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As a precursor to a proposed study exam ning teacher
perceptions of the zero tol erance policy, this paper will review
and critically analyze research and literature pertaining to
school violence and zero tol erance policies. The goal of the
proposed research is to identify the benefits, drawbacks, and
per cei ved effectiveness of the zero tolerance policy as a
preventative tool against school violence. The research
hypot hesis for the proposed study is that the mgjority of public
school teachers will believe the zero tolerance policy is
i neffective, has a negative inpact on students, and does not
prevent school violence; that is it does not fulfill its intended

pur pose.
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A Literature Review and Critical Analysis of School Violence and
Teachers’ Perceptions of the Zero Tol erance Policy

| nt roducti on

School viol ence has caught the attention of nearly everyone
inthe United States. Wth the recent shootings at schools across
the country, people have becone increasingly concerned about the
safety and wel | -being of their school -age children while they
attend school. In the eyes of society, school is supposed to be a
safe place for children to learn and grow (Furlong & Morrison,
1994), not a place of violence and fear.

G ven the regularity with which violent incidents are
reported in schools across the United States, there appears to be
an obvious increase in the nunber of violent acts in schools.
Conversely, the statistics available through recent research
i ndicate that the nunber of violent acts is not increasing
(Rubel , 1978; Scherer & Stinmson, 1984; Wayson, 1985), but, is in
fact declining (Gier & Chaddock, 1999).

Despite the statistical decline of violent acts in schools,

t he perception of school violence has increased significantly
(Furlong & Chung, 1995). Furlong and Chung (1995) reports that
the nedia contributes to the perception that school violence is
ranmpant through its extensive coverage of recent tragic
incidents. Fostered by the nedia, violence is perceived to be an
i ncreasing and serious problemin schools across the country.

Parents have reported increased fears about dropping their
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children off at school and sone parents are reluctant to send
their children to school altogether (Waver, 1993). Not only are
students affected, but teachers have also reported fears. Reports
of such violent incidents have a devastating inpact on students,
school personnel, and the community (Chandras, 1999).

As the fears of school violence increase, a child s
education can be significantly affected. The opportunity for a
successful education is seriously jeopardi zed when students,
staff nmenbers, and the community fear both going to school and
remai ning after (Miul hern, D bble, & Berkan, 1994). The perception
of school violence, initself, has the ability to physically and
psychol ogi cally harm i ndividuals; preventing them from achi evi ng
t hei r maxi mnum physical, social, or academ c potential (Furlong,
Morrison, & Clontz, 1993).

School districts have attenpted to address the probl em of
school violence in various ways. In many schools, crisis
i ntervention approaches have becone the treatnent of choice
(Wl fe, 1995; Chandras, 1999) while other school districts have
found that preventative actions and plans are the key (U S
Depart ment of Education, 1999). Despite the nethod of prevention
or intervention a district chooses, the type of plan and the
information included within it varies significantly fromdistrict
to district. Some believe crisis plans should include a code of
conduct: specific rules and consequences that can accommodat e

student differences on a case-by-case basis (U S. Departnment of



Zero Tol erance 7
Education, 1999), while others believe there should not be any
accommodations or altering of disciplinary actions. Rather, there
shoul d be a col | aborati on between schools, |aw enforcenent, the
courts, community agencies, parents, and the public (Ml hern,
D bbl e, & Berkan, 1994) that have rigid guidelines for violent
acts.

One particular prevention strategy of interest is the “zero
tol erance policy.” Since the introduction of zero tol erance
policies to the schools in the 1990's (Western Governors’

Associ ation, 1999), significant controversy regarding their

ef ficacy has been generated. A zero tolerance policy is defined
as a school or district policy that mandates predeterm ned
consequences or punishnments for specific offenses (U S
Departnent of Education, 1998). The purpose of a zero tol erance
policy is to create a safe and secure environnent for | earning.

Zero tol erance policies have generated significant
controversy regarding their appropriateness and effectiveness.
Sone believe the policy is too strict (Baldauf, 1999; Heaney &

M chel a, 1999), that there should be | eniency for actions that
may appear to be sonething they are not. Additionally, the policy
does not accommobdate | ess threatening situations. OQthers see zero
tol erance as being too broad based (Chaddock, 1999). They feel
there are not enough guidelines for disciplining violent acts and
for determ ning which actions receive which disciplinary

responses. As a result of these concerns, the zero tol erance
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policy is considered i nappropriate or ineffective in preventing
school viol ence.

