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Abstract 

 
The purpose of this thesis is to look at various characteristics of institutions of higher 
learning in conjunction with each institution’s number of arrests and internal 
disciplinary actions for drug and liquor law violations.  The goal is to determine 
correlations between these characteristics and the arrests and internal disciplinary 
actions.  While a lot of studies have looked at data collected from student surveys, this 
one collects data that is self-reported by each institution.  It is found that there are some 
school characteristics, especially percent of applicants admitted, that correspond to a 
higher number of arrests and internal disciplinary actions. 
 
________________________________________________________________________  
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I. Introduction___________________________________ 
 
 In 2004 over twenty-two thousand students were arrested for liquor law violations 

across the country (US Government).  Additionally over eighty thousand students were 

disciplined internally by their own institution (US Government).  Over seven thousand 

students were arrested for drug law violations, to go along with the more than twelve 

thousand students who were disciplined by their own school for drug related issues (US 

Government).  Drug and alcohol arrests and disciplinary actions are very common across 

schools nationwide.  Some of the costs to college for students drinking or using drugs are 

property damage, liability, health services, and security.  However, most schools take 

very little action against drinking and using drugs because from a legal standpoint it is 

easier to do nothing so as not to acknowledge that there is a drinking problem (Wechsler 

1995).   

 Most of the studies in the area of alcohol and drugs on campus have relied on self-

reported survey data.  This paper will instead take the approach of using data reported by 

schools that are already public, especially the data made available by all schools in 

compliance with the Cleary Act.  The other key difference between this study and many 

of the others in this area is that most studies have focused on what makes an individual 

more likely to drink.  This one looks at what makes a school more likely to have students 

arrested and disciplined due to violations of drug and alcohol law.   

 This study looks at 453 schools with similar characteristics in 2004 to try to 

determine if there are correlations between characteristics of schools and how many 

students were disciplined/arrested.  The commonalities between the schools are that they 

all: 1) are four-year institutions; 2) are coeducational; 3) offer housing to all 
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undergraduates; 4) guarantee campus housing for all first year students; and 5) provide 

coed housing. 

   The data used in this study come from Collegeboard.com, The Princeton Review 

online, and Campus Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool Website which is supplied by 

the Office of Postsecondary education which is a part of the United States department of 

Education.  All of the statistics used are self reported by the institutions themselves.  An 

assumption was made that the schools’ characteristics (i.e. public or private, percent of 

applicants admitted, where the school is located, etc) do not change significantly year to 

year.  This assumption will allow us to compare data from the Campus Security Data 

Analysis Tool website whose most recent reported year is 2004 to data from the 

Collegeboard.com and The Princeton Review Online data sets in which the most recent 

reported year was 2005.   

 The question that will be answered in this thesis is: Are there characteristics of 

schools that lead to a higher level of drug and alcohol related incidents/arrests?   

 

II. Literature Review_____________________________ 

 There has been a lot of work done in the area of alcohol problems on college 

campuses.  Most of it has concentrated on the affects of alcohol and drug use on 

individual students.  The research has been almost always survey based with researchers 

relying on students to return anonymous surveys for their data.  Thus far no unified 

conclusions have come out of the data with the exception that binge drinking creates 

negativities for both the student drinking and the students around the drinker. 

 “Alcohol Practices, Policies, and Potential of American Colleges and Universities 

(Eigen) covers both problems associated with drinking and what is being done to solve 



 3

the issues.  Eigen states that a campus environment may be a cause of negative drinking 

health consequences.  For example, a 1990 survey showed that college students generally 

have a “higher drinking prevalence than their non-college counterparts (people their same 

age who do not attend college) (Eigen).”  Also “two separate studies found that college 

students who are in high academic standing drink less in almost all contexts than do their 

peers who are in low academic standing (Eigen).”  All of these issues must be attacked in 

many different ways to combat the negativities of drinking.  Banning beer and hard 

alcohol is suggested as a start.  Scheduling important class events on Friday to combat 

Thursday night parties may also be a good strategy.  In addition the articles states that 

much more negative alcohol advertising needs to be produced to combat all of the pro-

alcohol advertising done by the alcohol companies.      

 The problems of drinking are further quantified in “Alcohol and the College 

Freshman: ‘binge’ drinking and associated problems (Issac and Wechsler 1991).”  

According to the study more students in college drink than their age peers (77% v. 69%).  

Also, more college student binge drink than their age peers (43% v. 36%).  Alcohol is the 

only category where educated students do worse than the general population, for example 

“85% of persons who did not graduate from high school do not regularly use seat belts, 

compared to 60% of college graduates (Issac and Wechsler 1991).”  Despite this 

practically no student viewed him or herself as a problem drinker.  This report is based on 

a survey conducted in 1991 with fourteen participating institutions.  The survey also 

reported that Deans at the institutions identified drunkenness off campus as a problem 

61.5% of the time and drunkenness on campus as a problem 47.9% of the time.  Clearly 

we see that drinking during the college years is a big problem on most campuses. 
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 In order to understand just how big a problem drinking is “Preventing Alcohol 

Related Problems on Campus: Methods for Assessing Student Use of Alcohol and Other 

Drugs (DeJong and Wechsler)” talks about the importance of school administrators 

conducting student surveys to gain a better understanding of drinking behavior at their 

institutions.  The article also stresses that the key statistic to measure is not just drinking 

but binge drinking, which is defined as five or more drinks in a row for a male and four 

or more drinks in a row for a female.  The higher number of students surveyed will result 

in a higher level or confidence in the results.  The booklet suggests that at least 200 

students need to be surveyed to get meaningful data.  We are also warned against 

comparing individual college’s binge drinking rates against the national average because 

the nature and student body of an individual school may make such a comparison not 

applicable. 

 There has been some work in trying to determine whether or not alcohol and 

marijuana are complements or substitutes.  The conclusions thus far have been 

contradicting.  “Alcohol, Marijuana, and American Youth: The Unintended consequences 

of government regulation (DiNardo and Lemieux 2001)” brings up the idea that it is 

useful to consider whether discouraging use of one drug increases the likelihood of using 

another.  Their study used the “Monitoring the Future” data set which surveys a sample 

of high school seniors across the United States.  The time period examined was the 1980s 

when the minimum drinking age was raised across all states from 18 to 21.  They found 

that a higher drinking age decreased alcohol use but increased marijuana use, suggesting 

that alcohol and marijuana are substitutes.  Thus, dealing harshly with one substance 

could increase the use of the other.   
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 This view is directly contradicted in “Alcohol and Marijuana use Among College 

Students: Economic Complements or Substitutes? (Chaloupka, F., Pacula, R., Wechsler, 

H. & Williams, J. 2004).”  Data is used from the 1993, 1997, and 1999 waves of the 

Harvard School of Public Health’s College Alcohol Study (CAS).  In their study they 

found that marijuana price is negatively related to alcohol use, “suggesting a 

complementary relationship between alcohol and marijuana (Chaloupka, F., Pacula, R., 

Wechsler, H. & Williams, J. 2004).”  Further reinforcement for the complement 

argument is that the study also found that banning alcohol consumption on campus 

reduces both alcohol and marijuana use. 

 Henry Wechsler argues that heavy drinking is no longer just a problem for 

drinkers but for the people around them. This issue is termed “secondhand binge drinking 

(Wechsler 1995).”  Secondhand effects include physical assault, sexual harassment, 

destruction of property, and impaired sleep and study time.  This article says that looking 

at secondhand binge drinking effects is the best way to combat over consumption of 

alcohol: “In a system with alcohol abuse, whether a family or a campus, the least 

effective intervention point is the abuser.  By focusing on those who pay the price of 

binge drinking by suffering its secondhand effects, colleges could mobilize millions of 

students nationwide to assert their right to live free from injury and harm created by the 

binge drinking of their peers (Wechsler 1995).”  The key theory used here is that the 

students must be the front line to combat binge drinking.  Policies and exhortations from 

above will not work.  To further this goal the article suggests that student polices must be 

brief and comprehensible in order for them to work. 

