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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

Examining Pre-Service Teachers’ Preference for 

Student Classroom Behavior 

and use of Discipline. 

 

by 

 

Laura Amalia Cervantes 

Doctor of Philosophy in Education  

University of California, Los Angeles, 2015 

Professors Tyrone C. Howard, Co-Chair 

Professor Megan Loef Franke, Co-Chair 

 

Recently, a great deal of attention has been paid to the disproportionate incarceration of 

people of color, and the role schools play in perpetuating this pattern. This phenomenon, 

known as “the school-to-prison pipeline,” is characterized by school actions and policies 

which significantly increase a student’s likelihood of becoming involved in the criminal 

justice system. Students of color, particularly African American males, are more likely to be 

referred for school discipline than their white and Asian peers. This has led to a significant 

decrease in these students’ edification and academic achievement opportunities. Research 

has explored how teacher bias toward, and perceptions of, students of color influence their 

use of discipline referrals. This research aimed to gain a deeper understanding of teacher’s 
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use of discipline by investigating pre-service teachers’ beliefs about discipline and their 

control versus autonomous orientations in the classrooms, and how these factors impact 

the use of discipline referrals. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

I have spent the past ten years of my life mentoring, tutoring, teaching, researching, and 

interviewing youth in urban schools, as well as incarcerated adults and youth in Northern and 

Southern California. I have spent time in elementary school classrooms, observing teachers 

interact with their students and execute their lesson plans. Teaching and tutoring “Life Without 

Parole” incarcerated adult men gave me insight into the life circumstances these individuals 

faced in their young adult lives, circumstances which evidently echoed through their futures. My  

mentoring, tutoring, and teaching at-risk youth in urban middle schools and in youth detention 

centers made me concerned about  the circumstances and situations these youth faced, as they 

were similar to the circumstances and events the incarcerated adults recalled from their own 

schooling and adolescence.  

As the years passed, and I continued my scholarly training, more academic information 

stimulated my curiosity about the connections between school and imprisonment.  This in turn 

led me to focus on the school- to- prison pipeline. Recently, greater attention has been paid to the 

disproportionate incarceration of people of color and the role schools play in perpetuating the 

school- to- prison pipeline, specifically school actions and policies which significantly increase a 

student’s likelihood of becoming involved in the criminal justice system (Biegel, 2006; 

Boccanfusso & Kuhfeld, 2011; Brown, 2006; Hirschfield, 2008 & 2009; Justice Policy Institute, 

2011; Losen, 2011; McEvoy & Welker, 2000; Rosborough, 2010). Students of color, particularly 

African American males, are more likely to be referred for school discipline than their White and 

Asian peers (Howard, 2014, Noguera, 2008). This has led to a significant decrease in the 

opportunities of these students for academic success. While there has been some research on how 
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teacher bias and perceptions of students of color influence their decision to refer these students 

for school discipline (Zimmerman et al. 1995), few have explored teachers’ beliefs about school 

discipline while they are still in training.  Hence, this study aims to investigate the school 

discipline practices and beliefs of pre-service teachers. This research will examine two primary 

questions.  (1) In what ways, if any, are pre-service teachers likely to recommend that students 

be referred to school discipline based on a student’s race? (2) In what ways, if any, does a 

student’s gender factor into a pre-service teacher’s decision to refer a student for school 

discipline? 

In 2008, the Department of Education reported that graduation rates among African 

American students averaged 57% to 63%, with corresponding rates among Latino students of 60-

67%, White students 81-87%, and Asian students 85- 93%. In addition, African American and 

Latino students are disproportionately identified and placed into remedial education classrooms 

which have low literacy rates, fail promotion and graduation test at higher rates, and experience 

high rates of disciplinary action (Donnovan & Cross, 2002; Harry & Klinger, 2006; Hibel, 

Farkas & Morgan, 2010; Losen, 2011; Podell & Soodak, 1993). Hirschfield found that male 

students in remedial education placement scored at the bottom quartile of the national math and 

reading levels.  Of these males, 8% had police encounters between 5th and 8th grade, 36.5% were 

sent to the principal’s office at least three times in the school year, and 27% dropped out (2009). 

Donovan and Cross (2002) found that in the years 1987 to 1999, 46% of students served under 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) spent less than 20% of their educational 

institution time in classrooms. The available evidence suggests that these students are missing 

out on learning opportunities which should have been provided to them by their intervention or 

support services team (Lane, Givner & Pierson 2004; Losen, 2011). Instead, these students were 
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relegated to academic underachievement, higher incidences of suspension or expulsion, dropping 

out of school, lower rates of employment, and higher risk for incarceration (Howard, 2010; Hibel 

et al., 2010; Lane, Givner & Pierson 2004; Losen, 2011; McEvoy & Welker, 2000; Podell & 

Sodak, 1993).  

An increasing body of knowledge has examined the achievement gap amongst students of 

color in schools and has demonstrated systematic disparities in academic opportunities which 

render the current education system inequitable (Chapman, 2007; Donnovan & Cross, 2002; 

Solórzano & Yosso, 2001; Taylor, Gillborn & Ladson-Billings, 2009; Harry & Klinger, 2006; 

Hibel, Farkas & Morgan, 2010; Howard, 2010; Losen, 2011; Podell & Soodak, 1993).  

Another way in which the achievement gap was amplified for students of color arose in 

the 1990’s, when highly-publicized media coverage of school shootings in rural areas fostered 

hyper-vigilance over student behavior, prompting politicians to institute harsh educational 

exclusion policies (Bracey, 2010; Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 2004; Hirschfield, 

2008; Justice Policy Institute, 2011; Lockyer & Eastin, 2000; Sugai & Horner, 2002). The 

Federal Bureau of Investigations (FBI) reported that juvenile arrest rates fell 23.5% from 2001 to 

2010.  The Department of Education reported that school-based “seriously violent” crime 

dropped from 12,672 incidents in 1999 to 11,500 incidents in 2010 among high schools 

nationwide (National Center for Education Statistics).  Nonetheless, 76% of high schools 

nationwide employ security guards, security personnel, or sworn law-enforcement in schools 

where ethnic minorities comprise 50% of the student enrollment (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2010).  

In California alone, Lockyer and Eastin (2000) reported that the chance of a homicide in 

a school is less than one in a million, meaning children are safer in school than riding in a car, or 



  

 4 

even at home. Losen (2011, p.8) notes that “contrary to popular belief” only 5% of suspensions 

are a result of dangerous or violent incidents on school campus; rather, 95% of suspensions were 

due to disruptive misbehaviors. An examination of what issues constitute misbehavior and what 

role, if any, do race and gender play in conduct referrals will be discussed at length in the 

literature review. In efforts to deter students from engaging in criminal activity, and to prevent 

violence on campus, school safety policies further stigmatized students perceived to be deviant. 

This led to these students being preemptively labeled as criminals, as well as a nationwide trend 

for schools to increase their use of police officers, security guards, metal detectors, and other 

student surveillance tools (Department of Education, 2010S; Sungai & Horner, 2002).  

School discipline policies have resulted in an expansion of the achievement gap for 

students of color through educational exclusion (Biegel, 2006; Boccanfusso & Kuhfeld, 2011; 

Brown, 2006; Hirschfield, 2008 & 2009; Justice Policy Institute, 2011; Losen, 2011; McEvoy & 

Welker, 2000; Rosborough, 2010). Moreover, there is little evidence that campus discipline 

policies have resulted in improved classroom learning environments or increased school safety 

(Biegel, 2006; Brown, 2006; Center for Disease Control and Prevention, 2004; Justice Policy 

Institute, 2011). The Office of Civil Rights reported in 2010 that African American male students 

in middle schools accounted for 29% of suspensions, Latino males 17%, while White and Asian 

male suspensions remain steady at 6%; African American female students accounted for 18% of 

students suspended, Latina 8%, and White and Asian females 6% combined together (Losen, 

2011). Moreover, African American first-time offenders receive home suspensions at greater 

rates than their White peers (Losen, 2011).  

Some popular misconceptions regarding educational exclusion practices include the 

following beliefs: schools use them as a last resort measure; they are fairly and justly distributed 
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among students; students choosing to engage in misconduct must assume responsibility for their 

actions; and if an African American student was expelled for behavior issues, their misbehavior 

must have been severe enough to warrant such actions (Biegel, 2012). Beigel (2012) concludes, 

instead, that current educational exclusionary policies lead students who have not had prior 

misbehavior issues to be expelled, further asserting that these policies target those students who 

are unwilling or unable to obey school or classroom conduct rules.     

The aforementioned research has shown that academic failure is one of the most powerful 

predictors of problem behavior and social failure. This may be due to early problems in the 

student’s interactions with teachers and classroom environments that hinder students’ academic 

progress. Schools play a major role in educating, nurturing, socializing, and disciplining children.  

Thus as gatekeepers, teachers can cultivate and facilitate educational opportunities. Or they can 

become intermediaries between academic success or academic exclusion (Hirschfield, 2008; 

Howard, 2010; McEvoy & Welker, 2000). 

Previous research has found several patterns among the disparities in referrals for school 

discipline. Odgers and colleagues (2005) analyzed statewide educational exclusion data from the 

Florida Department of Education, concluding  that behavioral differences related to culture and 

social class may contribute to disparities between teachers' and students' expectations of 

appropriate classroom behavior, in turn leading to a disparity in impacts on different ethnic 

groups.  Zimmerman and colleagues (2005) examined teacher and parent ratings of the behavior 

of a sample of multicultural and multiethnic group of middle school students. Overall, both 

Latino and White teachers gave higher behavior-problem ratings to African American students, 

followed by Latino students, and then White students. White students were rated as having the 

fewest behavior problems by all teachers. When parents’ ratings of their child’s behavior were 



  

 6 

compared to the child’s teacher’s responses, African-American students received higher ratings 

for behavior issues by their teacher compared to their parents, as they were perceived by their 

teachers but not their parents to have behavioral issues. While behavior problems, in this study, 

are perceived by teachers to exist more often in African American students, African American 

students do not perceive themselves as being put down by their teachers more frequently 

compared to Latino or White students. Saft and Pianta (2001) found that first grade teachers 

respond differently to African American and White children who display the same behavior, 

further illustrating discrepancies in child behavior interpretations as a function of race.  

Diamond and Rudolph (2004) examined the role of self-fulfilling prophecy in teacher-

student relationships. They found that teachers who perceived specific students as being low- 

achieving lowered their students’ academic self-image. In turn, these students expended minimal 

effort on their academic work. In addition, these teachers did not challenge such students 

academically. This research provides us with an understanding of how daily interactions between 

teachers and students can set a tone for class-climate and student academic success. In addition, 

this research took into consideration the effects of race and class structure in the school on 

teachers’ perceptions of these students, finding that when a classroom was made up of a majority 

of African American and low-income students, teachers exhibited “deficit-oriented” beliefs. 

Conversely, student perception of teacher disinterest and unfairness in discipline may lead to 

feelings of alienation, lack of commitment to school, and high drop-out rates among low 

socioeconomic status and minority students (Zimmerman et al. 1995).  

Together, these research findings on teacher perceptions of students suggest that race 

influences a teacher’s willingness to academically engage students.  Thus, there is an evident 

need to examine the interrelationships among the willingness of teachers to teach students, 
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student academic performance, and the path to delinquency. Also, because children react 

differently to social stressors, educators should understand that not all undesirable behavior is 

misconduct (McEvoy and Walker, 2005). Therefore, perceptions of classroom misbehavior may 

not be a reflection of teacher or student capacities, but a reflection of the need for a shift in 

teacher training programs which would require asking pre-service teachers to examine those of 

their own underlying beliefs and biases which might influence their willingness to work with 

difficult students (Poddell & Soodak, 1993). When considering a teacher’s willingness to work 

with difficult children, some researchers argue that supportive adults tend to teach students to use 

their internal frame of reference, thereby giving students a voice in their learning and in the 

classroom; whereas controlling adults tend to use punishment as a way to control undesired 

behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

With this background in mind, the present research study will focus on a teacher’s 

interpersonal motivation style and how this orientation influences the disciplinary action they 

recommend for a student. The proposed research will specifically examine:  (1) whether pre-

service teachers are likely to recommend that students be referred to school discipline based on 

students’ race; and (2) whether gender factors into a pre-service teacher’s decision to refer a 

student for school discipline?  