Despite the nmany concerns associated with zero tol erance
policies in the schools, there are sonme educators who believe
this is a much-needed policy (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). They
recogni ze that there could be sone flaws; they argue, however
nost policies have room for inprovenment. Supporters of zero
tol erance believe it is appropriate if it is inposed with common
sense. They also contend that it is not intended to be a solution
initself (Gier & Chaddock, 1999). At the sanme tinme, supporters
of the zero tolerance policy acknow edge that its effectiveness
is yet to be determ ned. Due to a |ack of nuch needed research
there is no evidence supporting the efficacy of the zero
tol erance policy (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). The research proposed
in this paper will attenpt to fill that void.

Concl usi on

There are currently a variety of opinions about which types
of preventative neasures are effective and which ones are not.
Studi es (Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Gier & Chaddock, 1999) reveal
conflicting opinions about the zero tol erance policy. Zero
tol erance policies in the schools have not been around | ong
enough to be extensively researched. However, with the recent
perception of increased violence in the schools, research needs
to be done to determine its effectiveness and appropri at eness.

Once that is determ ned, preventative nethods towards schoo
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vi ol ence can be readily determ ned.

Rat i onal e, Purpose, and Significance of the Proposed Study

The purpose of this paper is to review and critically
anal yze the research and literature pertaining to school violence
and zero tolerance policies as a precursor to a proposed study
exam ni ng teacher perceptions of the zero tol erance policy. The
proposed study is inportant because of the potential inpact it
coul d have on children, teachers, admnistrators, and society. It
wi |l provide beneficial information towards directing schools in
the right direction when it cones to the prevention of school
vi ol ence. Wth the perception that violence is increasing in the
school s, the concern about the safety and well being of faculty
and students is also increasing. So, it is necessary to determ ne
whet her or not the zero tolerance policies in the schools are as
effective and appropriate as they were intended to be. The
research hypothesis for this study is that the majority of
teachers in the public school system see the zero tol erance
policy as having a negative inpact on students and the prevention

of school viol ence.
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Research Questi ons

Based upon the precedi ng discussion, the follow ng research
gquestions woul d be proposed:

1. How do teachers perceive the overall effectiveness
of the zero tolerance policy in preventing violence
in their school ?

2. How do teachers perceive the benefits of the zero
tol erance policy?

3. How do teachers perceive the drawbacks of the zero

t ol erance policy?
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Revi ew of the Literature

School viol ence appears to be a significant concern in
today’s society. As people read their daily paper or listen to
the news, the topic of school violence frequently appears in the
headl i nes. Articles describing children commtting najor crines,
such as arned robbery, nurder, and assault with a deadly weapon,
are front page material. Incidents of school violence, such as a
six year old who killed his classmate in M chigan or the massacre
at Col unmbi ne, horrify and give the inpression that violence
commtted by children in schools is raging. However, such
headl i nes may be m sl eadi ng. Studi es have shown that school
violence is not increasing (Gier & Chaddock, 1999; Rubel, 1978;
Scherer & Stinmson, 1984; \Wayson, 1985) but is actually declining.

Current Level of Violence

Currently, research shows that the nunber of violent
i ncidents occurring in school is not increasing. In 1993, there
wer e about 155 school-related crines for every 1,000 students
(age 12 to 18), but in 1997 that figure fell to 102 (Gier &
Chaddock, 1999). More recent data on school crinme raises
gquestions about how frequently crine really does occur in the
schools (Furlong & Mrrison, 1994). Mrrison and Furlong (1994)
found that information on school violence is sketchy and
contradictory. This is due to differing definitions of violence.
According to a study conducted jointly by the Justice Departnent

and the Education Departnent in 1998, there was no significant
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change from 1989 to 1995 in the percentage of students reporting
victim zation of violent acts. In conparing the data, there was
only a .1 percent increase from 1989 to 1995. Actual self-
reported victimzation in the United States has been relatively
stable since 1973, peaking in 1981 (U S. Departnent of Justice,
1992). In spite of the conflicting portrayals of school violence,
the data shows that schools are still less violent than general
society (Dear, Scott, & Marshall, 1994). However, what is
inportant to this study is not so nuch the statistics, rather it
is the idea that violence in the schools should not be occurring
at all.