 “Secondary Effects of Binge Drinking on College Campuses (Austin, B. DeJong, 

W. & Wechsler, H. 1996)” reiterates that the harm caused to non-binge drinking students 
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by binge drinking students is serious and widespread.  The study’s results show that on 

high-drinking level campuses (where over 50% of students drink), 87% of non-binge 

drinkers who live in dormitories, fraternities, or sororities experienced one or more 

negative consequences of excessive drinking by other students.  On low-drinking level 

campuses (35% or fewer students are binge drinkers) 62% of students reported negative 

consequences.  This is still a very high number for a much lower percentage of binge 

drinkers. 

 In “Effects of Heavy Drinking in College on Study Effort, Grade Point Average, 

and Major Choice (Wolaver 2002)” the author assumes that drinking affects GPA both 

directly “through its effect on cognitive ability, and indirectly, through studying (Wolaver 

2002).”  The data she studies is from the 1993 Harvard College Alcohol Study.  Wolaver 

shows how “more frequent use of alcohol usually produces larger negative effects on 

study hours, with frequent drunkenness having the largest negative effects (Wolaver 

2002).”  However, a student being intoxicated, regardless of frequency, has a larger effect 

than binge drinking for both study hours and GPA.  Thus the effect of just drinking is 

greater than the effect of drinking heavily in terms of hours studying and GPA.  An 

interesting concluding point in her study is that “students who drink heavily are more 

likely to choose a social science or business major and less likely to choose education, 

engineering, and natural science majors (Wolaver 2002).” 

 In “Binge Drinking in College: The impact of Price, Availability, and Alcohol 

Control Policies (Chaloupka and Wechsler 1996)” “the effects of alcohol beverage prices 

and availability, as well as laws related to drinking and driving by youths and young 

adults on drinking by college students” is examined.  The data used in this study is from 

the 1993 Harvard College Alcohol Study, a national survey of 17,592 students at 140 four 
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year colleges and universities using self-administered questionnaires.  The study says that 

an increase in the price of beer (in the form of a tax) would have little impact on drinking 

and on binge drinking among male college students.  “Similarly, increased beer taxes 

would also not significantly change drinking participation among 21-year-old and older 

female college students.  However, the(se) estimates do suggest that higher beer taxes 

could reduce drinking and underage drinking among college women (Chaloupka and 

Wechsler 1996).” 

 The above results are directly contradicted in “Study Habits and the Level of 

Alcohol use Among College Students (Powell, Wechsler, & Williams 2004).”  This study 

looks at the “college-level educational outcomes as a result of current drinking behavior 

(Powell, Wechsler, & Williams 2004).”  The article uses the Becker Human Capital 

Model to discuss how a student in college is more likely to drink heavily if they place a 

low value on future earnings.  The study uses data collected from the 1997 and 199 CAS 

conducted by the Harvard University School of public health.  The independent variables 

used are price of alcohol, college-level information on access to alcohol, state-level 

alcohol policies, and how many licensed alcohol distributors there are within one mile of 

the school.  The results of the study were that “as expected the price of alcohol 

significantly reduces demand (Powell, Wechsler, & Williams 2004).”  Also no significant 

relationship was found between drinking and the proximity of alcohol distributorships.  

The conclusions were that two good ways to stop over consumption of alcohol are to 

increase taxes on alcohol and to prohibit the sale of alcohol on a flat fee basis. 

 The effect of imposing a ban on drinking alcohol on campus depends on the 

density of off-campus alternatives according to “Are There Differential Effects of Price 

and Policy College Students? (Chaloupka, Wechsler, & Williams 2005).”  Using the 



 8

1997 and 1999 waves of the CAS study they found that “adopting a ban on alcohol 

consumption was found to be less effective on campuses located in neighborhoods with a 

high density of licensed outlets selling alcohol (Chaloupka, Wechsler, & Williams 

2005).”  The measure used for determining density of “licensed outlets selling alcohol” 

was how many bars there were within a mile of campus.  More than two bars within a 

mile of campus signified a high density area while two or fewer bars were considered a 

low density area. 

 The study “Alcohol and Marijuana use Among College Students: Economic 

Complements or Substitutes? (Chaloupka, Pacula, Wechsler, & Williams 2004)” also 

found that the amount of alcohol distributors within a mile of campus has a positive and 

significant impact on the probability of alcohol use in the past 30 days, but no effect on 

marijuana use.  Another environmental characteristic of the schools was that “neither the 

provision of alcohol free dorms nor the price of cigarettes is found to significantly affect 

either the decision to use alcohol or marijuana in the past 30 days (Chaloupka, Pacula, 

Wechsler, & Williams 2004).” 

 Chaloupka and Wechsler find that increasing the probability of arrest for drunk 

driving “will reduce both drinking and binge drinking among male college students 

(Chaloupka and Wechsler 1996).”  However, the results indicate that stronger drunk 

driving laws will have less of an impact on binge drinking by female college students.  

They also found that members of fraternities or sororities are much more likely to drink 

and drink heavily than non-members.  Finally a positive significant relationship was 

found between drinking participation and living on campus for female students. 

 My study will add to the literature by looking at the general environmental 

characteristics of a school and how they correlate to drug and alcohol incidents at the 
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schools.  Instead of relying on data from student surveys I will be using data that is self-

reported by the schools.  The hope is to be able to identify interesting correlations in this 

previously unexplored data set and open up a new avenue for study. 

 

III. Data________________________________________ 

 I gathered data on schools which satisfied the following criteria: 1) four-year 

institutions; 2) coeducational; 3) offer housing to all undergraduates; 4) guarantee 

campus housing for all first year students; and 5) coed housing is available.  The data was 

collected from three sources: Collegeboard.com; The Princeton Review online; and 

Unites States Department of Education, Office of Postsecondary Education, Campus 

Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool Website.  I identified 453 schools that met the 

criteria.  I was interested in variables which might influence alcohol and drug usage and 

penalties.  Therefore I collected School, State, Public or Private, % of applicants 

admitted, Urban, Suburban, or Rural, Surrounding Population, Number of Undergrads, % 

Women, % Men, % Males in Fraternities, % Females in Sororities, % first year students 

living in college housing, % undergraduates living in college housing, Liquor Law 

Arrests, Liquor Law violations referred for disciplinary action, Drug Law arrests; and 

Drug Law Violations referred for disciplinary action.  Their means and standard 

deviations are presented in Table 1 and Table 2. 

 According to table 1, there are many more private schools than public schools 

being looked at in this data set with 61.5% of schools being private and 37.7% of schools 

being public.  This means that the correlations taken from the private regressions are 

more likely to display better accuracy.  Number of undergraduate students also has a 

large difference in mean for private and public.  Private has a mean of 2,586.42 and 
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public has a mean of 10,509.  In addition the percent of undergraduate students living on 

campus is of note because the mean for private schools is 55.6% of undergraduates live 

on campus while only 34.6% of undergraduates live on campus for public schools. 

 The four dependent variables collected are: “Liquor Law Arrests;” “Liquor Law 

Violations referred for disciplinary action;” “Drug Law Arrests;” and “Drug Law 

Violations referred for disciplinary actions.”  The source of this data is the Office of 

Postsecondary Education (OPEC) of the US Department of Education.  Each of the 

variables is the total amount of violations that occurred in three separate areas: On-

Campus, Noncampus, and Public Property.  On-Campus is defined as:  

Any building or property owned or controlled by an institution within the same 
reasonably contiguous geographic area and used by the institution in direct support of, or 
in a manner related to, the institution's educational purposes, including residence halls; 
and Any building or property that is within or reasonably contiguous to paragraph (1) of 
this definition, that is owned by the institution but controlled by another person, is 
frequently used by students, and supports institutional purposes (such as a food or other 
retail vendor).1 
 
Noncampus is defined as:  
 
Any building or property owned or controlled by a student organization that is officially 
recognized by the institution; or Any building or property owned or controlled by an 
institution that is used in direct support of, or in relation to, the institution's educational 
purposes, is frequently used by students, and is not within the same reasonably 
contiguous geographic area of the institution.2 
 

                                                 
1 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
2 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
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Table 1 
Mean of Independent Variables Collected for Study 
(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 

School Characteristic Total Private Public 
% Private .615 

(.4869) 
.615 

(.4869) 
NA 

% Public .377 
(.485) 

