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Abstract 

Documentation that schools suspen Black students more than White students is long-standing 

and convincing. What is less well known is how this observed racial gap occurs and whether the 

racial bias applies to Hispanic students. In this paper, we examine why there is racial disparity in 

school suspensions by applying the Racial Classification Model (RCM) to school disciplinary 

sanctions. We find that RCM works well to explain disparities in school suspensions; increases 

in either Black or Hispanic enrollment positively affects the sanctioning rate within a school with 

the effect greater for Blacks than Hispanics as expected under the RCM. The paper differentiates 

racial biases associated with Black and Hispanic students in school sanctioning that flows from 

implicit social construction and extends the reach of the RCM approach to non-welfare policy.  

 

Keywords: Race, Racial Classification Model; education policy; school suspensions; social 

construction 
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Beyond Black and White: Decoding Race and Ethnicity 

Biases in School Suspensions 

 

 
 

Explanations of racially patterned policy outcomes in society have been focused largely 

on welfare benefits and sanctions (Fording, Soss and Schram 2007; Soss, Fording and Schram 

2008; Schram, Soss, Fording and Houser 2009; Soss, Fording and Schram 2011; Foster 2012; 

Olson 2013; Ojeda et al. 2017; Keiser, Mueser and Choi 2004; Hawes and McCrea 2018). Soss, 

Fording and Schram (2011) suggest that choices in designing and implementing policy are 

guided by actors’ underlying assumptions about the people they target for policy action. These 

actors rely on their views of groups to make decisions in ways that can racialize policy choices 

and thus produce racially biased policy outcomes (Schram 2005). Soss et al. provide evidence in 

support of what they call the Racial Classification Model (RCM) where street-level bureaucrats 

are empowered with a set of policy choices and have the discretionary authority to approve, 

disapprove, or place restrictions on receipt of government support. 

In this paper, we apply the RCM framework to sanctioning in education policy (i.e. 

school suspensions). We believe that school suspensions are a good test of the RCM for several 

reasons. There has long been a noted association between race and sanctioning rates (Wu et al. 

1982; Skiba et al. 2002; Sullivan et al. 2013; Losen and Martinez 2013); discretion plays an 

important role in meting out sanctions (Welch and Payne 2010, Fabelo et al. 2011, Skiba et al. 

2015); and, the sanctioning of students carries with it substantial downstream consequences 

(Nicholson-Crotty et al. 2009, Noltemeyer et al. 2015; Balfanz et al. 2015; Shollenberger 2015). 

However, education policy scholars have yet to explain why this outcome is occurring.1 
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We test four RCM-based hypotheses using racial (Black and Hispanic) school 

suspensions in Florida middle and high schools for the 2015-2016 school year and find support 

for our hypotheses that higher percentages of Black and Hispanic students is associated with 

higher rates of sanctioning. In line with Soss, Fording and Schram (2011), we find that Hispanic 

students are sanctioned less harshly than Black students and provide exploratory evidence that 

this difference may be due to within group differences in Hispanic populations. Furthermore, our 

findings indicate that school-level characteristics are the primary drivers of racial differences. 

Specifically, district-level characteristics such as ideology and demographic composition do not 

predict the observed racially-driven school-level suspension decisions.  

Our findings make three contributions to the literature. First, they extend the RCM 

approach beyond welfare policy and illustrates how implicit policy biases lead to racially 

patterned policy outcomes in education. Second, these biases are specific to Blacks and 

Hispanics in ways that are linked to social construction. Third, for education policy scholars, this 

paper presents a theoretical explanation as to why and how racial disparities in sanctioning exist 

within schools.  

 

School Suspensions 

The unique demands of the education system have traditionally placed a high priority on 

order and discipline. To maintain discipline, teachers and administrators can punish or sanction 

students who are disruptive to classroom learning. There are two common forms of suspension. 

In-school suspensions are less severe, and typically involve removing a student to a separate 

classroom where he or she must complete work and cannot participate in mainstream activities 

alongside peers. This suspension could be as brief as one period, or a long as several consecutive 
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days. Out-of-school suspensions are a more severe form of discipline and result in the temporary 

removal of the student from school premises, often for days at a time. One study of Texas 

suspensions found that out-of-school suspensions averaged two days per incident (Fabelo et al. 

2011). The rationale for both forms of suspension is that these practices serve as punishment of, 

and deterrence for future, negative behaviors (Noltemeyer et al. 2015).  

Understandably, disciplinary decisions are made at the school level where teachers are 

charged with controlling students and provided discretion to punish or recommend a particular 

punishment for disruptive students. The authority for this devolution is illustrated in Florida 

statute which states that “each district school board, each district school superintendent, and each 

school principal shall support the authority of teachers to remove disobedient, violent, abusive, 

uncontrollable, or disruptive students from the classroom” (s.1003.32(3)). 

 

Racial Inequities in School Suspensions 

The literature on school suspensions and Black students is extensive and consistent (Wu 

et al. 1982; Skiba et al. 2002; Welch and Payne 2010; Skiba et al. 2011; Sullivan et al. 2013; 

Losen and Martinez 2013, Sullivan, Klingbeil and Norman 2013; Skiba et al. 2015; Smith and 

Harper 2015, Losen et al. 2015, Hughes et al. 2017). It is also long-standing, recognized in a 

1974 Children’s Defense Fund (CDF) report highlighting that Black high school students were 

suspended more than three times the rate of White students.  

The racial gap has not attenuated over time. A recent GAO report (2018) found that black 

students make up 16 percent of total student population across the country but account for 39 

percent of the out-of-school suspensions. In contrast, white students make up 50 percent of the 

student population but have 32 percent of out-of-school suspensions.  
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The majority of suspensions are for minor infractions of school rules such as disrupting 

class, disobedience or disrespect, tardiness and dress code violations rather than serious violent 

or criminal behavior (Skiba et al. 2015; Losen and Martinez 2013). The Southern Poverty Law 

Center found that in the Pinellas County School District of Florida, the most frequent cause for 

suspension was for “defiance/insubordination, and that “fewer than 20 percent of the suspensions 

involved violence or drugs" (Whitaker 2016). 

Again, the subjectivity of suspensions is not new. A 1975 CDF report highlights the 

discretionary nature of suspensions: “most of these disciplinary exclusions were discretionary 

acts, hidden from public view, with few procedures in their routine use to ensure fairness, to 

gather all the facts, to review the decision, or to help identify or remediate the behavior 

precipitating event (Children’s Defense Fund 1975, p. v.)  