Per cepti on of Viol ence

Wth the assistance of the nedia, school violence is
percei ved by society to be an increasing problem Between 1982
and 1993, 49.5% of news articles containing the words “school
vi ol ence” were published recently in 1992 and 1993 (Ml vyl System
Dat a Bases, 1982-1993). It is nedia attention, such as the
massacre at Col unbine, that is |eading today's general public and
educators to perceive that school violence is increasing (Furlong
& Morrison, 1994). Wien in fact, the real problemis not that
school violence occurs nore regularly, but that it occurs at all.
Wth the extensive nedia attention and the public’s
preoccupation with school violence, there is reason to believe
that the majority of educators in public schools wll perceive

school violence as a grow ng area of concern (Furlong & Chung,
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1995). This may | ead sonme to conclude that Anerica’ s schools are
unsaf e and even characterize them as battl egrounds or war zones
(St ephens, 1997; U.S. Departnent of Justice & U S. Departnent of
Education, 1998). It is fromresearch such as this that the
hypot hesis for this proposed study cane about.

Ef fects on Educati on

The effect of perceived school violence needs to be
addressed. As these perceptions about school violence continue
and the |l evel of concern increases, children's sense of safety in
school will nost |likely decrease. As a result, the education
children receive may be negatively inpacted. The opportunity for
a successful education is seriously jeopardi zed when students,
staff nmenbers, and the community fear going to school and
remai ning after (Mil hern, Dibble, & Berkan, 1994). The concern
about school violence is continuing to grow at a very rapid pace
and wi thout further research to determne effective preventative
measures, public schools nmay no | onger be the education of the
future (Stevenson, 1994). Currently, no research has identifed
the specific cause(s) of school violence, however, it is
happeni ng and sonet hi ng needs to be done (Berger, 1974; Pol and,
1997).

For many students, school is a key resource in their life
(Morrison, Furlong, & Morrison, 1994). It is a place of
opportunity where they can explore different things wthout fear.

However, if there is a perceived fear for their safety, the
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resource no |onger exists. According to Abraham Masl ow (1970)
and his hierarchy of needs, safety is a basic need and nust be
met in order for children to achieve the cognitive outcones that
we intend as a result of schooling. If school does not fulfil
that need, a child s education wll be negatively inpacted.

Fears and concerns of school violence may | ead sone to
bel i eve school is no longer the ideal place to |learn and grow. A
study of school violence done in 1995 by Chandl er, Chapnman, Rand,
and Taylor, stated that 14.6 percent of students aged 12 through
19 reported violence or property victim zation at school (U S
Departnent of Justice & U S. Departnent of Education, 1998). This
means that al nost 15 of every 100 students have experienced a
violent act in school. According to Howard M Knoff (2000),
continuing issues of school safety and students’ nental health
needs have never been so professionally and publicly prom nent as
over the past two years. School is a place parents drop their
| oved ones off and trust that they are in a conducive |earning
and growi ng environnent. A basic need children have is to be safe
and secure (Furlong, Mirrrison, Chung, Bates, & Mrrison, 1997).

As children fear the Il evel of safety in a place where they
are expected to thrive, (Furlong & Morrison, 1994), their |evel
of education is going to be greatly affected. School is a place
with the goal of educating individuals. So, anything that
adversely affects an individual’'s ability to | earn should be of

consi derabl e concern. Teachers report that crisis-rel ated
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probl enms, such as threats of violence, affect a students’ ability
to concentrate (Stevenson, 1994) and are commonpl ace in
preventing students from progressing educationally (Pitcher &

Pol and, 1992). As a result, these perceptions could be of
significance to whether a child is receiving an optinal |evel of
education. When a child s educational opportunities are
threatened, there is a need for further research to explore the
pr obl em

It is evident that violence in the schools does affect
children, but it cannot be forgotten that it inpacts the staff
too. A recent exanple of this occurred in Florida where a student
killed his teacher. Teachers, adm nistrators, and other school
personnel enter the school each norning and nust face the sane
chal | enges and fears related to school violence. As Waver (1993)
stated that students cannot |earn, teachers cannot teach, and
parents are reluctant to send their children to schools where
crime and viol ence are perceived as an ordinary part of the
school day. The perceived violence in the schools affects
ever yone.