NA .377 
(.485) 

% of applicants admitted .677 
(.179) 

.649 
(.190) 

.723 
(.151) 

% Urban .278 
(.448) 

.336 
(.473) 

.184 
(.389) 

% Suburban .456 
(.498) 

.508 
(.500) 

.374 
(.485) 

% Rural .262 
(.440) 

.1505 
(.358) 

.443 
(.498) 

Surrounding Population3 3.695 
(1.391) 

3.950 
(1.490) 

3.287 
(1.101) 

# of Undergraduates 5639.189    
(6500.331) 

2586.42 
(2530.128) 

10509.5 
(7810.919) 

% Women .546 
(.108) 

.552 
(.117) 

.540     
(.091) 

% Men .453 
(.108) 

.448 
(.117) 

.461 
(.091) 

% Students in Fraternities .095 
(.119) 

.110 
(.138) 

.0683 
(.062) 

% Students in Sororities .096 
(.119) 

.109 
(.137) 

.071 
(.066) 

% 1st year students living in college housing .832     
(.179) 

.857      
(.168) 

.791      
(.190) 

% undergraduates living in college housing .475 
(.216) 

.556      
(.214) 

.346 
(.147) 

% Schools in New England region4 .103 
(.305) 

.129      
(.335) 

.063 
(.244) 

% Schools in Mid- Atlantic region5 .174 
(.379) 

.204 
(.403) 

.126 
(.333) 

                                                 
3 “Surrounding Population” is a variable that categorizes the amount of surrounding population into six 
different categories.  The categories are: under 2,500; 2,500 to 9,999; 10,000 to 49,999; 50,000 to 249,999; 
250,000 to 499,999; and over 500,000.  There are nine schools who have a surrounding population of under 
2,500, fifty-three schools with a surrounding population of between 2,500 and 9,999, 136 schools with a 
surrounding population between 10,000 and 49,999, 137 schools with a surrounding population between 
50,000 and 249,999, 39 schools with a surrounding population between 250,000 and 499,999, and 68 
schools where the surrounding population of over 500,000.  There were 11 schools that did not have a 
reported surrounding population.  To facilitate analysis values were given to surrounding population for 
each category.  A 1 is for under 2,500, 2 is for between 2,500 and 9,999, 3 is for between 10,000 and 
49,999, 4 is for between 50,000 and 249,999, 5 is for between 250,000 and 499,999, and a 6 is for over 
500,000 people in the surrounding population area.  
4 Encompasses Connecticut, Main, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont 
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School Characteristic Total Private Public 
% Schools in Southern region6 .177 

(.382) 
.161 

(.368) 
.201 

(.402) 
% Schools in Midwest region7  .311     

(.463) 
.297     

(.458) 
.333      

(.473) 
% Schools in Western region8 .147 

(.355) 
.140 

(.347) 
.161 

(.369) 
% Schools in Southwest region9 .077      

(.267) 
.057 

    (.232) 
.109 

(.313) 
N  453 279 174 
 
  

 Public Property is defined as: “All public property, including thoroughfares, 

streets, sidewalks, and parking facilities, that is within the campus, or immediately 

adjacent to and accessible from the campus.”10   

 “Liquor Law Arrests” is the total amount of arrests that occurred in the three 

separate areas due to a liquor law violation which is defined as:  

The violation of state or local laws or ordinances prohibiting the manufacture, sale, 
purchase, transportation, possession, or use of alcoholic beverages, not including driving 
under the influence and drunkenness. Include in this classification: the manufacture, sale, 
transporting, furnishing, possessing, etc., of intoxicating liquor; maintaining unlawful 
drinking places; bootlegging; operating still; furnishing liquor to a minor or intemperate 
person; underage possession; using a vehicle for illegal transportation of liquor; drinking 
on train or public conveyance; and attempts to commit any of the above.11 
 
 “Liquor Law violations referred for disciplinary action” is the total amount of 

liquor law violations as defined above that resulted in a referral for disciplinary action, 

which is defined as: “The referral of any person to any official who initiates a 

                                                                                                                                                 
5 Encompasses Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania 
6 Encompasses Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia 
7 Encompasses Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
Ohio, South Dakota, West Virginia, and Wisconsin 
8 Encompasses Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming 
9 Encompasses Arkansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas 
10 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
11 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
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disciplinary action of which a record is kept and which may result in the imposition of a 

sanction.”12 

 “Drug Law arrests” is the total amount of arrests that happened as a result of a 

drug law violation, defined as: 

 The violation of laws prohibiting the production, distribution and/or use of certain 
controlled substances and the equipment or devices utilized in their preparation and/or 
use. The unlawful cultivation, manufacture, distribution, sale, purchase, use, possession, 
transportation or importation of any controlled drug or narcotic substance. Arrests for 
violations of state and local laws, specifically those relating to the unlawful possession, 
sale, use, growing, manufacturing and making of narcotic drugs. The relevant substances 
include: opium or cocaine and their derivatives (morphine, heroin, codeine); marijuana; 
synthetic narcotics - manufactured narcotics which can cause true addiction (Demerol, 
Methadone); and dangerous non-narcotic drugs (barbiturates, Benzedrine).13  
 
 “Drug Law Violations referred for disciplinary action” is the total amount of drug 

law violations (as defined above) referred for disciplinary action (as defined above). 

 In order to look at the dependent variables it was necessary to normalize them.  

This was done by dividing the number of arrests or disciplinary actions by the total 

undergraduate population for each school.  In addition two new dependent variables were 

created, they are “harshpunishalcohol” and “harshpunishdrug.”   

 The variables “harshpunishalcohol” and “harshpunishdrug” were created to 

measure how harshly each school deals with violations.  “Harshpunishalcohol” is the 

number of arrests due to liquor law violations (as defined above) divided by the sum of 

arrests due to liquor law violations and disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations.  

“Harshpunishdrug” is the number of arrests due to drug law violations (as defined above) 

divided by the sum of arrests due to drug law violations and disciplinary actions due to 

drug law violations.  A high “harshpunishalcohol” or “harshpunishdrug” number at a 

school indicates more police involvement than at a school with a low number.   

                                                 
12 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
13 Office of Postsecondary Education of the US Department of Education 
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 It is assumed that when police are involved for a liquor law or drug law violation, 

the consequences are worse than when the school itself handles it.  This is a reasonable 

assumption because the highest cost of a liquor law or drug law violation when only the 

school is involved is the loss of earnings power due to expulsion from the institution.  

This is not as bad as the loss of potential earnings due to jail time for college students, 

which is the highest cost of a liquor law or drug law violation that could occur with 

police involved. 

 Table two presents the means and standard deviations of liquor law arrests per 

student, liquor law violations referred for disciplinary action per student, drug law arrests 

per student, drug law violations referred for disciplinary action per student, 

“harshpunishalcohol,” and “harshpunishdrug.” There are large standard deviations for 

liquor law arrests per student and for “harshpunishalcohol.”  This indicates that there is a 

large amount of variation within private schools for both variables.  The high standard 

deviation for liquor law arrests per student in private schools is interesting because it 

means that private schools are very different across the country.  Also when compared to 

the mean of liquor law arrests for public schools, the private mean is much lower but the 

standard deviation is much higher.  

 The high standard deviation for “harshpunishalcohol” is probably affected by the 

high standard deviation found in liquor law arrests per student.  This means that private 

schools across the country do not behave in a similar manner when dealing with their 

alcohol problems.  This makes sense because private schools have a lot of freedom to 

choose their policies and thus they will have a high degree of variation across the data 

set.
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Table 2 
Mean of Dependent Variables Collected for Study 
(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 

Dependent Variable Total Private Public
Liquor Law arrests per student .006 

(.017) 
.005 

(.019) 
.010 

(.012) 
Liquor Law Violations referred for Disciplinary Action per 
student 

.041 
(.049) 

.051     
(.058) 

.025 
(.024) 

Drug Law Arrests per student .002 
(.003) 

.001 
(.003) 

.003 
(.003) 

Drug Law Violations referred for Disciplinary Action per 
student 

.006 
(.009) 

.007 
(.010) 

.004 
(.006) 

Harshpunishalcohol .184 
(.269) 

.083 
(.188) 

.339 
(.300) 

Harshpunishdrug .342 
(.339) 

.208 
(.298) 

.523 
(.305) 

  

 The means of “harshpunishalcohol” and “harshpunishdrug” across the public and 

private schools is very different as well.  In both cases the private schools have a much 

lower percentage than the public schools.  This makes sense because public schools are 

more closely bound to the surrounding areas and are thus more likely to bring in police 

when incidents occur.  Private schools on the other hand have a higher tendency to deal 

with issues on their own rather than bring them to the police. 