This research has a focus on in-service teachers. Due to difficulties in access to a school 

site and in-service teachers, this study sought the participation of a convenient sample population 

of pre-service teachers in a Teacher Education Program at a large public university in California 

via the internet. A structured survey was administered as the primary mode of data collection. 

This on-line survey explored pre-service teachers’ control or autonomous orientations and their 

preferences for student conduct referrals for behavioral issues. The survey consisted of 3 
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sections: (1) Classroom Climate, (2) Vignettes of Problems in the Classroom, and (3) 

Demographic Questionnaire. Using a repeated-measures MANOVA, I explored the effect of race 

and gender in discipline referrals.    

It is my hope that this study will provide us with a deeper understanding of how to 

transform teacher training programs in order to foster equitable educational opportunities.  

Insight gained through this study might also assist teacher preparation programs to better prepare 

future teachers to support students from diverse socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds. This 

might be achieved by facilitating a paradigm shift from currently preferred student behaviors to a 

range of alternatives to perceiving students as misbehaving. In turn, these alternatives may 

facilitate learning and minimize educational exclusion, mitigating the school- to- prison pipeline.  
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review  

 This chapter will discuss the literature pertaining to historical and current practices of 

school discipline, and then move on to its influence on teacher preparation and expectations of 

classroom management. After that, referrals for school discipline will de discussed at length, 

particularly the extent to which teachers refer for disciplinary action based on gender or race. 

Finally, autonomy versus control dispositions will be explained as they are viewed from the 

standpoint of attribution trait theory.  

 

School Discipline  

Schools play a major role in educating and disciplining children. The Handbook of 

School Mental Health by Weist et al. (2003) gives an historical review of school-based practices 

for behavioral non-conforming students. Since the 1890’s, schools were seen as a place where 

children were socialized as well as taught mainstream cultural norms, values, and hygiene. Over 

time, with compulsory education laws, school enrollment sharply increased and encompassed 

more diverse student bodies.  This in turn led to culture shock among many teachers and 

students. Students viewed as outside the limits of mainstream cultural practices were transferred 

to remedial education instruction. Systematically, an inevitable disconnect still arises between 

the educational institution and children whose behavior does not conform to what is considered 

by school officials as “acceptable” behavior.  

McEvoy and Walker (2005) argue that many disruptive behaviors of students are 

acquired from home. The profiles that have been created of children who are disruptive in their 

research include defying authority, running away, being unruly, lying, etc. Yet these profiles are 

subjective and create confusion in distinguishing negative attitudes from undesirable conduct, 
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punishing children who deviate from social norm expectations. They believe these student’s 

exhibit deficits in social skills, and in turn their lack of skills affects their ability to academically 

succeed in school. Although research studies have highlighted undesirable behaviors in school 

children, McEvoy and Walker (2005) point out that present research is not based on a validated 

and agreed upon measure of problematic behavior.  

Although researchers have begun considering interdisciplinary findings concerning 

children’s perceptions of deviance from psychology, education, and child development research, 

the specific terminology used in different research fields remains ambiguous and subjective in 

much of the literature (Burke et al., 2002). For example, terms such as at-risk and high-risk 

behavior are words used in research to operationalize behavior concepts which are not defined 

and are often used interchangeably, confusing and distorting the actual incidents reported 

(McLoyd and Steinberg, 1998). Research which examines minority schoolchild behavior is 

riddled with methodological, theoretical, and analytical limitations resulting in a problematic 

interpretation of the data due to its lack of coherence even within its own research framework 

(McLoyd and Steinberg, 1998).  

Moreover, gender has only recently begun to be a standard topic of research and data 

analysis, while race and culture are variables still often ignored. Exemplifying this practice, 

Burke et al. (2002) reviewed the published literature on student behavior issues over the past 10 

years, but they were only able to use 25 of 208 studies found. These researchers removed 183 

published studies because 48% of them omitted reporting the racial composition of their sample 

population even though this information was available 60% of the time. Additionally, Burke et 

al. (2002) found that of the studies they did include sample populations were comprised of 69% 

White, 27% Black, and 3% were Latino. Overall, early research on perceptions of behavior 
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lacked adequate consideration of gender, race and cultural factors as variables which could 

influence characterization of behavior deviance.  This is of great potential when behavior that 

might be considered deviant could be normative in specific cultural contexts (Alarcon, 2009). As 

a result of this bias, the middle-class has served as the behavior measuring rod against which all 

students are measured. Thus entire ethnic minority communities, as well as urban identity and 

culture, have been treated as deviates from mainstream acceptable standards. This in turn 

effectively criminalizes deviance from social norms defined by white middle-class points of 

reference. This casts a questionable light on that research concerning behavior, academic failure, 

and school climate which has found that poor academic performance is a predictor of behavioral 

misconduct (McEvoy and Walker, 2000).  

Therefore, perceptions of classroom misbehavior may not be a reflection of teacher or 

student capacities, but a reflection of the need for a shift in pre-service teacher training on 

classroom management.  Specifically, teacher preparation programs might benefit from a focus 

on examining those underlying beliefs and biases of teachers which may influence their 

willingness to work with difficult students (Poddell & Soodak, 1993). In light of these initial 

research findings, and the questions that they raise, we will next examine research pertaining to 

teachers’ perceptions of student behaviors and their use of discipline.   

 

Classroom Management  

In a school report by The Department of Education concerning discipline in schools, 

teachers reported having the most concerns about the cumulative effects of classroom learning 

disruption caused by persistent incidents of student misbehavior (Hart, 2010). In this same report, 

teachers stated group management skills were the single most important factor affecting good 
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standards of classroom behavior from students, fostering an emphasis on teacher training to lead 

and manage classrooms while monitoring student behavior (Hart, 2010). Moreover, to cultivate 

learning environments conducive to successfully executing a lesson plan, teachers are taught 

classroom behavior management skills during their pre-service training that are intended to 

reduce the rates of problem behaviors children engage in (Little & Akin-Little, 2008). 

Research studies have examined and parsed teacher perceptions concerning desirable 

student behavior, as these behaviors are conducive to facilitating learning environments (Hart, 

2010; Poulou, 2005; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004). Classroom behaviors viewed as 

problematic by teachers include inattention, overactivity, noncompliance, lack of motivation, and 

assertiveness which some teachers view as challenging and overwhelming (Lane, Givner & 

Pierson, 2004; Little & Akin-Little, 2008; Southerland et al. 2008). Behaviors viewed favorably 

include an ability to follow directions, attention to instructions, controlling temper with peers and 

adults, getting along with others, and responding  appropriately when hit (Hart, 2010; Hibel, 

Farkas & Morgan, 2010; Lane, Givner & Pierson, 2004). These research studies extended the 

understanding of successful student behavior in classrooms, highlighting perceived undesirable 

behaviors.  But they also reveal that present research is not based on a validated and generally 

agreed upon measure of problematic behavior. Rather these studies focus on examining and 

reporting behaviors that teacher’s believe to be counterproductive to the completion of a lesson 

plan (Lane, Givner & Pierson, 2004). It is found that students who deviate greatly from preferred 

behavior are at risk for both academic underachievement and failed social relationships with 

their teachers as well as peers (Lane, Givner & Pierson, 2004). These failed relationships have a 

negative effect on their school adjustment and are associated with academic and behavioral 

problems which place them at greater risk for referral to remedial educational services (Lane, 



  

 13

Givner & Pierson, 2004; Sutherland et al. 2008). However, Hart (2010) noted the differences in 

intended and practiced behavior control of students, stating classroom behavior management, at 

its core, attempts to control or alter students’ behavior by increasing student motivation, 

engagement, and compliance.   

Research by Winfield (1986) concluded that teacher perceptions of students and their 

academic abilities influenced student outcomes and influenced expectations in the classroom. 

Moreover, this research documented the poor treatment that students perceived to be “at risk” 

were subjected to in the classroom setting, making it nearly impossible for these students to have 

the same learning opportunities as those students who were not perceived to be “at  risk.” Much 

of the research that has been reviewed to this point has been used to understand and characterize 

children’s behavior. In subsequent research, an understanding of peer perceptions has been seen 

as important for understanding interaction patterns (Safran, 1995). Safran further asserted that 

peer-assessment research has been important in providing standard classroom behavior indicators 

that were helpful for developing more valid behavior management plans in both general and 

remedial education settings.   

To give some perspective on how peers view their own behavior in the classroom setting, 

in order to further exemplify the subjectivity that arises with this topic, Coie and Pennington 

(1976) provide a good example of early research that examined peer thoughts on deviance and 

disorderly behavior. Their study investigated the development of social judgments that label 

some children with behavior problems. Researchers asked children to rate two vignettes, one of a 

child who had a seriously distorted social perspective and another of a child who often lost 

control of himself. Overall, this study found that younger children do not view the behavior of 

their peers as either “normal” or a behavior problem. But 17 year-olds defined deviance using 
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social behavior. Moreover, middle school children were able to make normative comparisons, 

but only if there were obvious observable behavior issues. Therefore, student evaluation of 

peer’s behavior may be influenced by their perceived perceptions of others or the social setting.  

In summary, once students are labeled by their teachers with a behavior issue, classroom 

learning can become challenging for such students. Research on teacher perceptions of students 

and teacher expectations of behavior demonstrate the considerable influence they have on their 

students and the classroom environment, strongly affecting achievement outcomes for students 

(Winfield, 1986). In turn, students’ academic motivation, effort, and achievement are most 

influenced by their perception of teacher support, interest, and respect.  

 

Referrals for School Discipline  

In the 1930’s, Weist and colleagues stated that the failure of students to adapt to the 

mainstream culture was explained by psychopathology arising from biological deficiencies. Such 

“failed” students were then referred to clinics outside of school to be treated; they could not 

return to school for instruction until they were deemed “fixed.” It is here, the authors note, that 

special education was developed as a way to provide these “broken” children with mental health 

support. Currently, the preferred method of punishment for students who deviate from acceptable 

mainstream behavior can be seen in student tracking into remedial education courses. 

One way in which the achievement gap was amplified for students of color was through 

the passage of Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 2004 (IDEIA) (Biegel, 

2006). These Acts expanded educational opportunities for students by providing academic 

support services for students who were deemed in need by their teachers, through remedial 

education placement (Biegel, 2006; Donovan & Cross, 2002; Hibel, Farkas & Morgan, 2010). 
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However, such remedial education placement has evolved into an alternative classroom 

placement for truant, disobedient, and insubordinate children (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Weist, 

2003).  