There is no evidence that Black students misbehave more than other students (Edelman, 

Beck and Smith 1975, Wu et al. 1982, Skiba et al. 2002). Skiba et al. (2002) and Fabelo et al. 

(2011) found that Black students were much more likely to be punished for more subjective 

offenses—disrespect, excessive noise, threat and loitering; while White students were more 

likely to be punished for more objective offenses such as smoking, leaving campus without 

permission, obscene language and vandalism. Further, Fabelo et al. (2011) found that Black and 

Hispanic students were more likely than White students to have their first suspension out-of- 

school rather than in-school.  

 

Impact of Suspensions 

Research on school suspensions has shown that they can negatively affect future student 

behavior and alienate the student from school officials (Schott Foundation 2015). The link 
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between suspensions and school drop-outs is persuasive (Noltemeyer et al. 2015; Balfanz et al. 

2015). For example, Marchbanks et al. (2015) found that a ‘typical’ student who received one in-

school suspension during the school year was 24 percent more likely to drop out during that year 

than a student who was not disciplined.  In a study of Texas students, Fabelo et al. (2011) found 

that suspended students are also more likely to repeat a grade.  

Nicholson-Crotty et al. (2009) find that there is an association between disproportionate 

patterns of out-of-school suspensions and juvenile court referrals. Shollenberger (2015) found 

similar associations between suspensions and arrest and confinement to a correctional facility as 

well as high school graduation. Fabelo et al. (2011) found Texas students who were suspended 

were more likely to become involved with the juvenile justice system.  

 

RCM and School Suspensions 

Soss, Schram and Fording (2011) contend that policy choices are guided by actors’ 

underlying assumptions about the people they target for policy action. They propose three 

conditions under which inter-group disparities are most likely to occur in their Racial 

Classification Model.  

First, policy actors rely on salient social classification and group reputations in making 

policy decisions. Schneider and Ingram (1997) highlight that values and emotion contribute to 

social constructions about people, and that groups can have positive or negative valence.  

Second, when racial minorities are salient in a policy context, race will be more likely to 

influence the social classification of policy targets. The second condition relies on the 

assumption that increasing proportions of a minority group will lead to increased salience of that 

group. Although there are many ways in which the salience of a particular group can be 
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influenced, the RCM emphasizes that simple demographic composition can be enough to incite 

racially patterned policy outcomes.  

Condition three posits that the degree of negative group reputations relevant to the policy 

area will result in more discriminatory outcomes compared to groups with more positive 

reputations. This condition is critical in explaining why outcomes systematically vary between 

racial groups. In sum, the RCM model suggests that racially patterned outcomes will be likely as 

a function of the prevailing cultural stereotypes of racial groups, the extent to which policy actors 

hold those stereotypes, and the presence or absence of stereotype-consistent cues.  

Discretion is critical to the RCM because it involves applying subjective, or personal, 

judgment, onto an otherwise ambiguous circumstance. Social workers, teachers, and physicians 

all have discretion in their decisions in ways that can lead to racially patterned outcomes (Blair et 

al 2013; Correll et al. 2007). Soss et al. also highlight the importance of the community in 

discretionary policy decisions. In programs or policies where street-level bureaucrats are given 

discretion, they are likely to reflect their communities’ political or ideological preferences in 

making policy decisions—either because they want to please their friends and community 

members or because the communities’ views are also theirs.  

The application of RCM seems particularly timely in an era of increased policy 

devolution, relaxed federal and judicial desegregation mandates, and the extensive growth in 

Hispanic populations. The RCM would predict that racially patterned outcomes are likely to 

increase, even as explicit racism diminishes.  

Hypotheses 
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We believe the RCM model will help explain the over-reliance on suspensions for Black 

and Latino children in Florida schools, and why the political environment of the district is 

important in racial inequities. The core of RCM is that social structures give rise to mental 

constructs that work in implicit ways to produce racially biased policy outcomes. The mental 

structures relate to the group representations adopted by individuals as a result of the need to 

classify, or simplify, the world around them. In the case of school suspensions, the social 

construction is a perception that Blacks are more likely to break the law or provide physical 

harm—what Peffley et al. (1997) called Black Hostility.  

There is less evidence that the same degree of group representation exists for Hispanics 

as with Blacks. The presence of a notable gaps between group reputations is an important 

assumption of the RCM. Soss, Fording and Schram (2011) note, in the case of stereotypes related 

to welfare, the stereotypes of Hispanic welfare recipients were not as sharply delineated as those 

for Blacks and thus they anticipate weaker linkages there. One survey of respondents’ views of 

Hispanic stereotypes found that having too many children, refusing to learn English and taking 

jobs from Americans were the most prevalent associations reported (National Hispanic Media 

Coalition 2012). While these stereotypes are generally unflattering, they do not have the violence 

or aggressive frames as those of Blacks.  

Soss et al. (2011) find that racial makeup plays a role in the selection of policies—with 

the toughest welfare sanctions more likely to be applied when the Black percentage of the 

caseload rises. Using data in Florida, Schram et al. (2009) found that Hispanic TANF clients 

were not sanctioned at greater rates than White clients, while there was strong evidence that 

Black clients were sanctioned at greater rates than White clients.2 They argue this ambiguity is 

understandable given that the gap between Hispanic and White stereotypes is smaller than the 
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gap between Black and White stereotypes. Nevertheless, we expect racial impacts for both Black 

and Hispanic students, but in lesser intensity for Hispanic students.  Therefore, hypotheses 

relating to racial classification are:  

 

Hypothesis 1: As the percentage of Black student enrollment increases the amount of out of 

school sanctioning will increase, ceteris paribus. 

 

Hypothesis 2: As the percentage of Hispanic student enrollment increases the amount of out of 

school sanctioning will increase, ceteris paribus. 

 

Group reputations determine the extremity to which racially patterned outcomes are 

likely to occur. Soss et al. argue that racial effects on policy choices will be larger and more 

likely when the gap between policy-relevant group reputations is wider. This is a key point in 

understanding why Black inequities exceed those of Latinos—both minority races/ethnic 

groups—because perceptions regarding personal responsibility and work effort are more 

negative for Blacks (Fox 2004, Gilens 1999, Saperstein and Penner 2010).  