 

IV. Regressions__________________________________ 

 In order to understand the effect of school characteristics on arrests and 

disciplinary actions, I estimate the following regression: 

Infringement= a + b (characteristic)i + εi. 

Infringement initially took on 6 potential values: arrests due to alcohol violations per 

student, disciplinary action due to alcohol violations per student, arrests due to drug 
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violations per student, disciplinary action due to drug violations per student, harshness of 

punishment when dealing with alcohol violations, and harshness of punishment when 

dealing alcohol violations.  Therefore I estimated 6 different regressions.  The school 

characteristic variables include dummy variables for region of country, urban or rural 

neighborhood and private schools, and variables representing percent of applicants 

admitted, percent female, number of undergraduate students, percent of males in a 

fraternity, percent of females in a sorority, percent of freshmen living in on campus 

housing, percent of all students living in on campus housing, and population of the area 

surrounding the school.  As the fraternity and sorority data could only be collected for 

341 observations, I reran all six regressions excluding them to see if the results changed 

with the larger number of observations.  Finally, I also separated the sample into private 

and public institutions because private school status was an important predictor of most 

of the dependent variable, especially “harshpunishalcohol.”  

 Table 3 presents the estimated coefficients for the liquor related regressions. 

 

V. Results_______________________________________ 

 Looking across the two regressions, one run with variables representing 

participation in sororities and fraternities and the other without, the significant variables 

for arrests per student due to alcohol violations (Columns 1 and 4, table 3) include 

percent of applicants admitted, percent of all student living on campus, school is in the 

mid-Atlantic” region and school is private. 
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Table 3 
Regression Results on Characteristics Affecting Alcohol Law Violations 

(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 
 With Fraternity and Sorority Without Fraternity and 

Sorority 
 Arrests Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Percent admitted         
.019** 
(.008) 

     
.036**   
(.016) 

. 
053   

(.087) 

     
.015**   
(.006) 

      
.041***   
(.015) 

 
.039   

(.079) 
Number of Undergraduates .000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 
.000    

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 
Percent Female -.006   

(.011) 
.013   

(.025) 
.063   

(.135) 
-.010    
(.009) 

-.022    
(.022) 

-.002   
(.122) 

Percent of Males in 
Fraternities 

.008   
(.023) 

-.072   
(.051) 

.140   
(.268)    

Percent of Females in 
Sororities 

-.009   
(.023) 

.047   
(.051) 

.046   
(.270)    

Percent of Freshmen Living in 
On-Campus Housing 

.000   
(.011) 

.017    
(.023) 

-.068   
(.127) 

.005   
(.008) 

.025    
(.020) 

-.033   
(.113) 

Percent of All Students Living 
in On-Campus Housing 

    
.018*    
(.009) 

      
.062***   
(.021) 

 
-.001   
(.115) 

 
.010   

(.007) 

      
.049***   
(.018) 

 
.005   

(.099) 
School in Urban 
Neighborhood 

 
-.001   
(.003) 

        
-.015**   
(.007) 

 
.039   

(.036) 

 
-.001   
(.002) 

         
-.018***  

(.006) 

 
.038   

(.033) 
School in Rural 
Neighborhood 

-.002   
(.003) 

-.019   
(.008) 

.024    
(.040) 

.000   
(.003) 

-.017**   
(.007) 

.039   
(.037) 

School in the New England 
Region  

 
.002   

(.006) 

 
.023*   
(.012) 

 
-.060   
(.065) 

 
.002   

(.004) 

      
.039***   
(.011) 

         
-.130**   
(.059) 

School in the Mid- Atlantic 
Region 

 
     

.011** 
(.005) 

 
      

.029***   
(.011) 

 
.030   

(.058) 

 
 

.010**   
(.004) 

 
      

.028***   
(.010) 

-.025   
(.054) 

School in the Southern Region  .000   
(.005) 

.010   
(.011) 

-.062   
(.058) 

.001   
(.004) 

.009    
(.010) 

-.061   
(.053) 

School in the Midwestern 
Region 

.006   
(.005) 

.010   
(.010) 

-.006   
(.055) 

.006   
(.004) 

.010    
(.010) 

-.052   
(.050) 

School in the Western Region .002   
(.005) 

.011   
(.011) 

-.025   
(.061) 

.002   
(.004) 

.014    
(.011) 

-.087    
(.056) 

School is Private         
-.0100**  

(.004) 
.013    

(.009) 

        
-.294***  

(.048) 
-.007**   
(.003) 

.012    
(.008) 

         
-.249***  

(.042) 
Population of area around the 
School 

-.001   
(.001) 

-.001   
(.003) 

-.007   
(.014) 

-.001   
(.001) 

.002    
(.002) 

-.017   
(.013) 
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 With Fraternity and Sorority Without Fraternity and 
Sorority 

  
Arrests 

 
Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

 
Harshp-

unish 

 
Arrests 

 
Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

 
Harshp-

unish 

N 289 289 279 365 365 351 
R2 (Unadjusted) 0.104 0.2417 0.2973 0.0978 0.2378 0.2829 

* means significant at 10% level 
** means significant at 5% level 
*** means significant at 1% level 
 
 

 The relationship between liquor law arrests per student and percent of all students 

in on-campus housing seen in the regression including percent of males in fraternities and 

percent of females in sororities may or may not be real.  If it is then a change of one 

standard deviation in the percent of all students living on campus will change the number 

of liquor law arrests per student by 0.004.  The intuition behind the correlation would be 

that the greater the number of students living together on campus creates a drinking 

environment more conducive to heavy drinking, leading to arrests.  However, the 

correlation does not appear in the second equation where the number of reported 

observations has increased from 289 to 365.  This leads the researcher to believe that the 

correlation seen in the first equation is merely an artifact of the schools that reported 

fraternity and sorority numbers and not an actual relationship. 

 Schools in the Mid-Atlantic region have a statistically significant higher amount 

of liquor law arrests per student in comparison to the southwest.  Specifically, if a school 

is in the Mid-Atlantic region then liquor law arrests per student increases by .010 relative 

to the southeast region.  This relationship appears both when including and excluding 

fraternity and sorority participation. 
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 Private schools have fewer students arrested per student due to liquor law 

violations than public schools according to the analysis.  Numerically, if a school is 

private then liquor law arrests per student will decrease .007 relative to public schools.  

This is reasonable because private schools are more inclined to handle issues on their 

own and have more freedom to deal with issues internally than public schools, leading to 

fewer arrests.   

 The significant variables for disciplinary actions for liquor law violations per 

student across both samples (Columns 2 and 5, table 3) include percent of applicants 

admitted, percent of all students living on-campus, school is in urban neighborhood, 

school is in rural neighborhood, school is in New-England region, and school is in Mid-

Atlantic region. 

 If the percent of applicants admitted is increased by one standard deviation then 

disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations will increase 0.007 when using the larger 

sample.  The positive relationship between percent of applicants admitted and 

disciplinary actions for liquor law violations per student could be because as the percent 

of students admitted decreases a school is probably a more respected institution and 

students at these higher quality schools are less likely to risk forgoing their potential 

earnings by drinking to the point of disciplinary action by the school. 

 Percent of all students living on-campus also has a positive correlation to 

disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student.  Numerically, excluding 

fraternity and sorority participation, a one standard deviation change in the percent of all 

students living on campus will change disciplinary actions per student due to liquor law 

violations by 0.011.  This relationship could be because more students living on campus 

means that more problems with students will be brought to the attention of the 
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administrators who could start a disciplinary process due to alcohol violations.  Another 

reason for the positive correlation could be because a high concentration of students 

living on campus creates an environment where students are more prone to over drink.   