Actions taken by School s

Wth the nunerous effects of violence on a child's
education, there is not only a need for further research, there
is also a need for society to take action. According to the U S
Departnent of Education (1998), violence that occurs in the

comunity has found its way inside the school house door. Society
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needs to be prepared and willing to respond and act on what is
currently happening. One after another, school communities across
the country, (King & Muhr, 1998; U S. Departnent of Educati on,
1998) have been forced to face the fact that violence can happen
to them Even though these experiences are troubling and
unf oreseen, they can not prevent society fromtaking the
initiative to act (U S. Departnent of Education, 1998).

The 1997-1998 school year served as a dramatic wake-up cal
to the fact that guns do conme to school and are used by sone to
kill (U S. Departnment of Education, 1998). Through acts such as
shootings, the topic of school violence has becone a “nati onal
epidemc” (CGorski & Pilotto, 1993). It appears that the attenpts
to make the public aware of current situations has taken on a
“bandwagon characteristic” (Mrrison & Furlong, 1994). As the
medi a continued to informsociety of the latest attacks in
Ar kansas, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, and Col orado, society began to
realize the seriousness and genui neness of the situation.
Communi ti es becane aware that this could possibly happen to them
and actions, or plans, began to be devel oped by school districts
in preparation of such acts.

School response to violence typically takes one of two
forms: crisis intervention policies or prevention response pl ans.
According to Wl fe (1995) and Chandras (1999), crisis
i ntervention approaches are often the treatnent of choice in a

| ar ge nunber of schools experiencing violence. This is because
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many schools believe it is not necessary to fix sonmething before
it is a problem Such approaches posit that the actual crisis is
not the focus situation, rather it is the individuals’
perceptions and responses to the situation. Crisis intervention
policies are reactive rather than preventative. |In contrast,
others find that preventative actions and plans are the key (U S.
Depart ment of Education, 1999). Preventative neasures can reduce
vi ol ence and troubling behaviors in school (Poland, 1994; Knoff,
2000; Johnson & Johnson, 1995; Stevenson, 1994; Pitcher & Pol and,
1994). Those who choose to use a preventative strategy believe
t hat through educati on and awar eness, one has the necessary
knowl edge to stop an act before it is fully carried out. Sone of
the nost prom sing prevention and early intervention strategies
i nvol ve the entire educational community - adm nistrators,
teachers, famlies, students, support staff, and comrunity
menbers - working together to formpositive relationships within
the school (U. S. Departnent of Education, 1999).

School Based Preventi on Pl ans

As previously stated, prevention plans are one option school
districts have chosen to initiate in response to school violence.
A prevention plan can be very beneficial, however, the |evel of
benefit it offers is limted to its effectiveness and appropriate
i npl emrentation. According to Stephens (1994), of the National
School Safety Center, in order for a school safety plan to be

effective it nust be conprehensive, continuing, and broad based.



Zero Tol erance 18
Conpr ehensi ve neans that it nust build on previous plans and
i deas. Continuing neans that it is effective fromthis point
forward with no exceptions. Broad based neans it must cover a
wi de range of possible acts and provide guidelines to define
them Prevention plans appear to be a necessary tool in school
districts, however, the devel opnent and inplenentation of them
can be very tiresome and chal | engi ng.

| ndi vi dual school districts have different ideas of what
shoul d be included in a prevention plan. Sone include a code of
conduct, specific rules and consequences that can accommodat e
student differences on a case-by-case basis (U S. Departnment of
Education, 1999). O hers provide for collaboration between
school s, |l aw enforcenent, the courts, community agenci es,
parents, and the public (Ml hern, Dibble, & Berkan, 1994). To
date, there is no right or wong answer on what shoul d be
included in a prevention plan. The plan needs to be appropriate
for the district and sinple enough to be effectively carried out.
The details need to be devel oped by a team of individuals that
are aware of the various situations that could occur in their
district.