From 1977 to 2008, the US Department of Education Office of Special Education 

Programs reported that the proportion of children provided with services between the ages of 3 to 

21 years of age, has remained steady at about 7% of enrolled students. Moreover, when services 

are disaggregated by race in the years of 1998 to 2007, white, African-American, and Latino 

students between the ages of 3 to 5 years are not significantly different in remedial education 

placement. However, there is a significant increase in placement for African-American students 

from ages 6 to 21 years, going from 4.4% at age 5 to 11.4% by age 6 in 1998 (Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Percentage of children ages 3 to 5 and 6 to 21 served under the Individuals with  

 Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), by race/ethnicity: 1998-2007 

A g e  g r o u p  

a n d  y e a r T o t a l W h i t e B l a c k H i s p a n i c

3  t o  5  y e a r s

1 9 9 8 4 . 8 4 . 9 4 . 4 3 . 0

1 9 9 9 5 . 0 5 . 5 5 . 0 3 . 5

2 0 0 0 5 . 1 5 . 6 5 . 3 3 . 5

2 0 0 1 5 . 3 5 . 8 5 . 5 3 . 8

2 0 0 2 5 . 6 6 . 1 5 . 8 4 . 0

2 0 0 3 5 . 8 6 . 4 5 . 9 4 . 3

2 0 0 4 5 . 9 6 . 5 5 . 9 4 . 4

2 0 0 5 5 . 8 6 . 5 5 . 7 4 . 4

2 0 0 6 5 . 8 6 . 4 5 . 7 4 . 5

2 0 0 7 5 . 7 6 . 3 5 . 6 4 . 5

6  t o  2 1  y e a r s

1 9 9 8 8 . 6 8 . 5 1 1 . 4 7 . 5

1 9 9 9 8 . 7 8 . 3 1 1 . 2 7 . 4

2 0 0 0 8 . 7 8 . 5 1 1 . 8 7 . 5

2 0 0 1 8 . 8 8 . 6 1 2 . 0 7 . 7

2 0 0 2 8 . 9 8 . 6 1 2 . 2 8 . 0

2 0 0 3 9 . 1 8 . 7 1 2 . 4 8 . 2

2 0 0 4 9 . 2 8 . 8 1 2 . 6 8 . 4

2 0 0 5 9 . 2 8 . 7 1 2 . 5 8 . 5

2 0 0 6 9 . 1 8 . 7 1 2 . 4 8 . 5

2 0 0 7 9 . 0 8 . 5 1 2 . 2 8 . 5  

             Source: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), 

1998 through 2007. 
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In a meta-analysis using studies published between 1961 to 2000, Reid et al. (2004) 

examined the academic status of students with behavioral issues. These researchers concluded 

that children with behavior disorders pose a daunting task to educate, characterizing it as a 

complex, confusing task for educators. Results from their meta-analysis indicated that between 

33% and 81% of children with perceived behavioral issues have academic difficulties and 

perform 1 to 2 years below grade level. Furthermore, these students are more often sent to 

detention, dismissed from class, and even transferred to alternative schools where their behavior 

is supposed to be rehabilitated. Of those 42,502 students served for behavior issues, only 5,201 

are transferred back to regular education instruction (U.S. Department of Education, Office of 

Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) database). Reid 

and colleagues state that, from 1998 to 1999, 50.6% of student with behavior issues dropped out 

of high school, and 70% of these students were arrested within three years of leaving school. 

Another way in which the achievement gap has been amplified for students of color is 

through structural inequalities. Conchas (2001) argues that, while schools by themselves are at 

times unable to circumvent structural inequalities at the larger social level, they can have a 

powerful effect on students’ experience of their social conditions. Conchas explored school 

context issues through a qualitative lens consisting of interviews and observational data gathered 

among low income immigrant and U.S born Latino students attending an urban high school. This 

researcher’s aim was to demonstrate how institutional effects mediate school engagement for 

these students. Moreover, Conchas observed how structural and cultural processes at Baldwin 

High School divided students by race and distributed opportunities among students in a way that 

reproduced social inequities. Such practices contribute to an academically competitive school 
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culture which may cultivate hostile racial and ethnic relations among students. Based on these 

observations, Conchas argues that there is a need for supportive institutional and cultural 

processes in schools, because they can have a significant role in fostering the development of 

high-achieving Latino students.  

The inability of some students to identify academically with their schools is another way 

in which academic achievement is made difficult. Griffin (2002) found that an important 

predictor of whether students remain in school or drop-out is their ability to identify with 

academics. Steele’s (1992) stereotype-threat hypothesis has shown that African American and 

Latino students tend to demonstrate higher levels of academic disidentification relative to Asian 

American and White students. Griffin’s study was conducted to examine if African American 

and Latino students, when compared to Asian American and White students, show further 

evidence of disidentification from academics when deciding to drop-out of school. This research 

demonstrated that both African American and Latino students appear to place less importance on 

academic achievement than Asian American or White students when considering dropping-out 

of school.  

Hirschfield (2009) examined behavior regarded as acceptable school conduct, and found 

that a great deal of emphasis was placed on the orderly movement of students and their 

obedience to strict codes of conduct. This researcher investigated the role of schools as a source 

of referral to the juvenile courts across five states, revealing the direct relationship between 

schools and the juvenile delinquency system. This study found that the adverse effects of school 

drop out and incarceration were stronger among youth who exhibited behaviors of acting out, 

school misconduct, and anger control issues during the school year. Hirschfield concluded that 

youth criminalization on campus has shifted the school focus from learning to student behavior 
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management and control of deviance (2009). 

It is important to note that youth arrests should be considered in an historical context, 

because originally the juvenile court's attitude was parental in nature, focusing on the minor's 

underlying problems rather than any specific delinquent acts alleged. Today in Los Angeles, the 

average length of sentencing in a program is 23.8 weeks. The average of the population is 15.7 

years. The ethnic breakdown is approximately 56% Hispanic, 29% African American, with the 

remaining 15% of various ethnicities (Los Angeles District Attorney Data, 2011). Moreover, the 

typical reading level at admission for these youth is at 5th grade with a math level at 6th grade. 

Once released, many of these youth are not placed back into their high school of origin. Most 

importantly, past programs have not addressed the growing concern of deterring minors, 

particularly at-risk youth, from becoming system involved (Los Angeles District Attorney data).  

In summary, the classroom climate created by teachers may have detrimental impacts on 

African American and Latino children’s education opportunities, as well as their overall success 

in life. Podell & Soodak (1993) concluded that teachers’ beliefs about teaching can influence 

their beliefs about students’ ability to learn.  In their view, teachers who do not believe that 

external factors can be overcome by teaching are more likely to refer students.  

 

Teacher Bias 

Although, one can argue that public ideology has evolved to include nonracist Acts and 

legislation which ensure equality for all (Beigel, 2006), prevalent ideologies continue to uphold 

racist and discriminatory practices throughout our media and language.  Such ideologies are 

reflected in the decisions made in and for our schools, which continue to reproduce racial 

segregation and educational inequities (Crenshaw et al., 1995; Delgado & Stefancic, 1990; 
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Howard, 2010; McLaren, 2007). The practice of education is also influenced by research, 

including specifically teacher classroom practices, that originates in psychology and sociology 

(Hart, 2010). Teachers and other consumers of research knowledge could use such knowledge 

and the tools it discovers  to move toward more equitable and effective provision of  services, 

creating learning spaces, and facilitating educational learning opportunities for students of color 

and begin to close the achievement gap (Howard, 2010; McLaren, 2007; Yosso, 2005; Solórzano 

& Yosso, 2001 & 2002).  Therefore, both the level of learning and student conduct can vary from 

school to school and is, in turn, related to the school climate which encompasses “attitudes, 

beliefs, values, and norms that underline institutional practices” through which teachers, 

administrators, and students share perceptions of expectations for achievement (McEvoy & 

Welker, 2000, p.134). 

Statewide data from the Florida Department of Education suggests that behavioral 

differences arising from culture and social class may contribute to disparities between teachers' 

and students' expectations of appropriate classroom behavior (Odgers et al., 2005). This research 

concluded that a shift in paradigm is imperative for understanding the nature of the teacher-

student interactions and the disproportionate number of minority students referred for 

psychological services or special education programs compared to their majority peers. 

Disproportionate placement in remedial education and disparate achievement levels for 

students of color have been influenced by distinct conceptual approaches for classifying behavior 

without accounting for race and racism or cross-cultural perspectives (Alarcon, 2009). Currently, 

Eurocentric pedagogies (White mainstream ideologies) lack an inclusive focus on the impact of 

race, gender, and socio-cultural background.  In particular, there is not enough focus on  how 

these variables can affect a student of color’s perceived behavior and educational 
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(in)opportunities. All together, the lack of consideration for how race and racism as variables 

intersect with gender, class, sexuality, language, etc. as structural and institutional factors 

strongly suggest that the current standardized norm behavior expectations have led to broader 

societal expectations being socially reproduced in classrooms (McLaren, 2007). Overall, both the 

level of learning and student conduct can vary from school to school and is related to the school 

climate which encompasses “attitudes, beliefs, values, and norms that underline institutional 

practices” (p.134) in which teachers, administrators, and students share perceptions of 

expectations for achievement (McEvoy & Welker, 2000). 

Unal and Unal (2009) investigated whether differences in teachers’ classroom 

management styles changed over the years. Their research examined the use of three approaches 

to classroom interactions: non-interventionist, interventionist, and interactionalist, ranging from 

low teacher control to high teacher control. These researchers concluded that experienced and 

inexperienced teachers had similar attitudes towards classroom management. These researchers 

found that teachers believed they had the primary responsibility for classroom control, with little 

input or shared responsibility required from the students. Also, the chief focus of the study was 

on student behavior, rather than feelings and thoughts about the students. These authors found 

that all teachers believed that educators should provide students with opportunities to make 

choices and be responsible for their own learning (Unal and Unal, 2009). In summary, a 

teacher’s years of experience do not have an effect on teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards 

behavior management in the classroom (Unal and Unal, 2009). 

 

Classroom Autonomy vs Control and Attributions  

The contrast between autonomy versus control orientation among teachers grew out of 
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Deci & Ryan’s (1985) cognitive evaluation theory. They argued that adults tended to have a 

general orientation toward dealing with children that can be viewed as ranging from supporting a 

child’s autonomy to controlling their behavior. Some teachers would attempt to control a 

student’s behavior through the use of external controls such as rewards and comparisons (Reeve, 

Bolt & Cai, 1999). These teachers are seen as controlling because their goal is to control a 

student’s behavior so that desirable states occur more frequently and less desirable occur less 

frequently. Teachers who are “autonomous supportive” are defined as those who attempt to 

adopt the student’s internal frame of reference with respect to problems, ideas, or initiatives, 

encouraging the student to critically think about their options in terms of which option would 

have a positive outcome for them (Deci & Ryan, 1985). The goal of these teachers is to support 

students’ interest in and valuation of education (Reeve, Bolt & Cai, 1999). Moreover, Reeve and 

colleagues argued that a teacher style that respected and valued, rather than neglected or 

discouraged, student needs nurtured high interest, motivation, and achievement by students 

(1999).  

Deci & Ryan (1985) proposed four bins for sorting teacher orientations: high control, 

moderate control, moderate autonomy, and high autonomy. For example, in their typology, the 

“highly controlling” teacher is one who identifies a solution and uses tangible extrinsic 

motivators or sanctions to ensure that the teacher’s preferred solutions are implemented. The 

“moderate controlling” teacher identifies a solution and encourages its implementation by 

appealing to the student’s sense of obligation, invoking guilt, or asking them to do as others think 

is right. The “moderately autonomous” teacher encourages students to use social comparisons 

that lead the student to an understanding of how their peers diagnose and solve the problem at 

hand. The “high autonomy” teacher encourages the student to diagnose their own problem, 
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generate a solution, and try out that solution for themselves. Therefore, the quality of a student’s 

education depends on, in part, the teacher’s interpersonal motivation style (Reeve, Bolt & Cai, 

1999).  

Akhter (2010) examined the relationship between teacher control orientations, teachers’ 

controlling behavior as perceived by students, and student academic and social motivation. This 

study found that an important determinant of student success was the authority structure in the 

classroom. Their conclusion was that a teacher’s orientation with respect to control versus 

autonomy determines the structure of the classroom, which in turn affects student motivation to 

learn. Specifically, they found that students in classrooms with autonomy-supportive teachers 

displayed more intrinsic motivation, perceived competence, self esteem, and self regulation 

compared to students in classrooms with controlling teachers. Given these findings, the present 

research aims to determine whether autonomy-supportive teachers are less likely to refer students 

for discipline.     

In addition to teacher orientations with respect to control and autonomy, other inferences 

are made by both teachers and students. These inferences influence the perception of dispositions 

of personalities of other individuals within the classroom. For example, a teacher may witness a 

student engaging in what they deem to be an undesirable behavior. Based on this particular 

teacher’s disposition to control or autonomy in the classroom, they may then address this 

conduct issue. In turn, both students and teachers are forming impressions of one another. 