 School in an urban neighborhood and school in a rural neighborhood both have 

negative correlations with disciplinary actions per student for liquor law violations across 

the regressions including and excluding fraternity and sorority participation.  We look at 

the correlations without fraternity and sorority participation because of the larger sample 

size.  If a school is in an urban neighborhood then disciplinary actions per student for 

liquor law violations will decrease by 0.018 relative to school in a suburban 

neighborhood.  If a school is in a rural neighborhood then disciplinary actions per student 

for liquor law violations will decrease by 0.017 relative to a suburban neighborhood.  

These correlations mean that students who go to school in urban or rural areas are not 

disciplined by their schools as much for liquor law violations as students who live in 

suburban areas.  The strength of the two correlations are roughly the same with school in 

an urban neighborhood being slight stronger than school in a rural neighborhood.  It is 

interesting that the school in a rural neighborhood does not appear when fraternity and 

sorority variables are included.  The researcher attributes this to the smaller amount of 

reported observations when using fraternity and sorority variables that do not allow us to 

get as clear a picture of significant correlations.     

 The correlations found between disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations 

per student and school in New England region and school in the Mid-Atlantic region are 

positive.  Specifically, excluding fraternity and sorority participation for a larger sample 

size, if a school is in the New England region then disciplinary actions due to liquor law 

violations per student will increase by .039 relative to a school in the southwest region.  
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Again excluding fraternity and sorority participation, if a school is in the Mid-Atlantic 

region disciplinary actions due to liquor law arrests per student will increase by .028 

relative to a school in the southwest region.  These correlations say that schools in the 

New England and Mid-Atlantic regions have a higher number of disciplinary actions per 

student for liquor law violations then for schools in the southwest region of the country.   

 The significant variables across both of the “harshpunishalcohol” regression are 

private school and school in the New England region. 

 If a school is private then “harshpunishalcohol” will decrease .249 relative to a 

public school.  A school being private having negative correlation means that a lower 

percentage of the alcohol incidents at private schools get handled by the police, as 

compared to public schools.  Private schools it appears prefer to handle such issues on 

their own using disciplinary actions instead of turning students over to the police.  It is 

very interesting that the only significant variable when the regression was first run was if 

the school is private.  It is this result that prompted the next set of regressions done using 

only the private or only the public schools.   

 The school in the New England region correlation says that if a school is in the 

New England region then “harshpunishalcohol” will decrease by .130 relative to schools 

in the southwest.  The relationship says that schools in the New England region of the 

United States turn violations of alcohol laws over to the police less frequently to police 

than schools in the southwest part of the country. 

 Looking at table four across the two regressions for arrests per student due to drug 

law violations (Columns 1 and 4, table 4), the significant variables include: percent of 

applicants admitted; percent of females in sororities; percent of all students living on 

campus; and if the school is private. (Note due to the size of the standard deviation of 
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arrests per student due to drug law violations (.003) the following correlations have been 

carried out to the fourth decimal instead of the third) 

 The percent of applicants admitted variable displays a positive correlation again 

in these regressions.  When percent of applicants admitted increases by one standard 

deviation then the number of arrests per student due to drug law violations will increase 

0.0004.  That we have a positive correlation is not surprising because the more selective a 

school is the less likely the students there are to compromise their opportunity to graduate 

from a higher quality school by engaging in activities that would likely get them arrested. 

 Percent of females in sororities also came up as significant and positive for the 

number of students arrested due to drug law violations.  Namely, a one standard deviation 

increase in percent of females in sororities will increase the number of arrests per student 

due to drug law violations by 0.001.  This means that schools that have a higher 

percentage of females involved in sororities had more students who were arrested due to 

drug law violations.  Perhaps the reason is that a greater amount of females in sororities 

gives students a central place to experiment with drugs and this leads to a greater number 

of students being arrested for breaking the drug laws.   
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Table 4 
Regression Results on Characteristics Affecting Drug Law Violations 

(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 
 With Fraternity and Sorority Without Fraternity and 

Sorority 
 Arrests Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Percent admitted        
.002**   
(.001) 

.002   
(.003) 

-.090   
(.103) 

    
.002**   
(.000) 

.004   
(.003) 

-.128   
(.096) 

Number of Undergraduates .000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000    
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

Percent Female .001   
(.002) 

-.003   
(.004) 

.132   
(.169) 

-.001   
(.001) 

-.006   
(.004) 

.012   
(.160) 

Percent of Males in 
Fraternities 

-.005   
(.004) 

 -.016*   
(.008) 

-.378   
(.316)    

Percent of Females in 
Sororities    .006*   

(.004) 
.002   

(.008) 

     
.704**   
(.317)    

Percent of Freshmen Living in 
On-Campus Housing 

.000   
(.002) 

.002   
(.004) 

-.128    
(.149) 

.007   
(.001) 

.004   
(.004) 

 -.254*   
(.136) 

Percent of All Students Living 
in On-Campus Housing    .003**  

(.001) 

      
.009***   
(.003) 

.053   
(.135) 

    
.003**   
(.001) 

.004   
(.003) 

.105   
(.122) 

School in Urban 
Neighborhood 

.001   
(.001) 

-.001   
(.001) 

.038   
(.043) 

.0003   
(.000) 

 -.002*   
(.001) 

.023   
(.039) 

School in Rural 
Neighborhood 

.000   
(.001) 

-.001    
(.001) 

-.046    
(.047) 

.000   
(.000) 

-.002    
(.001) 

-.004   
(.044) 

School in the New England 
Region  .000   

(.001) 

      
.005***   
(.002) 

   -
.185**   
(.075) 

.000   
(.001) 

      
.009***   
(.002) 

-.259***  
(.070) 

School in the Mid- Atlantic 
Region .001    

(.001) 
.002   

(.002) 
-.112   
(.067) 

.001   
(.001) 

.003   
(.002) 

   -
.158**   
(.063) 

School in the Southern Region  .0003   
(.001) 

.002    
(.002) 

-.138   
(.068) 

.000   
(.001) 

.002   
(.002) 

  -.134**  
(.064) 

School in the Midwestern 
Region 

.000   
(.001) 

.001   
(.002) 

-.080   
(.064) 

.000   
(.001) 

.001   
(.002) 

-.094   
(.060) 

School in the Western Region 
.000   

(.001) 

      
.005***   
(.002) 

-.118*   
(.070) 

.000   
(.001) 

      
.006***   
(.002) 

         
-.160**   
(.066) 

School is Private         
-.002***  

(.001) 
.002    

(.001) 

        
-.308***  

(.056) 

         
-.002***  

(.001) 
.001   

(.001) 

         
-.249***  

(.050) 
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 With Fraternity and Sorority Without Fraternity and 
Sorority 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Population of area around the 
School .000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.001) 

        
-.044***  

(.016) 
.000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 

         
-.054***  

(.015) 
N 289 289 262 365 365 332 
R2 (Unadjusted) 0.145 0.192 0.352 0.130 0.176 0.355 
* means significant at 10% level 
** means significant at 5% level 
*** means significant at 1% level 
  

   

 Percent of all students living on campus also came up as having a positive 

correlation to arrests due to drug law violations per student.  Specifically, a one standard 

deviation increase in the percent of all students living on-campus will change the number 

of arrests due to drug law violations per student by .0005 when fraternity and sorority 

participation are excluded.  This is not surprising because a college campus is one of the 

easiest areas for students to gain access to drugs.  With more students on campus the 

availability increases and thus more students will end up getting caught and arrested for 

violating drug laws. 

 A school being private has a negative correlation to arrests due to drug law 

violations per student compared to a school being public.  Numerically, if a school is 

private then the number of arrests due to drug law violations per student will decrease by 

.0018 relative to a public school.  This means that private schools had fewer students 

arrested due to drug law violations than students at public schools.  This makes sense 

because private schools in general are better schools and students at these higher quality 

institutions are less likely to jeopardize their academic progress by getting arrested.   
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 The disciplinary actions for drug law violations regressions (Columns 2 and 5, 

table 4) have significant correlations with percent of males in fraternities, percent of all 

student living on-campus, school in an urban neighborhood, school is in the New-

England region, and school is in the Western region. 