Prevention plans should not only provide ideas pertaining to
“after the fact”, but they should also offer options, or ideas,
relating to the cause or warning signs of problem behaviors.
School personnel may fail to recogni ze probl em situations which,

| eft unaddressed, can precipitate crisis events or worsen an
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existing crisis (Cornell & Sheras, 1998). The inplenmentation of a
prevention plan is seen to possibly elimnate, or at |east
reduce, the roomfor error. In a prevention plan, there are
certain steps to followif a particular action occurs or if
signals of a violent act occur. This is inportant because the
early warning signs allow people to act responsibly by getting
help for the individual before problens escalate (U S. Departnent
of Education, 1999). Being able to recogni ze the signs of an
i ndividual in trouble, or considering violence, allows educators
to act appropriately through follow ng the guidelines of the
prevention plan.

Along with the use of prevention plans, other various forns
of prevention have been explored. Incidences have | ed schools to
try increasing the nunber of security personnel, installing two-
way intercons in every room using identification cards, and
assigning nore police to arrival and dism ssal tinmes (Pitcher &
Pol and, 1992). However, despite these attenpts, violent acts
persi st.

“Zero Tol erance”

As tragedies in the schools continue, school districts are
call ed upon to i npose nore severe penalties for any kind of
school disruption, a stance that has led to a comon prevention
met hod known as, zero tolerance. A “zero tolerance policy” is
defined as a school or district policy that mandates

predet er m ned consequences or punishnents for specific offenses
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(U. S. Departnent of Education, 1998). It outlines penalties for
vi ol ent or threatening behavior by students in school or at
school sponsored activities (Zero Tol erance, 1999). The purpose
is to create a safe and secure environnent for |earning.

The “zero tolerance policy” is a fairly recent addition to
the array of school violence prevention techniques. According to
the Western Governors’ Association (1999), the zero tol erance
policy was initially endorsed in the early 1990's. There are
still sonme concerns about whether this is an appropriate
resolution to the problem of violence. However, there are sone
that believe it is successful because the behaviors that are and
are not considered acceptable are clearly outlined, as are the
consequences.

Initially, the termzero tolerance “referred to policies
that punish all offenses severely, no matter how m nor” (Skiba &
Peterson, 1999). In the 1980's, it grew out of state and federal
drug enforcenent policies (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). Fromthere,
in 1983, the termwas used for the first tinme in the Lexis-Nexis
nati onal newspaper database (Skiba & Peterson, 1999). In 1986, it
was used by a U. S. attorney to inpound seacraft carrying drugs.
As a result, in 1988, the termreceived national attention. It
was at this tinme that “zero tolerance” nmade its mark by being
applied to i ssues such as environnental pollution, trespassing,
skat eboardi ng, racial intolerance, honel essness, sexual

harassnent, and boom boxes (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).
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Since the initial application of zero tol erance policies,
t here has been significant controversy on its effectiveness. Sone
find it to be beneficial in reducing the issue at hand, while
others find it detrinental and unable to fulfill its intended
pur pose. Considered ineffective in drug rehabilitation, many
community drug prograns phased it out. However, at the sane tine,
t he concept began to take hold in the public schools (Skiba &
Pet erson, 1999) and by 1993, zero tol erance policies were being
adopt ed by schools across the country (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).
In 1994, the policy was mandated nationally by the federal
gover nment when President Cinton signed the Gun-Free School s Act
(Ski ba & Peterson, 1999).

According to Skiba and Peterson (1999), the initial
noti vation behind the adoption of zero tolerance policies was the
fear that drugs and viol ence were spreading in our nation's
school s. Concern about escal ating drug use and fear of random
violence |l ed to demands to take action and inplenent these “get
tough” (Heaney & M chela, 1999) policies such as zero tol erance.
However, controversy surrounds the zero tol erance policy. Zero
tol erance policies have been criticized as being too specific
(Bal dauf, 1999) or too broad-based (Chaddock, 1999), as well as,
discrimnatory. According to Al eta Meyer (Bal dauf, 1999, p. 2),
“Different situations require different strategies”. She argues
that there needs to be sone flexibility because no two situations

are exactly the sane, and they should not be categorized as such.
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Anot her argunent is that the zero tolerance policy is considered
by sonme to be too broad. As Rev. Jesse Jackson has stated
(Chaddock, 1999, p. 14), “Such policies in schools are too broad
based”. The lack of flexibility on “look-alikes” has forced sonme
school districts to take ridicul ous actions (Heaney & M chel a,
1999). These acts are the result of the entire school comunity
havi ng no ownership of policies or progranms. Consequently, if
this is the case, the district is headed towards failure (Heaney
& Mchela, 1999). Along with the tendency to be inflexible, the
zero tolerance policy has also raised concerns related to
di scrim nation. According to Skiba and Peterson (1999) and a
study conducted by Marlantes (1999), a disproportionate nunber of
students at risk for exclusionary and punitive discipline
practices are poor and African Anmerican.