In school suspensions, these differences may play out in the type of suspensions applied 

to Black and Hispanic students. Out-of-school sanctions are much more severe than suspensions 

that typically involving study hall where students can do homework and are less likely to get 

behind in school work. A student meted out an out-of-school sanction is unsupervised and may 

not encouraged to make up missed school work. The studies highlighting the negative effects of 

suspension on school progress, graduation and later criminal records link out-of-school 

suspensions, not in-school suspensions. Perceptions of the Black population are typically more 
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negative and substantively related to disciplinary issues than Hispanic populations, and thus the 

following hypothesis. 

 

Hypothesis 3: The severity of school sanctions will be greater for Blacks than Hispanics; with 

Hispanic students more likely to be sanctioned with in-school suspensions and Black students 

with out-of-school suspensions.  

 

Schools do not operate in a vacuum, but rather reflect the political environment in which 

they are embedded (Wood and Waterman 1994; Weissert 1994; Scholz and Wei 1986, Keiser, 

Mueser and Choi 2004; Cho et al. 2005; Maltby 2017). Policymakers—in this case teachers and 

principals—may respond to local social and political conditions or may share the political values 

of the community at large. Survey research provides evidence of ideology-correlated stereotype 

gaps between Black-White and Latino-White (Soss et al. 2011, Feldman & Huddy 2005). Either 

way, the communities’ political or ideological preferences are likely to be reflected in the 

implementation of policies such as suspensions. Fording et al. (2007) point out that racial 

disparities will be larger in a more conservative political environment. They argue that race and 

conservatism have been deeply entwined in American politics over the past few decades, 

especially regarding welfare and criminal justice policies. This conservatism is particularly 

important in decentralized programs like the TANF program, where street level bureaucrats can 

exercise influence over the implementation of sanctions above and beyond the influence they 

could exert under a less decentralized system.  Education policies are similarly decentralized, 

and thus should reflect the political views of communities in which the schools are located.  
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One issue in Florida is that the districts are very large (there are only 67 school districts 

in Florida since the school districts are county-wide). In a study of Florida suspensions of ninth-

graders, Balfanz, Byrnes and Fox (2015) found no district-level variables were significant in 

predicting either overall suspensions or suspension rates for subgroups. 

Nevertheless, since our theory predicts the community will be important in shaping racial 

prejudices, we will test the following hypothesis:  

 

Hypothesis 4: School districts located in more conservative communities will sanction at greater 

rates than school districts located in liberal communities.  

 

 

Research Design and Data Sources 

   

Why Florida? 

Florida is an ideal place to test the RCM model for several reasons.3 First, Florida has the 

dubious honor of being the highest users of school suspensions (Schott Foundation 2015) and has 

very large disparities between White students and students of color. For example, in Florida, out-

of-school suspension rates for Black students in 2011-12 was 31 percent compared to 19 percent 

for Hispanics and 14 percent for Whites, compared to 23/11/7 in the US (Rumberger and Losen 

2016). In Florida and elsewhere, the rates of suspension for Hispanic students are closer to 

Whites than Blacks (Balfranz et al. 2015).  

Second, as the second largest ethnic group and the fastest growing population in the 

United States, extending racial analyses to include Hispanics will become increasingly important 
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in political science. Unlike many states, Florida has a highly diverse student population with 

Hispanic students making up some 27 percent and Black students 24 percent of public school 

enrollment (Orfield and Ee 2017). This allows us to examine Hispanic suspension rates and 

compare them to both White and Black students.  

Third, Florida is a large economically and demographically diverse state. Its diversity is 

reflected in its schools, but also inside its community. This provides us an opportunity to look at 

the community impact reflected between rural and urban, old and young, rich and poor, and 

liberal and conservative, areas. 

One thing that differentiates Florida from other states is the size of the school districts. 

Florida has only 67 school districts which are coterminous with its counties. The largest 

district—Miami-Dade—has 233 schools with an average enrollment of 985 students. The 

smallest district is in Jefferson County and has a single high school with fewer than 200 students. 

Again, diversity is good but the large districts will make it difficult for community characteristics 

to play a role—especially in urban jurisdictions where schools within a district may vary 

enormously.  

Nevertheless, we see little problem with generalizing the findings from Florida to other 

states. The teachers and principals have discretion as they do in other states and the implicit 

biases are unlikely to be substantially different here than in other states.  

 

Data  

The data in the analysis are school-level variables from the federal Department of 

Education Office of Civil Rights for all school districts in Florida in the 2015-2016 school year.   

Public schools are required to report sanctioning incidents – disaggregated by race and gender – 
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biannually to the DOE. Juvenile detention facilities and alternative learning centers – which are 

required to submit reports to the DOE – are excluded from the analysis. Schools in our sample 

with fewer than ten Black or Hispanic students enrolled are also excluded.4 All traditional public, 

charter, and magnet schools that enroll students from grades 6 through 12 are included in the 

model, for an overall sample of 1,489 schools.  

While some studies use survey-based data to provide individual-level analysis, our 

hypotheses are best tested using school-level data. The RCM posits that the discretionary 

decisions of principals and teachers within a school will reflect the impact of implicit bias based 

on the social construction of minority students. Our focus on schools is typical in research 

documenting racial impacts of school discipline (see for example, Skiba et al. 2015, Losen et al. 

2015, Fabelo et al. 2011). A full discussion of all variable descriptions and summary statistics is 

detailed in Appendix B. 

Dependent Variables 

The dependent variable is the total percentage of the student body that receives either an 

In-School (ISS) or Out-of-School (OOS) suspension within each school (Percent In School 

Suspension; Percent Out of School Suspension). The variable is calculated as the total number of 

students who received at least one ISS or OOS divided by the total number of students enrolled 

in the school, multiplied by 100.5 In our sample, out-of-school suspensions are more common 

than in-school-suspensions within the average school. On average, 7.8 percent of the student 

body receives an at least one ISS, while 8.9 percent of the student body receives at least one OS. 

In some of the analysis, the dependent variable combines the two by measuring percent of 

Blacks/Hispanics/Whites who receive in-school and out-of-school sanctions.  