 When percent of males in fraternity increases by one standard deviation then the 

number of disciplinary actions for drug law violations per student will decrease 0.002.  

This negative correlation between percent of males in fraternities and disciplinary actions 

due to drug law violations per student is surprising because one would expect an increase 

in the percentage of males in fraternities to increase the number of students disciplined 

for drug law violations.  Possibly our data set in this first regression of 289 variables is 

not large enough to get real results out of.  The researcher can think of no logical 

explanation why having a greater percentage of males in fraternities would decrease the 

number of disciplinary actions for drug incidents.   

 The next correlation is that a one standard deviation increase in the percent of all 

students living on-campus will increase the number of disciplinary actions due to drug 

law violations 0.002.  The previous relationship only shows up in the first regression and 

not in the second.  This leads the researcher to believe that the correlation shown is an 

artifact of having a small data set and does not show any type of real relationship.  

However, there is a logical argument as to why a higher percentage of students living on 

campus would lead to a higher number of students being disciplined for drug law 

violations.  Namely that the more students on campus the more students that are breaking 

drug laws on campus and the more likely that campus authorities will catch these students 

breaking the drug laws, initiating disciplinary action. 
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 The variables school in the New England region and a school in the Western 

region both show a positive correlation for both of the regressions preformed on 

disciplinary actions per student due to drug law violations.  If a school is in the New 

England region then disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student increases 

.010 relative a school in the southeast.  If a school is in the Western region then 

disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student increases .006 relative to the 

southeast region.  This means that schools in the two regions have more students being 

disciplined due to drug law violations then schools in the southeast, with New England 

having the higher amount of students disciplined for drug law violations. 

 Across both “harshpunishdrug” regressions the significant variables are number 

of undergraduate students, percent of females in sororities, percent of freshmen living in 

on-campus housing, school in the New-England region, school in the Mid-Atlantic 

region, school in the Southern region, school in the Western region, school is private, and 

population of area around school. 

 The variable percent of females in sorority comes up as significant when it is 

included within the regression.  It says that an increase of one standard deviation of 

percent of females in sororities will increase the “harshpunishdrug” variable by 0.084.  

This means that schools with higher percentages of female students in sororities will 

likely have a higher percentage of students arrested over total incidents for drug law 

violations.  Perhaps schools that have a higher sorority participation number feel like they 

need the additional firepower brought by the police to control drug problems and will 

turn more drug issues over to them.  It is also possible that the correlation is seen because 

of the small amount of reported observations used (262). 
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 When percent of freshmen living in on-campus housing is increased by one 

standard deviation then the “harshpunishdrug” variable will decrease by -0.046, when 

fraternity and sorority participation are not included.  This means that schools that have a 

higher percentage of freshmen living on campus are more likely to have a lower 

percentage of drug arrests over total drug incidents.  This makes sense because when 

schools do not have a central campus where the freshmen live, the police will have to 

deal with drug law violations by default.  If a school has all of its freshmen on campus, 

the school will be more inclined to deal with drug violations on its own rather than 

bringing police on campus.   

 All of the regional variables that came up as significant, school in New-England 

region, school in Mid-Atlantic region, school in southern region, and school in Western 

region, have negative correlations with “harshpunishdrug.”  This means that schools in all 

of the above areas have a lower percentage of arrests for drug law violations over total 

incidents as compared to the southwest.  The relationships described here are all for when 

we exclude the fraternity and sorority participation numbers, only the New-England 

region appears significant when we included the fraternity and sorority participation 

numbers, the researcher attributes this to the limited sample size when including 

fraternity and sorority variables.  If a school is in the New England region then 

“harshpunishdrug” will decrease by .260 relative to the southeast.  If a school is in the 

Mid-Atlantic region then “harshpunishdrug” will decrease by .158 relative to the 

southeast.  If a school is in the Southern region then “harshpunishdrug” will decrease by 

.134 relative to the southeast.  If a school is in the Western region then “harshpunishdrug 

will decrease by .160 relative to the southeast. 
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 The variable for private school shows a significant negative correlation to 

“harshpunishdrug.”  If a school is private then “harshpunishdrug” will decrease by .249 

relative to a school that is public (excluding fraternity and sorority participation).  This 

means that private schools are much more likely to deal with drug law violations on their 

own rather than turn students over to the police.  Private schools are more likely to trust 

their internal processes and have the freedom to deal with drug law violations in ways 

that they like, leading towards a lower percentage of arrests for total drug law violations.   

 The population of the area around a school shows a significant negative 

correlation with “harshpunishdrug.”  Specifically a one standard deviation increase in the 

population of the area around a school will decrease “harshpunishdrug” by 0.074 

(excluding fraternity and sorority participation for a larger sample size).  This means that 

students at schools with smaller populations in the surrounding area are more likely to 

end up arrested for drug law violations rather than just disciplined by the school itself.  

This makes sense because in smaller towns the police will have a closer watch on 

everything and will have the time to deal with the smaller drug law violations, in contrast 

to a big city where other crimes require the police’s attention.   

 The “harshpunishalcohol” regression with the variables for fraternity and sorority 

participation came up with school is private as its only significant variable.  This led to 

the question that perhaps there are different characteristics that effect private and public 

schools.  To answer this question the data set was split up by whether a school is private 

or public and all of the regressions were run again on just private and just public schools.  

F-tests were preformed with the null hypothesis that all of the coefficients for public 

schools are the same as those for private schools.  It must be noted that since all of these 

data sets are much smaller than the original, these results are a little less trustworthy.  
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Also, in an effort to keep the data sets as big as possible, the variables for fraternity and 

sorority participation were eliminated completely from this part of the analysis.   

 The F-test preformed rejected the null hypothesis for the “harshpunishalcohol” 

and “harshpunishdrug” variables.  It failed to reject to the null hypothesis for the arrests 

for liquor law violations per student, disciplinary actions for liquor law violations per 

student, arrests for drug law violations per student, and disciplinary actions for drug law 

violations per student.  Even thought some of these tests failed it is still interesting to 

look at the differences and similarities between the private and public regressions. 

 The arrests due to liquor law violations for the private schools regression has only 

percent of applicants admitted as a significant variable.  The correlation is that if percent 

of applicants admitted increases by one standard deviation then the number of arrests due 

to liquor law violations per student at private schools increases 0.003.  The arrests due to 

liquor law violations for public schools has school in the Mid-Atlantic region, school in 

the Midwest region, and population of area around a school as significant variables.  The 

strength of the three significant variables for public schools is as follows: if the 

surrounding population variable increases by one standard deviation then arrests due to 

liquor law violations at public schools decreases by .003;  if a school is in the Mid-

Atlantic region then arrests due to liquor law violations at public schools increases by 

.010 relative to the southwest region; if a school is in the Midwestern region then arrests 

due to liquor law violations at public schools will increase by .010 relative to the 

southwest region.   
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Table 5 
Regression Results on Characteristics Affecting Alcohol Law Violations 

(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 
 Private Public 
 Arrests Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp
-unish 

Percent admitted   .015*    
(.008) 

   .046**  
(.022) 

.003    
(.068) 

.013   
(.009) 

-.011   
(.017) 

  .372*   
(.222) 

Number of Undergraduates .000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000    
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

Percent Female -.016   
(.0122) 

-.027   
(.032) 

-.112   
(.103) 

.015   
(.013) 

-.011   
(.024) 

.490   
(.323) 

Percent of Freshmen Living in 
On-Campus Housing 

.001   
(.014) 

.026   
(.036) 

-.067   
(.133) 

.012   
(.008) 

   .032**  
(.015) 

.041   
(.206) 

Percent of All Students Living 
in On-Campus Housing 

.014   
(.010) 

   .054**  
(.027) 

.077   
(.090) 

-.002   
(.010) 

.015   
(.020) 

-.150   
(.268) 

School in Urban Neighborhood -.002   
(.003) 

-.024***  
(.009) 

.033   
(.028) 

.005   
(.003) 

-.008   
(.006) 

.143*   
(.085) 

School in Rural Neighborhood .000   
(.005) 

  -.030**  
(.012) 

 .129***  
(.039) 

-.001   
(.003) 

-.002   
(.005) 