Such inferences are described in attribution trait theory, where they are known as 

“attributions” (Weary et. al., 1989).  An attribution is an inference about why an event occurred 

or about a person’s disposition or their psychological state. Individuals make attributions about 

their own dispositions and experiences just as they make them about others. Hence, attributions 
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may be perceptions and inferences about others or about the self (Weary et. al., 1989).  For 

example, a teacher may conclude that a student’s academic problems in school result from the 

student’s difficult family situation. This conclusion represents an external attribution. Conversely, 

an internal attribution would be, for example, the teacher’s inference that the student’s lack of 

academic achievement results from a lack of motivation to pay attention and resultant 

misbehavior. Other teachers might instead conclude that a mixture of internal and external 

factors caused the student’s academic achievement problem (Ajzen, 1988).  

In this research study, I focus on a teacher’s control versus autonomous orientation and 

how this orientation influences the disciplinary action(s) that they recommend for a student. 

Moreover, I will also examine if pre-service teachers consider antecedent events in the 

disciplinary action chosen for the student. Thus, do teachers assign attributions to students based 

on the teachers’ previous observations? And, I ask, do these attributions then influence the 

discipline action teachers choose for their students?     
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Chapter 3 

Methods  

 

Introduction 

This research study examined pre-service teacher’s control versus autonomous 

orientation, with a view to determining whether this orientation influenced the disciplinary action 

they recommended for a student. Additionally, by examining if pre-service teachers consider 

antecedent events in the disciplinary action chosen for a student this research also addressed the 

following questions. (1) In what ways, if any, were pre-service teachers likely to recommend that 

students be referred to school discipline based on a student’s race? (2) In what ways, if any, did 

the gender of a student factor into a pre-service teacher’s decision to refer a student for school 

discipline? 

Referrals for discipline focused on two kinds of variables: reported pre-service teacher 

action based on classroom behavior and student background. In this research, I employed a 

structured survey for the exploration of these issues. The following sections provide a detailed 

description of the methods used in the collection and analysis of the data. The sections are 

organized as follows: 

• Survey Description and Methods 

• Procedures and Data Analysis 

• Limitations of the Study 

Survey Description and Methods 

This research utilized a survey as the primary mode of data collection (see Appendix A). 

The survey consisted of 3 sections: 1) Classroom Climate, 2) Vignettes of Problems in the 

Classroom, and 3) Demographic Questionnaire.  
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Survey Section 1: Classroom Climate 

The first section in this survey focused on classroom climate. This section was created by 

compiling previous research findings regarding how teacher classroom management preferences 

and student learning environment preferences by teachers created overall classroom climate 

(Hart, 2010; McEvoy & Walker, 2005). Pre-service teachers answered statements regarding such  

findings using a 4 point Likert scale that varied from strongly agree to strongly disagree. 

Participant answers to these questions give an indication of their feelings and preferences for 

control or autonomy orientations with students, when teaching and in the classroom environment.   

This first section of the survey addressed the classroom management orientation of the 

pre-service teacher. Since the questions were designed to have a response option of strongly 

agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree, each answer constituted a point along a continuum 

that extended from highly controlling (HC) to highly autonomous (HA). Table 2 displays some 

of the questions used to assess a pre-service teacher’s classroom management orientation. 

        Table 2: Survey section 1 classroom management orientation example question  
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Here pre-service teacher participants answer questions pertaining to their feelings 

towards classroom management and discipline in the classroom. A pre-service teacher who is 

high in HC is expected to answer “strongly agree” to the question inquiring if “Students learn 

best WITH rules for their behavior in the classroom.” By contrast, a pre-service teacher who 

identified as HA would answer “strongly agree” to the question inquiring whether “Students 

learn best WITHOUT rules for their behavior.” At the end of the section, an aggregate score 

was computed by averaging the responses. A score with a high value indicated a pre-service 

teacher who is high in autonomy orientation in their classroom, whereas a pre-service teacher 

with a low numeric value indicated a teacher who was high in control orientation.     

Other questions examined a pre-service teacher’s teaching style preferences. For example, 

Figure 3 displays the four methods used to assess where the pre-service teachers falls on the 

spectrum of control or autonomy preferences for student behavior in the classroom setting.   

         Figure 3: Survey section 3 teaching style orientation self report example question   

 

 

Here, a pre-service teacher who is high in HA is expected to answer “I like to encourage 

my student to diagnose, generate a solution, and try the solution out for themselves.” Moderately 

autonomous pre-service teacher is expected to select “I like to encourage the student to use social 

comparison information which emphasizes understanding of how other peers solve the same 

problem.” Moderate control participant is expected to identify “I like to identify a solution and 
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encourage its implementation by appealing to the student’s sense of obligation or invoking 

responsibility to what is right” as their preference. Finally, a pre-service teacher who is HC is 

expected to select “I like to identify a solution and uses motivators or sanctions to ensure the 

solutions are implemented” as their preference.  

 

Survey Section 2: Vignettes of Problems in the Classroom 

The second survey section used a Problems in Schools (PIS) questionnaire which was 

designed to assess whether individuals in a position of authority tend to be oriented toward 

controlling the behavior of others versus supporting their autonomy (Deci, Shwartz, et al., 1981). 

The PIS is an instrument used to assess the strength of control versus autonomy orientations 

within an individual. The original scale, well validated and widely used, consists of 12 vignettes 

and 36 items (Deci, Shwartz, et al., 1981).  

The PIS questionnaire that I used was shortened to six vignettes in order to foster 

participant completion of the survey. After each vignette, four answer options followed that 

represented four behavioral choices for dealing with the problem posed in the vignette: one 

option represented a Highly Autonomy Supportive (HA) response, one a Moderately Autonomy 

Supportive (MA), one Moderately Controlling (MC), and one Highly Controlling (HC). These 

orientations, labeled ‘Autonomy’ and ‘Controlled,’ are understood as relatively enduring aspects 

of personality, each orientation is theorized to exist within each individual to some varying 

degree (Deci, E. L., Schwartz, A. J., Sheinman, L., & Ryan, R. M. 1981). Respondents rate the 

degree of appropriateness of each of the four options (on a seven-point scale) for each of the six 

situations. Thus, there were a total of 24 ratings in this section (6 vignettes each with 4 items). 
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The scoring for the questionnaires began by taking each participant response and 

averaging the scores across the corresponding choices. For example, all HA responses were 

averaged together from the six vignettes to create one score and the same procedure was done for 

MA, MC, and HC. Then, the averages for each answer choice are used to assess which option 

was a stronger selection for the posed problem in the vignettes. These averaged scores indicate 

which of the four categories (HA, MA, MC, HC) the participants favored overall for the 

vignettes, while also indicating their controlling or autonomous dispositions. 

For  this research project, the vignettes were tailored to determine whether there were 

factors of influence for referral that were affected by student race or gender by explicitly 

identifying a scenario student’s gender and ethnicity to the participant. In this section, pre-

service teachers were asked to rate the appropriateness of the disciplinary action which they felt 

should be given to a student based on their described behavior. For example, Figure 4 displays a 

vignette used to examine the control versus autonomy measure of participant responses which 

were rated and scored for each participant.  

        Figure 4: Survey section 2 control or autonomous orientation vignette example question  
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Each vignette listed four ways a participant might respond to the problem with the 

student, and each score given by the survey respondent represents a point along a continuum that 

extends from highly controlling (HC) to highly autonomous supportive (HA). The highly 

controlling (HC) participant identifies a solution and uses motivators or sanctions to ensure their 

solutions are implemented. The moderately controlling (MC) participant identifies a solution and 

encourages its implementation by appealing to the student’s sense of obligation or invoking guilt 

to what others think is right. The moderately autonomous (MA) participant encourages the 

student to use social comparison information which emphasizes understanding how other peers 

solve the same problem. The highly autonomous (HA) participant encourages the student to 

diagnose the problem, generate a solution, and try the solution out for themselves (Deci & Ryan, 

1985). 

Regarding the example used, a HC participating pre-service teacher is expected to answer 

by selecting the fourth option that states “Inform her she will be referred to the school counselor 

to be placed in an alternative class if she does not improve.” A MC pre-service teacher is 

expected to select the answer that states “Emphasize how important it is for her to control herself 

in order to succeed in school and in other situations.” A MA pre-service teacher is expected to 

select the option which indicated “Remind her that you also taught her brother and you know she 

is better than her behavior. You understand she can be a better student with some time.” A HA 

pre-service teacher is expected to select the answer which indicated “Talk to her and inform her 

she must stay after school so you both can work on her class work together.” For each vignette, 

participant pre-service teachers rated the appropriateness of each of the four responses on a 

separate 1-7 Likert scale. Each scale’s score was computed by averaging its six responses.  
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The ratings for each question have already been pre-determined by the survey creators 

(Deci, Shwartz, et al., 1981). The four categories were: 1) highly controlling (HC), 2) moderately 

controlling (MC), 3) moderately autonomy supportive (MA), and 4) highly autonomy supportive 

(HA). The four subscale scores (composed of the average of the six responses for that subscale) 

were used in multivariate analyses (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, and Ryan, 1981).  For a 

multivariate analysis, scoring involves coding the average of the scores for the highly controlling 

responses with a -2 (minus two); weighting the moderately controlling average with -1 (minus 

one); weighting the average for the moderately autonomy supportive subscales with 0 (zero); and 

weighting the average for highly autonomy supportive subscale with +2 (Reeve et al., 1999). 

Again, the algebraic sum reflects the teacher orientation toward control versus autonomy support, 

with a higher score reflecting a more autonomy supportive orientation and a lower score or a 

more negative score reflecting a more controlling orientation. 

In addition, as illustrated in Figure 5, questions pertaining to possible exceptions or 

leniency for discipline referrals were included.   

Figure 5: Survey section 3 demographics example question   

 

Participating pre-service teachers were asked questions that inquired about other forms of 

disciplinary action they would consider using, and whether they considered a student’s display of 

remorse or guilt when choosing the type of discipline they apply to the student. Participating pre-
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service teachers were also asked how long a student has to show a behavior problem for them to 

be referred for discipline. The questions in the third section of the survey informed the 

descriptive statistics of this research on pre-service teacher participants.   

Survey Section 3: Demographics  

The third section of the survey inquired about participant demographics, such as gender, 

age, race, ethnicity, and primary or secondary school program focus.  

Procedures and Data Analysis 

Procedures  

Sample Population  

A University in California campus was selected as the site for recruiting pre-service 

teacher participants from the Fall 2013 Teacher Education Program (TEP) cohort. This program 

has a unique focus on social justice and prepares pre-service teachers to become educators in 

urban settings where students are racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse. The TEP 

program goals are to prepare teachers with the commitment, capacity, and resilience to promote 

social justice by teaching their pre-service teachers to be caring and conscious of racism in urban 

schools, so they can be transformative professionals in the urban schools and communities in 

which they will teach.  

It is because the TEP program attracts applicants who range in experience and strive to 

attain training with a focus on unique social justice issues with underserved populations that 

these participants were chosen as a sample for this study. These students had varying experience 

with the program goals, making this an ideal sample population to examine with respect to 

whether their social justice orientations made them less likely to have negative attitudes towards 

students of color when answering the survey questions.  
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Sample 

Figure 6 illustrates the demographic information for the incoming 2014 cohort of TEP 

students at the study campus. The yellow bars indicate student enrolled program demographics 

and the blue bars indicate participant demographics. Program-enrolled students were  79% 

female and 21% male, of which 32% identify as White, 27% Asian, 30% Latino, 3% African 

American, and 4% declined to state or identified as ‘other.’ When compared to participants in 

this study, pre-service teachers enrolled in TEP were comprised of 45% White, 25% Asian, 19% 

Latino, 9% identified as African American, and 2% declined to state their racial identification.  

Additionally, 67% of study participants were enrolled in the secondary school program, 

86% were first year pre-service program students, 66% had prior classroom teaching experience, 

and 83% of participants were female.      

