 school year began with the enrollment of 2.3
million charter school students (NAPCS, 2013). The charter school movement is
noticeably localized in urban districts, occupying 55% of schools in the city compared to
suburban, small town, and rural regions (Aud et al., 2013). So, districts serving the most
charter school students reside in America’s largest cities (e.g., Los Angeles, New York,
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Chicago, Houston, and Philadelphia) (NAPCS, 2012). While charter schools only
represent 5.4% of public schools nationally, they now occupy between 41-76% of schools
within the most challenging urban districts, such as New Orleans, Detroit, and D.C.
(NAPCS, 2012). A post-Katrina New Orleans was the largest experimental model for the
charter movement, with a 76% conversion rate, to become the beta for inner-city
educational reform. Receiving recent media attention for its financial crisis, the School
District of Philadelphia had, as of the 2012-2013 school year, converted 35% of its public
schools into charters. This rapid expansion led to wide-scale school closures and
personnel lay-offs, not to mention leaving existing schools under staffed and with fewer
resources to begin the 2013-2014 school year. It is important to note this reciprocal
effect charters have on their hosting district in order to emphasize the larger impact the
charter school movement has on the entire public education system.
Charter schools are publicly funded but autonomously operated by either
nonprofits, for-profits, government agencies, or universities. They are established by
forming a contract, in other words a “charter”, with a public entity and are given
sovereignty from state and local regulations in exchange for performance-based
accountability (Toma & Zimmer, 2012). Specifically, they were created with the goal of
improving learning outcomes and providing academic mobility for disadvantaged
students who have experienced little progress in their local public schools. As it stands,
public school enrollment is based on geography, so in urban areas children from troubled
neighborhoods are assigned to troubled schools. Charters are intended to be schools of
choice for K-12 students, and are thus marketed as such to families who are disenchanted
by the continual failure of their traditional public school system (Almond, 2012). The
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operative word here is “choice,” which in our American minds connotes power. It was
under this ideology that the charter movement was conceived, and why it is increasingly
directed at families with a low-income, minority status. The thinking here can be seen as
either an ethical effort to empower a disenfranchised community by creating a better
match between educational needs and school services, or be viewed as a business
approach by promoting healthy competition for enrollment and access to per pupil
funding (Toma & Zimmer, 2012).
Regardless of their original intent, charters were conceived to advance the
academic mobility to students whose previous progress has been limited. For this reason,
some researchers argue that they offer an appealing alternative for urban Black families
who have been consistently disappointed with their local public school (Almond, 2012).
The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools (NAPCS) has documented the
unprecedented number of Black students now enrolled (2011). While they account for
15% of the traditional public school enrollment, they represent 29% of charter school
enrollment (NAPCS, 2011). However, since charters serve a disproportionate amount of
racial and ethnic minorities and youth placed at-risk (Rapp & Eckes, 2007), it has been
argued that they are contributing to the resegregation of American public schools along
racial, economic, and linguistic lines (Jacobs, 2011), a point that should be recognized
considering the significant statistical differences in achievement between racial groups.
There is general agreement among researchers that the policies surrounding charter
school enrollment have led to de facto segregation (Carnoy, Jacobsen, Mishel, &
Rothstein , 2005; Finnigan et al., 2004; Frankenberg, Siegel-Hawley, & Wang, 2011;
Garcia, 2007). While the National Alliance for Public Charter Schools claims to be
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serving diverse populations (Kern, Thukral, & Ziebarth, 2012), this diversity in student
body merely reflects national averages from pooled data (Miron, Urschel, Mathis, and
Tornquist, 2010).
Charter schools are an alternative way of managing public schools. By design,
charter schools have more flexibility in their curriculum, staffing, scheduling, budgeting,
and governance. Payne and Knowles (2009) summarized the promises made by charters:
to provide new schooling options to students who previously had few, to do so with the
value added from partnering with institutions who funnel additional resources, and to
proceed with autonomy over their operations. However, there is no singular charter
school model. The variance in their configurations has made comparative studies of them
difficult to conduct, and possibly contributes to the lack of continuity in the findings.
There are strong advocates in favor of charters as well as vehement adversaries
opposed to their growing presence. Pro-charter mentality maintains that they will be able
to sidestep the bureaucracy that often prevents change and innovation. Adherents of this
position claim that this educational model will reroute the existing school-to-prison
pipeline into a kindergarten-to-college avenue with its college preparatory philosophy.
However, opponents raise several concerns about their sustainability because charters
operate on accountability based funding. Since test scores reflect a myriad of influences,
including the students’ family income (Hursh, 2004), public schools in working class
communities are being shut down, reconstituted, or offered “for sale” as charters because
they could not meet the intended academic improvements (Baltodano, 2012). With these
same students, charters attempt to meet performance goals but without a centralized
curriculum, state standards in content areas, or the guarantee of next year’s funding.
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Anti-charter sentiment accuses proponents of this model of schooling of allowing
education to become a commodity, and, in glaring capitalism, one that is open to trade in
this new and unregulated market of charter schools (Baltodano, 2012).
The Origins of the School Choice Debate
The federally supported school choice movement is arguably the most pivotal
educational reform since the legislation that desegregated schools in the 1960’s. The
conversion of failing public schools to charters has just as many racial, economic, and
geographic implications, in addition to using millions of dollars of public funds. It has
been argued that K-12 education is being seen as a viable market place, parents are being
recognized as the consumers, and students are now profitable commodities (May, 2006).
The incentivized creation of charter schools was a central feature of the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 that provides school choice options. This legislation allowed a
student attending a failing school to transfer to another school of their choice at the
expense of their local public school district. In budgetary terms this cost amounts to a per
pupil spending allotment, which on average is $11,000 per non-disabled public school
student (U.S. Department of Education, 2011). When a parent removes his or her child
from a public school and registers him or her in a charter, that money follows the student.
This arrangement, along with a few other provisions that are discussed later in this
review, leaves the public school districts to bear the financial burden of the school choice
movement (May, 2006). Public school advocates argue that this debilitates any chance of
maintaining a competitive edge over alternative schooling options, and will lead to the
dismantling of public education. Advocates of charter schools, on the other hand, believe
this sort of competition for students will motivate schools to reform their instructional
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strategies and demonstrate academic growth to maintain their enrollment and attract new
students. So from the start, charters have been pitted against traditional public schools
and the academic literature reflects this comparison.
A controversial report produced by the American Federation of Teachers (AFT)
was released in 2004 as a brazen response to the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) data collected in 2003. The NAEP was the first national data set to
include the performance of charter schools, which at the time numbered 2,000, and
therefore provided the initial evaluation of their fourth and eight graders’ reading and
math scores. To ensure that they were not capturing differences due to race, SES, or
urbanicity results were disaggregated by these demographic variables known to affect
achievement. Students receiving free or reduced priced lunches, a proxy for low-SES,
performed poorly when compared to students not eligible despite whether they attended a
charter or public school. Black and Hispanic charter students in fourth grade performed
lower in both reading and math than their peers in regular public school. Additionally,
central-city charter schools did not outperform regular public schools in these locations
(Nelson, Rosenberg & Van Meter, 2004). Together, these results revealed that charters
were no more efficacious at closing the racial and economic achievement gap than
regular public schools. Limitations to the design occurred during the tailoring of the
sample size, which was subsequently reduced to data from just six states, calling into
question the ability of these findings to represent the nation. Moreover, the demographic
comparisons were not filtered down together to represent urban, minority, high-poverty
students as they will be in this study. While this previous study was criticized for failing
to account for individual student and school differences (Buckley & Schneider, 2005;
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Paige & Huckabee, 2005), it was the first among many to follow that called into question
the alleged success of charter schools. This ultimately fueled the charter versus public
school debate that remains unresolved.
McDonald, Ross, Bol, and McSparrin-Gallagher (2007) assessed student
achievement, school climate, and parent satisfaction at three inner-city charter school
sites. The sample included elementary through high school students (n = 503) of whom
90% were African American and 88% considered economically disadvantaged. Using a
battery of scales, test scores, and interviews, McDonald and colleagues (2007) concluded
that students attending charters were performing better than the matched control group of
peers who remained in traditional public schools. The responses to their instrument for
assessing school climate revealed a more positive approach to discipline which was in
opposition to their prior public school’s punitive style. Data from this measure also
indicated that the school climate was a result of teachers’ satisfaction with school
leadership, their flexible teaching environment, and the sense of family and belonging in
this smaller school setting. Their collective findings reflect the six organizational
properties of a charter school which according to theorists Berends et al. (2006) can
account to their success. This list, largely credited to the work of Goldring and Cravens
(2006), reads:
1) shared mission and goals that establish educational priorities and academic
activities, 2) principal leadership, 3) expectations for instruction and focus on
achievement, 4) instructional coherence of interrelated educational programs, 5)
expert teachers supported by coherent, consistent professional development, and
6) professional community of teachers (as cited by McDonald et al., 2007, p.296).
The majority of these factors will only occur with effective leadership, so this study
contributes a great deal to understanding charter school principals’ role in affecting the
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instructional environment, but it leaves us without a feel for how exactly they affect the
socio-emotional environment that directly impacts student conduct.
After their review of the literature on charter school achievement, Scott and
Villavicencio (2009) recognized an under examined, intra-sector achievement gap
occurring among students of color, a result of the field’s tendency to strictly compare
across the public or charter sector which camouflages the social, economic, and political
influences between schools. They argue that charter school campaigners have relied
heavily on narrow quantitative data and have not looked sufficiently at the quality of
educational environments within charters to explain the differences in achievement
outcomes. Scott and Villavicencio (2009) offered an original framework for
understanding the practices of charter schools, one that includes their ability to dictate
school organization (e.g., student admissions, school size, teacher-pupil ratio) and
policies (e.g., curriculum, discipline, school mission). The dependent variables chosen
for analysis in the current study were assembled as a more nuanced method of examining
charter school learning environments, one that goes beyond mere test scores and, as
suggested by Scott and Villavencio (2009), provides a more qualitative look into what
charters are doing differently. They conclude by suggesting that a mixed-methods
approach to future studies could reveal the unique aspects of what the individual charter
school is doing differently and bring some needed clarity to the public versus charter
debate. For the moment, these researchers highlight the fact the literature on charters is
fixated on the quantitative progress they are or are not making in terms of academic
achievement while few studies are looking at the quality of the charter school
environment.
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The charter school movement has been accused of contributing to the
resegregation of American public schools (Jacobs, 2011), and the numbers do little to
negate this accusation. Charter schools serve more students of color than students of
White or Asian ethnicity and more economically disadvantaged students (Cravens et al.,
2009; NCES, 2011). Charters are also centralized in urban districts, so the statistics may
simply be capturing the concentration of minority students who live and attend schools in
this area. This by no means nullifies the argument that public education segregates
students by race and class, because it does. This is a system built upon the preexisting
geographic stratification which reflects the disparate socio-cultural history of America’s
formation, and the current policy of school assignment based on home address maintains
these barriers. To drive home this point, a study of D.C. charter schools, a district now
composed of 41% charters (NAPCS, 2012), revealed that parental preference for their
neighborhood charter predicted the racial segregation occurring in those charters as a
result of proximity not their judgment or consideration of the academic characteristics of
the school (Jacobs, 2011).
Teacher satisfaction was analyzed across school type, and under the context of the
pervasive racial mismatch that exists between what is a predominantly white teaching
staff and their students of color. Renzulli, Parrott, and Beattie (2011) found that the
organization of a charter, particularly its increased autonomy, were associated with
higher levels of teacher satisfaction amid racial mismatch. This is a significant finding
considering that 80% of teachers are White and they are serving a student body of over
60% students of color (Frankenberg, 2006), and the racial composition of their students
has previously been found to be a source of dissatisfaction (Mueller, Finley, Iverson, &
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Price, 1999). This positive finding coupled with the previous study revealing that the
noted segregation was a byproduct of geographic stratification, the initial concerns about
charters intentionally segregating students by race or class can be lessened.
School Performance
Notable gains in achievement among African-Americans and Latinos have
occurred since the 1960’s, but their trajectory has not matched the rate of progress among
Whites. The Nation’s Report Card, an annual report produced by NCES, revealed that in
the last twenty years the percentage of fourth grade Black students reading below basic
decreased from 70% to 51% while the proportion reading at proficiency doubled from
7% to 14%, and these improvements are mirrored among Latino children (2011). These
are statistically significant advances, but when that majority of White fourth graders are
at proficient and advance reading levels while over half of Black and Latino read below
basic (NCES, 2011), the disparity is alarming and undeniable.
Since charters were conceived in a response to this repeated failure of public
schools to demonstrate adequate academic progress, it should follow that we compare
them on the grounds of student achievement. Nearly the entire body of literature on this
topic relies on standardized test scores to represent student gains in reading and math. As
legislation stands for both public and charter, standardized test scores are the measure of
school success and are likely to remain so for the foreseeable future. Because the
likelihood of making undue generalizations about school performance based on this one
data point is high, a review of studies assessing alternative measures of school success
such as leadership practices, student conduct, and parental satisfaction are included later
in this chapter.
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Examining instructional conditions across school types, Cravens, Goldring,
Penaloza, Stein, and Berends (2009) found that charter school teachers had fewer years of
teaching experience and were less likely to be fully certified as compared to traditional
public school teachers. On the other hand, Cravens and colleagues reported that charter
schools were smaller, had more self-contained classrooms, and higher levels of academic
press among other positive instructional aspects. These researchers also pointed out that
the charters enrolled a higher percentage of African American students and more students
receiving a free or reduced price lunch than traditional public schools. This raises the
question of whether the difference in charters’ instructional and organization environment
is a buffer to the more challenging student and teacher population that charters are
housing.
NCES commissioned an evaluation of the effect of 36 charter middle schools on
student achievement, behavior, and school progress across 15 states (Gleason, Clark,
Tuttle, & Dwoyer, 2010). In the analysis, students from charters with lottery admission
systems were compared to students who applied but were not admitted and remained in
public schools. After two years, there were no significant differences in achievement
(e.g., math and reading scores), behavior, or school progress between students from
charter and public middle schools. Interestingly, and as seen in other studies, there was
more parent satisfaction found within the charter school population. In addition, the
findings revealed that charter schools serving low-income, urban students with prior low
achievement had significantly more impact on math scores when compared to charters
serving high-income students with higher prior achievement. In other words, the positive
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effects of a charter school are more salient among low-income, urban students who enter
school with low achievement.
Betts and Tang (2011) synthesized the literature comparing charter and public
school performance published over the previous decade. Their meta-analysis enlivened
this debate because it revealed a wide distribution of findings, some suggesting charters
outperform publics, others showing that charter and public schools had similar levels of
achievement, and a few demonstrating that charters are worse. Betts and Tang (2011)
were able to establish that any positive effects of charter schools occurred at the
elementary and middle school level and not at the high school level. While these
outcomes included increases in both reading and math, none examined student conduct or
school climate. Overall, a significant amount of heterogeneity in effect sizes was found
across studies, and this variation is likely a reflection of differences across geographic
areas. These findings prevent the field from making any widespread claims about the
success or failure of charters to date. Therefore, a final analysis was conducted of a
subsample of reports that exclusively examined urban schools, and this statistical inquiry
displayed larger effect sizes than for all charter schools in almost all cases, even high
school (Betts & Tang, 2011).
Sass (2006) compared charter schools in the state of Florida to their public school
counterparts and found lower levels of student achievement in their initial year of
operation. After five years, charter schools became equivalent to traditional public
schools in math and surpassed public schools in reading achievement by 10 percent of the
average annual achievement gain (Sass, 2006). He also analyzed charters that served
targeted populations of “at-risk” and special education students, but did not see any gains
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in achievement among this group of student. However, Sass (2006) did conclude that,
since parents were voluntarily placing their high-needs students here and keeping them
enrolled despite academic gains, there may be alternative benefits to the charter school
model that parents preferred such as behavior management, development of social skills,
and/or oral communication skills.
After the repeated failure of so many of its public schools under NCLB
legislation, the School District of Philadelphia converted over a third of its schools to
charters. Whereas only 13% of their 242 traditional public schools made Annual Yearly
Progress (AYP) in the 2010-2011 academic year, 48% of their 84 charter schools made
AYP (www.phila.k12.pa.us). Similarly, Bifulco and Ladd (2006) examined charter
schools in the state of North Carolina and predicted that students who attended charters
made smaller gains in achievement than they would have remaining in their local regular
public school.
Using data from the School Report Card from New York State, Silverman (2012)
examined charter and regular public schools within 16 urban school districts to reveal
differences in academics, suspensions, and attendance of 6th and 8th graders. Several
multivariate linear regressions demonstrated that while charter school attendance was
related to higher math scores, it had no significant effect on reading scores. Their
analysis further identified several variables that affected urban student performance. The
percentage of low-income students, as measured by their eligibility for free lunch, the
school’s label as “persistently low achieving”, a reflection of poor standardized test
scores, and the percentage of student suspensions, an indication of poor student conduct,
were all significantly correlated with the above student outcomes. Interestingly, charter
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schools had lower attendance rates and higher suspension rates, the latter of which
suggests that charters may be using disciplinary removal as a method for eliminating
problematic, low performing students. Silverman (2012) concluded that these results
imply that school type, that is being educated in a either a charter or a regular public
school, is not a mediator of the broader systemic factors that urban students endure that
negatively affect their academic performance.
A study of four charter schools in Michigan highlighted the recent accountability
mandates, including administering tests, teaching to state standards, and implementing
state-approved curriculum packages, that charters are now subjected to and their negative
impact on the anticipated innovation (Gawlik, 2012). This shows that high-stakes testing
is pervading charters and creating the same pressures experienced by traditional public
school principals to increase student performance in order to receive continued support –
a move that undermines the very principles of deregulation upon which charters were
created (Gawlik, 2012). This could explain why research tends to show no differences in
achievement among children attending charter as compared with their public school
counterparts.
One researcher reviewed the results of several studies that analyzed the impacts of
the Knowledge is Power Program (KIPP) and the Harlem Children’s Zone (HCZ), two
prominent charters in New York City (Yeh, 2013). His findings challenge the
assumptions that these schools raised student achievement as a result of staffing
classrooms with highly dedicated teachers willing to work long hours. Yeh (2013) found
evidence of high teacher attrition at KIPP and HCZ, and, if these models were scaled up
and implemented across the nation, any gains would fall to zero. According to this
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research, the argument of whether charters outperform public schools can no longer
entertain the logic that charter schools employ more committed teachers and that is what
accounts for increased gains.
Using a more current set of studies, Jeynes (2012) conducted a meta-analysis of
90 studies comparing the effects of public, charter, and religious schools to aggregate the
strengths and weakness of each schooling approach. After computing effect sizes from
each study’s findings via conversion formulas, Jeynes (2012) found no statistically
significant differences between public and charters on academic or behavioral measures,
and noted that both schools were being outperformed by faith-based private schools.
While variation in charter school exists, charters within the urban sector may have
some degree of uniformity considering the majority are run by franchised charter
companies (e.g., KIPP, Mastery, etc.) or universal federal programs and not by parent
groups or local organizations as they are in suburban and rural regions. There is no
distinct charter model, but a charter philosophy is certainly emerging. Given the possible
consistency across urban charters, it comes as no surprise that this body of literature
shows more similarities in performance than differences to traditional public schools. In
terms of academic achievement, charters show little if any gains over public schools, and
seemingly only in math and not reading. However, with regard to leadership practices,
student behavior, and school climate, little to no research exists assessing these variables
in comparative studies on school type.
Educational Leadership
While the field of educational leadership has traditionally used qualitative
research methods, there have been some quantitative analyses of the effects leadership
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has on students’ academic and social outcomes; however, these different methodological
approaches have yielded different outcomes (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). A metaanalysis of quantitative research on the same variables, presuming an indirect
relationship, found an average effect size of 0.4 between leadership and academic
outcomes (Marzano et al., 2005), whereas a similar qualitative study found that
leadership practices were less connected to student academic and social outcomes
(Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). With this in mind, the literature must be approached
with a cautious understanding that the relationship between leadership and student
conduct is an indirect one and likely mediated by other factors.
Charter Versus Public School Principals
Several academics in the field of educational leadership point out that the research
on school leadership in charter schools is limited, but what does exists suggests that
leadership’s role and practices are different than those of a public school principal
(Carpenter & Peak, 2013; Goff, Mavrogordato, & Goldring 2012; Hausman & Goldring,
2001), potentially due to the reduced bureaucracy and increased accountability. Due to
the autonomy charter principals have in hiring, Goff and colleagues (2012) regressed
teacher quality on leadership practices, but found that instructional leadership practices
are not related to faculty composition. This suggests that charter school gains are
unrelated to this relationship.
An early report on the differences between principals (n = 21) at public and
charter schools highlighted how much more charter principals shared leadership with
their staff, the highest percentages falling under instructional, strategic, and cultural
functions (Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, & Gundlach, 2003). The largest differences
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between charter and public schools were found between the latter two which are of
interest when considering a principal’s influence on school climate. Charter principals
reportedly shared 85% of strategic leadership (i.e., promoting the mission, goals, and
means to reach them) compared to only 38% of public principals. Charter principals also
reportedly shared 67% of cultural leadership (i.e., tending to the climate and symbolic
resources of the school) compared to public school principals who reported sharing only
14% of this task. These are vastly different styles of leading a team of teachers, whereas
charter principals are creating opportunities for staff input and ownership – a move that
likely increases consistency in student behavior management and discipline. Schools that
show uniformity across classrooms and unity between teacher and principal, particularly
in the face of student conduct, will be more resilient to challenges.
Cravens, Goldring, and Penaloza (2009) compared principals’ roles across school
sector type and found that principals in charter schools, despite charter affiliation to EMO
or CMO, reported more involvement in instructional leadership, managing the climate,
and promoting the school to parents than traditional school principals. The authors
referred to some of these tasks as traditional schooling duties and choice-related
obligations which raises an interesting point about the differences in leadership
responsibilities that may result from charter organizational models. Perhaps traditional
public school principals are being forced into the role of a strictly operational leader since
all curricular decisions and discipline policies are predetermined from central offices.
This could begin to explain the variance in achievement, school climate, and parent
involvement which collectively affect student conduct in charter schools compared to
public schools.
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On the contrary, Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, and Gundlach (2003) confirmed
that charter school principals have more authority than public school principals and that
they distribute leadership more widely. Portin and colleagues (2003) identified seven
critical functions that leadership serves, and compared charter principals to public school
principals (n = 16) on the extent these roles are fulfilled. Two areas that showed the
largest differences were cultural leadership (i.e., tending to their school’s climate and
traditions) and strategic leadership (i.e., promoting the school’s vision, mission, goals
and the means to reach them). Specifically, charter principals reported spending 67% on
cultural leadership compared to only 14% of public school principals, and charter
principals indicated spending 85% on strategic leadership where only 38% of time was
spent here by public school principals. Both of these duties surround school climate and
student conduct standards, and these gaping differences reveal that charter principals
spend a greater portion of their time on overseeing these conditions.
Likewise, Carpenter and Peak (2013) found that charter school principals (n = 78)
reported spending time on instructional leadership responsibilities despite the earlier
assumption that the increased autonomy, as drawn by Cravens et al. (2009), yielded more
involvement in instructional tasks. Carpenter and Peak (2013) believe they uncovered a
trend in charter principals’ dual role as a managerial and instructional leader, not to
mention fundraiser and board member, leaving them to look more like a superintendent.
The top two items of perceived importance and influence were setting standards and
building community in school. Charter principals reported having one of the highest
concerns for school crime and ensuring school safety while spending comparably the
least time on actively recruiting parental involvement. Limitations to the generalizability
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surround the range of the schools’ geographic location which spanned from large urban
to small rural locations. Nevertheless, these results are interesting because they reveal
that principals are more focused on building cohesion within the internal school
community (e.g., teachers, staff, students) than building relationship with the external
community (e.g., board members, stakeholders, parents).
Goldring and Cravens (2007) conducted a study comparing charter principals to
other school choice leaders. Among their findings, academic press (i.e., the extent to
which teachers and principals strive for high standards of academic success) was highly
associated with schools that had instructional improvements, and this factor was largely
determined by the principal.
Although teachers are often the target of study, these researchers failed to
recognize the many ways they are bound by the practices and policies of their principal.
One study has analyzed charter school principals to uncover aspects about their
responsibilities in promoting a school community, managing staff, and ensuring school
safety (Carpenter & Peak, 2013). This analysis revealed that the role of a charter school
principal has expanded beyond traditional duties to include budget management and
fundraising, a move away from instructional leadership and towards managerial
leadership like a superintendent. This was limited by the span of the sample which
ranged from large urban to small rural schools, but it draws attention to an additional
variable on the desk of charter school principals that has been previously overlooked.
Another study compared principals across school type (e.g., charter, public, magnet,
private) on several features of their leadership practices and organizational structures, and
found little difference between school type but large variation among charters themselves
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(Cravens, Goldring, & Penaloza, 2012). This is more empirical evidence reflective of the
autonomy charter principals have over their school’s policies. Simply, with the increased
control over their working environment, the leaders of these schools should be able to
implement more effective and responsive school leadership (Cravens, Goldring, &
Penaloza, 2012).
Leadership Practices and Policies Surrounding Discipline
Authoritarian Approaches. Keep in mind that some of the studies on leadership
cited above are largely based on samples of charter schools across entire states and fail to
represent the unique challenges faced by a principal in a high-poverty, urban school.
Here, discipline is a daily agenda item on the principal’s schedule and it is largely in
response to school violence. “In schools, violence is often equated with insubordination,
student misconduct, and disorder” (Noguera, 1995, as cited by Nickerson & Spears,
2007, p.5). Since the 1990’s, the solution to school violence has often been to enact
“zero-tolerance” policies enforced by the installment of metal detectors, security cameras,
school police, the automatic removal of students who commit violent acts, coupled with
when appropriate, charging students with criminal offenses (Noguera, 1995). A recent
ethnographic study of the forms of discipline being used by the School District of
Philadelphia found that in the 2005-2006 school year culminated in 5,027 incidents
where police where involved in the corrective actions of students, 3,253 of which resulted
in arrests, and another 2,539 students were transferred out to alternative educational
settings (Irby, 2013). Irby (2013) refers to this phenomenon as the net-deepening of
school discipline which erode the effectiveness of any other proactive and restorative
disciplinary plans that are used in conjunction.
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Nickerson and Spears (2007) studied different philosophical approaches
leadership takes to school violence prevention. They explored the authoritarian
approach which relies on punitive disciplinary measures, policing, and security
surveillance to gain compliance by restricting student autonomy (Arum, 2003). Using
data from the first SSOCS:2000, Nickerson and Spears (2007) analyzed the responses
from a sample of principals (n = 2,270) who indicated which school policies, programs,
and discipline strategies they were employing and compared these across regions (urban,
suburban, rural). In addition, they assessed school size, socio-economic status,
neighborhood crime, regional location, grade level, and number of mental health
professionals predicted the use of the above disciplinary approaches. Logistic regressions
for the effect of these school characteristics on the use of authoritarian practices revealed
that larger schools and higher grades used significantly more detentions and suspensions.
Principals in city schools and with more students from low SES backgrounds reported
using more security measures.
Nickerson conducted a second study with the same survey but with data from a
more recent year. Nickerson and Martens (2008) extended their analysis of the
aforementioned two disciplinary styles to include three more approaches, control,
security/enforcement, educational/therapeutic, and investigated the effects these had on
school crime and disruption. Exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses indicated that
demographic variables accounted for the most variance in disruption and crime.
Specifically, urban schools were associated with higher levels of school crime and low
SES predicted delinquency. Larger schools and schools with greater percentages of
special education students reported more school crime and disruption. A second finding
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revealed that security/enforcement (e.g., security guards, suspensions) was associated
with more school disruptions and incidents of school crime.
Sugai and Horner (2002) point out that:
At the school and district levels, reactive responses to occurrences of antisocial
behavior also are likely. For example, when significant acts of school violence are
experienced (e.g., shooting, bomb threats, illegal drug activity), schools direct
attention toward:
a. establishing zero tolerance policies;
b. hiring security personnel;
c. adding surveillance cameras and metal detectors;
d. adopting school uniform policies;
e. using in- and out-of-school detention, suspension, and expulsion;
f. establishing alternative school placements and programs. (US
Department of Health and Human Services, 2001) (Sugai & Horner, 2002,
p. 198)
Mayer (1995) contends that these types of solutions are associated with increases in the
intensity and frequency of antisocial behavior among students with established histories
of antisocial behavior. Ironically, the effectiveness of these policies have not been
adequately studied, demonstrated, or validated (Sugai & Horner, 2002).
Educational/Therapeutic Approaches. An alternative, less punitive set of
approaches to dealing with student misconduct exist in the form of educational and
therapeutic strategies such as conflict resolution programs, positive behavior
modification, psychological counseling, and the involvement of mental health agencies.
These disciplinary actions have vastly different repercussions for students, and
particularly for males of color. They also differ theoretically in that the authoritarian set
is reactive and educational/therapeutic ones are preventive in nature. Noguera urges
that, “schools must seek ways to create more humane learning environments, both to
counter escalating violence and to transform social relationships within schools, so that
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those who spend their time there feel less alienated, threatened, and repressed” (1995,
p.191).”
The consensus among researchers who study school discipline is that positive and
proactive approaches have better effects on student outcomes than punitive and reactive
approaches to discipline (Irby, 2013; Sugai & Horner, 2002). However, Irby (2013)
points out that, “despite a stronger scholarly emphasis on dispelling beliefs in punitive
approaches, pointed critiques at law enforcement perspectives of discipline, and
increasing popularity of school-wide behavioral interventions and supports, numerous
schools and districts continue to subject students to discipline policies and practices that
do not align to students’ educational best interests” (p.198).
Mayer (1995) urged schools to discontinue the use punitive disciplinary measures
that contribute to antisocial student behavior, and instead develop a constructive
discipline approach. Formulated by the work of Goldiamond (1974), this constructive
approach emphasizes the teaching of desirable behavior and the use of reinforcements to
maintain positive conduct. According to Mayer (1995), schools also need to, “take a
preventative stance by providing support for parents in the form of training in parenting”
(p.475-6). The elements of this approach mirror that strategies under the
educational/therapeutic approach, and both stress that employing the authoritarian
alternative, such as security, punishment, and incarceration, only exacerbate delinquent
student behavior.
Sugai and Horner (2002) build their work around the philosophy of a school-wide
positive behavior support (PBS). Among the tenants of their PBS system are many
elements reflected in the educational/therapeutic approach, such as: expected classroom
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behaviors are explicitly taught, positive student behaviors are rewarded regularly, and
significant family members are involved. This approach requires that teachers receive
training on how to deliver this program while still navigating the instructional day. Sugai
and Horner (2002) admit that while the elements of these prevention agendas are less
empirically supported, they do have a history of being associated with improvements in
social behavior and reductions in assaults and antisocial student behavior.
Nickerson and Spears (2007) specifically investigated the educational/therapeutic
approach that involves the entire school community from students to parents to manage
behavior, resolve conflicts, and focuses on school climate (Noguera, 1995; Pagliocca &
Nickerson, 2001). For educational/therapeutic approaches, schools with more mental
health professionals were associated with greater referrals to counselors, teacher training,
parent training, and student involvement in conflict resolution. While this study provided
insight into school practices associated with different disciplinary styles, it fell short of
examining whether these differences were associated with student conduct within
different school types – an integral goal of the present study.
In the follow up study, Nickerson and Martens (2008) found that the
educational/therapeutic strategies were not associated with increased school crime and
disruption which suggests that these may be better philosophies for intervening on
student misconduct. However, these researchers disclosed that this strategy was not
entirely strong enough to counterbalance the detrimental effects urbanicity, low SES, and
neighborhood crime have on student behavior.
Parent Involvement Programs. Parental involvement is grouped within the
leadership subsection because it is considered a reflection of educational/therapeutic
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initiatives that invite or require their participation in academic related events and/or
disciplinary proceedings. Likewise, parental satisfaction is an indication of how well a
principal has built a rapport with the family and facilitated the relationship with their
child’s teacher. While this may be a debatable rationale, many survey items on the
SSOCS:2010 pertain to programs and policies that leadership implemented that directly
implicate the levels of parental involvement and satisfaction.
Examining the influence a principal has on school-community relations, Khalifa
(2012) found that increased visibility and participation in the community translated to
greater trust and rapport between the parents whose children were being served in their
urban school. This led to parental participation, even among previously mistrusting
parents, in the school context which contributed to positive academic outcomes and
changes in student social behavior. Khalifa (2012) explained his results as an overlap
between the students’ home and school environment created by the newly formed trust in
leadership. Parental influence has already been associated with the cognitive
performance of minority males as early as kindergarten (Joe & Davis, 2009). Since
parent behaviors and academic beliefs are most effective in facilitating early
achievement, school leaders must recognize that a parent is the child’s “first teacher” and
adopt family-based programs and parent workshops to provide the appropriate resources
to further their influential role (Joe & Davis, 2009).
In an attempt to understand why parents of urban school students transfer their
children from public to charter schools, May (2006) conducted a qualitative analysis
involving interviews that revealed parents’ perception of the enhanced educational
experience that led them to leave the district and, despite the lack of evidence in
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academic gains, were more satisfied with the charters. Specifically, 1 in 10 parents
reported being more satisfied with their new charter school experience, and cited both
organization structures (e.g., smaller school size, smaller class size, sense of community,
safer environment, increased discipline, increased opportunities for parents and teachers
to become familiar, more positive culture) and academic features (e.g., curriculum,
instructional quality, higher expectations). May (2006) concluded that a “perception
gap” exists between parents’ satisfaction with charters and the charter’s
actual/measurable academic success. Regardless, countless studies have found this
phenomenon (Bulkley & Fisler, 2002; Finn, Manno & Vanourek, 2002; Fusarelli, 2002;
Viteritti, 2002). While parents are dismissing the original and more practical purpose of
schooling, that is to educate their child, they are basing their judgment on the
developmental aspects of support that the charter school environment provides, a point
that should not be lost on educational leadership. Weiher and Tedin (2002) analyzed
parental surveys to conclude that 75% of parents transferred their children to charter
schools based on its school values, discipline, and safety. This highlights what they are
not experiencing in traditional public schools.