-.077   
(.067) 

School in the New England 
Region  .001   

(.007) 
 .046***  

(.017) 
-.051   
(.056) 

.005   
(.005) 

 .039***  
(.010) 

-
.304**   
(.131) 

School in the Mid-Atlantic 
Region 

.009    
(.006) 

.038**   
(.016) 

-.008   
(.052) 

.010**   
(.004) 

.014*   
(.008) 

.034   
(.110) 

School in the Southern Region .001   
(.007) 

.011   
(.017) 

.020   
(.054) 

.001    
(.004) 

.009   
(.008) 

-.148   
(.101) 

School in the Midwestern 
Region 

.004   
(.006) 

.009   
(.016) 

.005   
(.050) 

   .010**  
(.003) 

 .019***  
(.007) 

-.145   
(.097) 

School in the Western Region .001   
(.007) 

.015   
(.017) 

-.029   
(.055) 

.004   
(.004) 

.014*   
(.008) 

-.122   
(.109) 

Population of area around the 
School .000   

(.001) 
.002   

(.003) 
.004    

(.011) 
-.002*   
(.001) 

.003   
(.003) 

-
.090**   
(.037) 

N 224 224 212 140 140 139 
R2 (Unadjusted) 0.0750 0.1965 0.0910 0.1947 0.2449 0.1409 
* means significant at 10% level 
** means significant at 5% level 
*** means significant at 1% level
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  It is interesting that these two regressions share no common significant variables.  

This means that different factors affect arrests due to liquor law violations for private and 

public schools.  This makes sense because at a private institution the harder it was to get 

in the fewer the students that will chance losing their earning potential by engaging in 

activities that might get them arrested.  At public schools where students are less likely to 

value education, it is more up to the location of the school and the surrounding population 

of the school because the region of the country and the size of the population center are 

likely to influence how the police of the area will deal with liquor law violations by 

students.  

 The regression of disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at 

private schools has significant variables of percent applicants admitted, percent of all 

students living on-campus, school in an urban neighborhood, school in a rural 

neighborhood, school in the New-England region and school in the Mid-Atlantic region.  

A one standard deviation increase in the percent of applicants admitted will increases the 

number of disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at private schools 

by 0.009.  A one standard deviation increases in the percent of all students living in on-

campus housing will increase the number of disciplinary actions due to liquor law 

violations per student at private schools by 0.012.  If the school is in an urban setting then 

disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at private schools decreases 

.024 relative to a school in a suburban setting.  If the school is in a rural setting then 

disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at private schools decreases 

.030 relative to a school in a suburban setting.  If the school is in the New England region 

then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at private schools 
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increases .046 relative to the southwest region.  If the school is in the Mid Atlantic region 

then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at private schools 

increases .038 relative to the southwest region. 

 The regression of disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at 

public schools has significant variables of percent of freshmen living in on-campus 

housing, school in the New England region, school in the Mid-Atlantic region, school in 

the Midwest region, and school in the Western region.  If percent of freshmen living in 

on-campus housing increases by one standard deviation then disciplinary actions due to 

liquor law violations per student at public schools increases by 0.006.  If the school is in 

the New England region then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student 

at public schools increases .039 relative to the southwest region.  If the school is in the 

Mid-Atlantic region then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at 

public schools increases .014 relative to the southwest region.  If the school is in the 

Midwest region then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at public 

schools increases .019 relative to the southwest region.  If the school is in the Western 

region then disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per student at public schools 

increases .014 relative to the southwest region.   

 In these two regressions we again see that percent of applicants admitted only has 

a positive correlation for public schools.  The percentage of students living on campus 

does seem to matter to both public and private schools but in different ways.  At private 

schools percentage of all students living on-campus has a positive correlation while at 

public schools the percentage of freshmen living on-campus has the positive correlation.  

The setting of the school only matters if the school is private, namely if the school is in 

an urban or rural area then fewer students are disciplined for liquor law violations.  The 
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area of the county seems to play a factor in both regressions with the variables school in 

the New England region and school in the Mid-Atlantic region showing positive 

correlations for the regression of disciplinary actions due to liquor law violations per 

student at private schools, and the variables school in the New England region, school in 

the Mid-Atlantic region, school in the Midwestern region and school in the Western 

region having positive correlations for the regression of disciplinary actions due to liquor 

law violations per student at public schools.   

 There is only one significant variable for the regression of “harshpunishalcohol” 

at private schools, the variable school in a rural setting.  Numerically, if the school is in a 

rural setting then “harshpunishalcohol” at private schools increases .129 relative to the a 

school in a suburban setting.  In the “harshpunishalcohol” regression for public schools 

the significant variables are percent of applicants admitted, school in an urban setting, 

school in the New England region, and population of the surrounding area.  If percent of 

applicants admitted increases by one standard deviation then “harshpunishalcohol” for 

public schools increases 0.056.  If the school is an urban setting then 

“harshpunishalcohol” for public schools increases .143 relative to a school in a suburban 

region.  If the school is in the New England region then “harshpunishalcohol” for public 

schools decreases .304 relative to the southwest region..  Finally if the population of the 

surrounding area increases by one standard deviation then “harshpunishalcohol” for 

public schools will decrease 0.097. 

 The setting of a school seems to be the only common factor between public and 

private in these two regressions with school in a rural setting being significant for private 

schools and school in an urban setting being significant for public schools.  For public 

schools, the variables school in the New England region and surrounding population of 
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the area have negative correlations.  It is interesting that percent of applicants admitted 

becomes a positive factor for public schools here where previously it was only seen in 

private schools.  Perhaps when dealing with alcohol related incidents public schools that 

have lower acceptance rates act like private schools with low acceptance rates.  This 

provides an avenue into further research.   

 As seen in table 6, the significant variables for the arrests for drug law violations 

per student at private schools regression are percent of applicants admitted and percent of 

all students living in on-campus housing.  A one standard deviation increase in percent of 

applicants admitted will increase the number of arrests for drug law violations at private 

schools by 0.0004.  A one standard deviation increase in the percent of all students living 

in on-on campus housing will increases arrests for drug law violations per student at 

private schools by 0.0007.  In contrast, there are no significant variables when the arrests 

for drug law violations per student at public schools regression. 

   The fact that there are two significant variables at private schools and no 

significant variables at public schools for the drug law violations per student regressions 

is very interesting.  We must remember that this splitting of the data failed an F-Test. 

Perhaps the data sets are not large enough to find the significant correlations for the 

public schools.  Or perhaps it is that the variables included in this study are not the ones 

that help determine arrests for drug law violations per student at public schools.  Or could 

it be that there are no correlations to be found for public schools and that each public 

school handles disciplinary actions for liquor law violations differently.  It is impossible 

to discern which, if any of these explanations, is correct without further study. 

 



 35

Table 6 
Regression Results on Characteristics Affecting Drug Law Violations 

(Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations) 
 Private Public 
 Arrests Discipli-

nary 
Actions 

Harshp-
unish 

Arrests Discipli-
nary 

Actions 

Harshp
-unish 

Percent admitted .002*   
(.001) 

.004   
(.004) 

-.103   
(.108) 

.000   
(.002) 

.003   
(.004) 

-.103   
(.225) 

Number of Undergraduates 
.000   

(.000) 
.000   

(.000) 

.0005**
* 

  (7.75e-
06) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.000) 

Percent Female -.001   
(.002) 

-.008   
(.006) 

.015   
(.182) 

.001    
(.003) 

-.002   
(.006) 

.058    
(.327) 

Percent of Freshmen Living in 
On-Campus Housing 

-.001   
(.002) 

.000   
(.006) 

-.390*   
(.214) 

.003   
(.002) 

 .008*   
(.004) 

-.013   
(.209) 

Percent of All Students Living 
in On-Campus Housing 

   .003**  
(.001) 

.006   
(.005) 

  .245*   
(.148) 

.000   
(.003) 

.003   
(.005) 

-.274    
(.269) 

School in Urban Neighborhood .000   
(.000) 

-.003*   
(.002) 

.046   
(.044) 

.001   
(.001) 

.000   
(.002) 

-.022   
(.086) 

School in Rural Neighborhood .000   
(.001) 