Independent Variables of Interest  
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 Our primary independent variable is the percentage of the school that identifies as either 

Black or Hispanic. We measure Black and Hispanic student enrollment as the percentage of each 

school’s student body that identifies as Black (Percent of School Black) or Hispanic (Percent of 

School Hispanic). Throughout the analysis section we will compare increased Black and 

Hispanic enrollment against increasing White enrollment, so we also measure the percent of a 

school that identifies as Non-Hispanic White (Percent of School White).  

 We also use a variant on an alternative measure—racial balance— which has been 

previously applied in education policy and desegregation research (Borman et al. 2004). The 

measure captures the relative integration (or segregation) compared to schools within each 

district. We think this is a critical conceptualization as it helps disentangle whether more 

cosmopolitan districts simply sanction more or if sanctioning is associated with intra-district 

variation. The variable was created by standardizing the enrollment of Black, Hispanic, and 

White students by school within each district. For example, a school with a Black racial balance 

coefficient of 1 represents a school that is one standard deviation more Black than the average 

school within its district. Conversely, a school with a Black racial balance of -1 is one standard 

deviation less Black than the average school within the district. Finding a positive association 

with Black and Hispanic racial balance and sanctioning would provide further evidence that 

minority enrollment is associated with racially patterned policy outcomes.  

 

Control Variables  

 We measure the percent of Limited English Proficient (LEP) students enrolled within 

each school. We expect the rates of Hispanic sanctioning to increase as the percent of LEP 

Hispanic enrollment increases. To keep models comparable, we also measure the percentage of 
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LEP Black and White students within each school (Percent of School Limited English Hispanic; 

Percent of School Limited English Black; Percent of School Limited English White).   

We also include a series of school-level variables that have previously been found to 

associate with rates of school sanctioning. We assess the underlying need for sanctioning by 

measuring the relative amount of violence that occurred within each school in a district (School 

Relative Violence). Starting in the 2015-2016 school year, schools were required to report the 

number of violent crimes, assaults, burglaries, and fights to the DOE. We take the sum of these 

events for each school, then standardize the variable for each school district. Thus, a school with 

a School Relative Violence score of 1 is one standard deviation more violent than the average 

school within their district. Conversely, a school with a score of -1 is one standard deviation less 

violent than the average school within their district. We expect that schools more violent relative 

to their district will sanction their students at higher rates.  

 In large classes and large schools, disciplinary problems are especially important, and 

thus we might see a greater proclivity for out school suspensions. We control for the total 

enrollment size of each school, in hundreds of students (School Enrollment (100s)), and account 

for variation in class size by measuring the student teacher ratio for each school (Student Teacher 

Ratio).  

We leverage two variables to account for teacher quality within a school: the number of 

certified teachers and the number of first-year teachers (N. of Certified Teachers; N. of First Year 

Teachers). The first variable captures whether schools are capable of hiring instructors who have 

been adequately trained to meet state teaching requirements, and the latter variable reflects the 

ability for a school to retain instructors in a school. Well-qualified and experienced teachers 

might have better control over their classes and rely less heavily on sanctions. 
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We include two dichotomous measures to account for school-wide programs which retain 

higher achieving students. We control for schools with gifted and talented programs (Gifted & 

Talented Program) as well as schools with an International Baccalaureate program (I.B. 

Program).  Schools with these programs might have fewer disciplinary problems and issue fewer 

suspensions.  

We also control for the grade levels enrolled within each school. High schools that serve 

students grades 9 through 12 are the reference category. We compare these grade levels against 

middle school which teach grades 6 through 8, and mixed schools which teach a combination of 

junior and senior high school students (High School; Middle School; Mixed School). We have 

two dichotomous measures accounting for variants of public schools. We control for both 

magnet programs (Magnet School) and charter schools (Charter School).6 In line with previous 

education studies, we also account for a school’s socio-economic status by measuring if a school 

receives Title I funding (Title I).  

Finally, we include a school-level measure of urbanity. The Department of Education 

uses a twelve-point scale to record the community in which a school is located. We collapse this 

measure down to a trichotomous scale identifying if a school is located within a rural, suburban, 

or urban community (School Rural; School Suburban; School Urban). We use urban schools as 

the reference category in the reported models.  

To test Hypotheses 4, we added several community-level variables, with the expectation 

that the district-level measures will influence disciplinary policies in its schools. The primary 

community-level variable of interest is county conservatism (County Conservatism). The 

variable is an update of the measure presented in Fording et al. (2007) constructed using a factor 
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analysis of county level votes on Florida ballot initiatives from 2006-2014. A full discussion and 

robustness checks can be found in Appendix C. 

 We also include a measure of district-level school policy on suspensions, measured as the 

number of codified behaviors that school districts have listed under policies warranting 

suspension (District Code of Conduct). Our logic is that more conservative districts will have 

more behaviors which will qualify for sanctioning under their code of conduct policies.  

 Additionally, we include several demographic variables collected from the American 

Community Survey. We control for a county’s percent of residents who identify as Black, 

Hispanic, or White (County Percent Black; County Percent Hispanic; County Percent White). 

We also control for variations in educational attainment and socio-economic status, measured as 

the percent of the county which has obtained at least a baccalaureate education (County Percent 

College) and percent of county living below the poverty line (County Percent Poverty), 

respectively.  

 

Results 

Table 1 reports the results of three models assessing the determinants of in-school 

suspensions. The first model examines the determinant of Black enrollment on ISS, the second 

examines Hispanic enrollment on ISS, and the third measures White enrollment on ISS. The 

table reports OLS regression with district-level random effects and robust standard errors. 

The results support Hypothesis 3 – increased Hispanic enrollment is associated with an 

increase in ISS. Substantively, moving from the minimum to the maximum observed value of 

Hispanic enrollment is associated with an almost 4 percent increase in ISS, holding all other 
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variables constant. We find no relationship between the increasing enrollment of Hispanic 

students with limited English proficiency and in-school sanctions.  

Black enrollment within a school is not associated with a significant change in ISS, while 

increase in Black LEP enrollment is associated with a significant – albeit substantively trivial – 

decrease in a school’s ISS. We also find a negative association between White enrollment and 

ISS. On average, a one percent increase in a school’s White enrollment is associated with a 0.06 

percent decrease in ISS. 

As expected, schools which report a greater number of violent incidents also report a 

greater rate of ISS. A one standard deviation increase in relative school violence is associated 

with around a two percent increase in a school’s ISS. Increases in the number of certified 

teachers are associated with a decrease in ISS. On average, each additional certified teacher is 

associated with around a half percent decrease in a school’s ISS across models.  

