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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the catgelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural school district. Tharfrework is based upon the Diamond
(2004) study which, like this research, was builttlee notion that socioeconomic
inequality is a major factor for disproportionalitystudent discipline. This study
identified the assets and deficits of the samplaufadion and analyzed them in
relationship to the referrals accrued. This studg wonducted in a small, rural, southern
school district. Of the population, approximate8f4 are on free and reduced lunch and
is made up of Caucasian students, 53%, and Afrigaerrican students, 44%. Data for
this research study were derived from student plis& reports, records, and test scores.
The data gathered from student records includedgagde, sex, ethnicity, free and
reduced status, and single-parent home. Presahhgeavels reflected the most recent
test data. The sample population included 199 stsd®escriptive statistics were used
to determine if certain student characteristicsenmmmon among student disciplinary
infractions. Calculations showed a correlation vdibcipline referrals for four student
characteristics: students on free and reduced Junale students, African-American
students, and students reading below grade lexaallimg levels being the strongest.
Findings in this study found that socioeconomitustand ethnicity are major factors in
student discipline. Because 94% of the African-Aggers in the study were also on free
and reduced lunch the analysis could not determinieh variable correlated more

strongly to discipline referrals.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Students to earn a high school diploma as a fiegt im becoming a productive
adult. As critical as this step is there are stidiny young people of all ethnicities that do
not graduate from high school. The path to droppiuigbegins as early as elementary
school. Students who experience academic probMhts are involved in ongoing
discipline issues, and who are often suspendedfaghool are the students most likely
to drop out of school. The students that expeaghese problems most frequently are

African-American males.

Much research dedicated to this phenomenon sugtpestafrican American
students are disproportionately suspended companstite students (Applied Research
Center, 2000; Blackshear, 2008; Bock et al. 1998rd&&zo, 1997; Cameron, 2006;
Clark, 2002; Dehlinger, 2008; Gray, 2000; Hinoja®d07; Johnson et al. 2001,
Mcfadden et al., 1992; Morgan, 1991; Skiba et @02 Vanderharr, 2003; Wallace et
al., 2008). Suspensions lead to an increased nuohlgerys missed from class, which in
turn, could be expected to result in decreasedesgmdachievement. Because of the
negative academic impact this pattern has on stsdis important to understand why
minority students appear to be more severely diseigh than majority students. Three

central theories, Critical Race Theory, CulturapReluction Theory, and Social



Reproduction Theory, have been offered to explaprdportionality in student
discipline. From these theories, four comprehenana sometimes intersecting models
have been advanced to explain why certain grougtuoents receive more discipline
referrals than other groups of students: racismipsconomic inequality; cultural
differences, and school cultures. This study wastucted form the work by Diamond
(2004) that suggests that socioeconomic inequiglitiye root cause of disproportionality
in student referrals. Diamond (2004) correlated sty characteristics that teachers
perceived as assets and deficits, which were raatsdcioeconomic inequality, to
determine if students from low socioeconomic backgds (deficits) were more likely to

accrue discipline referrals than students from lsigtioeconomic backgrounds (assets).

Using this socioeconomic framework, the purposthisfstudy was to examine
the correlates of discipline referrals in a divetsgh-poverty rural school district.
Student deficits were free and reduced lunch, ¢ilymone-parent households, and
reading below grade level. Student assets wek@dyl lunch, living in two-parent
households, and reading on or above grade levstripéive analysis was used to
provide a snapshot of the assets and/or deficiiseo$tudents in the sample population
then compared to the number of referrals theseestachad acquired over a specific

amount of time.

The population chosen for this study was drawn feosmall rural southern
school district. The school district is made umpproximately 4000 students, averaging
53% Caucasian students, 44% African-American stisdand 3% Hispanic. The poverty

rates for the district is high, about 78% of allds#nts are on free and reduced lunch.



Agriculture is the primary industry in the area amdny students are second and third

generation residents of the area.

This study is significant because it attempts &tidguish the students that accrue
discipline referrals which lead to student suspmmaind/or expulsion from school.
Armed with this information school leaders couldilitate meaningful conversations
with teachers about why certain students are niadyIto experience academic
difficulties, to receive disciplinary referrals, be suspended out of school, to be
expelled, and to drop out of school. AdditionatBachers and administrators could
identify and implement interventions to keep thstsglents successfully in school.
Further, this information could inform state anddeal policy makers as they work to

assist the families of these children.