Wi | e researchers such as Bal dauf (1999), Skiba and Peterson
(1999) suggest that the policy is not effective, there are others
such as Gier and Chaddock (1999) that feel the policy has the
potential to be effective. There does not appear to be a problem
with the termzero tolerance. Rather, this formof rigid
di sci pline needs to be inposed with comopn sense (Gier &
Chaddock, 1999). As many researchers woul d probably agree, this
policy is not a solution by itself (Gier & Chaddock, 1999).
Rather, it is nost beneficial as part of a nmultifaceted program
(Gier & Chaddock, 1999). If one considers things such as these,

the zero tol erance policy should continue to assist schools with
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their discipline. Wether the zero tolerance policy is effective
or not still waits to be determ ned through nuch needed research
(Ski ba & Peterson, 1999).

Concl usi on

As the country prepares to nove into the 21% century, the
topi ¢ of school violence and the “zero tol erance policy” wll
still be one of great concern. There are several questions stil
unanswer ed about its appropriateness. As nore research is done on
the topic, nore opinions and perceptions are yet to be heard.
However, it can not be disputed that the “zero tol erance policy”
is surely a topic of necessary discussion. Due to the conflicting
beliefs of what actions should be taken, there is a |evel of
i ncreased concern. It is for this reason that research is being
done on a continual basis in this area. However, until research
can define a solution, efforts need to be nade in an attenpt to

reduce the concern of viol ence.
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Research Proposal

Pur pose, Significance, and Rationale of the Proposed Study

The purpose of the proposed research study is to describe
teachers perceptions of the zero tolerance policy dealing with
school violence as neasured by a survey of elenentary, mddle,
and hi gh school teachers fromtwo separate public schoo
districts from Wsconsin and M nnesot a.

This study has the potential to be significant because there
is currently a lack of research on the topic area. The zero
tol erance policy in the schools has not been around | ong enough
to be extensively researched. However, with the recent perception
of increased violence in the schools and subsequent
i npl enentation of zero tol erance policies, research needs to be
done to determne its effectiveness and appropri ateness. Through
research studies, such as this, the efficacy of zero tol erance
policies as preventative nethods towards school violence can be
readi |y determ ned.

In particular, this study is inportant because of the
potential inpact it could have on children, teachers,
adm ni strators, and society. It wll provide benefici al
information towards directing schools in the right direction when
it cones to the prevention of school violence. Wth the
perception that violence is increasing in the schools, the

concern about safety and well-being of faculty and students is
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al so increasing. So, it is necessary to determ ne whether or not
the zero tolerance policies in the schools are as effective and
appropriate as they were intended to be.

Subj ect s

Subjects for this research will be obtained on a vol unteer
basis. Subjects will be drawn fromtwo school districts, one from
M nnesota and one from Wsconsin. The two districts, Spicer, M\,
and | ndependence, W, were chosen because they are of simlar
size and both districts currently have a zero tolerance policy in
pl ace. At the beginning of the 2000/ 2001 school year, a neeting
will be conducted with district admnistrators to informthem of
the research project and its benefits to schools and the fight
agai nst school violence. At that tinme, permssion wll be
obtained to attend faculty neetings at their schools to inform
the teachers of the research and ask for their participation.

| nstrunment ati on

A survey (see Appendi x A), devel oped by the researcher, wll
be distributed to teachers from Spicer and | ndependence Public
School s on a volunteer basis. The survey is two pages | ong and
consi sts of eight denographic questions and sixteen questions
related to discipline, violence, and school policies. The survey
is based on a 5-point Likert Scale. The points fromone to five
represent - strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strongly agree,
not applicabl e.

Sel ecting an appropriate Likert Scale for research is very
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inportant to the results you hope to obtain. The reason for
selecting this particular Likert Scale is to force people to nmake
a choice and really think about what they believe. People tend to
take the “easy way out” by selecting a neutral position on a
Likert Scale, if it is made available. A five point Likert Scale
should elimnate the opportunity for a neutral response and
result in stronger study results.