Lower socio-economic schools receiving Title I funding sanction at higher rates across 

models compared to schools which are not eligible for Title I funding. Across models, magnet 

schools sanction at significantly greater rates than other schools, while charter schools sanction 

at significantly lower rates – around seven percent – relative to other schools.  

 

[Insert Table 1 here.] 

 

Table 2 reports parallel models estimating the determinants of Out-of-School Suspension 

in a school. The estimation technique is identical to Table 1. The results find support for 

Hypothesis 1 but not Hypothesis 2. Black enrollment is positively associated with a school’s 
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level of OOS, and when parallel models are compared, Black students are sanctioned more 

severely than their Hispanic peers.  

In the first model, Black enrollment is positively associated with a school’s rate of OOS. 

Substantively, moving from the minimum to the maximum observed level of Black enrollment is 

associated with an 11 percent increase in the student body that receives at least one OOS. The 

percent of a school that is Black limited English is negatively associated with a school’s level of 

OOS. Although this relationship is substantively trivial.  

Hispanic enrollment has no significant association with a school’s level of out-of-school 

suspensions. A school’s level of Hispanic LEP enrollment also has no bearing on OOS levels. 

Hispanic student sanctioning increases with Hispanic enrollment only for in-school suspensions, 

not out-of-school suspensions as expected in Hypothesis 3. White enrollment is again negatively 

associated with sanctioning levels of all kinds. Each one percentage point increase in White 

enrollment is associated with a 0.15 percent reduction in a school’s OOS. There is no association 

between White LEP and OOS sanctioning.  

Across models we find that schools which have high relative violence have higher levels 

of OOS sanctioning. A one standard deviation increase is associated with around a 4.5 percent 

increase in OOS sanctioning. The number of certified teachers is negatively associated with a 

school’s OOS level, while the number of first year teachers is positively associated with a 

school’s OOS level. Schools with gifted and talented programs sanction around four percent less 

than other schools. Middle schools sanction over three percent more than high schools. 

Additionally, charter schools sanction significantly less – about seven percent less than other 

school types. 
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Figure 1 plots the expected rate of sanctioning across sanction type and race. The top row 

plots ISS and the bottom row plots OOS. The left column plots Black enrollment across 

sanctioning, the middle column reports Hispanic enrollment, and the right column plots White 

enrollment. The rug plot in each graph indicates a school’s enrollment level with respect to the 

racial group of interest. Looking at the first row, we find no relationship between Black 

enrollment and ISS, a subtle – yet significant – 4 percent increase in ISS over observed levels of 

Hispanic enrollment and a 6 percent decrease in school ISS across observed levels of White 

enrollment.  

Examining OOS sanctioning, we find a significant 11 percent increase in school’s OOS 

over observed levels of Black enrollment. Hispanic enrollment has no association on expected 

levels of OOS, while moving across levels of White enrollment is associated with a 14 percent 

decrease in a school’s anticipated OOS rate. The figures indicate that the relationships reported 

in Tables 1 and 2 are substantively meaningful as well.         

 The initial models indicate that schools with a greater percentage of minority enrollment 

are associated with greater amounts of sanctioning. In Table 3, we re-estimate the models 

presented in Tables 1 and 2 with an alternative measure of minority enrollment that measures 

intra-district segregation – Racial Balance—which measures intra-district racial differences.  

There are three categories: Black segregated, integrated or White (non-Black). 

 We present this alternative model for two reasons. First, a measure of racial balance has 

historically been used by legal scholars when measuring the impact of segregation within the 

educational system and was used in many of the court cases in Florida and elsewhere as 

representing a legal definition of when a school was desegregated (Borman et al. 2004; U.S. 

Commission on Civil Rights). Second, it could be that the results presented in previous tables are 
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an artifact of districts with higher percentages of minority enrollment driving our findings. Our 

measure of racial balance allows us to measure variation of minority enrollment within district.  

 Table 3 continues to find support for the RCM aligned sanctioning in education. We 

present six models, the first three columns estimate determinants of ISS for Blacks, Hispanics, 

and Whites, respectively. The second set of columns estimates the determinants of OOS.  

 We find strong support for Hypothesis 1 – schools which are more Black compared to 

their district are associated with a significant greater ISS and OOS. On average, a school that is 

one standard deviation more Black than the average school in the district can expect to have an 

additional percent of their school population receive an ISS, and an additional 2.5 percent of 

their school receive an OOS. Interestingly, as Black LEP enrollment increases, we find a 

decrease in school sanctioning. We estimate a 0.28 percent decrease in ISS, and a 0.32 percent 

decrease in OOS, for each one-unit increase in Black LEP enrollment.  

  Additionally, we continue to find support for Hypothesis 3 as well – schools which are 

more Hispanic than their neighboring schools are associated with significantly greater rates of 

ISS, but not OOS. On average, a school which is one standard deviation more Hispanic than 

neighboring schools within the district are expected to have 0.59 percent higher rates of ISS 

sanctioning, all else equal. We continue to find no relationship between Hispanic LEP 

populations and school sanctioning.  

 Using this alternative measure, we find that increases in relative Black racial balance 

affect both types of sanctioning behavior. Conversely, increases in Hispanic racial balance are 

only associated with the less severe ISS sanctioning.   

The models which estimate White racial balance find a negative relationship between 

relative White enrollment and both types of sanctioning. A school which is one standard 
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deviation Whiter than the average school within a district is expected to have a one percent fewer 

ISS sanctions, and 2.3 percent fewer OOS sanctions in the student body.  

 

[Insert Table 3 here] 

 

 In Appendix D plots of the expected rates of ISS and OOS sanctioning across the range 

of observed racial balance scores are reported. The graphs highlight steep increases in Black 

sanctioning –particularly OOS sanctions--as racial balance increases observed levels of racial 

balance. Hispanic racial balance is positively associated with ISS sanctioning but not OOS 

sanctioning rates.  

Table 4 estimates the determinants of sanctioning with the community level factors with 

all school-level variables from previous models. Of particularly interest was the measure of 

county conservative ideology. To test this hypothesis, we run a mixed effects OLS model in 

which schools are nested within districts/counties.7 However, we fail to find support for 

Hypothesis 4; measures of county and district conservatism fail to obtain conventional levels of 

statistical significance. In fact, county conservatism coefficients are negative across measures of 

OOS sanctioning.  Likewise, code of conduct – while positive across all models – is far from 

statistically significant. Across the series of demographic variables, only county-level education 

is associated with a change in sanctioning, and only for ISS. Across the ISS models, a one 

percent increase in educational attainment within a county is associated with around a 0.3 

percent decrease in that district’s rate of ISS. 