Student Conduct
Positive student behavior is the prerequisite for classroom learning, and without it
instructional time is riddled with disruption. In addition to the effects on the academic
climate, the interpersonal behaviors exchanged between students and their peers and
those that occur between teachers and students ultimately set the tone for the sort of
social and emotional environment within a classroom. With the horrific incidences of
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school shootings that have occurred over the last two decades, the public is hesitant to
embrace the research that shows school violence has declined considerably since the
early 1990’s (Robers, Kemp, Rathbun, Morgan, & Snyder, 2013). Using various data
collected during the 2010-2011 academic year, NCES prepared a report on school crime
and safety that revealed the nonfatal victimization rate for students decreased from 181
victimizations per 1,000 students in 1992 to 52 victimizations per 1,000 students in 2012.
The pervasive problem that remains is lower-level misbehavior, lesser offenses that
actually deter more instructional time than the episodic school violence that makes
headlines. With the exception of bullying and the recent media campaigns to promote
awareness and prevention, the student conduct variables being investigated in this study
receive little attention and are rarely covered during professional development for inservice teachers. However, Cornell and Mayer (2010) found that there is, “evidence that
day-to-day, low-level incivility in schools is a key factor in student adjustment and
psychological well-being” (p. 8).
Bullying
With only a month into the opening of the 2013-14 school year, the nation already
faced the grim repercussions of two highly publicized cases of bullying in middle
schools. In one instance an adolescent girl committed suicide and the other resulted in a
boy taking a semi-automatic handgun to school where he shot and wounded several
before taking his own life (Sanburn, 2013; Yan, Pearson, & Shoichet, 2013, respectively).
Albeit these are extreme cases, they demonstrate the powerful effect bullying can have on
a young life. The other devastating parallels, these were both 12 year-old children
attending middle school, a student population that has not traditionally been associated