      Figure 6: Demographic information for program students and research participants  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data Collection 

 I recruited participation from enrolled pre-service TEP students at the university by 

sending a secure email through the department’s Office of Student Support. Prospective pre-
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service teacher participants were provided with a link to the online survey and asked to complete 

it voluntarily. The invitation email informed potential participants about the researcher, the study 

background and goals, and information pertaining to their participation (See Appendix B). I 

attended their program orientation session to briefly speak to the cohort about the study and 

encourage their participation in the study.  

I used an online company, www.surveymonkey.com, which specializes in allowing 

researchers to customize surveys and hosting web domains for the collection of participant data. 

This company allows participants the freedom of starting, pausing, and completing the survey at 

their convenience and at the privacy of their chosen secure environment. The survey was 

disseminated in the Fall of 2014 to the entire incoming cohort of 2014 TEP students. At that time, 

pre-service teachers were provided with a corresponding survey link and the link had a life of 10 

weeks. At the end of 10 weeks, the survey link was deactivated. A total of 47 students in the 

program participated in the study. It is important to note that I intended to collect more responses 

over time, but was unable to do so. 

 

Data Analysis  

Initially, descriptive statistics were obtained to examine emerging patterns from the data. 

Then, a repeated-measure MANOVA was used on the vignettes to examine the main results of 

the within-group factors, such as effects of gender and race across each control and autonomous 

orientation measure. In the MANOVA, participant average scores obtained from the sum across 

each orientation measure (HC, MC, HA, MA) were used to assess if the vignette race and/or 

gender had an effect on the participants control or autonomous dispositions. For example, are 
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African American (AA) male-identified vignettes referred more often for discipline referrals by 

those with an HC orientation compared to other races and females?  

  

Pilot Study 

The second survey section used a Problems in Schools (PIS) questionnaire which was 

designed to assess whether individuals in a position of authority tend to be oriented toward 

controlling the behavior of others versus supporting their autonomy. The original scale, well 

validated and widely used, consists of 12 vignettes and 36 items (Deci, Shwartz, et al., 1981). 

However, for purposed of this study the PIS vignettes were adapted to examine if there were 

factors of influence for referral by students race or gender. A pilot study was conducted to 

examine the best way to present these variables in the larger study.  
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Chapter 4 

Data and Findings  

 

This study examined pre-service teacher’s control versus autonomous orientation, and 

whether this orientation influenced the disciplinary action they recommended for students. The 

analysis of the data focused on two questions: 1) In what ways, if any, were pre-service teachers 

likely to recommend that students be referred to school discipline based on a student’s race? 2) 

In what ways, if any, did the gender of a student factor into a pre-service teacher’s decision to 

refer a student for school discipline? 

First, descriptive statistics were obtained from the analysis to examine potential trends. 

Second, a repeated-measures MANOVA was conducted to examine the autonomous or control 

orientations of participants. If there was a significant effect on the measured variable, then a 

multivariate and univariate analysis was conducted. The significant differences will be further 

discussed in their respective sections below. The following sections provide a detailed 

description of the analysis and interpreted findings. The sections are organized as follows: 

• Descriptive Statistics  

• Repeated-Measures MANOVA   

� Overall results 

� Multivariate tests 

� Mean differences of between and within subjects   

� Interaction of gender with race 

Descriptive Statistics 

The first section in the survey focused on the classroom climate, management 

orientations, and student learning environment preferences reported by pre-service teacher 
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participants. Referring to Figure 7 below, the participants (51%) strongly agreed that they could 

use more classroom management training and (38%) worried more about student learning than 

they do about disciplining students. However, 69% of respondents who answered this question 

agreed that students learn best with rules in the classroom compared to 2% of those who stated 

students learned best without rules. Please refer to appendix C for the full report.    

 

        Figure 7: Classroom climate, management orientations, and student learning environment 

 
 

The next question inquired as to the length of time a student had to show a behavior 

problem for the participant to refer for disciplinary action. Here, 31% of participants who 

responded to this question felt a few weeks was an adequate amount of time for a discipline 

referral. Respondents were divided between waiting a few days or a month (25%) as their 

threshold for referral for discipline referrals. It is important to note that 3% of respondents 

declined to answer this question, while the rest indicated their threshold was between a quarter to 

a school year (Table 8).      
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Table 8: Length of time allotted for behavior problem referral 

 
 

Next, participants were asked if their referral for discipline would be influenced by 

whether a student displayed remorse or guilt for their behavior. Sixty-five percent of respondents 

indicated that their threshold for discipline referral would increase if a student expressed guilt or 

remorse for their actions, while 35% indicated an expression of remorse or guilt was 

inconsequential to a students’ referral for discipline (Figure 9).      

Figure 9: Student consideration for remorse or guilt   

 

 Once the pre-service teacher had decided disciplinary action was merited based on the 

student’s misbehavior, respondents were asked to indicate their order of use of disciplinary 

measures. Here, the majority of respondents indicated they would first call the students’ home 

and try to speak with a parent (94%), then they would refer students to speak to a school 

counselor (86%), then participants would speak with another teacher for advice (86%), refer a 

student for detention (53%), refer a student for Saturday school (39%), and finally send the 

student to the principal’s office (31%) (Figure 10). 
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 Figure 10: Chart for use of disciplinary measures 

 

  Finally, pre-service teacher respondents were asked to self report their control or 

autonomous teaching orientations (Table 11).  

 

Table 11: Chart for teaching style orientation self report    

 

Participating pre-service teachers self reported their autonomous and control orientations. 

An overwhelming majority of participants (84%) saw themselves as having a highly autonomous 

teaching style. In the context of attribution trait theory, this means that most participants believed 

in having the student think about an event or issue they are facing and how this event or issue 

will affect them by encouraging their student to diagnose, generate a solution, and try the 

solution out for themselves. The second highest orientation (11%) reported was a preference for 

moderate control, because they preferred to identify a solution and encourage its implementation 
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by appealing to the student’s sense of obligation or invoking responsibility to what is right. Here, 

the teacher is drawing inferences out for the student and not allowing the student to critically 

engage in their own process of exploration and critical thinking. The remaining participants 

(5.7%) reported a preference for encouraging students to use social comparison information that 

emphasizes understanding of how other peers solve the same problem, which is a moderately 

autonomous orientation. In this situation, attributions to others are assigned and internalized by 

students. Finally, no one reported they had a preference for identifying a solution for the student 

and using motivators or sanctions to ensure the solutions were implemented, which is a highly 

controlling orientation.  

Repeated Measures MANOVA  

 

In the second part of the survey, participant pre-service teachers responded to a series of 

six vignettes which were designed to assess whether individuals in a position of authority tend to 

be oriented toward controlling the behavior of others versus supporting their autonomy. Since 

this instrument was designed to assess the strength of control versus autonomy orientations for 

an individual respondent to the survey, the four subscales following each vignette represented 

four different behavioral orientations for dealing with the problem posed in the vignette: Highly 

Autonomous (HA), Moderately Autonomous (MA), Moderately Controlling (MC), and Highly 

Controlling (HC). In the analysis of the vignettes data, a repeated measures MANOVA was 

conducted to test the subscale scores for autonomous and control orientations (HA, MA, MC, 

HC) among survey respondents, and will be discussed in the section below.  

Multivariate tests 

Statistical tests were structured by examining the mean differences between female (F) 

and male (M) gender groups and between African American (AA), Latino (LO), and White (WT) 
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racial groups of the vignette students across the four subcategories of control or autonomous 

orientation among the survey respondents. The findings indicated that across all four subscales 

there was an effect, or outcome difference, for gender in the MC and MA subscales, there was an 

effect for race in the MC, HA, and MA subscales, and an interaction of gender by race in the MC, 

HA, and MA subscales. The following sections will discuss the test results, their analysis, and 

statistically significant outcomes in the tabular summaries below. Note that statistically 

significant results at a p < 0.05 level have been highlighted in the tables with an asterisk. To 

review the full statistical analysis and comprehensive output tables, please review appendix D. 

Mean Differences Between and Within Vignette Subjects   

Table 12: Mean Scores Between and Within Vignette Subjects, Structured by Race and Gender  

Subscales MC HA MA HC 

Gender F M F M F M F M 

F
e

m
a

le
 AA 3.511 2.298 3.532 1.213 

LO 4.277* 1.617 4.553* 1.085 

WT 3.745 3.426* 2.957 1.234 

M
a

le
 

AA 3.447 3.319* 3.574 1.213 

LO 2.340 2.553* 3.915 .957 

WT 4.043 1.638 4.489* 1.085 

Mean scores by gender 3.844 3.277 2.447 2.504 3.681 
3.99

3 
1.177 

1.08

5 

Differences in mean scores by gender  .567* .057 .312* .092 

Overall subscale    3.560 2.475 3.837 1.131 

P<.05 

 

Univariate tests were used to examine any differences of the control or autonomous 

orientation subscales (MC, HA, MA, HC) of respondents between female (F) and male (M) 

gender groups of the vignette students by the differences between racial groups (African 

American (AA), Latino (LO), and White (WT)) between female (F) and male (M) gender groups 
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of the vignette students. Statistical analysis indicated that there were gender-effect differences in 

vignette student groups between females by 4.277 in the MC subscale and with males by 4.553 

in the MA subscale (p<.05). When examining the differences in mean scores of gender on the 

vignette student groups, females (3.844) are higher in the MC subscale by .567 compared to 

males (3.277) (p<.05) whereas males (3.993) are higher in the MA subscale by 3.12 compared to 

females (3.681) (p<.05).  

Table 13:  Differences in mean scores by vignette student race 

 AA LO AA WT WT LO 

MC 3.479 3.309 3.479 
3.89

4 
3.894 3.309 

 .170 .415* .585* 

HA 2.809 2.085 2.809 
2.53

2 
2.532 2.085 

 .723* .277 .447* 

MA 3.553 4.234 3.553 
3.72

3 
3.723 4.234 

 .681* .170 .511* 

HC 1.213 1.021 1.213 
1.16

0 
1.160 1.021 

 .191 .053 .138 

P<.05 

 

Tests were structured to examine any differences between African American (AA), 

Latino (LO), and White (WT) racial groups of the vignette students, within the four 

subcategories of control or autonomous orientation, among the survey respondents. When 

examining the differences in mean scores by vignette student race, White (3.479) students scored 

higher on the MC subscale by 0.415 compared to African American students (3.479) (p<0.05). 

White (3.479) students were scored higher on the MC subscale by 0.585 compared to Latino 

students (3.309) (p<.05). African American (2.809) students scored higher on the HA subscale 

by .723 compared to Latino students (2.085) (p<.05). White (2.532) students scored higher on 
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the HA subscale by .447 compared to Latino students (2.085) (p<.05). Latino (4.234) students 

scored higher on the MA subscale by .681 compared to African American students (3.553) 

(p<.05). Latino (4.234) students scored higher on the MA subscale by .511 compared to White 

students (3.723) (p<.05).  

 

Interaction of gender by race    

This analysis was structured by testing for outcome differences between female (F=1) 

and male (M=2) gender groups between African American (AA), Latino (LO), and White (WT) 

racial groups within each subcategory of control or autonomous orientation (Appendix C). [See 

Table 12 above, for an overall summary.] This analysis indicated an interaction for race by 

gender in the MC, HA, and MA subscales. First, in the MC subscale, Latino female (4.277) 

students scored higher by 1.936 compared to Latino male students (2.340) (p<.05). In the HA 

subscale, African American males (3.319) scored higher by 1.021 compared to African 

American females (2.298) (p<.05). Additionally, Latino males (2.553) scored higher by .936 

compared to Latino females (1.617) (p<.05) and White females (3.426) scored higher by 1.787 

compared to White males (1.638) (p<.05). In the test of the final interaction subscale effect, 

Latino female (4.553) students scored higher in the MA subscale by .638 compared to Latino 

male students (3.915) (p<.05) and White male (4.489) students scored higher by 1.532 in the MA 

subscale compared to White female students (3.532) (p<.05). 