<Insert Table 4 Here> 
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Why do we find little impact of the political environment in education sanctions, 

especially when welfare studies find differences across regions (Keiser, Mueser and Choi 2004) 

and regions (Soss et al. 2011)?  One reasons might be the size of Florida’s school districts 

discussed earlier. Another is that political conservatism as measured by votes on state ballot 

measures is too far removed from activities in classrooms where teachers and principals’ actions 

reflect their own views and experiences quite apart from how their neighbors vote. This non-

finding is, however, interesting, and certainly worthy of more study. We did, for example, find 

the expected (negative) relationship between education and (positive) relationship between 

poverty and out-of-school sanctioning of both Black and Hispanic students.  

Finally, we wish to further explore why variation between different minority groups 

varies in our analysis. We believe that part of the reason that Hispanics face lower levels of 

discrimination in our analysis is a function of different Hispanic groups having unique group 

characteristics in our data. Hispanics represent a diverse and unique collection of ethnicities with 

different histories, cultures, and backgrounds (Portes and Truelove 1987). To test this 

assumption, we leverage Florida’s unique Hispanic make-up to examine the relationship between 

heterogeneous Hispanic ethnicities. 

Table 5 re-estimates the community determinants of Hispanic sanctioning. We include 

two new variables. First, we measure the percentage of individuals within the county who 

identify as Cuban (County Percent Cuban), and second, we include a measure of non-Cuban 

Hispanics residing within each county (County Percent Non-Cuban Hispanic).  

We continue to find evidence that school-level Hispanic enrollment is associated with 

increased ISS sanction, although we reach a higher threshold of statistical significance than we 

have in previous models. We find that across both models, increases in Cuban populations are 
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associated with significant decreases in school ISS and OOS sanctioning. We fail to find a 

similar relationship with non-Cuban Hispanic populations. The results from the table suggest that 

treating Hispanic populations as a monolithic racial group, comparable to Blacks, may be 

incorrect. In the case of conditions of the RCM, ethnicities seem capable of forming their own 

salient identities at different cultural levels. The results – while exploratory – aid in explaining 

why scholars have found variation in sanctioning intensity across racial minorities in policy 

delivery.  

[Insert Table 5 here.] 

In Appendix E, we run a series of alternative tests assessing the relationship between 

racial minorities and sanctioning. The results of the alternative models find results consistent 

with the models presented in the paper. 

 

Discussion  

            While policy analysts and scholars have long documented that school suspension as 

evidence of racial bias, there has been little theoretical understanding to why this occurs. In 

addition, most of this work only measures racial bias as against Black students. In this paper, we 

test hypotheses based on implicit bias inherent in the Racial Classification Model on school 

suspensions and find that it does help explain why Blacks, and to a lesser extent Hispanics, are 

disciplined differently than White students.  

 We find that higher percentages of Black students in a school relate to more out-of-school 

suspensions—suspensions that research shows negatively affects students’ academic career and 

leads to a high likelihood of incarceration. Higher percentages of Hispanic students relate to 

more in-class suspensions, but not out-of-class suspensions. As noted above, in-class suspensions 
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are lesser infractions relative to out-of-school suspensions, and as such often do not carry the 

potentially devastating long-term effects of the latter. Both Black and Hispanic students are 

suspended at higher rates than White students. We think this provides evidence that implicit 

biases against Black students are not simply skin color but rather are steeped in social 

construction of young black men as violent and disruptive. Hispanic students also have a social 

construction bias, although it is less violent and disruptive than Black students. We also find 

some very preliminary evidence that Cuban Hispanics are treated differently than non-Cuban 

Hispanics—again no doubt a function of perceptions of the different ethnicities that plays out in 

implementation of school discipline policy.  

 This research provides evidence that the RCM is useful in areas other than welfare and 

answers a long-standing question—why are minority students treated differently in school 

discipline. Substantively, this is important as Florida and the country become more racially 

diverse and race continues to play a visible role in political discourse. The RCM suggests that if 

communities become more racially imbalanced, policy outcomes are more likely to be racially 

patterned. This has striking implications for scholars and the practitioners as the rolling back of 

desegregation regulation and increasing Hispanic populations raise the likelihood of these 

conditions existing. This research also leaves researchers important questions that remain 

unanswered—particularly concerning social construction of different types of Hispanics. Our 

hope is that this study inspires future researchers to elaborate and extend the study of racial-

policy to new areas, and to new groups and sub-groups.  
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Notes

1 The most commonly used explanation is called racial threat theory which posits that whites use 

their disproportionate power to control minorities and, especially in the face of growing minority 

population, whites put in place practices to protect that power Blalock (1967).  Welch and Payne 

(2010) and Hughes et al. (2017) apply racial threat theory to school suspensions, arguing that 

schools with larger percentage of Black students will use more punitive response to misbehavior 

(they examine approaches ranging from oral reprimands to charging student with a crime).  One 

problem with racial threat theory is that does not differentiate between races/ethnicities since it 

does not consider social construction. Additionally, previous theories only rely on predicting 

sanctioning against Black students and argue that race-based differences should disappear in a 

post-racial society.   

2 In an experiment, they did find a discrepancy in Hispanic and White sanction choices. 

3 We did compute our models nationally using 4,500 school districts across 48 states. We found 

the expected significant positive coefficient for percent of school black but the Hispanic 

coefficient was negative and not significant—while Whites maintained their negative and 

significant relationship. We also found enormous variation across states in sanctioning rates that 
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may be found in Appendix A. These differences augur for the in-depth analysis of one state 

reported here.  

4 For privacy reasons, the CRDC simply reports an asterisk when a cell contains less than 10 

students, instead of the corresponding incidence count. 

5 Students who are classified under federal physical or intellectual disability acts (IDEA or 504) 

are not included in the sanctioning count. These students are more likely to be sanctioned (GAO 

2018), and these students’ rate of sanctioning are reported separately to the Department of 

Education’s Office of Civil Rights.  