44

with this severity of school-related violent crime and victimization. NCES now reports
that, “the rates of violent victimization at school were higher for younger students (ages
12–14) than for older students (ages 15–18). Violent victimization rates at school were 34
per 1,000 students ages 12–14, compared to 14 per 1,000 students ages 15–18” (2013).
As much as school is an institution of learning, it is a place where a child’s identity is
formed, and can come under attack. The bullies who traumatize these students need just
as much attention and resources as the victims – an effort that should begin to reduce this
troubling phenomenon.
Neiman (2011) produced a report for NCES using the data from their
SSOCS:2010, the same data set this study utilizes, to offer a first look at the results from
this most recent version of the survey. Among the selected findings, bullying was
occurring at higher rates in middle school than high school, a concerning statistic that
mirrors the trend from the year prior (Nolle, Guerino, Dinkes, & Chandler 2007). Several
researchers have identified a trend in bullying that indicates its development in late
elementary, followed by a peak during middle years, and a drop off in high school
(Bradshaw, Sawyer, & O’Brennan, 2007; Olweus, 1993). Bradshaw, Waasdorp,
Goldweber, and Johnson (2012) realized that, while adolescence is the developmental
period where bullying peaks, there may be an added influence of contextual factors such
as ethnicity, urbanicity, poverty, exposure to community violence, and school
characteristics that contribute even more to bullying levels. Bradshaw and colleagues
(2012) applied this question to a sample of older adolescents (n = 16,303) and found that
bullies and victims of bullying were both 12 times as likely to be involved in a gang,
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carry a weapon, and have academic problems – and these associations were higher for
urban and African-American students.
The field remains without a standardized definition of bullying, however, the
most cited definition has been written by Olweus who distinguishes it from other forms
of peer victimization. Bullying, according to Olweus (1993), occurs when the victims are
exposed to negative actions from one or more students repeatedly and overtime with the
intention to distress and harm the victim. Researchers have agreed that bullying is a
systemic problem and, therefore, the intervention should be aimed at the system, in other
words implemented on the whole-school level (Blosnich & Bossarte, 2011; Richard,
Schneider, & Mallet, 2011). Richard, Schneider, and Mallet (2011) attempted to uncover
which aspects of school climate contribute to bullying and found that the strongest
predictors were school security and the quality of student-teacher relationships, two
factors that promote a more positive school climate. Since little research has been
conducted on the effect school safety measures have on peer-victimization, Blosnich and
Bossarte, (2011) used data from the 2007 School Crime Supplement of the National
Crime Victimization Survey to examine the effects of school safety measures (e.g.,
security guards, cameras, adults in hallways, metal detectors, locker checks) on several
different forms of bullying among a nationally represented sample of 12 to 18 year-olds
(n = 11,161). They found no statistically significant associations between reduced
bullying and all but one safety measure. Positioning teachers and staff in school hallways
was a deterrent, while security guards and security cameras among other more costly and
authoritarian measures were not. For these reasons, this study will forego examining
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those sorts of security measures and focus on analyzing more interpersonal elements of
school climate that could positively influence bullying levels.
Students who engage in bullying have been found to perceive their school as
unsafe and unsupportive (Bradshaw, Sawyer, & O’Brennan, 2009), so these aspects of
school climate have been researched in relation to their relationship to bullying.
Goldweber, Waasdorp, and Bradshaw (2013) analyzed patterns of bullying against school
safety and sense of belongingness among middle school students (n = 10,254) using a
self-report measure.
The bulk of studies that surround the school choice debate rely on student
achievement as the measure of success and overlook whether or not these settings are
developing students’ non-cognitive skills (Mills, 2013). Examples of non-cognitive skills
include persistence, work ethic, determination, self-control, delayed gratification, and
self-discipline, all of which have been associated with academic achievement (Seligman,
2005) among other positive future life outcomes (Segal, 2009). After reviewing the
noticeably limited pool of literature on this variable, Mills (2013) concluded that charters
were having a positive influence on the promotion of non-cognitive skills and socially
productive behavior. Attendance, educational attainment, disruptive behavior, and
suspensions were investigated for being measurable student behaviors representative of
the presence or absence of the above skills. Several researchers found higher attendance
among charter schools (Dobbie & Fryer, 2011; Imberman, 2011; Segal, 2009) and higher
educational attainment (Betts & Tang, 2011; Tuttle et al., 2013). While some work
showed fewer suspensions from charter school students (CITE), other studies found
insignificant differences in suspension rates between charters and public schools
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(Gleason et al., 2010). Imberman (2011) found a decline in behavioral infractions and
increases in attendance reported by charter schools in a large urban district, and these
improvements were not sustained when the student returned to a traditional public school.
While these differences may be a result of reporting and enforcement biases in charters,
Imberman (2011) concluded that these benefits were due to the unique environment of
continual reinforcement provided within a charter school.
Sexual Harassment
Entry into middle school coincides with the onset of puberty which creates
another stage for student development and identity formation (Eccles, 2003) to play out
and often in the negative form of peer sexual harassment. Sexual harassment can be
experienced in verbal, physical, and nonverbal forms through a range of abusive
sexually-related behaviors that intend to humiliate, intimidate, dominate, and victimize
based on their gender or sexual orientation (American Association of University Women
Educational Foundation, 2001). Similar to the devastating repercussions of bullying,
sexual harassment has been associated with long-term emotional and mental health issues
as well as behavioral, social, and school engagement (Fineran, 2002; Sawyer, Bradshaw,
& O'Brennan, 2008). Attar-Schwartz (2009) explored the relationship between peer
sexual harassment and school contextual factors to determine if there was a link between
the two set of variables among middle and high school students (n = 16,604) across
Israel. Attar-Schwartz (2009) found that 25.6% of students, or one in four, had been
victims of sexual harassment within the last month, and, among this sample, boys who
held negative perceptions of their school climate were the most likely victims.
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Students who identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) are a
subpopulation that may be the most vulnerable target of this type of abuse. Thapa and
colleagues (2013) noted that one study found that 9 out of 10 middle school students who
were LGBT experienced 86.2% of sexual harassment based on their sexual orientation
(Kosciw, Diaz, & Greytak, 2008 as cited by Thapa et al., 2013). While a relationship
between positive school climate and reduced sexual harassment based on sexual
orientation has not been solidly established, Birkett, Espelage, and Koenig (2009) found
that positive perceptions of school climates had a small but significant effect (F = 23.81,
p < .001, N2 = .01) on less sexual harassment experienced by LGBT students based on
their sexual orientation.
Gang Activity
The SSOCS provided an explicit description for gang activity that defines a gang
as, “an ongoing loosely organized association of three or more persons, whether formal
or informal, that has a common name, signs, symbols, or colors, whose members engage,
either individually or collectively, in violent or other forms of illegal behavior (U.S.
Department of Education, NCES, SSOCS, p. 2).” A common misconception about gang
activity and youth is that the onset of membership occurs in the late teens to early
twenties. However, Curry, Decker, and Edgley (2002) found gang involvement was
prevalent among urban middle school students (n = 533). Interviews revealed that 15%
of students reported that they were currently or formerly a gang member while another
37% reported having friends that were gang members. In regards to how school
leadership addresses this issue, Sheldon and Epstein (2002) found that gang activity was
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significantly associated with punitive disciplinary actions, namely in-school suspensions
(r = .731, p < .001) and out-of-school suspensions (r = .436, p < .047).
Dishion, Nelson, and Yasui (2005) investigated early adolescent gang
involvement among a middle school population. They found that gang involvement was
highest among African American males followed by African American females as
compared to White American male and female students. Using structural equation
models they were able to reveal that peer nominations of rejection, acceptance, academic
failure, and antisocial behavior predicted gang involvement for most youth. Based on
their findings, Dishion and colleagues (2005) recommend interventions that are familycentered and based on the school as system, such as improving the behavior management
practices that influence the peer dynamics with the school environment.
Verbal Abuse of Teachers
The majority of the literature on verbal abuse that occurs within the school setting
focuses either on teachers who engage in the verbal abuse of their students or students
who direct verbal abuse towards their peers, with the latter being the more predominantly
studied phenomenon. Within this context, the field has agreed upon the definition of
verbal abuse as,
“a speech act with derogatory effects for its recipient or for the group she/he is
ascribed to, regardless of intent to hurt . . . through the use of pejoratives, but also
via indirect wordings or paralinguistic cues, like tone of voice, body language or
gestures accompanying the utterance” (Eliasson, Isaksson & Laflamme, 2007,
p.588).
While this description has its parallels to bullying, the verbal abuse of a teacher by a
student has a uniquely different topography in that the aggressor is crossing power
dynamics by directing aggression at an authority figure.
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Terry (1998) first noted that bullying and verbal abuse against teachers by
students in urban schools has been overlooked by researchers that view this exchange as
unlikely due to the pre-existing power advantage that teachers have over students. There
is a presumption that this power dynamic between the student as the subordinate and the
teacher as an authority figure would protect teachers from receiving any abuse.
However, Terry (1998) found that 56.4% of teachers reported that they experienced
bully-abuse “at least once” by students during the preceding term, 35.6% reported that it
occurred “sometimes or more”, and 9.9% had experienced it “several times a week.” The
results also indicated that this bully-abuse was experienced mostly in the form of verbal
abuse, followed by deliberate and repetitive insolence, non-cooperation, and lastly name
calling. The frequency of verbal abuse by students was found to occur highest (54%)
among teachers who had less than three years of service which suggests that their
inexperience in classroom management and discipline may make them more susceptible
to being victimized.
Acts of Disrespect
Student misconduct and defiance towards adults can take several non-verbal
forms that disrupt the classroom environment with just as much negative impact. This
phenomenon needs to be approached with the understanding that it is based in
perceptions, meaning teachers’ evaluation of student behavior is a measure of the degree
to which they perceive the student to conform to their expectations, accept their
authority, are obedient, and are quiet (Friedman, 1994). Friedman (1995) found that
patterns of student behavior, namely disrespect, were significantly associated with female
teacher burn out, specifically disrespect, sociability, and inattentiveness accounted for
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22% of teacher burnout. Hastings and Bham (2003) also found that student disrespect
significantly predicted teachers’ emotional exhaustion and depersonalization burnout.
Three categories of student behavior described as disrespectful by faculty were: 1)
inappropriate and annoying student behaviors, 2) aggressive student behaviors, and 3)
irresponsible student behaviors (De Lucia & La Senza, 1995). In a report on Student and
Teacher Safety in Chicago Public Schools, 60% of teachers in a typical high school
reported having problems with respect and disorder and 54% of elementary school
teachers surveyed dealt with student disrespect (Steinberg, Allensworth, & Johnson,
2011). Despite having some variation in definition, acts of disrespect towards teachers
create an unhealthful dynamic in the classroom that contributes to the teacher’s
psychological well-being. The teacher ultimately establishes the classroom climate, yet
with a defeated and disrespected teacher there will likely be an unstable social
environment dynamic between them and the other students. This can potentially breed
further disrespect redirected back towards the students and can lead to the sort of
classroom disorder where it is extremely difficult to regain control and valuable
instructional time is lost.
Classroom Disorder
The distinction between school violence and school disorder is an important one
considering their magnitude in regards to school safety and youth relations. School
violence understandably receives a great deal of coverage, yet it is one aspect under the
broader context of school disorder. A recent special issue of Educational Researcher
assembled work on the crucial topic of school safety and order to move the discussion
away from the more studied arena of school violence towards the more fertile concepts of
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prevention of the student behaviors that lead to school disorder (Cornell & Mayer, 2010).
The survey used in this study narrowed the focus to classroom disorder exclusively, while
other sections were designated for assessing criminal behavior and acts of violence.
In search of a pathway to reducing school disorder, Welsh, Stokes, and Greene
(2000) aggregated much of the work on school disorder that identified different social
compositions of schools and their administrative practices that contribute to the level of
disorder. Among the community- and school-level variables associated with school
disorder, the level of poverty within the neighborhood immediately surrounding the
school had strong indirect effects as well as school size which had moderate effects, but
both could be mediated by the amount of school stability. This bears weight on the
discussion within this chapter in two ways. The focus of this study on urban charter and
public schools is essentially an investigation of schools located in communities with the
highest levels of poverty, crime, and exposure to neighborhood violence (Johnson, 2010).
A lower student-teacher ratio is one school-level factor that has been found to be
associated with reduced classroom disorder (Koth, Bradshaw, & Leaf, 2008).
Traditionally, charter schools have had smaller enrollments as compared to public
schools with much larger student bodies. Considering both findings, one would expect to
find that both school types have high levels of school disorder, but charters may have
lower levels as mediated by their smaller enrollment sizes. Or, could charters have some
other characteristic difference that creates a more stable school environment?
Concerned about the negative relationship that school disorder may have on
student achievement, Chen and Weikart (2008) conducted a study of 212 New York City
middle schools to see if and how student background and school climate affected these
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outcomes. Using structural equation modeling, they analyzed the characteristics of the
student bodies using poverty level and ethnic composition, operationalized school climate
with the variables of school size and student attendance, and measured school disorder
using three types of student behavior (minor crimes, major crimes, and non-crime
incidents). First, Chen and Weikart (2008) confirmed, as many prior studies have, that
the experience of being of color and from a high-poverty urban neighborhood negatively
affects student behavior and academic achievement. Schools had upwards of 126
incidents reported to the police per year. While school size and disorder also negatively
related to student achievement, attendance significantly mediated the effect school
disorder had on achievement. They concluded by asserting that, “to improve school
climate, school leadership may consider policies [i.e., school safety programs] and
management styles that promote participation, trust, and understanding” (Chen &
Weikart, 2008, p.17). The principal’s role in school climate, while not explored by this
study, is recognized here as the personnel who ultimately establishes the disciplinary
climate and decides which safety measures are implemented. This study does attempt to
explore the effects discipline style has on different types of low-level student misconduct
to determine whether or not principals should be implementing one approach over
another.
The Effect of Discipline Practices on Student Conduct
Data from the 1998 National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS:88) provided
Weishew and Peng (1993) a data set for exploring student behaviors and identifying
variables that predict misbehavior (e.g., family background) as well as school practices
and policies that are associated with higher or lower levels of problematic student
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conduct. Zero-order correlations between misbehavior, such as verbal abuse of teachers,
physical conflicts with students, vandalism, etc), and several independent variables
followed by individual regressions revealed previously known predictors of student
misconduct as well as some findings surrounding discipline that were not consistent with
prior research. Not surprisingly, large public schools that were more urbanized and had
greater percentages of disadvantaged students had more student misbehavior. The
school-level variables most significantly related to less misbehavior included schools that
used less severe action for repeated serious misbehavior, used fair discipline, used more
severe action only for injury to another student, and had smaller enrollments. These
findings initially surprised the authors who anticipated that more severe disciplinary
actions would be associated with lower frequencies of misbehavior. However, similar to
the theorizing against the use of authoritarian discipline (Gottfredson & Gottfredson,
1985; Irby, 2013; Nickerson and Spears, 2007; Noguera, 1995; Pagliocca & Nickerson,
2001), Weishew and Peng (1993) rationalized that strict discipline for misbehavior may
cause students to increase their misbehavior either in retaliation or as a form of substitute
behaviors that allow them to cope within an environment that is not meeting their needs.
Mayer and Leone (1999) investigated the effect of using metal detectors, locked
doors, and security guards on student conduct (n = 7000) and found that the use of these
authoritarian practices was associated with more disorder, crime, and violence. More
recently, Nance (2013) concluded that strict discipline and security measures are
exacerbating the already problematic relationships between students and teachers by
adding further adversity and mistrust.
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In 2011 a report was released on the School District of Philadelphia’s use of zero
tolerance polices titled Zero Tolerance in Philadelphia: Denying Educational
Opportunities and Creating a Pathway to Prison (Youth United for Change and
Advancement). The data collected entailed school-based arrests, referrals to law
enforcement, suspensions, disciplinary transfers, and expulsions. In the 2008-2009
school year, the district meted out 46, 350 out-of-school suspensions, a rate three times
higher than all other districts in Pennsylvania. In the same year there were 4,423
incidents involving local law enforcement, nearly 3,000 of which resulted in arrests.
Interestingly, charter schools in Philadelphia were found to have equally as harsh and in
some cases more severe disciplinary practices with individual charter schools reporting
the highest suspension rates across the city. Among the general findings, the use of
exclusionary discipline such as suspensions and arrests were associated with lower
graduation rates.
The report concluded that these punitive practices are not limited to severe
behavior infractions and are therefore unwarranted and consequently contributing to the
pervasive dropout rates among youth of color. Simply, zero tolerance policies have
failed to make schools safer. It merely removes troubled students from the learning
environment and ushers them into the juvenile justice system.
The report concluded with several recommendations for the School District.
First, limit the use of zero tolerance practices including suspensions for low-level
misconduct, arrests, disciplinary transfers, and expulsions. Second, reallocate funding
that covers security measures, school police, and surveillance cameras to the provision of
counselors, social workers, and school psychologist to address students’ behavioral
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needs. Third, administer training to school staff on classroom management, adolescent
development, conflict resolution, restorative justice, and alternative means of student
engagement. These directives are clearly a move away from the sort of authoritarian
discipline practices and an embrace of the educational/therapeutic strategies
recommended by a growing number of educational researchers.
Irby and Thomas (2013) recognize the increasing pressure school leaders are
under to secure their school buildings and enact district level policies that involve
security, school police, and local law enforcement. However, they also urge the field to
reconsider the detrimental effects of an increased reliance on law enforcement and
policing tactics – the most adverse being that these practices contribute to the
criminalization of students, particularly children of color, and strengthen the school-toprison pipeline.
Theoretical Perspectives
Ecological Systems Theory
The concepts of student conduct and disciplinary practices have a mutually
influential relationship that reflects the framework of ecological systems theories such as
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) which explained human development as occurring in the
context of several environmental systems within which an individual acts. This study
contextualizes the individual as the student and specifically their conduct as it occurs
within the school setting. Their behavior is influenced by the interpersonal exchanges
they have with other individuals within their immediate environment, such as peers,
teachers, principals, and parents and the potential interaction between them all. In the
school setting these translate to their peer relations, disciplinary climate, leadership
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policies, parent’s involvement, etc. The student is subjected to the parameters imposed
by these entities and, in turn, emits behavioral responses to these influences. Together
these exchanges reshape their relationships and social environment. This study places
these microsystem interactions at the foreground, as they are believed to yield the most
influence over a school-aged child. Nevertheless, to fully understand the layered nature
of human development as Bronfenbrenner has formulated, it is important to be familiar
with all of the systems that influence children’s behavior and development.
Bronfenbrenner identifies five nested contexts that the individual sits at the center of:
1.

The microsystem is the individual’s most immediate environment where
his/her daily interactions between family, peers, and teachers occur. These
settings include the home, the neighborhood, the classroom, school, and any
other extracurricular places. Here individuals interact with their parents or
guardians, siblings, friends, other students, teachers and other adults of
authority. Their patterns of activities, social roles, and interpersonal relations
produce and sustain one’s development.

2.

The mesosystem is a layer comprised of the linkages between two or more of
the individual’s micro-settings. It is considered a system of microsystems
where, for example, the home and school interact (i.e., the parent and the
teacher/principal) or the school peer group and the neighborhood peer group
cross. Here the child is directly impacted by the two settings converging.

3.

The exosystem is another level where microsystems interact, but one of which
does not contain the individual. For example, an exo-level interaction would
occur between the child’s home and their parent’s workplace, or between their
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school and federal or state legislation dictating educational reform initiatives.
These outcomes from these groups interacting have indirect implications on
the child’s development.
4.

The macrosystem has been referred to as a societal blueprint of each
subsystem, their unique social and psychological features, which creates the
broader culture within which the individual lives. The set of beliefs, values,
and norms generated by this ecology of systems influences the individual.

5.

The chronosystem entails the changes and consistency of the characteristics of
the person and his/her environments over time. This chronology occurs over a
lifetime and includes changes in family structure, schooling, employment,
socioeconomic status, etc. This final layer understands that one’s
development is not stagnant, but ever evolving as our environments shift
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994).
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Figure 1
Bronfenbrenner’s (1994) Ecological Systems Theory