  

Summary and Conclusion 

The statistical analysis tested for differences between female (F) and male (M) gender 

groups and between African American (AA), Latino (LO), and White (WT) racial groupings of 

vignette students, within the four subcategories of control or autonomous orientation among the 
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survey respondents. Overall, the analysis indicated that across all four subscales there was an 

effect, or outcome difference, for vignette student gender in the MC subscale, where female 

students produced higher scores compared to males, and in the MA subscale, where males scored 

higher than females. This may be due to a variety of issues such as gender bias, social norms and 

expectations, or it may be due to the way the vignettes were written and other possible variables 

posed in those vignettes. This analysis can not tease out, with certainty, the effect of gender and 

race in the data due to the limited number of vignettes and the low number of participants.  

There was an effect of race when the pre-service teachers scored the vignettes of the 

White vignette students higher in the MC scale compared to African American vignette students 

and Latino vignette students. In the HA subscale, African American vignette students scored 

higher than Latino students, and White vignette students scored higher then Latino students. In 

the MA subscale, Latino vignette students scored higher compared to African American vignette 

students and White vignette students. Finally, there was a statistically significant interaction of 

gender by race for Latino vignette females in the MC subscale, a significant interaction for 

African American vignette males, Latino vignette males, and White vignette females in the HA 

subscale, and an interaction for Latino vignette females and White males in the MA subscale. 

The following chapter will discuss the results, meanings, possible significance and implications 

of the analysis presented in this chapter.   
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Chapter 5 

Research Summary and Conclusion 

 

This research tried to achieve a deeper understanding of potential reasons why students of 

color are more likely to be involved in exclusionary educational practices that result in academic 

achievement disparities. The aim of this research was to understand the influence a student’s race 

and gender can have on rates of discipline referrals which lead to academic exclusion. 

Ultimately, understanding these differences is important in examining potential underlying 

biases pre-service teachers may have prior to entering a teaching program. If unchecked, such 

biases could perpetuate disparities in academic outcomes among students by race, socioeconomic 

status, and gender. Achieving a deeper understanding of such potential biases could lead to a 

paradigm shift in classroom expectations by critically examining such biases discipline practices 

may be centered on restorative justice and not exclusionary practices.       

In 2014, the California legislature tried to tackle the issue of discipline disparities in 

schools by passing AB 420, a landmark bill that moves the culture of school discipline away 

from harsh policies toward positive discipline approaches by placing a limit on the use of a 

catch-all category known as “willful defiance.” The willful defiance offense category accounts 

for 43% of suspensions issued to students in California schools. It also has the most significant 

racial disparities (Public Counsel, 2014). In an effort to eliminate these racial disparities, AB 420 

eliminates in-school and out-of-school suspensions for children in grades K-3 for disruptive 

behavior, and bans all expulsions for this reason over the next three grade-years.    

Going beyond AB 420, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) adopted the 

Discipline Foundation School-Wide Positive Behavior Intervention Support (SWPBIS) policy.  

This mandated the development, implementation, and maintenance of a school-wide positive 
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behavior support and discipline plan, intended to shift the school climate from one of discipline 

to one of positive behavior measures. This plan required the creation of a Safe Schools Plan of 

Action where a School Climate Bill of Rights was created with the objective of incorporating a 

campus restorative justice coordinator to oversee alternative discipline solutions intended to 

eliminate classroom learning exclusion for students.  In addition, LAUSD has restored their 

Office of Discipline Referrals (ODR’s), where data is collected pertaining to the incident and 

resolution of each discipline case. The LAUSD has reinstated the collection of such data to help 

school teams to problem-solve and make decisions on school improvements based on three 

levels of behavior: school-wide, classroom, and individual student. Currently, ODR data collects 

information like problem behavior, referrals by time, location, staff referring, student referred, 

and referrals by month. This data collected gives a school-wide summary of problem behaviors, 

time of incidents, location of incidents, and referrals by staff. The data also gives detailed reports 

on students to access comprehensive student history reports. It is a possibility that this data will 

lead to an understanding of which problem behaviors are most common, if there are specific 

problem locations, the number of students receiving discipline referrals, and whether there are 

specific times when problems occur. The steps this particular district has taken are well 

intentioned. However, these steps still do not address the underlying causes of discipline 

disparities.   

Present community and district efforts to reduce discipline disparities have been valuable 

and necessary. But they have generally limited their focus to implementation, such as how 

disciplinary consequences are determined and the counseling resources available to students. 

And while many districts already incorporate strategies such as social emotional learning, 

restorative practices, as well as positive behavioral interventions and supports, less attention has 
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been given to underlying issues such as referral biases which may perpetuate such disparities. To 

directly change the disproportional rates of referrals, and thus make a systemic change to these 

disparities in discipline referrals and close the existing academic opportunity gaps, we must 

examine potential underlying biases. This requires understanding each teacher’s interpersonal 

motivation style as a factor which may drive such gaps in academic achievement for students of 

color.   

In examining these issues, my research explored the possible biases in discipline referrals 

for females and males and between race groups.  Specifically, this research examined the 

following questions. (1) Whether pre-service teachers were more or less likely to refer students 

to school discipline based on a student’s race? (2) In what ways, if any, did the gender of a 

student affect a pre-service teacher’s decision to refer a student for school discipline? The 

following section discusses and summarizes the findings of the present research, beginning with 

the descriptive statistics, then continuing with the tests of repeated-measures MANOVA effects 

and interactions.  

 

Summary of Findings and Interpretations 

The first section in the study survey focused on the classroom climate, management 

orientations, and student learning environment preferences reported by pre-service teacher 

participants. Analysis of this data indicated that over fifty percent of participants strongly agreed 

they could use more classroom management training.  But participants also expressed more 

concern about student learning than disciplining students. Although participants expressed a 

desire for more classroom management training, it is important to remember that survey 

participants were in the first year of the program. Such training may be covered at a later point in 

their training, or while they are actively teaching in a classroom.  
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However, almost seventy percent of the survey respondents agreed that students learn 

best with rules in the classroom. “Rules” were never explicitly defined in the survey and 

respondents were answering these questions based on presumed meaning. It is difficult to know 

for certain participants’ interpretation of phrases like “the use of rules in the classroom.”  

Nevertheless, these findings lead us to wonder about the importance pre-service teachers are 

placing on students’ ability to follow rules and their ability to enforce such rules for an optimal 

learning environment. For example, is it important for a student to remain seated in a chair for 

them to learn? If a student does not remain seated in their chair, does that mean they are not 

learning? 

These were the kinds of issues that this research was trying to examine. There are gaps in 

this research and should be further examined so that expectations and assumptions of the 

meaning of “rules” in the classroom can be concretely defined and examined as classroom 

climate and behavior expectations were identified as issues of importance to these participants. 

Greater effort must be made to explore these concerns, as subjectivity in this area may affect 

student achievement.     

When participants were asked about the length of time a student had to show a behavior 

problem for the participant to refer the student for disciplinary action, most participants indicated 

that a few weeks was an adequate amount of time for a discipline referral. Additionally, the rest 

of participants were divided between those waiting a few days and those willing to wait a month 

to refer for disciplinary action. 

However, if a student displayed remorse or guilt for their behavior problems, over sixty 

percent indicated they would wait a longer amount of time to take action. The display of remorse 

or guilt is a problematic issue that needs to be further examined with research, as a student’s 
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ability to show remorse for their behavior does not indicate their possible misbehavior is 

eliminated.  Such behavior may be due to underlying factors which should be addressed sooner 

rather then later. It is because other possible underlying factors may be at play, when students are 

engaging in undesired classroom behavior which may violate teacher’s classroom expectations, 

that an expression of remorse or guilt is problematic as the consequences to the student and 

entire class may be greater later on. It is possible that the behavior may be eliminated or that 

punishment may be more severe at a later time if the undesired behavior was not extinguished by 

the student’s own account, assuming the student is able extinguish their behavior without 

intervention. Ambiguity in the rules coupled with participant’s strong desire to have more 

classroom management training could lead to a hyper vigilance of behavior and delays in 

addressing or providing services for children who require them. This is an area where further 

research can examine preventative and early intervention measures in the classroom setting to 

minimize possible future educational exclusion practices. Further research could examine why a 

display of remorse or expression of guilt compels these participants to prolong taking 

disciplinary action. Additionally, further research could examine the attributions or inferences 

these individuals make about the student and their perceptions of students to better understand 

underlying issues in discipline disparities. These findings raise the question of teacher inferences 

about students displaying such remorse or guilt will lead to an extinction of the unwanted 

behavior which is problematic.  

The following section inquired about preferred disciplinary action. A majority of 

respondents indicated they would first call the students home and try to speak with a parent, then 

send the student to speak to a school counselor, followed by seeking the advice of another 

teacher, and use detention, Saturday school, or sending the student to the principal’s office as last 
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resorts. As mentioned in the literature pertaining to specific efforts to reform discipline and the 

collection of discipline data, the information gathered to understand problem behaviors, referrals 

by time, location, staff referring, student referred, and referrals by month do not go far enough to 

understand and remedy discipline disparities. Efforts must be made to understand prevention 

practices, intervention measures, escalation of behavior that lead to such referrals, and steps 

taken by teachers prior to a referral. Gathering this information should lead to a greater 

understanding of not only classroom expectations, but also to providing teachers with the tools 

and support resources to meet the vast spectrum of behavior they encounter from their students, 

so that optimal learning and teaching can be achieved. Instead, the current function of a 

discipline referral is an ambiguous practice where attributions are assigned and inferences of 

behavior are made which result in academic exclusions for some students.   

  When examining the vignettes for differences in response for female and male gender 

groups and between African American, Latino, and White racial groups within the four 

subcategories of control or autonomous orientation, results indicated that across all four 

subscales there was an effect, or outcome difference, for gender in the moderate controlling 

category where females were scored higher when compared to males. These results indicated that 

pre-service teacher respondents favored a moderately controlling orientation with females by 

identifying a solution and encouraging its implementation by appealing to the student’s sense of 

obligation or invoking responsibility to what is right. Female students were given solutions that 

evoked their social obligations and submission to societal norms at higher rate then male students. 

Additionally, males were scored higher compared to females in the moderately autonomous 

orientations where participants felt it was best to encourage male students to use social 

comparison information that emphasizes understanding of how other peers solve the same 
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problem. Overall, participants preferred to identify a solution for females and have them draw on 

their sense of social obligation, whereas, males were encouraged to use social comparison and 

draw on an understanding of other peers to solve problems. It is possible that respondents may 

have attributed social norm expectations to each gender and these results are displayed within the 

analysis. It is also possible that other underlying factors described in the vignettes may be 

influencing the reported outcomes. For example, two vignettes described an African American 

female and another a White female distracting other students in the classroom however, one 

situation was due to being overly social while the other situation had undertones of aggressive 

behavior and these differences could have been perceived differently by respondents. Further 

research may be able to tease out underlying beliefs and the role gender plays in expectation 

differences between girls and boys in the school setting.     

In understanding the results for the effect of race on all of the subscales, pre-service 

teachers score White students higher in relation to moderate controlling compared to African 

American students and Latino students. Participants preferred to identify a solution and 

encourage a sense of obligation for problem solving a behavior issue more often with White 

students. Again, underlying differences in the vignettes could have contributed for such results.  

In the high autonomy group, participants scored African American students higher than 

Latino students, and White students higher than Latino students. In this orientation, participants 

encouraged African American students the most to diagnose, freely explore possible solutions, 

and try their solution out for themselves to solve behavior problems, followed by White and then 

Latino students. This analysis outcome could be influenced by the pre-service teacher program 

that has a high level of awareness to racial inequalities in schools and learning environments for 

students of color. However, it is interesting that White students were scored higher than Latino 
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students. When considering the vignettes in this interpretation of analysis, both of the Latino 

students were described in upper middle-class schools with low levels of enrollments of students 

of color and White students were described in schools with high levels of enrollments of students 

of color. It is possible that the context of the school may have influenced the preferred 

orientation of participants between White and Latino students.   