6 We cannot produce a typology on this variable, as a small number of schools within our sample 

identify as both Magnet and Charter programs. 

7 Again, school districts and counties maintain the same geographic borders in Florida. 
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Figure 1: Predicted Percentage of School Sanctions Across Race 
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Table 1: In-School Suspensions by Race  

 Blacks Hispanics Whites 

 b/se b/se b/se 

Percent of School Black 0.045   

 (0.042)   

Percent of School Limited English Black -0.303+   

 (0.172)   

Percent of School Hispanic  0.038*  

  (0.016)  

Percent of School Limited English Hispanic  -0.046  

  (0.038)  

Percent of School White   -0.062* 

   (0.029) 

Percent of School Limited English White   0.022 

   (0.201) 

School Enrollment (100s) 0.073 0.032 0.058 

 (0.129) (0.127) (0.144) 

School Relative Violence 1.997** 2.166** 1.926** 

 (0.198) (0.329) (0.251) 

Student Teacher Ratio 0.013 0.010 0.011 

 (0.024) (0.027) (0.024) 

N. of Certified Teachers -0.054* -0.056* -0.052* 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.026) 

N. of First Year Teachers 0.065 0.083 0.039 

 (0.054) (0.055) (0.058) 

Gifted & Talented Program -3.581** -3.721** -3.474** 

 (1.262) (1.254) (1.313) 

I.B. Program -0.450 -0.322 -0.625 

 (0.792) (0.774) (0.749) 

High School 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Mixed School -0.384 -0.531 -0.524 

 (1.037) (1.017) (1.051) 

Middle School -0.261 -0.389 -0.531 

 (0.621) (0.644) (0.597) 

Magnet School 1.397+ 1.783** 1.314+ 

 (0.749) (0.655) (0.672) 

Charter School -6.765** -7.077** -6.994** 

 (1.569) (1.566) (1.556) 

Title I 2.208** 2.457** 1.562** 

 (0.667) (0.527) (0.577) 

School Rural 0.600 0.234 0.829 

 (0.967) (0.942) (1.010) 

School Suburban -0.603 -0.889* -0.645 

 (0.394) (0.437) (0.409) 

School Urban 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Constant 12.841** 13.610** 17.791** 

 (3.158) (3.248) (3.491) 

Within R-squared 0.294 0.291 0.302 

Between R-Squared 0.182 0.136 0.092 

Overall R-squared 0.260 0.224 0.196 

Rho 0.389 0.384 0.392 

N. of Observations 1382 1382 1382 

N. of Groups 66 66 66 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 two tailed tests. District-level random effects with robust standard errors. 
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Table 2: Out-of-School Suspensions by Race 

 Blacks Hispanics Whites 

 b/se b/se b/se 

Percent of School Black 0.110*   

 (0.043)   

Percent of School Limited English Black -0.393*   

 (0.166)   

Percent of School Hispanic  0.028  

  (0.023)  

Percent of School Limited English Hispanic  0.014  

  (0.069)  

Percent of School White   -0.150** 

   (0.023) 

Percent of School Limited English White   0.271 

   (0.262) 

School Enrollment (100s) 0.126 0.063 0.079 

 (0.135) (0.135) (0.151) 

School Relative Violence 4.333** 4.763** 4.234** 

 (1.032) (1.156) (1.058) 

Student Teacher Ratio 0.018 0.014 0.012 

 (0.016) (0.023) (0.017) 

N. of Certified Teachers -0.111** -0.123** -0.109** 

 (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) 

N. of First Year Teachers 0.150* 0.212** 0.106+ 

 (0.064) (0.067) (0.063) 

Gifted & Talented Program -4.123** -4.359** -3.946** 

 (1.109) (1.113) (1.162) 

I.B. Program 0.936 1.267 0.660 

 (0.890) (0.858) (0.873) 

High School 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Mixed School 1.201 0.858 0.900 

 (1.044) (0.968) (1.009) 

Middle School 3.728** 3.327** 3.003** 

 (0.860) (0.774) (0.794) 

Magnet School -1.080 -0.091 -1.060 

 (0.736) (0.830) (0.878) 

Charter School -6.457** -7.159** -7.276** 

 (1.745) (1.762) (1.692) 

Title I 1.756 2.577* 0.378 

 (1.384) (1.065) (1.013) 

School Rural -1.284 -2.220* -0.785 

 (1.016) (1.072) (1.074) 

School Suburban 0.006 -0.619 -0.139 

 (0.959) (0.948) (0.986) 

School Urban 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) 

Constant 13.488** 16.019** 25.709** 

 (2.378) (2.625) (3.041) 

Within R-squared 0.309 0.295 0.326 

Between R-Squared 0.014 0.001 0.005 

Overall R-squared 0.194 0.177 0.119 

rho 0.314 0.324 0.339 

N. of Observations 1382 1382 1382 

N. of Groups 66 66 66 

+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 two tailed tests. District-level random effects with robust standard errors. 
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Table 3: School Sanctions and Racial Balance 

 In School 

Blacks 

In School 

Hispanics 

In School 

Whites 

Out of School 

Blacks 

Out of School 

Hispanics 

Out of School 

Whites 

 b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Racial Balance Black 1.090*   2.489**   

 (0.523)   (0.466)   

Percent of School Limited English Black -0.286**   -0.323*   

 (0.093)   (0.158)   

Racial Balance Hispanic  0.592+   0.367  

  (0.333)   (0.559)  

Percent of School Limited English Hispanic  -0.035   0.029  

  (0.037)   (0.070)  

Racial Balance White   -1.094*   -2.286** 

   (0.437)   (0.390) 

Percent of School Limited English White   0.119   0.429 

   (0.244)   (0.309) 

School Enrollment (100s) 0.072 0.036 0.065 0.124 0.070 0.097 

 (0.134) (0.130) (0.147) (0.138) (0.136) (0.155) 

School Relative Violence 1.899** 2.158** 1.930** 4.136** 4.755** 4.310** 

 (0.215) (0.331) (0.252) (1.081) (1.153) (1.040) 

Student Teacher Ratio 0.013 0.011 0.011 0.018 0.015 0.012 

 (0.024) (0.027) (0.024) (0.016) (0.023) (0.019) 

N. of Certified Teachers -0.054* -0.056* -0.054* -0.113** -0.124** -0.115** 

 (0.025) (0.025) (0.027) (0.032) (0.034) (0.035) 