The individual and his/her environment have a mutually influential relationship,
from the immediate elements in their microsystem and the meso-level interactions among
those systems, to the social and political institutions of the exo- and macro-systems in
which they are subjected to, such as whether a student attends a charter or traditional
public school. The student is a product of all of these systems converging. The school is
an environment that lies at Bronfenbrenner’s microsystem level where multiple layers of
the unique contributions of the student, their family, classroom, principal, and
neighborhood overlap to influence their learning and behavior. “Bronfenbrenner (1989)
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supports a view of school as an environment with multiple levels, presuming that
personal development also takes place in the context of macroenvironmental components
(e.g., the national curriculum, a charter or public school), while still keeping in mind the
ultimate importance of the microenvironmental context (e.g., the school of peers,
teachers, principals, and disciplinary policies) where the immediate contacts between
individuals happen” (Russ, et al., 2007, p. 921).
Similarly, Epstein (1987, 1995, 2002) saw student behavior as developing within
“spheres of influence”, identifying the three contexts as family, school, and community.
These environments overlap and the extent to which the individuals within them
communicate and collaborate has a greater or lesser degree of influence on a student’s
behavior within school (Sheldon & Epstein, 2002). A wealth of researchers see the
organizational aspects of a school as being highly predictive of student behavior, from
school size and climate to punitive rules and inappropriate responses to misbehavior
(Clark, 2002; Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985; Noguera, 1995; Perry & Weinstein,
1998). This suggests that school type and school leadership practices encompass another
layer of influence that oscillates around a student, and, if this outer layer can penetrate the
student’s more intimate layers of family and community, there is the potential for better
student behavioral outcomes.
This theory frames this study by encouraging researchers to look beyond the
circles of a child’s immediate environment for influences and identify factors from the
meso- and exosystems they sit within. Bronfenbrenner’s definition of exosystem,
entailing secondary environments where interactions occur between their inner circles,
points us towards the school leadership policies and their status as charter or public.
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Social Closure Theory
To permeate the multiple environmental contexts that urban youth live, love, and
learn within, the concept of social closure can be used to understand the social networks
occurring within the student’s school, neighborhood, and home which can either be
opened by members of each group connecting or will be closed if little to no relationships
bridge between (Coleman, 1988, Mangino, 2009). Pedro Noguera, one of the premier
experts on urban school reform, understands this concept among urban school climates
as, “the familiarity between school and parent that develops as a result of such
partnerships can also begin to generate social closure and transform urban schools from
alien and hostile organizations into genuine community assets” (2001, p. 207). Noguera
recognizes the potential to generate social capital among failing inner-city schools
through the collective efforts of teachers and parents. Specifically, it is this
communication between the school and parents that will empower parents to involve
themselves in their child’s social networks, an effort that has been associated with the
improvement of schools and the communities they serve (Bryk et al., 1998; Noguera,
2001).
Interested in school mediators to minority male delinquency, Mangino (2009)
recently applied this theoretical concept which originated with James Coleman who
claimed that:
The social closure associated with modern, age-segregated schooling is the basis
of ‘adolescent society’ in which peers often overwhelm the influence of adults
(Coleman, 1961). If closure produces social control, and closure among teenagers
is at the root of the adolescent society, then opening the adolescent society should
be a key to parents’ empowerment. Just as disconnections among adults reduce
adults’ power over children, disconnections among teenagers should enhance the
influence of adults (p.147)
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Meaning, if teachers, parents, and principals are partitioned from one another, students
will outnumber and outwit any adult’s efforts to manage them as a group. At school a
student has microlevel friendship groups and “mesolevels” of social organizations where
peer groups may or may not interact (Mangino, 2009). For example, a student could be
on a school sports team and in a social clique comprised of students affiliated with a
neighborhood gang. This dual membership allows him/her to broker between two
distinctive social crowds and connect with an alternative group with a different
composition, values, and norms. If an adolescent occupies multiple social networks
between the school, neighborhood, and home, he/her will likely develop more
relationships and form multiple loyalties that keep them from being over influenced by
any one group. And, if the adults in a child’s life involve themselves in one of these
networks even more leverage will be gained.
Using a nationally representative sample of public and private high schools (n =
113), Mangino (2009) interviewed students about the types of behavior they engaged in
and their responses to those questions were grouped into items involving violence, theft,
and weapons. An individual’s social closure status was categorized as being either a
bridge between social groups, a member of one, or isolated from none. Mangino (2009)
found that open peer and school networks among African American boys who were
identified as bridges, even those with the highest potential for delinquency, allowed
parents to broker between their social networks and reduce delinquency. In addition to
social closure’s influence on student conduct, Fletcher and colleagues (2001) found that
school-based closure relationships were related to academic competence and higher
scores on work orientation. With the right school climate policies and leadership
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practices, these behavioral and academic outcomes could likely be replicated by
enhancing parent-teacher and parent-principal relationships which would open the child’s
home and school networks.
Goddard, Salloum, and Berebitsky (2009) examined the linkage between school
size, socioeconomic status, and racial composition among elementary schools and found
that trust, measured through teachers’ trust in their students and parents, mediates the
relationship between school disadvantage and academic achievement. The presence of
trustful relations within the school setting coupled with what is known about the benefits
of open social networks may be functioning together in charters and are being uniquely
cultivated by their organizations.
The notion of building trust between a child’s home and the school requires an
understanding of the pre-existing power inequalities that may exist between the parent
and school staff (Warren, 2005). There is often a culture of power that pervades
pedagogy, curriculum, and the exchanges between teachers and parents can further
alienate students of color (Delpit, 1988). A principal needs to recognize these dynamics
when building rapport with parents, and, if coupled with the right parent involvement
programs, leadership could bridge the ever challenging issue of parent participation in the
school. It is fair to ask if charter schools have some additional incentive to increase
parent involvement as a function of their contract with the charter school board and
stakeholders. Do they require some degree of parental involvement as a stipulation to
their child’s admittance, or does leadership implement innovative programs that
genuinely engage parents in the school’s events? This study is more interested in the
latter question, as these policies are within the principal’s immediate jurisdiction and
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parental involvement, as noted by prior research, has been associated with positive school
climates.
Conclusion
Public education was designed to be free and accessible to all; however, under
pro-charter legislation, education seems to have become a marketable product (Toma &
Zimmer, 2012) where the fight for enrollment numbers has pitted charters and traditional
public schools against one another in their campaigns to secure enrollment dollars.
Charters are being marketed to low-income minority families who have been historically
marginalized, disenfranchised by the public school, and looking for alternatives (Almond,
2012). These students deserve the highest quality of education to ensure they have
equitable opportunities, and urban charters may be providing this sort of academic
mobility. The charter school movement has been more aptly called the school choice
movement because it is a locally and federally backed initiative to make high quality
seats in formerly failing schools where parents now may choose among them.
Yet, it is unclear if and how the educational services being delivered by charters
are different and better that what traditional public schools offer. By decentralizing
school governance, charters were able to reestablish autonomy. As a result, this selfgovernance has created many variables that have confounded some of their consistency in
policies and practices. Thus, there is no singular charter school model, and because the
composition of every charter is so different it makes collective findings difficult to
establish. At the same time their independence may contribute to the variance between
charters and public schools, and this could be the unique attribute that affords their
success.
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The literature contains several large-scale studies that include data on charters
from multiple states. These findings indicate organizational differences, but they
aggregate information across schools from different geographic regions. A school’s
location is highly associated with its student composition, meaning urban, suburban, and
rural schools have students of different racial and ethnic backgrounds who come from
different socio-economic classes. Analyses that report cumulative findings across these
settings fail to capture the unique aspects about these environments that affect student
conduct, school climate and leadership practices. Of all the combinations that get lost in
this aggregate analysis, high-poverty urban schools are the group the field needs to focus
reform efforts on the most. Prior literature has demonstrated that these schools house the
most disadvantaged students making the least progress, and this is the clientele in which
charters are being targeted.
Also in the literature are studies that understand the importance of narrowing the
lens to urban schools in large metropolitan cities, some of which look exclusively at lowincome, students of color. These studies recognize that the charter school movement’s
growing monopoly within inner-city public school districts. They also uncovered the fact
that public and charter schools are up against similar accountability pressures while
serving the same disadvantaged student populations that make attaining annual growth
that much more challenging (Cravens et al., 2009). However, by isolating their sample to
an individual school or district, most of these studies were only able to capture the unique
social, cultural, and political variables circulating within the given city.
Several prior studies were conducted using data from earlier versions of the
School Survey on Crime and Safety (SSOCS) (Chandler, 2004; Chen, 2001; Chen, 2008;
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Devoe, et al., 2002; Guerino, Hurwitz, Noonan et al., 2006; Miller, 2000; Miller &
Chandler, 2003; Nickerson & Martens, 2008; Nickerson & Spears, 2007; Neiman, 2011;
Nolle, Guerino, Dinkes, & Chandler, 2007). This survey was originally distributed in the
1999-2000 school year, and after larger scale content changes following that initial data
collection year the SSOCS has experienced few revisions since the 2003 form. In
addition to the comprehensive reports produced by NCES after each year’s collection,
several independent researchers have chosen this data set to conduct studies on a range of
psycho-educational topics including: bullying, school violence, school crime, school
safety measures, leadership style, disciplinary approaches, attendance rates, suspension
rates, and parent participation. Since a descriptor variable for school type was not
included on the SSOCS prior to 2010, no studies have been able to compare the
occurrence of any of these phenomena between public and charter schools.
Several concepts and research questions are absent from the literature. First, these
two different approaches to studying the public-charter school debate, one at the national
level and one at the local, actually create a gap in the literature that prevents researchers
from knowing what is specifically happening in local, high-poverty urban schools across
the nation. Analyzing this sample affords the opportunity to control for differences
contributed by race, class, and region. Second, student conduct and school climate
differences between charter and public for this subgroup have yet to be addressed by
prior work. The majority of the studies to date have relied on standardized measures of
achievement to make claims about charter school success or failure; few have utilized
student conduct or school climate variables as indications of better student outcomes.
Beyond developing cognitive and academic skills, schooling is designed to socialize
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students with a set of behavioral norms that will enable them to appropriately navigate
relationships with peers and authority into adulthood. If charters are accomplishing this
feat, public school advocates will need to revisit their specific criticisms of the charter
movement.
Revisiting the work on the academic achievement of charter schools, three
distinctive camps of research emerge. A palpable amount of studies have demonstrated
that charters have produced higher levels of academic achievement (Carnoy, Jacobsen,
Mishel, & Rothstein, 2005; Cravens et al., 2009; Hoxby, 2004; Hoxby & Rockoff, 2004;
MacDonald et al., 2007; Silverman, 2012; Scott & Villavicencio, 2009; Tuttle et al.,
2010). An equally respectable amount of work has found that charter schools have been
outperformed by their public school counterparts (Bettinger, 2005; Bifulco & Ladd,
2006; Lubienski & Lubienski, 2006; Nelson, Rosenberg, & Vanmeter, 2004; Schemo,
2004). Finally, the largest body of work on this debate indicates that charter schools are
making negligible if any gains over traditional public schools (Betts & Tang, 2011;
Braun, Jenkins, & Grigg, 2006; Gawlik, 2012; Gleason et al., 2010; Jeynes, 2012;
Lubienski & Lubienski, 2006; Peterson & Llaudet, 2006; Sass, 2006; Silverman, 2012;
Yeh, 2013).
The literature tells two stories about the charter school movement; one paints a
portrait of charter school success in a time of urban education’s failure while the other
depicts quite a different scene where charters are making negligible if any gains over
traditional public schools. This literature suggests that a positive school climate may
serve as a protective factor mediating the levels of negative student conduct, and school
leadership is ultimately responsible for creating this climate by the approach to discipline
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they choose. What remains to be understood is whether this is being accomplished more
successfully by charters or traditional public schools that serve high needs populations of
low-income, urban students of color. Theoretical frameworks such as Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological systems and social closure seem to capture the interaction between students,
teachers, principals, and parents as well as the potential influence these relationships have
on student outcomes. Several researchers have made this connection among urban
students and/or school climates using one or both of these theoretical perspectives
(Epstein, 1987, 1995, 2003; Fletcher et al., 2001; Lee, 2011; Lee & Song, 2012;
Mangino, 2009; Noguera, 2001), but none have applied these theories to the concepts of
student conduct and leadership practices within the context of potential differences across
charter and public school models. Despite all the different research designs that have
examined one or more of these variables, it is best to compare the performance of
charters to the performance of demographically comparable public schools and do so
from a national scope (Lubienski & Lubienski, 2006) as this research design reflects.
Problematic student behavior in urban schools is a daily challenge for school
leadership and one of the barriers to the academic success of their students. Since gaps in
the literature on charter school disciplinary practices are evident, little research exists on
how charter schools affect student conduct. Prior research highlights the overuse of zerotolerance policies among urban students of color and their detrimental effects on
academic and behavioral outcomes (APA Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008; Gottfredson
& Gottfredson ,1985; Irby, 2013; Mayer, 1995; Mayer & Leone, 1999; Nickerson &
Spears, 2007; Noguera, 1995, 2003; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001; Weishew & Peng,
1993; Youth United for Change and Advancement, 2011). The current body of literature
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has not sufficiently examined the disciplinary practices being employed by charter
schools or whether these practices affect student conduct.
Research on the performance gains of urban charter schools is focused largely on
academic achievement, which is measured exclusively by standardized test scores, yet the
field remains divided on whether or not charters outperform traditional public schools. In
addition, few studies are available to draw conclusions regarding leadership in charters
and even fewer are have analyzed student conduct. This leaves a gap in the literature
comparing charters and public schools on indicators of student conduct and the
leadership’s disciplinary practices that influence this outcome. To this end, the present
study will apply the aforementioned research questions to a national set of survey
responses, disaggregate that data by region, race, and socio-economic status, and select a
sample of the most high-needs student population to reveal which schooling model,
charter or public, is producing better behavioral outcomes.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Sample
The purpose of this study was to move beyond the traditional methods of
measuring school success by way of standardized test scores and instead compare charter
and public schools on several indicators of leadership practices and student conduct. This
more nuanced approach of assessing the quality versus the quantity of student outcomes
is in an effort to shed new light on which educational setting better serves low-income,
urban students of color. To properly conduct this examination the sample used in this
study was garnered from a larger nationally representative pool of public school
principals from primary, middle, high, and combination schools across the United States
who completed The School Survey of Crime and Safety (SSOCS). Their responses to the
survey were obtained in the spring of 2010 and represent the 2009-2010 academic school
year. Out of 3,480 questionnaires randomly sent out, 2,650 principals completed the
survey which calculates to a 76.2% response rate (Neiman, Murphy, Swaim, Thomas,
Parmer & Hill, 2011). When the responding schools were weighted to account for their
original sampling probabilities, the response rate increased to 80.8%. The SSOCS:2010
sample is large enough to provide national estimates of all public schools, and the design
of the survey allows for the isolation of several school characteristic factors that
distinguish between grade level, enrollment size, location, and the racial and socioeconomic composition of the student body.
To be eligible to receive the SSOCS, the school was identified as being publicly
funded and serving students in Kindergarten through Twelfth grade. Several schools
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were ineligible because they exclusively served populations of pre-kindergarten,
kindergarten, special education, alternative/remedial, or vocational students. No surveys
were sent to schools overseas operated by the Department of Defense, schools sponsored
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, or schools in the U.S. outlying areas or Puerto Rico.
The final sample was weighted to minimize any bias that could have occurred
from the differences between responding and non-responding schools and to calibrate the
data to reflect the real population of schools across the nation (Neiman, Murphy, Swaim,
Thomas, Parmer & Hill, 2011).
For the purposes of this examination, the original sample (n = 2,648) was filtered
down by several descriptors including location, racial composition of the student body,
and percentage of students receiving free and reduced price lunch (FRPL). These
variables were each a respective proxy measure used to create a subsample of schools
self-identified as urban, high-poverty, and with majority-minority status. Table 3.1
displays this tailored sample created to compare between school type (charter; n = 50,
public; n = 560). Therefore, the data in this analysis do not include responses from
schools located in towns, suburbs, or rural areas, nor do they consist of schools with
student bodies of 50% or more White students from mid- or high-income families.
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Table 3.1
Sample Size
School
Type

Grade Level
Public
170

Charter
10

Middle

190

10

High School

190

20

Combination*

10

10

Elementary

Total
n = 560
n= 50
* Schools that ranged in grade with any configuration between K-12
Note ns have been rounded to the nearest 10 in accordance
with NCES data reporting standards

While most studies control for the effects of race and low socioeconomic status,
this study is interested in those very factors within urban public schools and the added
effect of being in a charter compared to a traditional public school. This study examines
this high needs student demographic across different school types and grade levels to
uncover which disciplinary practices are present or absent that could account for
significant differences in student conduct.
Measure
The SSOCS was created by the National Center on Educational Statistics (NCES)
within the Institute of Educational Sciences (IES) with support from the Office of Safe
and Drug-Free Schools of the U.S. Department of Education and originally distributed in
the 1999-2000 school year and later administered in 2003–04, 2005–06, 2007–08, 200910, and 2011-12. It was created in response to the national attention school crime and
violence received following the many school shootings that occurred during the 1997-98

academic year. While the U.S. Department of Education had previously collected data on
school safety measures, they were now charged with aggregating even more detailed
information on the factors that influence student violence and school crime and making
these data more accessible in an effort to better understand this complex and high-priority
issue. While school shootings should and do warrant the most attention, a multitude of
other troubling phenomena are occurring in American schools which are traumatizing
children and disrupting learning. This is the only survey that the NCES produces that
obtains information on school crime related topics from the perspective of the principals
themselves. The survey version being used in this study is the SSOSC:2010 from the
2009-2010 academic year as it is the most recent data made available by NCES. A total
of 231 items required principals to report the frequency of crime related incidents, and
asks about the presence of certain school programs, disciplinary actions, and policies
implemented for the prevention and reduction of crime in their school.
Survey items were grouped into ten sections covering:


School Practices and Programs,



Parent and Community Involvement at School,



School Security,



Staff Training,



Limitations on Crime Prevention,



Frequency of Crime and Violence at School,



Frequency of incidents reported to police or law enforcement,



Frequency of hate crimes, gang-related crimes, and gang-related hate crimes,



Disciplinary problems and disciplinary actions
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Other school characteristics related to school crime.
This survey was designed to better understand students who engage in criminal

behavior, the victims of school crime, and the practices and policies that may influence
the respective outcomes for both groups. The questions it contains were answered by the
principals who know their students’ conduct and the disciplinary practices employed.
The development of the survey was a collaborative effort of the parts of a NCES and
reviews by Technical Review Panel, the Office of Safe and Drug –Free Schools, and the
Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services. The compilation of the survey
involved a comprehensive literature review, reviews by internal and external entities, and
a process of pretesting on 14 schools. It was endorsed by 20 nationally recognized
educational organizations such as the American Federation of Teachers, the Association
of American Educators, and the Center for the Prevention of School Violence, to name a
few. Based on feedback since the launch of the first SSOCS:1999, the survey underwent
a major overhaul to update content and improve the clarity of the items. In subsequent
years, the survey has only experienced minor modifications to certain definitions, the
wording of items, and the addition of new questions to keep the content relevant to the
modern issues faced by students in the twenty-first century (e.g., cyberbullying, access to
social networking websites, etc.).
The 18-page survey began with seven short demographic questions requesting
information about who was completing the survey, their contact information, and the
school’s grade level span. The following ten sections contained items with several
different formats in which to respond. Questions pertaining to student conduct were
answered on a 5-point Likert scale; respondents gave an estimation of the frequency of
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the given behavior by selecting either 1 (happens daily), 2 (happens once a week), 3
(happens at least once a month), 4 (happens on occasion), or 5 (never happens).
Inquiries about the implementation of programs and policies that reduce or prevent
violence and school crime were answered by selecting either yes or no. Questions
concerning the availability and use of certain disciplinary practices were answered by
indicating that the action was either available and used, available but not feasible,
available but not used, or not available. Items about specific offenses (e.g., physical
attacks and fights) were completed by writing in a raw count of the total number of
recorded incidents from that school year. Questions about daily attendance, the number
of special education students, the number of students with limited English proficiency,
and the amount of students performing below the 15th percentile on standardized tests
were answered by filling in the actual percentages. Definitions of certain student
behaviors, offenses, and the parameters within which to report them were provided on
page 2 of the survey.
Procedure
Data Collection
With the assistance of the U.S. Census Bureau, NCES began collecting data in
February 2010 by mailing a hard copy of the SSOCS to the pre-qualified schools
followed by a phone campaign to remind principals to complete the survey and answer
any questions they had about specific items. The principals were informed that their
answers would only be used for statistical purposes and would be combined with the
responses from other participants to produce summative findings. Any reports generated
based on their responses will not disclose their respective district, school, or staff. The
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questionnaire had an anticipated completion time of approximately 45 minutes, which
included time needed to review instructions and gather the requested data. Once
completed, they were advised to return the survey in an enclosed postage-paid envelope
addressed to the U.S. Census Bureau. This data collection effort came to a close in June
2010, where the surveys were amassed and researchers at NCES began a lengthy process
of review and editing. If a questionnaire contained an unanswered item, imputation was
used to resolve the missing values.
Several cases required phone calls to remind the potential respondents of the
pending deadline, inquire about their nonresponse and/or conduct follow-up interviews.
These contacts were made by employees of the U.S. Census Bureau who underwent
general training on interviewing skills and two survey-specific sessions to prepare them
for the above mentioned phone campaign.
The statisticians at NCES went to great lengths to prepare these data and convert
them into a usable format. The following paragraphs highlight the various statistical
procedures they followed to ensure the reliability of the responses, all of which are
explained in the 2009-10 SSOCS: Restricted-Use Data File User’s Manual (Neiman,
Murphy, Swaim, Thomas, & Parmer, 2011).
The reliability of the SSOCS was assessed by conducting logic checks to confirm
that there was consistency across their responses and that no conflicting answers occurred
between items. When an issue was detected among continuous variables that had
numeric responses, several procedures were followed that included searching for the
correct answer from the content of another response, calling the respondent for
clarification, or deleting and later imputing the response. If an illogical relationship was
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found between categorical variables, the data were “backward cleaned” during editing
and corrected to reflect the intended response. To further ensure the accuracy of
responses, a random subsample of principals who completed the initial survey were reinterviewed. Gross difference rates and an index on consistency were calculated to
formally assess the consistency of responses. These procedures yielded a high response
variability rate for the categorical variables and for the raw counts of violent incidents.
Considering that this was a mailed self-administered survey, unanswered items
and missing data were inevitable. However, the researchers at NCES calculated that the
mean weighted item response rate was 95%, and most of the individual items had
weighted response rates over 85%, both of which are regarded as high. The imputation
methods used were either aggregate proportions, best match, or clerical depending on the
survey item in question.
While the unit response rate yielded a respectable post-weighted 81%, schools
that were more likely to respond met the criteria of being from rural areas or towns, had
fewer students, spanned a combination of grade levels, and had a higher percentage of
White enrollment. The process of selecting cases that self-identified as urban, middle
school, and having more than 50% minority student enrollment, removed this potential
sampling error.
To obtain the restricted use data file of the SSOCS:2010, which is the property of
the U.S. Department of Education and managed by NCES within the Institute of
Educational Sciences, a formal request was filed and several procedures were followed in
accordance with IES protocol. This involved submitting a proposal outlining the
intentions of this study, ascertaining signed and notarized affidavits from the dissertation
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committee members and colleagues that may at any point view the data, and agreeing to a
protocol for maintaining the security of the data file and analyses. These documents were
formally submitted via a private mail delivery service (FedEx) to the Institute of
Educational Statistics on August 29, 2013, whereupon they approved the request and sent
all materials the following week.
The dataset (NCES 2011322) contains three data files and one instrument (see
Appendix B). Developers of the data file included extensive instructions pertaining to the
proper statistical analysis. The dataset is restricted because it contains individual level
data and unique identifiers that could reveal the identity of the school and, for
confidentiality purposes, could only be obtained through an application process that
entailed the following documents:
1. Formal Request: To qualify for and receive the SSOCS:2010 restricted-use
data file (NCES 2011322), the principal investigators submitted a brief
proposal that included a project description, the reason for requested the
restricted-use version of the file, and the potential audience.
2. IES License Agreement: Applicants designated a Principal Project Officer
(PPO), Senior Official (SO), and Systems Security Officer (SSO). The
individuals assigned to these roles were required to sign this contractual
agreement which reviewed the stipulations surrounding the use of this data
set. A copy of this document is included in Appendix D.
3. Security Plan: This document detailed the procedures for securing the data
while in use and when it is not in use. This protocol was adhered to in order
to prevent unauthorized persons from gaining access to the data.
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4. Notarized Affidavits of Nondisclosure: These documents were individually
signed by the principal investigators, the PPO, SO, and SSO in the presence of
a notary.
5. Supplemental Agreement with Research Staff: This was signed by every
person other than the principal investigators who had access to the data.
Additional researchers included over the course of a project must sign this
form before they can access the restricted data.
The data file arrived at Temple University’s College of Education on September 5, 2013
in the form of a CD-ROM, upon which time the PPO emailed the IES Data Security
Office to obtain the passphrase to unencrypt the data. The CD contains restricted-use
data (NCES 2011322) in SAS, STATA, SPSS and ASCII formats. It also contains the
2009-10 SSOCS Restricted-Use Data File User's Manual (NCES 2011321) and a
brochure (NCES 2010301) (See Appendix C) describing the School Survey on Crime and
Safety’s (SSOCS) content and the general purpose of its dissemination. This pamphlet
was written for potential respondents and distributed to answer such questions as: “What
is SSOCS?, Why is SSOCS important?, What topics are covered?, Why was my school
selected?, and Where can I find more information about SSOCS? (www.nces.ed.gov).”
To protect the confidentiality of the above data items, the following precautions
were taken. First, all data items were kept in a locked file cabinet within the Project
Officer’s (PO) office who maintains sole access to this room. To analyze the
SSOCS:2010, meeting times were prearranged with the PO, the data signed out, and
returned on the same day in order for it to be locked down for the evening. In an adjacent
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room, the data were opened on a computer with no internet access or printing capabilities.
Data were never be saved or downloaded on external devices.
Preliminary Data Analysis
Preliminary analysis began by computing cross tabulations of all dependent
variables of interest (i.e. leadership’s discipline practices and student conduct) to
compare their frequencies between the two school types, charter and traditional public
school (See Figure 4.1 for a comprehensive list of variables). Table 3.2 and 3.3 display
selected variables and their frequencies which revealed survey items that had potential
significance indicated by a 10% or more difference. Items that met this criterion were
entered into an exploratory factor analysis.
Table3.2
Select Frequencies & Percentages for Leadership Variables
School Type
Survey Items