In the moderate autonomy subscale, Latino students scored higher compared to African 

American and White students. Participants favored encouraging Latino student to use social 

comparison information to inform their understanding of how other peers solve the same 

problem, followed by African American and then White students. Vignettes described African 

American students as polite and an athlete with potential and White students were described the 

same way. The difference between groups was the description of Latinos in poor families who 

contributed to their household income but attended affluent schools. Although research has 

found that teachers’ beliefs about teaching can influence their beliefs about students’ ability to 

learn (Podell & Soodak, 1993) a potential area for future research would be to examine 

participant’s views on a students’ ability to overcome these external factors and ability to focus 

on learning.  

Finally, there was an interaction of gender by race for Latino females in the moderate 

control subscale. Here, Latino females were scored higher in moderately controlling orientations 

which entailed the use of social comparison and social obligation to resolve the behavior while 

Latino males were scored lowest. Although the findings in this research can not tease out the 

possible underlying factors for these differences further research can examine how daily 

interactions between teachers and students can set a tone for class climate and student academic 
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success. Specifically, why pre-service participants displayed higher rates of moderate controlling 

orientations for females compared to males.   

An interaction for gender by race for African American males, Latino males, and White 

females in the high autonomy subscale where African American males and the White females 

were scored the highest with autonomy orientation compared to African American females who 

scored the lowest on this orientation. Additionally, Latino males scored higher in this orientation 

compared to Latino and White females compared to White males. This analysis indicates African 

American males were given the highest levels of autonomy of any other category. Given the 

literature that was explored in chapter 2 these findings were not expected and may be due to too 

much variance in the vignettes, the limited number of vignettes presented, or a direct result of the 

social justice focused program which participants were currently enrolled in.  

Based on the research findings, our results indicate that participating pre-service teachers 

seem to be influenced by a student’s race when referring for school discipline. Specifically, 

African American males were scored with the highest level of autonomy. This may be due to the 

inferences about a students’ disposition in the context of the vignette. Also, participating pre-

service teachers tended to prefer moderately controlling orientations for Latina females more 

than any other group. This analysis indicates a preferred way of problem solving with Latinas 

that may be due to gender or racial characteristics. When I examined the data for the ways in 

which student’s gender may have played a factor into participating pre-service teacher’s decision 

to refer a student for school discipline, the results indicated that participants preferred to identify 

a solution for females and have them draw on their sense of social obligation.  By contrast,  

males were encouraged to use social comparison and draw on an understanding of other peers to 

solve problems. Here, social comparison would remove self reflection and assessment of internal 
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experiences for girls whereas boys are encouraged more often to critically think about their 

situation and to arrive to a conclusion. This may be due to an unexamined assignment of 

attributions or inferences about gender for participants. Given the above research and its findings 

the following sections will discuss recommendations and areas for future research based on the 

results obtained.  

 

Recommendations 

More reforms are needed in local and state policies, as well as effective monitoring of the 

implementation of existing policies and programs to eliminate discipline disparities and close the 

achievement gap caused by such disparities. California legislative bill AB 420 includes a sunset 

provision in three and a half years, and statewide coalition partners will be returning with 

legislative proposals to expand protections for students and increase investments in effective 

discipline alternatives. Meanwhile, state and local school-discipline reform initiatives and 

practices to end discipline disparities will continue to be instigated by parents, educators, 

students, community, law enforcement, civil rights leaders. This research can help to inform 

underlying causes of discipline disparities so that useful reform efforts can be implemented to 

disrupt the current state of discipline disparities.  Moreover, with the development of stronger 

local accountability, plans of actions in schools should include funding and training for use of 

prevention and intervention resources to minimize education exclusion practices in the classroom 

setting.  

 The results of this study could be used by other researchers to better examine how school 

culture, teacher training, classroom behavior expectations, and behavior modification 

intervention techniques impact current outcomes for students. The expansion of such a study 



  

 54

could help inform new initiatives and their implementation in the school setting. Future research 

should also focus on employing interviews and possible classroom observations to better detect 

other factors that may have been missed in this survey study. Research using such a broad array 

of data might allow teachers the opportunity to engage in honest discussions of race and gender 

in the school setting, which may help break down stereotypes and misconceptions pertaining to 

students’ ability to achieve academic success in the classroom setting. Also, students could be 

taught to have agency and a voice in their own education and school setting. This student-teacher 

collaboration in creating the learning environment could lead to disruption of the school-to-

prison pipeline.   

 

Limitations of the Study 

This research used a sample of currently enrolled pre-service teachers attending a teacher 

preparation program at a university in California. Most of the pre-service teachers enrolled in 

this program have limited experience in a classroom setting, and therefore must form their 

answers based on their limited backgrounds and knowledge of issues and solutions within the 

classroom setting. This research study was limited by incomplete participant responses and a 

small sample size of participating pre-service teachers. 

Also, identifiable markers were not obtained from participants at the initial dissemination 

of the survey, which made it impossible to link participants across each of the three distinct study 

time periods that were initially planned. Therefore, the data obtained from participants in the 

Winter and Spring periods were removed from analysis completely. An examination of potential 

shift in beliefs, orientations, and practices as participants were exposed to the program and 

sharpened their skills as teachers was not completed as initially projected.  
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Moreover, because the sample population is limited in size and geographical diversity, 

the results may vary according to respondents’ experiences in various teaching locations, student 

demographics, school values, goals, missions, and answer choices may reflect differences in 

participant age, race, gender, and subject level instruction. Additionally, a lack of multicultural 

interactions with individuals and students may play a factor in response rates for this population. 

Even though the teacher preparation program at this university has a social justice focus, with an 

emphasis placed on preparing these preservice teachers to become excellent educators in urban 

settings where children are racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse, the reported results 

may have been affected by the program’s conscientiousness training, yielding results that may 

not translate to the classroom setting. The participants are also self selecting, as this survey was 

taken on a volunteer basis. Therefore, responses were limited to those participants who were 

willing to be a part of a research study which inquires as to their control or autonomous 

orientations.  Participants also had to have the time and access to a computer and the internet. 

Due to the time restrictions on survey completion and participation rates, this research focused 

on providing one vignette for each racial category and each gender; the results presented here 

may not be representative of the results that might have been obtained if more vignettes were 

presented to study participants. These limitations made it difficult to tease out gender and race 

differences indicated by the findings.  

 

Summary and Conclusion 

This research explored how the gender and race of a student influence a pre-service 

teacher in his or her decision to use disciplinary measure to address behavior issues in the 

classroom. The earlier literature implied that race is a factor in discipline decisions by teachers, 



  

 56

and that the classroom climate created by teachers may have detrimental impacts children’s 

education opportunities, as well as their overall success and path in life. The theoretical 

framework proposed here is that a student’s race would be a significant factor determining the 

use of discipline that would result in educational exclusionary practices. According to the forty-

seven pre-service teachers who participated in this research, both race and gender were factors of 

influence. However, due to the varying themes in the vignettes, the limited number of 

participants, and other limitations this study was faced with, statistical analysis cannot determine 

with certainty that race or gender were in fact variables of influence. This research developed 

more questions as a result of the analysis then the ones set out to be explored and answered. 

However, there exists a need to examine underlying biases that may influence a teachers’ 

decision on disciplinary measures that will impact a students learning, due to assigned or 

perceived capabilities or inferences. As teachers can be gatekeepers for children, it is important 

to use such examinations early on in the training of teachers, creating and implementing 

strategies, build tools, and collaborate with people or school administrations that can provide 

support for alternative ways to deal with discipline issues in the classroom and thereby minimize 

educational exclusion for students.   
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Appendix B  

 

 

Recruiting Invitation 

 

 

Tag Line: 

 

“Teachers and Classroom Expectations”   

 

Body Text: 

 

My name is Laura Cervantes and I am a student at the University of California Los 

Angeles. I am here to request your participation in my research study by taking my 

short survey regarding your thoughts of student discipline. You will be asked to fill 

out the anonymous survey online through the link I provide. The survey will ask 

teachers about their knowledge on what skills are necessary for student academic 

success, thoughts on student conduct and campus culture, and discipline policies. 

The survey requires no more than 20 minutes of your time. 

.  

Who is Eligible? Anyone who… 

• Currently enrolled in the TEP program.   

• Is 18 years or older   

• Has around 20 minutes of time to complete the paper survey.  

 

Thank you, in advance, for generously donating your time to participate! 

 

If you have any questions about the study or your participation in the study, you 

may contact the researcher by email at Laura2010@UCLA.edu or you may contact 

the researcher’s advisor, Dr. Howard at THoward@gseis.ucla.edu 
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Appendix C 
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Appendix D 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multivariate Testsc 

Effect Value F 

Hypothesis 

df Error df Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powerb 

Between 

Subjects 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .741 30.818a 4.000 43.000 .000 .741 123.271 1.000 

Wilks' Lambda .259 30.818a 4.000 43.000 .000 .741 123.271 1.000 

Hotelling's Trace 2.867 30.818a 4.000 43.000 .000 .741 123.271 1.000 

Roy's Largest Root 2.867 30.818a 4.000 43.000 .000 .741 123.271 1.000 

Within 

Subjects 

gender Pillai's Trace .411 7.490a 4.000 43.000 .000 .411 29.958 .993 

Wilks' Lambda .589 7.490a 4.000 43.000 .000 .411 29.958 .993 

Hotelling's Trace .697 7.490a 4.000 43.000 .000 .411 29.958 .993 

Roy's Largest Root .697 7.490a 4.000 43.000 .000 .411 29.958 .993 

ethnicity Pillai's Trace .470 4.315a 8.000 39.000 .001 .470 34.517 .985 

Wilks' Lambda .530 4.315a 8.000 39.000 .001 .470 34.517 .985 

Hotelling's Trace .885 4.315a 8.000 39.000 .001 .470 34.517 .985 

Roy's Largest Root .885 4.315a 8.000 39.000 .001 .470 34.517 .985 

gender * 

ethnicity 

Pillai's Trace .665 9.677a 8.000 39.000 .000 .665 77.414 1.000 

Wilks' Lambda .335 9.677a 8.000 39.000 .000 .665 77.414 1.000 

Hotelling's Trace 1.985 9.677a 8.000 39.000 .000 .665 77.414 1.000 

Roy's Largest Root 1.985 9.677a 8.000 39.000 .000 .665 77.414 1.000 

a. Exact statistic 

b. Computed using alpha = .05 

c. Design: Intercept  

 Within Subjects Design: gender + ethnicity + gender * ethnicity 
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Univariate Tests 

Source Measure 

Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Noncent. 