N. of First Year Teachers 0.061 0.077 0.042 0.148* 0.208** 0.127+ 

 (0.054) (0.056) (0.056) (0.062) (0.067) (0.065) 

Gifted & Talented Program -3.577** -3.725** -3.512** -4.165** -4.373** -4.088** 

 (1.314) (1.251) (1.329) (1.162) (1.109) (1.162) 

I.B. Program -0.510 -0.313 -0.633 0.809 1.261 0.712 

 (0.777) (0.778) (0.757) (0.937) (0.856) (0.894) 

High School 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) 

Mixed School -0.293 -0.498 -0.480 1.400 0.883 0.997 

 (1.045) (1.019) (1.051) (1.046) (0.964) (1.020) 

Middle School -0.270 -0.436 -0.550 3.696** 3.296** 3.044** 

 (0.642) (0.635) (0.604) (0.840) (0.789) (0.805) 

Magnet School 1.454* 1.796** 1.330* -0.887 -0.089 -0.894 

 (0.674) (0.643) (0.674) (0.821) (0.812) (0.914) 

Charter School -6.740** -7.033** -7.010** -6.475** -7.137** -7.252** 

 (1.595) (1.577) (1.546) (1.761) (1.771) (1.652) 

Title I 1.978** 2.417** 1.526** 1.282 2.552* 0.625 

 (0.593) (0.523) (0.576) (1.222) (1.051) (1.035) 

School Rural 0.741 0.250 0.703 -1.035 -2.206* -1.295 

 (0.995) (0.942) (0.957) (0.996) (1.069) (1.069) 

School Suburban -0.519 -0.879* -0.679+ 0.162 -0.598 -0.267 
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 (0.407) (0.437) (0.386) (0.970) (0.941) (0.984) 

School Urban 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) (.) 

Constant 13.617** 14.302** 14.287** 15.515** 16.524** 17.148** 

 (3.252) (3.159) (3.168) (2.556) (2.503) (2.562) 

Within R-squared 0.298 0.290 0.300 0.319 0.295 0.317 

Between R-Squared 0.190 0.189 0.178 0.001 0.000 0.000 

Overall R-squared 0.262 0.258 0.256 0.219 0.190 0.210 

Rho 0.389 0.374 0.388 0.350 0.345 0.341 

N. of Observations 1382 1382 1382 1382 1382 1382 

N. of Groups 66 66 66 66 66 66 

+ p<0.10, + p<0.10 * p<0.05, ** p<0.01 two tailed tests. District-level random effects with robust standard errors. 
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Table 4: School Suspensions With Community Factors--Mixed Effects OLS 

 In School 

Blacks 

In School 

Hispanics 

In School 

Whites 

Out of School 

Blacks 

Out of School 

Hispanics 

Out of School 

Whites 

 b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

       

Percent of School Black 0.045   0.111*   

 (0.043)   (0.045)   

Percent of School Limited 

English Black 

-0.298+   -0.402*   

 (0.172)   (0.174)   

Percent of School Hispanic  0.045**   0.034  

  (0.016)   (0.025)  

Percent of School Limited 

English Hispanic 

 -0.051   0.009  

  (0.038)   (0.067)  

Percent of School White   -0.075*   -0.173** 

   (0.031)   (0.027) 

Percent of School Limited 

English White 

  0.110   0.386 

   (0.207)   (0.278) 

County Percent Black 0.046   -0.102   

 (0.106)   (0.117)   

County Percent Hispanic  -0.087+   -0.150*  

  (0.048)   (0.074)  

County Percent White   0.084   0.267** 

   (0.056)   (0.068) 

County Percent College -0.307** -0.286** -0.289** -0.191 -0.191 -0.194+ 

 (0.079) (0.087) (0.080) (0.126) (0.120) (0.117) 

County Percent Poverty -0.315* -0.188 -0.179 0.069 0.129 0.279 

 (0.146) (0.150) (0.157) (0.220) (0.198) (0.218) 

District Code of Conduct 0.024 0.029 0.025 0.055 0.066 0.064 

 (0.033) (0.034) (0.032) (0.048) (0.051) (0.047) 

County Conservatism 0.523 -0.020 0.449 -1.416 -2.287 -1.915 

 (0.884) (0.800) (0.950) (1.577) (1.420) (1.355) 

School-level Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Constant 23.777** 23.353** 21.445** 14.854* 16.178* 3.737 

 (5.347) (5.613) (7.842) (7.492) (7.714) (10.933) 

sd (District) 1.346** 1.348** 1.335** 1.738** 1.722** 1.656** 

 (0.146) (0.133) (0.136) (0.193) (0.210) (0.219) 

sd (Residual) 1.878** 1.880** 1.872** 2.300** 2.310** 2.289** 

 (0.096) (0.099) (0.100) (0.130) (0.127) (0.131) 

Akaike Information Criterion  9062.066        9066.893         9046.841 10202.719 10227.839 10165.256 

Bayesian Information 

Criterion 

 9187.091         9191.917        9171.865  10327.743 10352.864 10290.280 

N. of Observations 1352 1352 1352 1352 1352 1352 

N. of Groups 62 62 62 62 62 62 
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Table 5: School Suspensions – Community Effects of Cuban Populations 

 (1) (2) 

 In School Suspensions Out of School 

Suspensions 

 b/se b/se 

   

Percent of School Hispanic 0.046** 0.039 

 (0.015) (0.024) 

Percent of School Limited English Hispanic -0.055 0.017 

 (0.040) (0.066) 

County Percent Cuban -0.149** -0.469** 

 (0.043) (0.096) 

County Percent Non-Cuban Hispanic  -0.010 0.010 

 (0.084) (0.075) 

County Percent College -0.211* -0.158 

 (0.089) (0.110) 

County Percent Poverty -0.165 0.085 

 (0.238) (0.227) 

County Conservatism 1.306 -1.661 

 (0.925) (1.557) 

School-level Controls  Yes Yes 

Constant 22.777** 19.634** 

 (4.766) (5.337) 

sd(District) 1.262** 1.547** 

 (0.163) (0.239) 

sd(Residual) 1.867** 2.303** 

 (0.105) (0.134) 

Akaike Information Criterion  8362.113         9442.205 

Bayesian Information Criterion  8490.406        9570.497  

N. of Observations 1277 1277 

N. of Groups 38 38 

 

 