Charter
n = 50

Public
n = 560

Suspensions

f = 20
40%

f =410
73%

Transfers

f=5
10%

f = 270
48%

Police Reports

f = 13
26%

f = 290
52%

Violence Prevention

f = 30
60%

f = 290
52%

Parent Programs

f = 20
40%

f = 150
27%

Leadership Practices

* ns are rounded to the nearest 10 in accordance with NCES data reporting standards
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Table3.3
Select Frequencies & Percentages for Student Conduct Variables
School Type
Survey Items

Charter
n = 50

Public
n = 560

Bullying

f=4
8%

f = 190
34%

Acts of Disrespect

f=4
8%

f = 100
18%

f =20
40%

f = 380
68%

Student Conduct

Fights (5<)

f=3
f = 80
6%
14%
* ns are rounded to the nearest 10 in accordance with NCES data reporting standards
Verbal Abuse

Primary Data Analysis
Several datasets were considered for this analysis but the SSOCS:2010 was
chosen because it includes all the variables of interest for the aforementioned research
questions, allows for the comparison across school types, and was conducted at the
national level, yielding a large sample size. The research questions posed in this study
involve several variables that capture student misconduct and encompass the practices
and programs surrounding discipline implemented by school leadership that potentially
influence student conduct. To answer these inquires several multivariate analysis were
conducted in order to uncover differences between school types and to understand the
relationship between these variables; group differences were examined using
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MANCOVAs and the relationship among the factors was assessed using partial
correlations.
Again, to uncover what discipline practices and policies are associated with
problematic student behavior in the most challenging urban schools, this study addressed
the following research questions within the context of a comparison between charters and
traditional public school models in high-poverty, urban schools:
1. Are there differences in the frequency of problematic student conduct (i.e.,
bullying, sexual harassment of peers, harassment of peers’ sexual orientation,
verbal abuse of teacher, acts of disrespect towards teacher, classroom
disorder, and gang activity) between urban charter schools and traditional
urban public schools?

2. Are there differences in leaderships’ disciplinary practices (i.e., authoritarian,
educational/therapeutic) between urban charter schools and traditional urban
public schools?

3. Do the disciplinary practices implemented by leadership correlate with the
frequency of student conduct, and, if so, are those associations different in
public schools as compared to charter schools?
To best answer questions about group differences such as in 1 and 2 a Multiple
Analysis of Co-Variance (MANCOVA) test was conducted which indicated if
statistically significant differences exist between groups. To best understand the
relationships between the variables such as in question 3 Partial Correlations were run.
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This secondary analysis provided a better understanding of the correlations between our
independent predictor variables and several dependent variables. A multiple regression
analysis was considered for the secondary analysis in order to create a predictive model.
This was later decided against because the initial factor analysis conducted to
demonstrate reliability among the proposed concepts used a varimax rotation. By
definition this produced factors with zero-order correlations. As such, the multiple
regression could no longer be conducted.
The results from the MANCOVAs were used to reveal any differences between
school type (e.g., charter or traditional public) on the following dependent variable
depicting student-level outcomes that disrupt school climate: bullying, sexual
harassment, harassment of sexual orientation, gang activity, verbal abuse of teachers, acts
of disrespect towards teacher, and classroom disorder. Academic performance, though
not the focus of this study, is a likely byproduct of improved school climate and therefore
was also analyzed in a tertiary analysis using the dependent measure of percentage of
students below the 15th percentile on standardized tests.
Based on related prior research, two categories of disciplinary style used by
school leadership include authoritarian and educational/therapeutic practices. To capture
authoritarian practices three school-level variables were identified that leadership has
jurisdiction over: number of police reports, number of transfers, and number of
suspensions. These were run in a two-way MANCOVA followed by a Tukey multiple
comparison procedure to identify differences between school type. To reflect
educational/therapeutic disciplinary practices eight variables were chosen including:
student counseling, behavior modification, mentoring by adults, recreational activities,
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and teacher training on positive behavior interventions, early warning signs of violence
behavior, crisis prevention, and classroom management. These were run in a separate
two-way MANCOVA followed by a Tukey multiple comparison procedure to identify
differences between school type.
To address research question 3, partial correlations were computed on scale level
variables and dummy-coded categorical variables, to better understand the relationship
between these items of interest. For example, responses to items about leadership
practices, policies, and program implementation were coded 0 for no and 1 for yes. Prior
researchers using an early version of this survey data created ordinal categories out of
some low-frequency data items, coding 0 for no occurrence and 1 for 1 or more
occurrence (Nickerson & Martens, 2008). These strategies for regrouping and recoding
variables were applied in the current analysis. Together these statistical tests explored if
and how student conduct and disciplinary practices are different across school types and
whether the difference in discipline practices correlates with the variance in these student
outcomes.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Introduction
The analysis of this secondary data set began with the statisticians at NCES who
conducted extensive preliminary analysis and data transformations including sample
weighting, jackknife replications, and imputation flag variables.

These were made

available in an SPSS file which was the software program with which all of the following
analyses were conducted.

Explanations and statistical syntax were provided in the

Restricted-Use Data File User’s Manual (Neiman, Murphy, Swaim, Thomas, Parmer &
Hill, 2011). For the purposes of this study, several additional decisions were made to
transform the data into a smaller subsample that was used for the primary analyses. First,
in order to capture the unique challenges faced by schools in large cities, the data were
filtered down by only selecting cases that met the “urban” criteria as defined in the
SSOCS as a school located in a “territory inside an urbanized area and inside a principal
city,” with a categorical population sizes that ranged from “under 100,000” to having
“250,000 or more” (Neiman, et al., 2011, p 26-27). In addition, schools that indicated
they were magnet, part-magnet, or other were deleted. Together these selections whittled
the sample of 2500, originally 2600 with missing cases, down to 610 (560 public and 50
charter). Then, several variables were recoded, regrouped and/or computed to make
statistical analysis more accurate and to make interpreting output more feasible. Student
conduct variables were recoded to reverse the Likert scale, meaning a higher Likert rating
now reflected a higher frequency of occurrence, and these ratings were regrouped to
better show mean differences. For example, the survey’s original options for answering
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the student conduct questions were either 1 (happens daily), 2 (happens once a week), 3
(happens at least once a month), 4 (happens on occasion), and 5 (never happens). These
codes were transformed to read 1 (never happens and happens on occasion), 2 (happens
at least once a month), 3 (happens once a week & happens daily). Next, items that
inquired about the implementation of certain disciplinary actions or relative programs
were recoded to include cases that were being deleted due to the original coding of -1
(program not available), 1 (yes, program available and used), and 2 (no, program
available and not used). These items were recoded to 1 (program not available and
program available but not used) and 2 (program available and used). Finally, variables
that consisted of a raw count of disciplinary actions used (e.g., total transfers) were
computed to represent the percentage of that occurrence within a given school. For
example, the total number of transfers was divided by the variable for total number of
students in order to account for the differences in enrollment at each school. In addition,
a variable for total suspensions was created and computed into a percentage by compiling
all the variables that were raw counts of suspensions for a given incident. All other
demographic variables remained in the form of percentages entered by NCES; these
included the characteristics of a school’s student body by race, socio-economic status,
neighborhood crime level, special education, English language learners, percentile on
standardized tests.
Frequencies
Analysis of the School Survey on Crime and Safety 2010 (SSOCS:2010) data set
began by computing cross tabulations of all dependent variables of interest (i.e. student
conduct and leadership disciplinary practices). Table 4.1displays their raw frequencies
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and percentages which were compared between the two school types of interest, charters
and traditional public schools. Variables that showed a 10% or more difference in their
frequency between school type were highlighted as potentially significant items. This cut
off indicated which survey items had large differences and thus determined which were
entered into an exploratory factor analysis. Variables that reflected the highest
percentage difference between schools were leadership practices surrounding discipline
and student conduct. Thirty-two variables were originally considered for inclusion in the
exploratory factor analysis, but due to this initial screening of the percentage differences
only 27 were selected.
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Table 4.1
Frequencies and Percentages
School Type
Survey Items

Charter
n = 50

Public
n = 560

Suspensions

f = 20
40%

f =410
73%

Transfers

f=5
10%

f = 267
48%

Police Reports

f = 13
26%

f = 293
52%

Violence
Prevention

f = 29
58%

f = 292
52%

Classroom Management
Training

f = 44
88%

f = 468
83%

Bullying

f=4
8%

f = 189
34%

Acts of Disrespect

f=4
8%

f = 101
18%

Verbal Abuse

f=3
6%

f = 83
15%

Leadership Practices

Student Conduct

Exploratory Factor Analysis
An exploratory factor analysis using a principal component extraction, followed
by a varimax rotation, was conducted on the survey items from the SSOCS:2010 that
measured leadership’s disciplinary practices and student conduct levels. This produced
five factors with eigenvalues greater than one, and together these factors explained

55.82% of the cumulative variance. Table 4.2 provides a description of the variables
within each scale and their factor loadings.
The first factor was labeled Peer-directed Student Conduct to reflect its
composition of four survey items that inquired about types of student behaviors that
negatively affected their peers and how frequently they occur. The second factor was
labeled Therapeutic Discipline because all five items within this scale entailed the
disciplinary responses to student misconduct that can be described as therapeutic,
supportive, nurturing, and individualized. These concepts fit together theoretically and
are heavily supported by the literature, particularly by the work of Noguera (1990-2003),
Nickerson and Martens (2008), and Nickerson and Spears (2007). The third scale was
named Authoritarian Discipline which, unlike the two other scales involving discipline,
was comprised of four items that capture a reactive and punitive style of handling student
misconduct. Here leadership is extremely exclusionary and responds with harsh zerotolerance policies such as suspensions, transfers, and police reports. The fourth scale was
labeled Educational Discipline because it grouped together preventative programs aimed
at training staff and teaching students correct conduct. The fifth scale was labeled
Authority-directed Student Conduct because it contained three items of student
misconduct directed exclusively at teachers and school staff. After deciphering the
results of the factor analysis, all factor scores were converted to a set of T scores (M = 50,
SD = 10) for later use in the primary analyses to make for more easily interpretable mean
differences.
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Table 4.2
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Leadership and Student Variables
Factor I:

Peer-directed Student Conduct

Q20c, Q20d, Q20b, Q20h

Survey Item

Factor
Loading

To the best of your knowledge, how often do the following types of
behaviors occur at your school?
Q20c: Student sexual harassment of other students
Q20d: Student harassment of other student based on sexual orientation
or gender identity (i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, questioning)
Q20b: Student bullying
Q20h: Gang activities
* Indicates an additional loading of at least .400 on a secondary item
Factor II:

Therapeutic Discipline

.590
.458*

Q3c, Q3b, Q3e, Q3f, Q3a

Survey Item

Factor
Loading

Did your school have any formal programs intended to prevent or reduce
violence that included the following components for students?
Q3c: Counseling, social work, psychological, or therapeutic activity for
students
Q3b: Behavioral or behavior modification intervention for students
Q3e: Individual attention/mentoring/tutoring/coaching of students by
adults
Q3f: Recreational, enrichment, or leisure activities for students
Q3a: Prevention curriculum, instruction, or training for students (e.g.,
social skills training)?
Factor III:
Q23a-e(4)

.784
.779

Authoritarian Discipline

.756
.692
.628
.608
.593

Q16a-l(2),Q23a-e(3), Q23a-e(5),

Survey Item

Factor
Loading

Record the number of incidents that occurred at school
Q16(2): Reported to police or other law enforcement
Q23(3): Students transferred to specialized school for disciplinary
reasons
Q23(5): Other disciplinary action (e.g., suspension for less than 5 days,
detention, etc.)
Q23(4): Out of school suspension lasting 5 days or more
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.833
.754
.642
.514

Factor IV:

Educational Discipline

Q12g, Q12h, Q12a, Q12e

Survey Item

Factor
Loading

Did your school provide any of the following for classroom teachers or
aides?
Q12g: Training in positive behavioral intervention strategies
Q12h: Training in crisis prevention and intervention
Q12a: Training in classroom management for teachers
Q12e: Training in recognizing early warning signs of students likely to
exhibit violent behavior.

Factor V:

.769
.767
.663
.659

Authority-directed Student Conduct Q20f, Q20g, Q20e

Survey Item

Factor
Loading

To the best of your knowledge, how often do the following types of
behaviors occur at your school?
Q20f: Student verbal abuse of teachers
Q20g: Student acts of disrespect for teachers other than verbal abuse
Q20e: Widespread disorder in classrooms
* Indicates an additional loading of at least .400 on a secondary item

.735*
.734
.722

This analysis was essential in establishing the relationships between the chosen
variables and the constructs they form as hypothesized in this study, namely the
constructs of disciplinary style which the survey did not originally intend to measure but
can be ascertained as demonstrated here. Certain functions were applied before running
the factorial analysis, such as replacing the mean on variables with missing data,
suppressing the eigenvalue to 0.4 and forcing the analysis to extract only five factors, a
fixed amount based on factor loadings from preliminary factor analyses. Seven items that
did not correlate strongly with any one construct were eliminated leaving a total of 20
items. The final factorial analysis used 20 variables and produced six factors that
accounted for 55.82% of the cumulative variance in all the items. Table 4.3 displays that
each scale had a Cronbach’s alpha between .54 and .80, with three out of five being over
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.70, which confirms a moderate to strong level of reliability that the items within each
scale are measuring the same construct. The Authoritarian Discipline scale’s alpha of .54
initially raised concerns for being lower than .60, the field’s standard measure of internal
consistency. Since the alpha represents the strength of the inter-correlations between
items in the scale, this suggests that the items within Authoritarian Discipline are not
highly correlated to one another which is counter-theoretical. Instead, the reliability test
may be capturing the ipsative nature of these disciplinary actions. Meaning, a student
conduct violation that warranted a suspension would therefore not be transferred from the
school. Considering both the discrete nature of these items and their conceptual
similarities, a decision was made to keep this scale in the analysis yet recognize the limits
of its relatively weak internal consistency score.