Parameter 

Observed 

Powera 

gender MC Sphericity Assumed 22.695 1 22.695 18.432 .000 .286 18.432 .988 

Greenhouse-Geisser 22.695 1.000 22.695 18.432 .000 .286 18.432 .988 

Huynh-Feldt 22.695 1.000 22.695 18.432 .000 .286 18.432 .988 

Lower-bound 22.695 1.000 22.695 18.432 .000 .286 18.432 .988 

HA Sphericity Assumed .227 1 .227 .108 .744 .002 .108 .062 

Greenhouse-Geisser .227 1.000 .227 .108 .744 .002 .108 .062 

Huynh-Feldt .227 1.000 .227 .108 .744 .002 .108 .062 

Lower-bound .227 1.000 .227 .108 .744 .002 .108 .062 

MA Sphericity Assumed 6.865 1 6.865 6.216 .016 .119 6.216 .685 

Greenhouse-Geisser 6.865 1.000 6.865 6.216 .016 .119 6.216 .685 

Huynh-Feldt 6.865 1.000 6.865 6.216 .016 .119 6.216 .685 

Lower-bound 6.865 1.000 6.865 6.216 .016 .119 6.216 .685 

HC Sphericity Assumed .599 1 .599 3.995 .052 .080 3.995 .499 

Greenhouse-Geisser .599 1.000 .599 3.995 .052 .080 3.995 .499 

Huynh-Feldt .599 1.000 .599 3.995 .052 .080 3.995 .499 

Lower-bound .599 1.000 .599 3.995 .052 .080 3.995 .499 

ethnicity MC Sphericity Assumed 17.028 2 8.514 7.682 .001 .143 15.363 .942 

Greenhouse-Geisser 17.028 1.858 9.163 7.682 .001 .143 14.276 .929 

Huynh-Feldt 17.028 1.934 8.807 7.682 .001 .143 14.852 .936 

Lower-bound 17.028 1.000 17.028 7.682 .008 .143 7.682 .774 

HA Sphericity Assumed 25.050 2 12.525 6.727 .002 .128 13.455 .908 

Greenhouse-Geisser 25.050 1.689 14.834 6.727 .003 .128 11.361 .869 

Huynh-Feldt 25.050 1.746 14.347 6.727 .003 .128 11.746 .877 

Lower-bound 25.050 1.000 25.050 6.727 .013 .128 6.727 .719 

MA Sphericity Assumed 23.603 2 11.801 11.302 .000 .197 22.604 .991 

Greenhouse-Geisser 23.603 1.629 14.488 11.302 .000 .197 18.412 .979 

Huynh-Feldt 23.603 1.681 14.045 11.302 .000 .197 18.994 .981 

Lower-bound 23.603 1.000 23.603 11.302 .002 .197 11.302 .908 
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HC Sphericity Assumed 1.837 2 .918 3.358 .039 .068 6.716 .621 

Greenhouse-Geisser 1.837 1.718 1.069 3.358 .047 .068 5.767 .575 

Huynh-Feldt 1.837 1.778 1.033 3.358 .045 .068 5.970 .585 

Lower-bound 1.837 1.000 1.837 3.358 .073 .068 3.358 .434 

gender * 

ethnicity 

MC Sphericity Assumed 67.582 2 33.791 17.457 .000 .275 34.913 1.000 

Greenhouse-Geisser 67.582 1.387 48.712 17.457 .000 .275 24.219 .997 

Huynh-Feldt 67.582 1.417 47.700 17.457 .000 .275 24.732 .997 

Lower-bound 67.582 1.000 67.582 17.457 .000 .275 17.457 .983 

HA Sphericity Assumed 119.943 2 59.972 31.518 .000 .407 63.035 1.000 

Greenhouse-Geisser 119.943 1.830 65.539 31.518 .000 .407 57.681 1.000 

Huynh-Feldt 119.943 1.902 63.059 31.518 .000 .407 59.950 1.000 

Lower-bound 119.943 1.000 119.943 31.518 .000 .407 31.518 1.000 

MA Sphericity Assumed 57.901 2 28.950 21.405 .000 .318 42.809 1.000 

Greenhouse-Geisser 57.901 1.899 30.484 21.405 .000 .318 40.655 1.000 

Huynh-Feldt 57.901 1.979 29.259 21.405 .000 .318 42.357 1.000 

Lower-bound 57.901 1.000 57.901 21.405 .000 .318 21.405 .995 

HC Sphericity Assumed .305 2 .152 .840 .435 .018 1.681 .190 

Greenhouse-Geisser .305 1.880 .162 .840 .429 .018 1.580 .185 

Huynh-Feldt .305 1.958 .156 .840 .433 .018 1.645 .188 

Lower-bound .305 1.000 .305 .840 .364 .018 .840 .146 

a. Computed using alpha = .05 
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Marginal Means by gender:  

 

 

Pairwise Comparisons 

Measure (I) gender (J) gender Mean Difference (I-J) Std. Error Sig.a 

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-Female 2 .567* .132 .000 .301 .833 

2-Male 1 -.567* .132 .000 -.833 -.301 

HA 1-Female 2 -.057 .173 .744 -.404 .291 

2-Male 1 .057 .173 .744 -.291 .404 

MA 1-Female 2 -.312* .125 .016 -.564 -.060 

2-Male 1 .312* .125 .016 .060 .564 

HC 1-Female 2 .092 .046 .052 .000 .185 

2-Male 1 -.092 .046 .052 -.185 .001 

Based on estimated marginal means 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Estimates 

Measure gender Mean 

Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

MC 1-Female 3.844 .357 3.125 4.563 

2-Male 3.277 .314 2.645 3.909 

HA 1-Female 2.447 .249 1.946 2.948 

2-Male 2.504 .244 2.012 2.995 

MA 1-Female 3.681 .327 3.022 4.340 

2-Male 3.993 .358 3.272 4.714 

HC 1-Female 1.177 .137 .901 1.454 

2-Male 1.085 .124 .836 1.334 

Estimates 

Measure Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 3.560 .330 2.897 4.224 

HA 2.475 .231 2.010 2.940 

MA 3.837 .337 3.158 4.516 

HC 1.131 .129 .872 1.390 
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Marginal Means by race:  

Estimates 

Measure ethnicity Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-AA 3.479 .334 2.806 4.151 

2-LO 3.309 .310 2.685 3.932 

3-WT 3.894 .377 3.135 4.652 

HA 1-AA 2.809 .289 2.227 3.390 

2-LO 2.085 .232 1.619 2.552 

3-WT 2.532 .250 2.029 3.035 

MA 1-AA 3.553 .323 2.902 4.204 

2-LO 4.234 .378 3.473 4.995 

3-WT 3.723 .341 3.037 4.410 

HC 1-AA 1.213 .148 .915 1.511 

2-LO 1.021 .109 .803 1.240 

3-WT 1.160 .148 .863 1.457 
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Pairwise Comparisons 

Measure 

(I) 

ethnicity (J) ethnicity 

Mean Difference (I-

J) Std. Error Sig.a 

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-AA 2-LO .170 .160 .294 -.153 .493 

3-WT -.415* .131 .003 -.679 -.151 

2-LO 1-AA -.170 .160 .294 -.493 .153 

3-WT -.585* .167 .001 -.921 -.249 

3-WT 1-AA .415* .131 .003 .151 .679 

2-LO .585* .167 .001 .249 .921 

HA 1-AA 2-LO .723* .238 .004 .244 1.202 

3-WT .277 .177 .125 -.080 .633 

2-LO 1-AA -.723* .238 .004 -1.202 -.244 

3-WT -.447* .176 .014 -.800 -.093 

3-WT 1-AA -.277 .177 .125 -.633 .080 

2-LO .447* .176 .014 .093 .800 

MA 1-AA 2-LO -.681* .178 .000 -1.040 -.322 

3-WT -.170 .116 .149 -.404 .063 

2-LO 1-AA .681* .178 .000 .322 1.040 

3-WT .511* .146 .001 .216 .805 

3-WT 1-AA .170 .116 .149 -.063 .404 

2-LO -.511* .146 .001 -.805 -.216 

HC 1-AA 2-LO .191* .071 .009 .049 .334 

3-WT .053 .090 .559 -.129 .235 

2-LO 1-AA -.191* .071 .009 -.334 -.049 

3-WT -.138* .066 .041 -.271 -.006 

3-WT 1-AA -.053 .090 .559 -.235 .129 

2-LO .138* .066 .041 .006 .271 

Based on estimated marginal means 

a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments). 
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Pairwise Comparisons 

Measure 

(I) 

ethnicity (J) ethnicity 

Mean Difference (I-

J) Std. Error Sig.a 

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-AA 2-LO .170 .160 .294 -.153 .493 

3-WT -.415* .131 .003 -.679 -.151 

2-LO 1-AA -.170 .160 .294 -.493 .153 

3-WT -.585* .167 .001 -.921 -.249 

3-WT 1-AA .415* .131 .003 .151 .679 

2-LO .585* .167 .001 .249 .921 

HA 1-AA 2-LO .723* .238 .004 .244 1.202 

3-WT .277 .177 .125 -.080 .633 

2-LO 1-AA -.723* .238 .004 -1.202 -.244 

3-WT -.447* .176 .014 -.800 -.093 

3-WT 1-AA -.277 .177 .125 -.633 .080 

2-LO .447* .176 .014 .093 .800 

MA 1-AA 2-LO -.681* .178 .000 -1.040 -.322 

3-WT -.170 .116 .149 -.404 .063 

2-LO 1-AA .681* .178 .000 .322 1.040 

3-WT .511* .146 .001 .216 .805 

3-WT 1-AA .170 .116 .149 -.063 .404 

2-LO -.511* .146 .001 -.805 -.216 

HC 1-AA 2-LO .191* .071 .009 .049 .334 

3-WT .053 .090 .559 -.129 .235 

2-LO 1-AA -.191* .071 .009 -.334 -.049 

3-WT -.138* .066 .041 -.271 -.006 

3-WT 1-AA -.053 .090 .559 -.235 .129 

2-LO .138* .066 .041 .006 .271 

Based on estimated marginal means 

a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments). 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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Gender by ethnicity interactions: 

Estimates 

Measure gender ethnicity Mean Std. Error 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-Female 1-AA 3.511 .349 2.808 4.214 

2-LO 4.277 .403 3.465 5.088 

3-WT 3.745 .380 2.979 4.510 

2-Male 1-AA 3.447 .357 2.728 4.166 

2-LO 2.340 .303 1.730 2.950 

3-WT 4.043 .399 3.240 4.845 

HA 1-Female 1-AA 2.298 .322 1.650 2.946 

2-LO 1.617 .194 1.227 2.007 

3-WT 3.426 .371 2.679 4.172 

2-Male 1-AA 3.319 .350 2.615 4.023 

2-LO 2.553 .296 1.957 3.149 

3-WT 1.638 .191 1.254 2.023 

MA 1-Female 1-AA 3.532 .329 2.870 4.194 

2-LO 4.553 .417 3.714 5.392 

3-WT 2.957 .315 2.324 3.591 

2-Male 1-AA 3.574 .356 2.859 4.290 

2-LO 3.915 .367 3.176 4.654 

3-WT 4.489 .408 3.668 5.310 

HC 1-Female 1-AA 1.213 .149 .913 1.512 

2-LO 1.085 .132 .819 1.351 

3-WT 1.234 .170 .892 1.576 

2-Male 1-AA 1.213 .158 .895 1.531 

2-LO .957 .101 .755 1.160 

3-WT 1.085 .135 .812 1.358 
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Pairwise Comparisons 

Measure ethnicity (I) gender (J) gender 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.a 

95% Confidence Interval for Differencea 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

MC 1-AA 1-Female 2 .064 .228 .781 -.396 .524 

2-Male 1 -.064 .228 .781 -.524 .396 

2-LO 1-Female 2 1.936* .354 .000 1.224 2.649 

2-Male 1 -1.936* .354 .000 -2.649 -1.224 

3-WT 1-Female 2 -.298 .199 .142 -.699 .103 

2-Male 1 .298 .199 .142 -.103 .699 

HA 1-AA 1-Female 2 -1.021* .343 .005 -1.713 -.330 

2-Male 1 1.021* .343 .005 .330 1.713 

2-LO 1-Female 2 -.936* .188 .000 -1.316 -.557 

2-Male 1 .936* .188 .000 .557 1.316 

3-WT 1-Female 2 1.787* .313 .000 1.157 2.417 

2-Male 1 -1.787* .313 .000 -2.417 -1.157 

MA 1-AA 1-Female 2 -.043 .225 .851 -.496 .411 

2-Male 1 .043 .225 .851 -.411 .496 

2-LO 1-Female 2 .638* .214 .005 .208 1.069 

2-Male 1 -.638* .214 .005 -1.069 -.208 

3-WT 1-Female 2 -1.532* .256 .000 -2.047 -1.017 

2-Male 1 1.532* .256 .000 1.017 2.047 

HC 1-AA 1-Female 2 .000 .080 1.000 -.162 .162 

2-Male 1 .000 .080 1.000 -.162 .162 

2-LO 1-Female 2 .128 .089 .160 -.052 .307 

2-Male 1 -.128 .089 .160 -.307 .052 

3-WT 1-Female 2 .149 .086 .090 -.024 .322 

2-Male 1 -.149 .086 .090 -.322 .024 

Based on estimated marginal means 

a. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least Significant Difference (equivalent to no adjustments). 

*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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