-.003   
(.002) 

.079   
(.062) 

.000   
(.001) 

-.001   
(.001) 

-.083    
(.067) 

School in the New England 
Region  

.000   
(.001) 

 .011***  
(.003) 

-.256***  
(.085) 

.002   
(.001) 

.006**   
(.003) 

-.260*   
(.133) 

School in the Mid-Atlantic 
Region 

.001   
(.001) 

.005   
(.003) 

 -.173**   
(.079) 

.000   
(.001) 

.000    
(.002) 

-.150   
(.111) 

School in the Southern Region .001   
(.001) 

.002   
(.003) 

-.096   
(.083) 

.000   
(.001) 

.001   
(.002) 

 -.173*  
(.102) 

School in the Midwestern 
Region 

.000   
(.001) 

.001   
(.003) 

-.112    
(.078) 

.001   
(.001) 

.000   
(.002) 

-.092   
(.098) 

School in the Western Region .000   
(.001) 

 .006*   
(.003) 

-.126   
(.084) 

.001    
(.001) 

 .006***  
(.002) 

-
.220**   
(.110) 

Population of area around the 
School 

.000   
(.000) 

.000   
(.001) 

-.053***  
(.016) 

-.000   
(.000) 

.000    
(.001) 

-.039   
(.037) 

N 224 224 192 140 140 140 
R2 (Unadjusted) 0.1004 0.1604 0.1722 0.0961 0.1978 0.1020 
* means significant at 10% level 
** means significant at 5% level 
*** means significant at 1% level 
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 The significant variables for the regression of disciplinary actions due to drug law 

violations per student at private schools are school in an urban setting, school in the New 

England region, and school in the Western region.  If a school is in an urban setting then 

disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student at private schools decreases 

.003 relative to a school in a suburban setting.  If a school is in the New England region 

then disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student at private schools 

increases.011 relative to a school in the southwest region. If a school is in the Western 

region then disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student at private schools 

increases.006 relative to a school in the southwest region. 

 The significant variables for the regression of disciplinary actions due to drug law 

violations per student at public schools are percent of freshmen living in on-campus 

housing, school in the New England region, and school in the Western region.  A one 

standard deviation increases in percent of freshmen living on campus increases 

disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per student at public schools by 0.001.  If a 

school is in the New England region then disciplinary actions due to drug law violations 

per student at public schools increases.006 relative to a school in the southwest region.  If 

a school is in the Western region then disciplinary actions due to drug law violations per 

student at public schools increases.006 relative to a school in the southwest region. 

 These two regressions have both school in the New England region and school in 

the Western region as common positive correlations.  This means that no matter the type 

of school, disciplinary actions due to drug law violations will be generally higher in 

schools located in the New England and Western regions.  For private schools the 

variable school in an urban setting also appears to be significant and negatively 

correlated, meaning private schools in urban areas are less likely to have a high number 
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of disciplinary actions due to drug law violations.  Public schools have a positive 

correlation for the variable percent of freshmen living in on-campus housing, meaning 

that at public schools the percentage of first year students living on campus correlates to a 

higher number of students being disciplined for drug law violations.  It is interesting that 

the percentage of freshmen students living on campus only affects public schools and that 

the setting around the school only affects private schools.  Perhaps other significant 

variables would appear with a larger data set.   

 The significant variables for the private school only “harshpunishdrug” regression 

are number of undergraduate students, percent of freshmen living on-campus, percent of 

all student living on-campus, school in the New England region, school in the Mid-

Atlantic region, and population of area surrounding the school.  One standard deviation 

increases in the number of undergraduates will increase the “harshpunishdrug” for private 

school only variable 0.054.  One standard deviation increases in the percent of freshmen 

living in on-campus housing will decrease the “harshpunishdrug” for private school only 

variable 0.066.  One standard deviation increases in the percent of all students living on-

campus will increase the “harshpunishdrug” for private school only variable 0.052.  If a 

school is in the New England region then the “harshpunishdrug” for private school only 

variable decreases .256 relative to a school in the southwest region.  If a school is in the 

Mid-Atlantic region then the “harshpunishdrug” for private school only variable 

decreases .173 relative to a school in the southwest region.  If the population of the 

surrounding area variable increases one standard deviation then the “harshpunishdrug” 

variable will decrease by 0.079. 

 The significant variables for the public school only “harshpunishdrug” regression 

are school in the New England region, school in the Southern region, and school in the 
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Western region.   If a school is in the New England region then the “harshpunishdrug” for 

public school variable decreases .260 relative to the Southwest region.  If a school is in 

the Southern region then the “harshpunishdrug” for public school variable decreases .173 

relative to the Southwest region.  If a school is in the Western region then the 

“harshpunishdrug” for public school variable decreases .220 relative to the Southwest 

region.   

 The only common thread between these two regressions is that the region of the 

country appears to make a difference for each with school in the New England region and 

school in the Mid-Atlantic region having negative correlations for privates schools and 

school in the New England region, school in the Southern region, and school in the 

Western region having negative correlations for public schools.  

 Both housing measure are significant for private schools but it is strange that 

while percent of freshmen living in on-campus housing has a negative correlation, 

percent of all students living in on-campus housing has a positive correlation.  This 

means that private schools that have a high percentage of freshmen living on campus deal 

with drug related incidents using disciplinary actions within the school and not police.  In 

contrast private schools that have a high percentage of all students living on campus 

appear to let police officers deal with drug law violations rather than handle it 

themselves.  Perhaps schools in general are more forgiving for drug law violations to 

freshmen but less so to the rest of the student body.  

 The other two correlations for private schools are number of undergraduate 

students and population of area surrounding school.  There is a positive relationship 

between the number of undergraduate students at a school and the percentage of drug law 

violations handled by the police.  This makes sense because at larger schools police are 
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naturally more involved than at smaller schools.  The population of area surrounding the 

school variable has a negative correlation, meaning that as a school’s surrounding area is 

more populated, the percentage of drug law violations handled by the police decreases.  

This is logical because in a larger city the police will have more important crimes to deal 

with then students violating drug laws. 

 

VI. Conclusion___________________________________ 

 This study did answer the original research question of “are there characteristics 

of schools that lead to higher drug and alcohol incidents/arrests?”  The percentage of 

accepted students has a positive correlation with the amount of students arrested and 

disciplined due to liquor law violations and arrested for drug law violations.  This 

suggests that one way for schools to lower their numbers of students getting caught 

breaking these laws would be to try to become a more competitive school.   

 Also of note is that:  

1) Private schools had fewer arrests and a lower percentage of students arrested over total 

incidents for both drugs and alcohol. 

2) There are lower disciplinary numbers for both drugs and alcohol in urban areas and 

higher disciplinary numbers for both drugs and alcohol in the New England region. 

3) For both alcohol and drugs the percentage students arrested over total incidents is 

lower in the New England region. 

 What can also come out of this research are thoughts about what further research 

can be done to increase our understanding of the results.  For example why is the Mid-

Atlantic region a place where more students are arrested and disciplined for liquor law 
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violations? Or why do both public and private schools in the New England and Western 

regions have higher numbers of students being disciplined for drug law violations?  Or 

why do both private and public schools in the New England region have a lower 

percentage of arrest over total incidents when dealing with drug related offenses?  The 

answers to all of the questions can only be answered through further research.   

 One of the biggest issues in this research is the potential biases of the data set.  

Since all of the statistics used in this study are self reported some of them may be 

unreliable because each school may not have sufficient processes to collect the data.  

Schools reporting also have the possibility of underreporting their numbers on purpose 

because they do not want to be known as a school where a lot of students are arrested or 

disciplined due to alcohol and drug law violations.    

 A key question to answer would be if all these results are consistent from year to 

year.  Unfortunately, there is not a central data set that collects these numbers over a 

period of years and the process of collecting such data for just one year is a very time 

consuming process.  The researcher would suggest further collaboration between all of 

the data clearinghouses used in this paper to create a data set that would be useful.  It 

would not be that difficult as all of the data collected for this study were found online.  

By looking at the data from year to year we can truly try to understand the environmental 

factors surrounding a school that affect the number of students arrested and disciplined 

for violations of drug and alcohol law. 
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