Table 4.3
Reliability Tests on Factor Scales
Scale
Peer-directed Student Conduct

Cronbach's alpha
.71

Therapeutic Discipline

.67

Authoritarian Discipline

.54

Educational Discipline

.70

Authority-directed Student Conduct

.80

The factor analysis found several unexpected relationships. First, this preliminary
investigation revealed that school climate is not an appropriate mediating variable for this
study which led to substantial revisions of the original theoretical constructs proposed in
this study. The variables surrounding leadership practices and student conduct became
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the sole focus in order to establish if the former predicts the latter, and if this relationship
is similar or different between urban charters and public schools. Second, the factor
analysis revealed that the educational/therapeutic disciplinary style was in fact two
separate constructs, educational practices like training teachers and implementing
preventative measures formed a separate scale from therapeutic responses such as
mentoring and positive behavior modification. Interesting to note, the educational
practices were efforts focused on the teaching staff as a means to prepare them for
addressing student behavioral issues before they arose and as they were underway. The
therapeutic practices were directed towards students in the form of responses that adults
could provide post-incident. Similar to the dichotomous nature of the
educational/therapeutic leadership practices, the student conduct variables split into two
different constructs, peer-directed behaviors including sexual harassment, harassment of
sexual orientation, bullying, and gang activity and authority-directed behaviors such as
verbal abuse towards the teacher, acts of disrespect towards the teacher, and widespread
disorder.
Finally, two items cross-loaded onto an additional factor but were not dropped
due to a strong theoretical rationale that would account for their duality. First, gang
activity’s primary loading was an eigenvalue of .458 on Peer-directed Student Conduct
where it aligns conceptually. However its secondary loading of .429 on Authoritarian
Discipline also makes theoretical sense because leadership is likely responding to the
presence of gang activity with those punitive actions every time that it occurs. The
second item to cross-load was verbal abuse of the teacher which has a strong primary
loading of .735 on Authority-directed Student Conduct and a secondary loading of .409
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on Peer-directed Student Conduct. The rationale here lies at the individual student level
and entertains the likelihood that students who engage in the verbal abuse of staff display
that same vocal aggression towards their peers.
Overall, this preliminary investigation revealed that school leadership disciplinary
practices and student conduct are reliable and measurable concepts captured by the
survey items. The variables surrounding leadership practices and student conduct were
the sole focus in order to establish if the former predicts the latter, and if this relationship
is similar or different across urban charters and public school.
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Figure 2: Graphic Organizer of Independent (IV) and Dependent Variables (DV)
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Research Question 1 and 2:
1. Are there differences in the frequency of problematic student conduct
(i.e., bullying, sexual harassment of peers, harassment of peers’ sexual
orientation, verbal abuse of teacher, acts of disrespect towards teacher,
classroom disorder, and gang activity) between urban charter schools and
traditional urban public schools?
2. Are there differences in leaderships’ disciplinary practices (i.e.,
authoritarian, educational/therapeutic) between urban charter schools
and traditional urban public schools?
Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics of all dependent variables under investigation and
demographic variables of interest were analyzed and compared by school type. The
means in Table 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 reflect three different measurements captured by the
SSOCS:2010. Student conduct means are the Likert scale codes for the frequency (e.g., 1
= never happens and happens on occasion, 2 = happens at least once a month, 3 =
happens once a week & happens daily), the means for leadership practices are binary
codes for “no” (1) or “yes” (2), and the means for other disciplinary practices were raw
counts computed into percentages that accounted for school size. Note that in Table 4.4
items 5-13 are types and topics of teacher training that leadership implemented during
allotted professional development time.
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Table 4.4
Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items on Leadership
Item
School Type
Public
1. Police Reports
Charter
Public
2. Transfers
Charter
3. Less than 5-day Suspension Public
Charter
Public
4. 5-day or More Suspension
Charter
Public
5. Student Counseling
Charter
Public
6. Behavior Modification
Charter
Public
7. Mentor by Adults
Charter
Public
8. Recreation
Charter
Public
9. Prevention Curriculum
Charter
10. Positive Beh. Intervention Public
Charter
Public
11. Crisis Prevention
Charter
Public
12. Classroom Management
Charter
Public
13. Early Warning Signs
Charter
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M
SD
n
23.5 37.1 560
3.6 8.5 50
2.5 7.9 560
0.2 0.9 50
3.1 9.7 560
3.5 12.2 50
4.5 12.3 560
0.9 2.6 50
2
0.2 560
1.9 0.3 50
1.9 0.2 560
1.9 0.3 50
1.9 0.2 560
2
0.2 50
1.9 0.3 560
1.9 0.2 50
1.9 0.3 560
1.8 0.4 50
1.8 0.4 560
1.9 0.3 50
1.7 0.4 560
1.7 0.4 50
1.8 0.4 560
2
0.2 50
1.5 0.5 560
1.6 0.5 50

Table 4.5
Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items on Student Conduct
Item
School Type
M
Public
2
1. Sexual Harassment
Charter
1.7
1.9
2. Sexual Orient. Harassment Public
Charter
1.6
Public
3
3. Bullying
Charter
2.4
Public
1.7
4. Gang Activity
Charter
1.3
Public
2.3
5. Verbal Abuse
Charter
1.9
Public
2.4
6. Acts of Disrespect
Charter
1.8
Public
1.6
7. Classroom Disorder
1.4
Charter

SD
0.7
0.6
0.8
0.7
1
0.8
0.8
0.5
1.1
0.8
1.1
0.8
0.8
0.6

n
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50

Notable differences begin with the sample size in terms of school type. Fewer
charter schools (n = 50) exist compared to traditional public schools (n = 560). This
sizable difference between ns merely reflects the burgeoning presence of charter schools
which has seen its greatest expansion in the past decade. The 2010 version of the SSOCS
is the first since the original survey distributed in 1999 to include the additional
demographic question asking respondents to identify whether they were a charter school.
This difference in group size was statistically controlled for at either the variable- or
statistical-level depending on the nature of the analysis. Meaning, variables reported in
frequencies were computed into percentages to account for differences in enrollment that
would have otherwise skewed the data. Variables that were reported as raw counts were
co-varied with enrollment size during analysis.
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Table 4.6
Descriptive Statistics for School Demographics
Item

% White Enrollment
% Free/Reduced Price Lunch
Neighborhood Crime*
% Special Education
% English Language Learner
% Below the 15th Percentile
on Standardized Tests

M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD
M
SD

School Type
Public
(n=560)
Charter (n=50)
39.2
30.4
30.6
32.4
60.2
63
28.4
31.9
1.6
1.9
0.7
0.8
13.8
14.5
9.5
17.3
13.8
13.5
9.5
22.8
16.4
24.4
17.5
27.6

* Means are coded ratings: 1 (low crime), 2 (moderate crime), 3 (high crime)

The similarities in demographics between charters and traditional public schools
are not surprising due to the sampling selection of only urban schools. Meaning, several
school characteristics consistent with urban school settings were confirmed, such as low
percentages of white enrollment and high percentages of students receiving a free and
reduced price lunch which is a proxy for low socio-economic status. An unexpected
similarity in percentage of special education students and English language learners
between the school types was found. This debunks previous accusations that charters
were selectively admitting students without these labels (Lacireno-Paquet, Holyoke,
Moser, & Henig, 2002) in order to better position their school towards academic testing.
These descriptive statistics show that the amount of special education students being
served in charters (M = 14.5) is actually higher than in public schools (M = 13.8), and the
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percentage of English language learners is nearly the same in charters (M = 13.5) as in
public (M = 13.8). However, notable differences in the mean percentage of students
performing below the 15th percentile on standardized tests suggest a potential difference
in academic outcomes that will be analyzed in a tertiary analysis section.
To determine if any of these mean differences were statistically significant between
school type, T-tests were conducted. Table 4.7 (See Appendix B) displays the results
from several T-tests that were conducted on each demographic variable between school
type. There are two notable T statistics greater than 2, with alphas set at the p = .05,
which indicate that a statistically significant difference exists between neighborhood
crime levels and performance on standardized tests. Specifically, public schools were
reportedly in higher crime neighborhoods that charter schools. However, charter schools
reported having more students performing below the 15th percentile on standardized tests.
To confirm these demographic differences a one-way Multiple Analysis of the
Variance (MANOVA) was also conducted on school type and Table 4.8 (See Appendix
C) displays these results. The MANOVA results for demographic items previously
determined to be significant by the T-tests were also found to be statistically significantly
different between school type. There was a significant main effect of school type on the
neighborhood crime (F [1, 610] = 8.33, p < .01, MSE = 4.301, Np2= .014). The urban
public school principals reported that their schools were in lower crime areas (M = 1.6)
while charter school principals reported that their schools were in higher crime areas (M
= 1.9). There was also a significant main effect of school type on the percentage of
students performing below the 15th percentile on standardized tests (F [1, 610] = 8.02, p <
.01, MSE = 2721.37, Np2= .013). The urban public school principals reported that fewer
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of their students were performing in this below basic testing category (M = 1.6) as
compared to charter school principals (M = 1.9). This analysis and its findings are further
explored in a tertiary analysis section later in this chapter.
Bivariate Correlations
To determine if there were any pre-existing relationships between variables a
bivariate correlation matrix was created. Table 4.9 includes theses initial correlations
between all the dependent and predictor variables under investigation. A range of weak
to moderate correlations, both positive and negative, were found between several
variables indicating some significance of their relationships to one another. Relationships
of interest include all of the student conduct variables which displayed statistically
significant and moderately strong positive correlations to one another.
The strongest set of collective correlations was among the demographic variables.
The correlation between percentage of white student enrollment and percentage of
students receiving free or reduced priced lunches, r(610) = -.73, p < .01, indicates a very
strong negative relationship between white student enrollment and low socio-economic
status of the student bodies within these schools. In other words, schools with more
white students have fewer students eligible to receive a free or reduced price lunch.
The next strongest set of correlations found to be statistically significant began
between verbal abuse of teachers and acts of disrespect towards teachers, r(610) = .71, p
< .01, demonstrating a very strong positive relationship between these two forms of
misconduct directed at teachers. This was followed by the association between general
sexual harassment and harassment based on sexual orientation, r(610) = .64, p < .01,
indicating a strong positive relationship. Similarly, the correlation between gang activity
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and verbal abuse of teachers, r(610) = .49, p < .01, also demonstrated a moderately strong
positive relationship between two types of misconduct. These three correlations make
theoretical sense when considering the type of student engaging in these behaviors.
Students that direct verbal abuse towards their teachers are presumably the same students
demonstrating non-verbal acts of disrespect towards their teachers. Students who engage
in both the sexual harassment of a member of the opposite sex and the harassment of an
individual’s sexual orientation are likely hyper-sexualized with bullying tendencies.
Students involved in gang activity may be more immune to authority figures and as a
result demonstrate verbal abuse towards their teachers more often. These were among
the strongest of several statistically significant correlations found between student
conduct variables.
A comparable pattern was detected among certain leadership practices, notably
the correlation between police reports and gang activity, r(610) = .42, p < .01, which
produced a positive strong relationship between leadership’s response to this form of
student conduct. Gang activity was also found to be statistically significantly and
moderately correlated to 5-day or more suspensions, r(610) = .30, p < .01. Considered
together, principals are likely implementing these two disciplinary policies more when
faced with gang activity than any other type of student conduct in this variable set.
Police reports and transfers were highly correlated, r(610) = .52, p < .01, with a strong
positive relationship that is likely due to their conjoint nature. That is, when a student has
committed a school crime that involves the police the severity of the misconduct likely
permits a transfer to another school.
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While inter-correlations among student conduct variables were found and even
stronger associations among leadership practices were revealed, only weak relationships
appear between the two. This initially raised concerns about the hypothesized
relationship leadership practices may have with the frequency of student conduct.
However, this matrix does not disaggregate the data by school type, so relationships
between these two sets of variables may be occurring and unable to be revealed by this
analysis. These limitations warranted further investigation particularly with the use of
multivariate tests of variance that allow for the distinction between charter and public
schools.
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Table 4.9
Initial Correlation Matrix among Leadership, Student, and Demographic Variables
1
2
3
4
5
1. Sexual Harassment
1
2. Sexual Orient. Harassment
.64**
1
3. Bullying
.44**
.41**
1
4. Gang Activity
.33**
.36**
.26**
1
5. Student Counseling
.003
.002
-.02
-.06
1
6. Behavior Modification
-.006
-.02
.06
-.07
.38**
7. Mentor by Adults
.05
.002
.04
.01
.22**
8. Recreation
.04
.01
-.004
-.001
.33**
9. Prevention Curriculum
.02
-.03
.03
-.04
.22**
10. Police Reports
.21**
.26**
.15**
.42**
-.11**
11. Transfers
.07
.13**
.04
.21**
-.08
12. Less than 5-day Suspension
.11**
.12**
.08
.21**
-.01
13. 5-day or More Suspension
.14**
.16**
.07
.30**
-.07
14. Positive Beh. Intervention
-.02
-.004
-.02
-.06
.04
15. Crisis Prevention
-.01
.03
-.006
.02
.06
16. Classroom Management
.01
-.006
-.05
-.11**
-.02
17. Early Warning Signs
-.05
.007
-.05
-.02
.05
18. Verbal Abuse
.40**
.41**
.41**
.49**
-.03
19. Classroom Disorder
.29**
.32**
.29**
.36**
-.05
20. Acts of Disrespect
.40**
.39**
.43**
.38**
-.06
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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6

7

8

9

10

1
.23**
.26**
.36**
-.06
-.04
-.01
-.11**
.26**
.18**
.17**
.15**
.01
.02
-.03

1
.35**
.22**
-.01
.03
-.04
-.09*
.18**
.14**
.08*
.14**
.08
.05
.05

1
.17**
-.09*
-.08
.03
-.12**
.19**
.13**
.14**
.14**
.02
-.01
-.03

1
-.07
-.04
-.05
-.05
.10*
.14**
.14**
.16**
-.05
-.01
-.07

1
.52**
.39**
.49**
-.10*
-.02
-.08*
.03
.28**
.30**
.25**

Table 4.9 (Continued)
Initial Correlation Matrix among Leadership, Student, and Demographic Variables
1
2
3
4
21. % White Enrollment
.07*
.10*
.07
-.19**
22. % Free Lunch (SES)
-.03
-.08
.03
.15**
23. Neighborhood Crime
.07
.03
.10*
.22**
24. % Special Education
.04
.04
.01
.07
25. % English Lang. Learner
-.06
-.10*
-.05
.05
26. % Below 15th Percentile
.05*
.12**
.004
.19**
on Standardized Tests
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 4.9 (Continued)
Initial Correlation Matrix among Leadership, Student, and Demographic Variables
11
12
13
14
15
11. Transfers
1
12. Less than 5-day Suspension
.47**
1
13. 5-day or More Suspension
.24**
.08*
1
14. Positive Beh. Intervention
.01
.02
-.13**
1
15. Crisis Prevention
.04
.04
-.06
.49**
1
16. Classroom Management
.02
-.09*
-.17**
.51**
.30**
17. Early Warning Signs
.01
.08
-.07
.34**
.48**
18. Verbal Abuse
.14**
.08*
.21**
-.07
-.03
19. Classroom Disorder
.12**
.13**
.09*
.01
.01
20. Acts of Disrespect
.12**
.07
.17**
-.07
-.06
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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5
-.08
.04
.03
.01
.02
.01

6
-.04
.12**
.07
.01
.03
-.002

7
-.01
.07
.05
.06
-.05
.05

8
-.06
.07
.06
.004
.01
-.06

9
-.04
.04
.05
.03
-.03
.03

10
.03
-.06
.03
.04
-.06
.11**

16

17

18

19

20

1
.21**
-.06
.04
-.03

1
-.07
.01
.06

1
.56**
.71**

1
.47**

1

Table 4.9 (Continued)
Initial Correlation Matrix among Leadership, Student, and Demographic Variables
11
12
13
14
15
21. % White Enrollment
.01
-.02
.06
.04
.05
22. % Free Lunch (SES)
-.03
-.05
-.10*
-.01
-.04
23. Neighborhood Crime
-.02
-.02
-.01
-.01
-.02
24. % Special Education
-.01
-.04
.02
.03
.03
25. % English Lang. Learner
-.04
-.004
-.01
-.06
-.12**
26. % Below 15th Percentile
-.01
.07
.05
-.10*
-.06
on Standardized Tests
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Table 4.9 (Continued)
Initial Correlation Matrix among Leadership, Student, and Demographic Variables
21
22
21. % White Enrollment
1
22. % Free Lunch (SES)
-.73**
1
23. Neighborhood Crime
-.56**
.58**
24. % Special Education
-.10**
.20**
25. % English Lang. Learner
-.41**
.40**
26. % Below 15th Percentile
-.35**
.37**
on Standardized Tests
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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16
-.02
.06
.03
.03
-.05
-.05

17
-.04
.03
.06
.08
-.07
-.004

18
-.16**
.22**
.26**
.17**
-.07
.23**

19
-.20**
.21**
.24**
.11**
.01
.25**

20
-.11**
.20**
.27**
.13**
-.05
.19**

23

24

25

26

1
.13**
.25**
.31**

1
-.07
.18**

1
.17**

1

MANOVA and MANCOVAs
A multiple analysis of variance was conducted on the five factor scores produced by the
exploratory factor analysis to compare the prevalence of these concepts between school type.
Prior to this analysis, the factor scores were converted into T scores for the convenience of
interpretation. Table 4.10 shows that three factors were statistically significantly different
between charters and public schools: Peer-directed Student Conduct, Therapeutic Discipline,
and Authoritarian Discipline. Educational Discipline and Authority-directed Student Conduct
had F statistics large enough to suggest differences between school type but did not have
statistically significant p values. However, the effect sizes for all dependent variables were low.
Note that controlling for the differences in enrollment were previously addressed at the variable
level by computing percentages; therefore, this analysis did not include school size as a
covariate.
Table 4.10
MANOVA Results for Factor Scores
Dependent Variable
Peer-directed Student Conduct
Therapeutic Discipline
Authoritarian Discipline
Educational Discipline
Authority-directed Student Conduct

School Type
Public
Charter
Public
Charter
Public
Charter
Public
Charter
Public
Charter

* p < .05, ** p < .00
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n
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50
560
50

M
50.7
45.4
50.5
47.6
50.2
47.2
49.8
52.6
50.2
47.7

SD
10.1
8.1
9.1
13.1
10
4.9
10.1
9.1
10.1
6.7

df

MS

F

Np2

1

1186.9

11.89*

.019

1

367.6

4.15*

.007

1

365.7

4.01*

.006

1

339.3

3.33

.005

1

261.3

2.7

.004

To reveal where differences occurred at the survey item/variable level, a multiple
analysis of the covariance (MANCOVA) was conducted on all survey items. The results
displayed below are organized by construct across Tables 4.11 through 4.15
Table 4.11
MANCOVA Results for Peer-directed Student Conduct Variables
Dependent Variable
School Type
n
M
Sexual Harassment
Public
560
2.0
Charter
50
1.7
Sex. Orient. Harassment
Public
560
1.9
Charter
50
1.6
Bullying
Public
560
3.0
Charter
50
2.4
Gang Activity
Public
560
1.7
Charter
50
1.3
* p < .05, ** p < .00

SD df MS
F
0.74 1
4.2
8.10**
0.6
0.76 1 1.08
1.96
0.71
1.08 1 14.73 13.17**
0.83
0.83 1 1.62
2.77
0.51

Np2
.013
.003
.021
.005

Table 4.11 reveals that among the peer-direct student conduct items there was a
significant main effect of school type on the frequency of sexual harassment occurring (F [1,
610] = 8.10, p < .01, MSE = 4.2, Np2= .02). Where charter schools reported that sexual
harassment never occurs (M = 1.7), public schools reported that this occurs monthly (M = 2.0).
While the partial eta squared indicates a small effect size, there is still a clear difference in the
reported amount. There was also a main effect of school type on the frequency of bullying
occurring (F [1, 610] = 13.17, p < .01, MSE = 14.73, Np2= .02). Public schools reported that
bullying was occurring weekly (M = 3.0) while charter schools only reported that bullying
occurred monthly (M = 2.4). Together this suggests a greater presence of peer-directed student
misconduct occurring within the urban public schools.
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Table 4.12
MANCOVA Results for Therapeutic Discipline Variables
Dependent Variable
School Type
n
M
Student Counseling
Public
560
2
Charter
50
1.9
Behavior Modification Public
560
1.9
Charter
50
1.9
Mentor by Adults
Public
560
1.9
Charter
50
2
Recreational Activities Public
560
1.9
Charter
50
1.9
* p < .05, ** p < .00

SD df MS
F
Np2
0.21
0.31 1 0.16 3.33 .005
0.24
0.34 1 0.28 4.40* .007
0.22
0.21 1
0
.002 .000
0.29
0.34 1 0.12 1.32 .002

Table 4.12 displays the MANCOVA results for items that fell under therapeutic
discipline practices where there was only one significant main effect of school type on the use of
behavior modification (F [1, 610] = 4.40, p < .05, MSE = 0.28, Np2= .007).
Table 4.13
MANCOVA Results for Authoritarian Discipline Variables
Dependent Variable
School Type
n
M
Police Reports
Public
560
26.1
Charter
50
4
Transfers
Public
560
0.74
Charter
50
1.48
Under 5-day
Public
560
15.02
Suspensions
Charter
50
6.02
Over 5-day
Public
560
13.44
Suspensions
Charter
50
3.2
* p < .05, ** p < .00

SD df
MS
F
39.97
8.96 1 4233.9 3.82*
2.92
3.86 1 56.77 6.70*
23.85
12.72 1 1297.1 2.55
43.44
8.31 1 1470.7 0.862

Np2
.006
.011
.004
.001

Table 4.13 displays the MANCOVA results for items previously determined to be
authoritarian disciplinary practices. There was a significant main effect of school type on the
number of police reports (F [1, 610] = 3.82, p < .05, MSE = 4233.9, Np2= .006). The urban
public school principals reported using more police reports (M = 26.1) in response to student
conduct than charter school principals (M = 4). There was a significant main effect of school
type on the number of disciplinary transfers (F [1, 610] = 6.70, p < .05, MSE = 56.77, Np2= .011).
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The urban charter school principals reported using more transfers (M = 1.48) in response to
student conduct than public school principals (M = .74). While this is a statistically significant F
statistic, the means are both nearly an average of one transfer per year which does not translate to
a meaningful difference.