Teachers will nake the decision to voluntarily participate
in the study. If they do choose to take part, they will read the
i nformed consent and conplete the survey during the faculty
meeting inservice at their school.

Research Questi ons

Based upon the precedi ng discussion, the follow ng research
gquestions have been proposed:

1. What is the perception of teachers of the overal

effectiveness of the zero tolerance policy in

preventing violence in their school ?

2. \What are teachers’ perceptions of the benefits of

the zero tol erance policy?

3. What are teachers’ perceptions of the drawbacks of

the zero tol erance policy?

Proposed Data Anal ysis Met hods

In analyzing the results of this research, descriptive
statistics will be nost beneficial. For exanple, a frequency

distribution will be used to describe subjects responses to each
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of the questions. Also, a conparison wll be done between the
M nnesota and W sconsin school districts to | ook for conparable

and contrasting results.
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Critical Analysis

The topic of school violence is sonething that affects
society as a whole. To date, there has been sone research done
that | ooks at the nunber of violent acts taking place and
determ ni ng whet her the nunber of acts are increasing or not
(Rubel , 1978; Scherer & Stinson, 1984; Wayson, 1985; Gier &
Chaddock, 1999). Society is aware that violence is occurring in
the schools and is demandi ng action to be taken to prevent school
vi ol ence. However, despite the perceived increase in the nunber
of violent acts, there is currently a |lack of research avail abl e
to determ ne the nost appropriate policy for schools to follow

Over the past years, many districts have tried different
strategies in an attenpt to decrease violence in their schools.
For exanpl e, many schools use the crisis intervention approach as
the treatnment of choice (Wl fe, 1995; Chandras, 1999) while other
school districts have found that preventative actions and pl ans
are the key (U S. Departnent of Education, 1998). There is not
enough research available to determ ne which strategy is nore
effective or appropriate. There does not appear to be any
consi stency fromone district to another; they each have their
own i dea of what works w thout research to support their
deci si on.

O those districts who have taken the preventative route,

one particular strategy that has caught the attention of nost
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over the past decade is that of the zero tol erance policy. Since
its introduction in the schools in the 1990's, there has been
much controversy regarding its efficacy (Wstern Governors’

Associ ation, 1999). Sonme believe the policy is too strict

(Bal dauf, 1999; Heaney & M chela, 1999). They believe the policy
is not flexible enough in accomobdating to | ess threatening
situations. On the other hand, there are sone who see the policy
as being too broad based (Chaddock, 1999). They feel there are
not enough gui delines for making discipline decisions.

This controversy gives use to another concern, the efficacy
of the zero tolerance policy. Since this is such a recent policy,
t here has not been nmuch opportunity to do research on it. So, its
effectiveness is yet to be determ ned. Due to a |ack of nuch
needed research, there is no evidence of support |eading either
towards or against its effectiveness (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).

Contributions of Current Research Proposa

To date, there have been problens with research in relation
to school violence. Along with the obvious problemof a | ack of
research, there have al so been problens with the research that is
avai |l abl e. Such probl ens include things such as defining school
violence and finding reliable sources of data. Over the years,
the nmedi a has played a significant role in contributing to the
perception that school violence is ranpant through its coverage
of recent tragic incidents (Chandras, 1999). They have i ncreased

the fears of society |eading schools to take action before
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t hor oughly thinking themthrough and determ ni ng whet her they are
appropriate and effective.

As previously stated, due to the recent introduction of the
zero tolerance policy, there is currently a |lack of research
avai l abl e determning its effectiveness. It is for this reason
that this research study is inportant. The intent of this study
is to describe the perceived effectiveness and appropri at eness
of the zero tolerance policy and offer school personnel actual
data on which to base their decisions in relation to schoo
violence. It wll offer input on what steps are or are not
appropri ate.