Table 4.14
MANCOVA Results for Educational Discipline Variables
Dependent Variable
School Type
n
M
Positive Behavior
Public
560
1.8
Management
Charter
50
1.9
Crisis Prevention
Public
560
1.7
Charter
50
1.7
Classroom Management Public
560
1.8
Charter
50
2.0
Early Warning Signs of Public
560
1.5
Violent Behavior
Charter
50
1.6
* p < .05, ** p < .00

SD df MS
F
Np2
0.38
0.34 1 0.013 0.09 .000
0.45
0.44 1 0.005 0.03 .000
0.37
0.21 1 0.398 3.02 .005
0.5
0.49 1 0.506 2.03 .003

Table 4.14 includes the survey items that entail educational disciplinary practices. There
were no significant main effects on school type on any of these variables. This suggests that
both urban charters and public schools are providing extensive training to teachers to equip them
with strategies intended to prevent and de-escalate problematic student behavior. While the F
statistic for classroom management is large enough to suggest a main effect of school type (F [1,
610] = 3.02, p < .10, MSE = 8.24, Np2= .005) indicating more use of this practice in charter
schools, the lack of significance renders this claim unsound.
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Table 4.15
MANCOVA Results for Authority-directed Student Conduct Variables
Dependent Variable
School Type
n
M
SD
df
Verbal Abuse
Public
560
2.3
1.01
Charter
50
1.9
0.82
1
Classroom Disorder
Public
560
1.6
0.89
Charter
50
1.4
0.64
1
Acts of Disrespect
Public
560
2.4
1.14
Charter
50
1.8
0.76
1
* p < .05, ** p < .00

MS

F

Np2

3.22

3.27

.005

2.01

2.68

.004

8.24 6.60*

.011

Table 4.15 displays the results from a multivariate F-test on the variables accounting for
authority-directed student conduct variables. There was a significant main effect of school type
on acts of disrespect (F [1, 610] = 6.60, p < .05, MSE = 8.24, Np2= .011). There was also a main
effect of school type on verbal abuse of teachers (F [1, 610] = 3.27, p < .05, MSE = 3.22, Np2=
.005). Despite the small effect sizes, public schools clearly reported that acts of disrespect and
verbal abuse of their teachers were occurring more frequently than in charter schools.
Collectively, these MANCOVAs indicate that there is more peer- and authority-directed
student misconduct occurring in public schools as compared to charter schools; the effect sizes
are noticeably small but the F statistics are significant. Meanwhile, charter schools are reporting
fewer instances of sexual harassment, bullying, gang activity, verbal abuse of teachers, and acts
of disrespect towards teachers. Public school principals also report implementing more police
reports and disciplinary transfers than charter school principals. There are no differences in
reported use of therapeutic disciplinary practices between school type. However, charter schools
do report implementing more educational disciplinary practices, such as classroom management
training and early warning signs of violent behavior training.
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Research Question 3:
Do the disciplinary practices implemented by leadership correlate with the
frequency of student conduct, and, if so, are those associations different in public
schools as compared to charter schools?
Partial Correlations
Partial correlations were conducted to assess the degree to which leadership’s approaches
to discipline were associated with student conduct levels and to investigate to what degree these
relationships may be different in charter schools compared to public schools. The data file was
split by school type and three sets of analysis were conducted for each disciplinary style (e.g.,
Therapeutic Discipline, Educational Discipline, and Authoritarian Discipline) that was
previously found by the factor analysis. While a bivariate Pearson correlation explores the
relationship between two variables, a partial correlation can display if that association exists, to
what degree, and control for the effect of school size differences, in this case, between student
enrollment populations. Prior to analysis, several solutions for controlling for additional
demographic variables were considered, among them creating a composite variable for urban
that included race, low-income status, and neighborhood crime that had previously hung together
as a scale in a preliminary factor analysis or creating dummy codes for these same variables.
Ultimately, it was decided to select all cases that indicated their school was located in an urban
area and show the remaining demographic variables in the earlier descriptives.
The partial correlations (pr) in Tables 4.16 through 4.26 identify the independent
association of different disciplinary practices with the frequency of student misconduct after
accounting for the variance in school enrollment size. Two sets of charts were made for each
disciplinary approach in order to display the data between school type.
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Table 4.16
Partial Correlations for Scale Items in Public Schools (n = 560)

Peer-Directed

Therapeutic

Student Conduct
1

Discipline

Therapeutic Discipline

-.01

1

Authoritarian Discipline

-.09*

-.002

1

.01

-.01

.05

1

-.04

-.05

.04

Item
Peer-Directed Student Conduct

Educational Discipline

Authority-Directed Student Conduct
.03
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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Authoritarian
Discipline

Educational

Authority-Directed

Discipline

Student Conduct

1

Table 4.17
Partial Correlations for Scale Items in Charter Schools (n = 50)
Peer-Directed
Student Conduct
1

Therapeutic
Discipline

Therapeutic Discipline

.14

1

Authoritarian Discipline

.04

.08

1

Educational Discipline

.1

-.28*

.22

1

-.01

-.31*

-.32**

Item
Peer-Directed Student Conduct

Authority-Directed Student Conduct
-.11
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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Authoritarian
Discipline

Educational
Discipline

Authority-Directed
Student Conduct

1

Tables 4.16 and 4.17 show the results of analyses of the relationships between the three
disciplinary approaches and the two types of student conduct between traditional public schools
(n = 560) and charter schools (n = 50). The partial correlations in Table 4.16 display a lack of

significant associations between any disciplinary practices and student conduct type. This
suggests that the leadership practices surrounding discipline in public schools have no
relationship to the frequency of negative student conduct. Table 4.17 captures a slightly different
set of associations between leadership and student outcomes that are occurring in charter schools.
A statistically significant partial correlation was found between Educational Discipline and
Authority-directed Student Conduct, (pr = -.32, p < .01), indicating a negative moderate
relationship between the greater use of these preventative teacher training techniques and fewer
occurrences of authority-directed misconduct. To understand if this relationship in charters (pr =
-.32) was statistically significantly different from the relationship between these two items in
public schools (pr = .04), a Fisher r-to-z transformation was performed. These correlations were
converted and computed to a z score of -2.35 with a probability of .019 which demonstrates a
statistically significant difference between school type. The Fisher’s r-to-z transformation serves
as a confidence interval for the difference between two Pearson correlations, and z scores greater
than 1.96 are considered significant when a 2-tailed test is performed, which is true here and will
be for the remaining transformations. Each correlation coefficient was converted into a z-score
while accounting for the different ns between school type subsamples.
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Table 4.18
Partial Correlations for Therapeutic Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Public Schools (n=560)
Student
Behavior
Mentoring
Recreation
Item
Counseling
Modification
by Adults
Activities
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
-.02
-.02
.06
.05
Sex. Orient. Harassment
-.01
-.02
.004
.02
Bullying
-.04
.05
.04
-.02
Gang Activity
-.07
-.02
.04
.03
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
-.04
.02
.09
.02
Classroom Disorder
-.07
.03
.06
-.01
Acts of Disrespect
-.07
-.02
.04
-.04
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Prevention
Curriculum
.03
-.02
.02
.002
-.05
-.01
-.07

Table 4.19
Partial Correlations for Therapeutic Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Charter Schools (n=50)
Student
Behavior
Mentoring
Recreation
Item
Counseling
Modification
by Adults
Activities
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
.13
.20
.22
.12
Sex. Orient. Harassment
.11
.16
.19
.15
Bullying
.15
.17
.14
.15
Gang Activity
-.11
-.31*
-.11
.02
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
.08
.06
.13
.07
Classroom Disorder
.11
.04
.14
.002
Acts of Disrespect
-.03
-.05
.28
.23
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Prevention
Curriculum
-.11
-.04
.13
-.26
.08
.12
-.10

Tables 4.18 and 4.19 show the results of analyses of the relationships between the
therapeutic disciplinary approaches and all seven student conduct variables in traditional public
schools (n = 560) and charter schools (n = 50). The partial correlations in Table 4.18 reveal that
no significant associations exist between any of the five therapeutic disciplinary practices and
student conduct types. Similar to the findings in Table 4.16, this suggests that therapeutic
disciplinary practices in public schools have no relationship to the frequency of student conduct.
Table 4.19 reveals one significant association between leadership and student outcomes that are
occurring in charter schools. A statistically significant partial correlation was found between
behavior modification and gang activity, (pr = -.31, p < .05), indicating a negative moderate
relationship between the increased use of behavior modification and fewer occurrences of gang
activity. To test the confidence interval of this relationship in charters to the correlation in public
schools (pr = -.02) a Fisher’s z-transformation was computed, (z = 1.9, p < .05), revealing a
statistically significant difference between school type.
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Table 4.20
Partial Correlations for Educational Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Public Schools (n=560)
Positive Behavior
Crisis
Classroom
Early Warning Signs
Item
Intervention
Intervention
Management
of Violent Behavior
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
-.004
-.001
.04
-.04
Sex. Orient. Harassment
.04
.00
.03
.01
Bullying
-.01
.03
-.03
-.04
Gang Activity
-.02
.02
-.05
-.01
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
-.02
-.02
-.01
-.05
Classroom Disorder
.03
-.01
.05
.01
Acts of Disrespect
-.04
-.07
.004
-.04
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Table 4.21
Partial Correlations for Educational Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Charter Schools (n=50)
Positive Behavior
Crisis
Classroom
Early Warning Signs
Item
Intervention
Intervention
Management
of Violent Behavior
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
.09
-.18
.05
.07
Sex. Orient. Harassment
-.12
.02
.04
.09
Bullying
-.25*
-.06
-.14
-.15
Gang Activity
.08
.06
-.10
.001
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
-.60**
-.14
-.41**
-.31*
Classroom Disorder
-.17
.27
.13
.03
Acts of Disrespect
-.23
.08
-.17
-.14
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Tables 4.20 and 4.21 show the results of analyses of the relationships between the
educational disciplinary approaches and student conduct in traditional public schools (n = 560)
and charter schools (n = 50). The partial correlations in Table 4.20 reveal that no significant
associations exist between any of the four educational disciplinary practices and student conduct.
This pattern, as seen in the previous tables, suggests that educational disciplinary practices in
public schools have no relationship to the frequency of student conduct.
In contrast, Table 4.21 reveals four significant associations between discipline and
student outcomes that are occurring in charter schools. A statistically significant partial
correlation was found between positive behavior intervention training and verbal abuse of
teachers, (pr = -.60, p < .01), indicating a negative strong relationship between the increased use
of this type of training and fewer reports of verbal abuse of teachers. To test the confidence
interval of this relationship in charters to the correlation in public schools (pr = -.02) a Fisher’s ztransformation was computed, (z = 4.25, p = .00), revealing a statistically significant difference
between school type. A statistically significant partial correlation was found between classroom
management training and verbal abuse of teachers, (pr = -.41, p < .01), indicating a negative
strong relationship between the increased use of this type of training and fewer reports of verbal
abuse of teachers. The Fisher’s r-to-z-transformation was computed, (z = 2.69, p < .01),
revealing a statistically significant difference between school type. A statistically significant
partial correlation was also found between teacher training on early warning signs of violent
behavior and verbal abuse of teachers, (pr = -.31, p < .01), indicating a negative strong
relationship between the increased use of this type of training and fewer reports of verbal abuse
of teachers. This partial correlation did not produce a significant z score, (z = 1.71, p < .08), to
make claims about a statistical difference between school type. Finally, a statistically significant
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partial correlation was found between positive intervention training and bullying, (pr = -.25, p <
.05), indicating a positive weak relationship between the increased use of this type of training
and fewer reports of bullying. This partial correlation did not produce a significant z score, (z =
1.55, p < .12), to make claims about a statistical difference between school type.
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Table 4.22
Partial Correlations for Authoritarian Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Public Schools (n=560)
Police
Transfers
Over 5-Day
Under 5-Day
Item
Reports
Suspension
Suspension
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
.15**
.06
.03
.09
Sex. Orient. Harassment
.18**
.15**
.16**
.07
Bullying
.16**
.09
.13**
.20**
Gang Activity
.30**
.23**
.13**
.14**
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
.23**
.15**
.18**
.17**
Classroom Disorder
.29**
.15**
.09
.17**
Acts of Disrespect
.22**
.14**
.17**
.14**
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Table 4.23
Partial Correlations for Authoritarian Discipline Practices and Student Conduct in Charter Schools (n=50)
Police
Transfers
Over 5-Day
Under 5-Day
Item
Reports
Suspension
Suspension
Peer-Directed Student Conduct
Sexual Harassment
.06
-.05
.12
.19
Sex. Orient. Harassment
.12
.15
-.09
.10
Bullying
.26
.34*
.34*
-.07
Gang Activity
.28*
.12
.04
.26*
Authority-Directed Student Conduct
Verbal Abuse
.42**
.35*
-.11
-.13
Classroom Disorder
.05
.41**
.13
.19
Acts of Disrespect
.13
.37**
-.20
.04
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
Note: Controls for partial correlations were total student enrollment
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Tables 4.22 and 4.23 display the results from the analyses of the relationships between
the authoritarian disciplinary practices and student conduct in traditional public schools (n = 560)
and charter schools (n = 50). The partial correlations in Table 4.22 identify two significant
associations between these leadership practices and student conduct in public schools. A
statistically significant partial correlation was found between police reports and gang activity, (pr
= .30, p < .01), indicating a moderate positive relationship between the increased use of this
authoritarian practice and the increased frequency of gang activity. A statistically significant
partial correlation was also found between police reports and classroom disorder, (pr = .29, p <
.01), indicating a moderate positive relationship between the increased use of this authoritarian
practice and the increased frequency of classroom disorder. Together these significant
coefficients suggest that these two disciplinary practices are associated with more occurrences of
gang activity and classroom disorder which is not their intended outcome.
Table 4.23 presents six significant correlations between authoritarian disciplinary
practices and student conduct occurring in urban charter schools. A statistically significant
partial correlation was found between police reports and verbal abuse of teachers, (pr = .42, p <
.01), indicating a strong positive relationship between the increased use of this authoritarian
practice and the increased frequency of verbal abuse. A statistically significant partial
correlation was found between transfers and bullying, (pr = .34, p < .05), indicating a moderate
positive relationship between the increased use of this authoritarian practice and the increased
frequency of bullying. A statistically significant partial correlation was found between transfers
and verbal abuse of teachers, (pr = .35, p < .05), indicating a moderate positive relationship
between the increased use of this authoritarian practice and the increased frequency of verbal
abuse. A statistically significant partial correlation was found between police reports and
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classroom disorder, (pr = .41, p < .01), indicating a strong positive relationship between the
increased use of this authoritarian practice and the increased frequency of classroom disorder. A
statistically significant partial correlation was also found between transfers and acts of disrespect
towards teachers, (pr = .37, p < .01), indicating a moderate positive relationship between the
increased use of this authoritarian practice and the increased frequency of acts of disrespect
towards teachers. Finally, a statistically significant partial correlation was found between 5-day
and over suspensions and bullying, (pr = .34, p < .05), indicating a moderate positive
relationship between the increased use of this authoritarian practice and the increased frequency
of bullying.
Several r-to-z transformations were performed on the significant correlation coefficient
found in the public and charter schools respectively. Among the eight meaningful correlations,
no significant comparison was found. The lack of significance between the coefficients is the
most meaningful finding. This reveals that no statistical difference in the relationships between
authoritarian disciplinary practices and student conduct occur between school type. That is, the
use of certain authoritarian disciplinary practices, namely police reports and transfers, in urban
charters and public schools are associated with the frequency of student conduct, but these
relationships are the same.
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Additional Analysis
Academic Performance
Considering the amount of prior literature that disagrees about the academic
performance of charter schools compared to traditional public schools, the question
remains open and relevant to this study. Since the SSOCS:2010 was designed to measure
school crime and safety, only one survey item required principals to share information
about the academic achievement of their student body as a whole. Survey question 27
asked respondents to provide their, “best estimate of the percentage of [their] current
students who meet the following criteria: a.) below the 15th percentile on standardized
tests, b.) likely to go to college after high school, c.) consider academic achievement to
be very important (SSOCS:2010, p.16).” Keeping in mind that these responses were
based on principals’ perceptions and not the submission of actual test scores, it is
incumbent upon the reader to interpret these data with caution.
This final ANCOVA revealed that there was a main effect of school type on the
percentage of students performing below the 15th percentile on standardized tests (F [1,
610] = 8.23, p < .01, MSE = 2796.7, Np2= .013). The percentage of urban public school
students performing below basic (M = 16.4) was statistically significantly lower that the
percentage reported by urban charters (M = 24.6). This suggests that charter schools have
more students performing at below basic levels on standardized tests. This is a
statistically significant finding considering the prior literature on academic achievement
in the context of the public versus charter school debate. However, the limited
demographic data pertaining to the charter schools within this sample presents challenges
to deciphering the reliability of this finding. Since the charter school movement is still a
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burgeoning field, new charters are being established each year and this data set does not
contain the length of time each school has been operating. This information would have
assisted in the analysis of this finding, and therefore this particular statistic was
interpreted with caution. This limitation is further discussed in Chapter 5 along with the
implications of all of the results aggregated from the SSOCS:2010.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Summary of Findings
The purpose of this study was to compare urban charters to traditional urban
public schools in terms of their leadership’s disciplinary practices and the frequency of
student conduct occurring within them. The relationship between these two phenomena
was also examined by analyzing the individual variables within each concept and testing
the strength of their correlations to one another. By analyzing a nationally representative
data set syphoned down to these two types of urban schools, this examination was able to
provide empirical data on how the use of punitive and preventative disciplinary practices
implemented by school leadership relates to the frequency of student conduct.
Four major findings were ascertained that shed light on the research questions
posed in this study. First, a factor analysis found that there were in fact three different
types of leadership approaches to discipline: Authoritarian Discipline, Therapeutic
Discipline, and Educational Discipline, and two forms of student misconduct: PeerDirected Conduct and Authority-Directed Conduct. Second, charter schools used more
Educational Discipline while public schools used more Authoritarian Discipline and
Therapeutic Discipline. Third, public schools reported a greater frequency of Peerdirected and Authority-directed student conduct compared to the levels reported by
charter school principals. Finally, the relationships between certain discipline practices
and student conduct types were found to be significant and statistically different between
school type. Namely, charter schools’ use of Educational Discipline, specifically teacher
training on positive behavior interventions, classroom management, and early warning
130

signs of violent behavior, was correlated with fewer reported occurrences of authoritydirected student misconduct, and this relationship was statistically significantly different
from the relationship involving the same variables in public schools. The sections below
explain these findings in further detail and highlight their significance to the field
followed by future directions suggested for this line of research.
Interpretation of Findings
Discipline Practices
The most significant finding was an unexpected discovery about the use of
Educational Discipline, first as a concept separate from Therapeutic Discipline and
second as a practice with different prevalence and associations to student conduct
between school type. Then, the MANCOVAs demonstrated that charter principals
reported using more educational discipline practices. These analyses were followed by
the partial correlations that revealed the significant positive relationship educational
disciplinary practices had with lower frequencies of authority-directed student conduct.
This association held the strongest r-to-z transformation and probability which also
demonstrated that this relationship was not occurring in public schools. This finding
suggests that charter school leadership and policy dictates more extensive teacher training
on topics that revolve around student behavior and the use of this practice is associated
with less verbal abuse of teachers. Specifically, charter principals implemented more
training on using positive behavior interventions, identifying the early warning signs of
violent behavior, and classroom management techniques.
Based on a mixed consensus of studies on charter school outcomes and the
emerging literature on charter school principals, this study did not pose a directional
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hypothesis about potential differences between urban charters and public schools in
leadership’s reported use of disciplinary practices. At the same time, this study did
intend to find associations between punitive and exclusionary discipline practices and
student conduct levels as cited by a pool of previous researchers. Filing police reports,
implementing disciplinary transfers, and administering suspensions were among the
practices expected to be associated with more frequent student misconduct. These
punitive responses have been previously established as ineffective in reducing behavior
problems, and these same findings were anticipated and confirmed here. In line with this
theorizing, urban public schools were found to use more Authoritarian Discipline and
were found to have more frequent Peer-Directed and Authority-Directed student conduct
than charter schools.
However, consistent use of these practices has an alternative effect on the
frequency of student conduct, and perhaps a less foreseen consequence on school
reporting measures. The excessive use of these authoritarian disciplinary practices
permanently removes the students who engage in misconduct thus reducing the frequency
of these behaviors in a given school. Therefore, a school fitting this description may
have used these disciplinary practices to groom their student body into an exclusive
population that does not exhibit these problematic behaviors. Or, this may have occurred
as an unintentional bi-product from following pre-established disciplinary policies simply
meant to maintain order and safety. The SSOCS:2010 cannot confirm either of these
agendas, but from the data analyses a pattern emerged between school type that allows
for some additional interpretations regarding this potential phenomenon. When public
school principals use exclusionary discipline practices, the students are removed and
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usually continue to be educated in other public schools. But when charter school
principals use these practices, the removed students often re-enter the public school
system. This logistical difference may explain why both school types reported the use of
authoritarian disciplinary practices, but had different associations with student conduct
levels. Public schools’ police reports and transfers were associated with more authoritydirected misconduct while charter schools’ use of the same practices were associated with
less. Within the above line of thinking, charter schools reported lower levels of student
misconduct as a result of the permanent removal of the students who perpetrate those
behaviors, while public schools merely oscillate these students between schools within
the same public school district.
Several other conclusions can be drawn about the impact urban charter schools’
leadership practices have on student conduct levels compared to public school principals.
Both school types were employing all forms of Therapeutic Discipline practices under
investigation and none were associated with lower levels of student conduct.
Conclusions cannot be drawn about the ineffectiveness of these practices, but the lack of
correlation to student conduct suggests that they are not enough.
Student Conduct
Student misconduct that is directed towards peers is topographically different
from the behaviors directed at authority figures (e.g., teachers, principals, staff) as well as
imbued with different motivations. While this study did not attempt to investigate the
reasons behind those motivational differences, it did assess the frequency of their
occurrences and the repercussions in terms of the disciplinary responses they elicit from
school leadership. This study expected to find high frequencies of all seven student
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conduct variables occurring in both school types as they are characteristic of urban school
classroom problems. However, the charter schools were found to have less frequent
Peer-Directed and Authority-Directed student conduct than public schools.
First, Peer-Directed Student Conduct as a scale was occurring the least frequently
in urban charter schools and yielded the highest F statistic. Upon analyzing the
individual variables that create this concept, bullying was the largest difference where the
MANCOVA revealed that charter schools had significantly lower reported frequencies of
this peer-directed misconduct. Sexual harassment was the second item to show a
significantly lower frequency in charter schools. These are two behaviors that disrupt
instructional time and may have detrimental effects on students’ psychological wellbeing. The MANCOVA also revealed that charters reported few instances of verbal
abuse towards teachers and acts of disrespect towards teachers, two authority-directed
forms of misconduct that gravely impact the learning climate. From these data, charters
appear to be in better control of student classroom behavior while public schools are
failing to reduce these problematic behaviors.
Researchers have claimed that the inequities in school resources commonly seen
in urban schools are responsible for student behavioral outcomes (Eskenazi, Eddins, &
Beam, 2003). This argument could be applied to the charter versus public school debate
with what is known about funding differences between the two school types and in light
of the findings in this study that indicate urban public schools are experiencing more
student misconduct than urban charters. This could be one positive outcome that has
spawned from this new market-driven competition for students – that is, perhaps charters
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make a greater effort to improve every aspect of the school environment to demonstrate
the benefits of their alternative schooling model and appeal to urban families.
Context and Implications of Findings
These results are consistent with the literature on zero-tolerance disciplinary
policies that report the counter-therapeutic effects on student behavior associated with
these practices (APA Zero Tolerance Task Force, 2008; Gottfredson & Gottfredson,1985;
Irby, 2013; Mayer, 1995; Mayer & Leone, 1999; Nickerson and Spears, 2007; Noguera,
1995, 2003; Pagliocca & Nickerson, 2001; Weishew and Peng, 1993; Youth United for
Change and Advancement, 2011).
However, certain results here contradict the findings from early studies that
charter schools academically outperform public schools (Carnoy, Jacobsen, Mishel, &
Rothstein, 2005; Cravens et al., 2009; Hoxby, 2004; Hoxby & Rockoff, 2004;
MacDonald et al., 2007; Silverman, 2012; Scott & Villavicencio, 2009; Tuttle et al.,
2010).
Overall, the results contribute to the literature on effective disciplinary practices
to put in place among urban students. The findings on Educational Discipline shed light
on what appears to be a policy difference adopted by charter school leadership on inservice teacher training. Charter school principals disclosed that they were implementing
several different types of teacher training during professional development time, each
geared towards preventing behavior problems, identifying them beforehand, or
intervening on them as they were underway. This is invaluable information when
considered in conjunction with charters’ lower reported levels of student misconduct.
Despite the variance in design and governance across charter schools, charters as a group
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are not under the sanctioned professional development agendas prescribed from district
headquarters. This may allow charter principals to structure professional development
days at their discretion and seemingly on a needs-basis. This holds implications for
public school district leadership who should consider mandating these same topics are
covered during teacher training sessions or allowing individual school principals to
determine their areas of need. Beyond public versus charter practices, this finding
suggests a need for colleges and universities that provide pre-service teacher preparation
programs to expand their courses in classroom management and behavior intervention.
This could be accomplished by increasing required courses in school psychology and
applied behavior analysis programs.
This study extends the previous work of Nickerson and colleagues (2007; 2008),
who also chose to use the SSOCS created and aggregated by NCES to investigate the
different approaches leadership was taking to reduce student crime and school violence.
While these researchers used earlier versions of this survey (e.g., 2003 and 2007,
respectively), similar to the intentions of this study, they compared authoritarian to
educational/therapeutic approaches in addition to security/control techniques. This study
borrowed the theoretical concepts of different disciplinary styles and applied it to lowlevel student misbehavior and asked this research question in the context of the charter
versus public school debate.
The results align with the ecological systems framework proposed as the
theoretical model to explain the relationship between the independent and dependent
variables. Epstein’s (1987, 1995, 2002) “spheres of influence” within which the
student’s behavior develops involved the family, school, and community. A wealth of
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researchers see the organizational aspects of a school as being highly predictive of
student behavior, from school size and climate to punitive rules and inappropriate
responses to misbehavior (Clark, 2002; Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1985; Noguera,
1995; Perry & Weinstein, 1998). The results in this study suggest that school leadership
practices do encompass a layer of influence around a student, and, being in a charter or
public school creates differences in the disciplinary practices administered.
This raises questions about whether these differences are part of a larger potential
mediator between leadership practices and student outcomes. The school climate is an
environment that lies at Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) microsystem level where multiple
meso-layers of contributions from the student’s family, classroom, school, and
neighborhood overlap to influence their learning and behavior. Student conduct is the
central product of these nested systems converging, and the stability of these social
environments is largely determined by the adults (i.e. parents, teachers, and principals)
that govern them.
The findings on the use of Educational Discipline can be understood in terms of
Social Closure Theory. Coleman’s (1988) concept of social closure may be a
phenomenon that allows these networks, and the aforementioned systems, to be more
permeable allowing parents, teachers, principals, and school boards to positively
influence student outcomes, an effort that has been associated with the improvement of
schools and the communities they serve (Bryk et al., 1998; Joe & Davis, 2009; Khalifa,
2012; Noguera, 2001). The disciplinary practices this study conceptualizes as
Educational Discipline present the opportunity for leadership to indirectly influence
student behavior by making the relationship between students and teachers more positive.
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In other words, the social setting and the dynamics within the classroom that is defined
by student-teacher interpersonal exchanges is one of Coleman’s networks, or
Bronfenbrenner’s systems, that can be opened by members of each group connecting or
can be closed if little to no relationships bridge between (Coleman, 1988, Mangino,
2009). The use of Educational Discipline, which entails the training of teachers on how
to manage student behavior within their classrooms, use positive behavior interventions,
identify early warning signs of violent student behavior, and prevent crises, may promote
a more stable and positive environment for student-teacher relationships to flourish. This
appears to be captured by the fewer incidents of authority-directed student misconduct
associated with the increased use of Educational Discipline occurring in urban charter
schools. Providing professional development to teachers on how to manage their
classroom climates and intervene on high-needs students is equipping teachers with the
skills and tools to address student misconduct before it happens. This is ultimately a
leadership effort implemented by principals who, despite being removed from that
immediate classroom environment, can permeate the often closed social network which is
the classroom climate and student-teacher relationships.
On other fronts, this research design advanced the methodology for studying this
phenomenon by revealing the multiple scales within the concepts of discipline and
student conduct. The factor loadings redirected the later statistical tests towards
correlations between the three different types of disciplinary styles and the two different
forms of student conduct. This factor analysis informs the field of the nuances in
leadership and student behavior that may have been overlooked by previous studies. The
limitations of this study are equally informative about additional questions school surveys
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should include in later instruments that would allow researchers to get closer to
identifying the source of variance between school model, policies, and practices.
Finally, this study holds implications for both policy makers and practitioners
who are committed to urban educational reform. These findings improve the field’s
understanding of the charter versus public school debate by adding another angle in
which to assess the potential value added by the charter school model. Looking
exclusively at student behavior as a gauge of school success was a worthwhile
investigation that yielded small but significant results that can be used to make future
decisions about effective leadership practices to address challenging urban student
behavior.
Limitations
One limitation to interpreting the results arose from the survey’s failure to require
further specification about what type of charter school a given principal was working
within (i.e., non-profit, for-profit, state run, local run, etc.). This raised concerns about
the external validity of these findings because the charter school spectrum is vast, from
grass roots efforts started by parents to franchised companies outsourced by the state.
Charter schools range in philosophy and funding which make them incredibly diverse in
and of themselves. The inability for this analysis to further distinguish between the
different charter models created challenges to making generalizations across the student
and leadership data pertaining to charters. Without knowing which type of charters were
under investigation raised more questions about the differences that were captured; such
as was the analysis merely capturing the effect of being in an urban school or is there one
type of charter school model dominant in the urban educational landscape?
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One response to this concern was the demographic similarities in enrollment size
within the charter subsample. In a preliminary comparison of the frequencies, charter
schools were found to have considerably smaller enrollments at every grade level while
traditional public schools had large student bodies. While this was controlled for during
analyses, it must be considered as an integral difference in school climate between the
two types because school size has been previously found to be a predictor for better
student outcomes. Smaller enrollments lend themselves to smaller class sizes, and prior
literature has also found student-teacher ratio influences student outcomes. An additional
variation in charter school type surrounds the length of time the school has been
operating. The charter school movement is still a relatively new reform effort, as
evidenced by the recent addition of this descriptor question which has only been included
in the 2010 version of the SSOCS. The “years in operation” variable would have
accounted for differences in effects between older and newer schools that have worked
with students for one year as compared to 10 years.
In a similar vein of limitations created by the instrument, the demographic
questions at the beginning of the survey did not further distinguish exact grade level
ranges for kindergarten through eighth grade or provide grade level specifications for
schools labeling themselves as having “combination” grade levels. The original research
agenda was to compare the said variables between school type and across grade level
(e.g., elementary, middle, and high school) to capture a more accurate picture of these
differences while accounting for age/grade level. However, since so many charter
schools indicated that they were “combination” schools, to delete them from the already
smaller subsample of charter schools would have been counterproductive.
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In terms of statistical limitations, the largest challenge to making claims about
differences between school type was due to the small effect sizes. The partial eta squared
statistics ranged from .000 to .02 which are considered as extremely small in the social
sciences. Aside from this, the other probability tests were conservatively claiming
significance only at the p < .01 and p < .05 levels and always run as a 2-tailed
distribution.
The sample size was only an issue for the problem it presented in group size
differences. This would have still been a problem even if the sample was not filtered
down to urban schools exclusively. If all cases were selected for analysis and a
composite variable was created to capture the student and school variables characteristic
of urban schools (i.e., over 80% of student body with minority status, over 80% receiving
free or reduced price lunch, located in a high crime neighborhood, etc), then analysis
could have been run on a sample of 2600 traditional public schools and charter schools.
With a total sample of 2600 compared to 610 schools more statistical power would have
been gained, but would exacerbate the difference in group size.
A comprehensive evaluation of school success in terms of student conduct would
ideally have measures of positive student conduct as well as student misconduct.
Unfortunately, this survey was designed with the sole intention of collecting data on
student victimization, criminal behavior, and violence. Making generalizations about the
effect of disciplinary practices stop at their ability to reduce those negative behaviors and
cannot carry over into assumptions that the school climate is more positive.
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Future Directions
In light of these findings that indicate a lower frequency of student misconduct in
urban charter schools, more research is clearly needed on figuring out why that occurs.
In terms of methodological directions, regression analysis would be an appropriate
statistical approach to establish whether a causal relationship exists between student
conduct and a given independent variable. Repeated measures designs could be run with
data from earlier versions of the SSOCS dating back to 1999 to assess changes in these
practices and outcomes over time. This data set can be coupled with an additional data
set, potentially census data, to yield further findings about regional differences between
the charter school models.
Since charter schools are fairly uncharted as far as performance monitoring
beyond academics, this same sample and data set could be used to compare low-level
misbehavior to criminal behavior and violent conduct between school types to assess to
what degree authoritarian, education, or therapeutic disciplinary practices are effective in
reducing any or all three.
While this study filtered the original sample down by urbanicity to capture the
unique challenges faced by urban charters and public schools, an extension of this same
set of research questions across urban, suburban, and rural charter schools would uncover
whether or not there are differences in charter school disciplinary practices and student
conduct across regions.
Considering the indirect relationship that leadership practices have on student
outcomes, the question remains as to what mediating variables exist that could account
for the effects policies have on students. A wealth of prior literature supports the
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hypothesis that school climate may be the link to understanding what could be a mutually
influential relationship between the two. Potential research questions are first, how is
student conduct affected by these circumstances and do the climates of these schools,
namely their academic and socio-emotional conditions, properly support students living
and learning within these neighborhoods? Second, how should leadership be advised to
structure a school in such a way that it provides a successful instructional and
psychological environment for this predisposed population?
Therefore, a future line of research on school climate is highly recommended.
School climate refers to the organizational environment of a school and the psychological
impact it has on the children and adults who learn or work there. School climate is
comprised of the culture that exists among students, teachers, and administrators, the
organizational structure in terms of class and size, and its social milieu which is
influenced largely by the race and socio-economic status of students and staff (Stewart,
2003). This reference to culture is seen as two-fold, entailing both the culture that
surrounds student learning and the environment that promotes their socio-emotional
development, the latter of which starts with the discipline climate established by school
leadership.
Under this umbrella concept of school climate, parent involvement may be a
secondary mediator between leadership and student conduct that warrants further
examination. Prior literature has theorized on the family, school, and community
overlapping and the extent to which the individuals within them communicate and
collaborate has a greater or lesser degree of influence on a student’s behavior within
school (Sheldon & Epstein, 2002). The SSOCS:2010 data set provides information on
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the number of parent volunteers and the percentage of parents attending parent-teacher
conferences and other academic related events. In terms of the connection to leadership
practices, the survey also inquired about the programs being implemented that invite and
engage parents in the school, such as a program that involves parents at school helping to
maintain school discipline, the provision of parental training on dealing with students’
behavior problem, and a formal process to obtain parental input on polices related to
school crime and discipline. Future research should first investigate whether the use of
these programs influences the rate of parent involvement as measured by the number of
volunteers and percentage of attendance at academic related events. If found significant,
this would warrant a question of whether differences in parental involvement are
correlated to differences in student conduct, and all under the comparison of school type.
No single factor negatively influences student learning in high-needs urban
schools; it is a myriad of variables, some more detrimental than others. Recognizing the
vast number of social, economic, and political factors we cannot mitigate, this study
focused on the elements that educators do have control over. That is, with a concerted
focus on how to best prevent and respond to student misconduct, principals can
implement disciplinary practices that are preventative, responsive, and protective of
students that engage in misconduct rather than enforce authoritarian policies that are
punitive and exclusionary.
In terms of a potential conceptual model, student conduct is seen as an outcome at
the individual level, school climate is a set of collective outcomes at the group level, and
leadership practices are the interventions made at the organizational level that have the
ultimate influence on all of these nested concepts (see Appendix B). These variables and

144

the individuals they implicate (e.g., students, teachers, parents, and principals) are
believed to form an ecology of systems working simultaneously within a school to
support or deter healthy adolescent development (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Kuperminc,
Leadbeater, & Blatt, 2001; Roeser, Eccles, Sameroff, 2000; Wang, Selman, Dishion, &
Stormshak, 2010). With a concerted focus on the school’s climate, as organized by the
principal with disciplinary practices, teacher training, and potential parent involvement,
future research can determine the most stable instructional environment that promotes
behavioral compliance so that students are safe and learning can flourish. Under this
scope, the charter versus public school debate becomes a search for the better school
model to support urban students of color.
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APPENDIX A
FUTURE CONCEPTUAL MODEL

School Type
[charter vs. public]

Leadership
Practices
[authoritarian vs
educational /
therapeutic,]

Parent
Involvment
[programs]

Student Conduct
[peer-directed,
authority directed]
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APPENDIX B
TABLE 4.7: T-TESTS ON SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
Table 4.7
Independent Samples T-Tests on School Demographics
School
Item
Type
Public
Charter
(n=560)
(n=50)
% White Enrollment
M
39.2
30.4
SD
30.6
32.4
% FRPL
M
60.2
63
SD
28.4
31.9
Neighborhood Crime*
M
1.6
1.9
SD
0.7
0.8
% Special Education
M
13.8
14.5
SD
9.5
17.3
% ELL
M
13.8
13.5
SD
9.5
22.8
% Below the 15th Per.
M
16.4
24.4
on Standardized Tests
SD
17.5
27.6
* Means are coded ratings: 1 (low crime), 2 (moderate crime), 3 (high crime)
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t

SE

p

1.87

4.71

0.06

0.64

4.39

0.52

2.76

0.109

0.006

0.44

1.58

0.66

0.17

1.69

0.86

2.83

2.82

0.004

APPENDIX C
TABLE 4.8: MANOVA ON SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS
Table 4.8
MANOVA Results for School Demographic Variables
Dependent
School
Variable
Type
n
M
SD
df
% White Enrollment
Public
560
39.2
30.6
Charter
50
30.4
32.4
1
% FRPL
Public
560
60.2
28.4
Charter
50
63
31.9
1
Neighborhood Crime*
Public
560
1.6
0.7
Charter
50
1.9
0.8
1
% Special Education
Public
560
13.8
9.5
Charter
50
14.5
17.3
1
% ELL
Public
560
13.8
9.5
Charter
50
13.5
22.8
1
% Below the 15th Per.
Public
560
16.4
17.5
on Standardized Tests
Charter
50
24.4
27.6
1
* Means are coded ratings: 1 (low crime), 2 (moderate crime), 3 (high crime)
* p < .05, ** p < .00
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MS

F

Eta

3315.9

3.50

0.006

343.9

0.42

0.001

4.3

8.33**

0.014

17.7

.17

0.000

404.9

.95

0.002

2721.4

8.02**

0.013
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