Wth the fear of violence in the schools on the rise, it is
i nportant that research on prevention nethods |ike the zero
tol erance policy be carried out. Such research provides teachers
the opportunity to offer their input and perceptions towards the
zero tolerance policy and its effect on their school. Also, the
data will be nost useful because it will cone from peopl e who
are not only responsible for carrying out the policy, but are
al so possible victins if the policy fails. It is for this reason
that the data obtained will be nost beneficial in determning
whet her the zero tolerance policy is fulfilling its intended

pur pose of preventing school violence.
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Appendi x A
May 31, 2000

Dear Teacher:

| am writing to request your participation in asurvey of the perceptions of teachers
regarding the effectiveness and appropriateness of the zero tolerance policy, in relation to
school violence. The survey is designed to be completed in about ten minutes. It should be

returned in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope at your earliest convenience, and no later
than November 15, 2000.

While your participation in thisresearch is entirely voluntary, | hope that you will choose
to participate. If you choose not to participate, please indicate such on the survey and
return it to avoid follow-up requests. All responses will be treated with confidentiality and

the data will be entered so that no respondent is identifiable. Only group results will be
reported.

Thank you in advance for your participation in this project. Please feel freeto call me at

(715) 233-1272, or my advisor at (715) 232-2229, if you have any questions regarding this
study.

Sincerely,
DanaR. Konter Dr. Denise Maricle
UW-Stout Graduate Student UW-Stout Professor

Research Advisor
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Appendix B

INFORMED CONSENT:

| understand that by completing this survey/questionnaire, I am giving my informed
consent as a participating volunteer in this study. | understand the basic nature of the study
and agree that any potential risks are exceedingly small. | also understand the potential
benefits that might be realized from the successful completion of this study. | am aware
that the information is being sought in a specific manner so that no identifiers are needed
and so that confidentiality is guaranteed. | realize that | have the right to refuse to
participate and that my right to withdraw from participation at any time during the study
will be respected with no coercion or prejudice.

NOTE: Questions or concerns about participation in the research or subsequent complaints should be
addressed first to the researcher or research advisor and second to Dr. Ted Knous, Chair, UW-Stout
Ingtitutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research, 11HH, UW-Stout, Menomonie,
WI 54751, phone (715) 232-1126.

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF THE ZERO TOLERANCE POLICY IN
RELATION TO SCHOOL VIOLENCE

This questionnaireis part of a study to explore teacher perceptions of the zero tolerance
policy in relation to school violence. Y our cooperation in the study would be of great help.
All information gathered through this survey will be kept confidential.

Section 1: Background Variables

1 Gender: Female Male
2. Age __20to30 _ 31to40 _ 41to50 _ 51to60 _ 60+
3. Ethnicity: ___White/Caucasian __ Black/African American
___Asian/American __ Pacific ISlander
___Native American __ Hispanic/Latino
__ Other

4, Check your marital status: __ Single _ Married _ Divorced _ Other

5. Do you have children? __Yes __No
* |f so: How many?
What are there ages?
What type of schooling? __Home ___Public
___Private __ Other

6. Employment Status: __ Full time __ Parttime __ Other

7. How long have you been employed at your current school district?

8. School Population: <500 _501-1000 _1001-1500
~1501-2000 ~2001-2500 2500+
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Pleaserate thefollowing statementsrelated to your perceptions of the zero tolerance policy
in relation to school violence. Indicate your choice by circling a number from 1to 5.

1=Strongly Disagree 2 =Disagree 3= Agree 4= Strongly Agree 5= Not Applicable

Section 2:

1. | perceive violencein the school to be increasing. 12345
2. | believeviolencein our school is an area of concern. 12345
3. Violent acts in schools across the country are occurring often. 12345
4. Violent acts occur in our school often. 12345
5. Our school has aclearly stated purpose behind their discipline policy. 12345
6. Our school discipline policy is effective. 12345
7. | understand our school discipline policy; it is straight-forward. 12345
8.  Our school discipline policy is strictly enforced. 12345
9. | understand the zero tolerance policy (in relation to school violence). 12345
10. Our school effectively carries out the zero tolerance policy. 12345
11. Our school zero tolerance policy allows no room for error or 12345

judgment calls.

12. Zero tolerance policies are too strict. 12345
13. Zerotolerance policiesare NOT effective. 12345
14. Our schools zero tolerance policy fulfills the intended purpose behind 12345

the discipline policy.

15. Our schools zero tolerance policy does NOT interfere with our schools 12345
mission and goals.

16. Zerotoleranceisanecessary disciplinary policy in schools across the 12345
country.
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