Historical Overview

Over the past two centuries, public educatiomeWnited States has undergone
numerous changes. One constant that has not chantpdoverarching mission of
schooling, to educate young people. Educators khatva precondition for educating
students is good classroom management. Drawingstudg by Wang, Haertal, and
Walberg (1993), Marzano and Marzano (2003) condubat classroom management is
critical to student learning. Some of the changgsublic education that have occurred
over the years have had a direct impact on classrnanagement and student discipline.
For this study three of the major changes that Imapacted this are discussed, student
disciplinary practices, the desegregation of schantd the “No Child Left Behind”

legislation.



The first wooden schoolhouse, established at Sjuétine, Florida, in 1716, and
now open to tourists, has on display the “duncé iisetd to discipline students over 400
hundred years ago. As a school administrator limtaigued by this landmark and visited
the school on three different occasions. Duringtwsnty-eight year career | have not
witnessed the use of “Dunce Hats” to disciplinastus. | have observed and used other
recommended techniques to discipline studentsdnujuisolation, copying sentences,
suspension, and corporal punishment. Corporal poresit was considered by the
Christian population, based on their interpretafiorsinterpretation) of Proverbs 13:24
(New King James Version), “spare the rod, spoildhid,” as key to effectively
disciplining children. But, due to an outcry by marganizations, including The
American Psychological Association, the Nationat@@ation for State Departments of
Education, the American Medical Association, theidieal Education Association, The
American Bar Association, and the American Acadefmiediatrics, the use of corporal
punishment in schools declined (Greydanus et @032 Today only 19 states allow the
practice, and of these, only the southern “Biblé& Bstates, still extensively practice
corporal punishment (Bath, 2012). Given this declmthe use of corporal punishment,
schools had to find other means to deal with norpiamt and/or disruptive students.

A second critical change in public education ocedfoeginning in 1954 when the
Supreme Coulih Brown v. Board of Educatioruled that segregating students in public
schools based on race violates the Equal ProteGfimuse of the I4Amendment and,
therefore, is unconstitutional (Goldsmith, 199Motligh many states were very slow to

comply with this ruling it did ultimately result ithhe de-segregation of public schools.



Schools in South Carolina did not comply until 197@as a ninth grade student
in South Carolina and well remember the first tinsbared classroom space with
African-American students. This dramatically chashgjee face of public education. For
the first time, students from very different cutarand life experiences were now being
educated in the same classrooms and being taugbablyers with little understanding of
many of the children sitting in their classroonTis challenged teachers not only to
learn to connect with and and to teach students fidferent backgrounds, but also to
discipline students who have been raised in a @btnd with experiences very different
from those lived by the typical middle-class, whiemale teacher.

In 2001, a third major change in public educatieourred with the enactment of
the “No Child Left Behind” legislation (NCLB, 2008)This legislation made all public
schools accountable for the education of all sttglergardless of their ability levels. Up
until about 1990, the many students who left sclhedbre earning a high school diploma
were able to earn a living wage in the manufactumalustries that flourished across the
United States. But, as the economy has moved & pnedominantly manufacturing to a
technology and service industry, the ability ofdgnts without a high school diploma to
get a job that offers a living wage has decreafeday’s economy demands that all
students earn at least a high school diploma. &ter&l government through the “No
Child Left Behind” legislation demands that puldchools keep all students in school
until they earn a high school diploma or suffetestnd/or federal sanctions.

The net result of both the change in the econonaytla@ expectations for schools
to educate all students is that students who,drptst, may have dropped out of school,

stay. Statistics from the National Center for Ediocenl Statistics (2005) indicate that,



“The proportion of all 16-24 year olds who were ghauts declined between 1998 (12%)
and 2004 (10%). A decrease in the drop-out ra¢@ceuraging, but the longer students
remain in school the greater the opportunity fecgiline issues to increase. “The overall
suspension rate in 2007 was not measurably différem that in 1999, but differences
were found for Black males. A greater percentagélatk males had been suspended in
2007 than in 1999 (57 vs. 41 percent) (Nationalt@efor Educational Statistics).

The face and workings of public education have gkdrsince these actions.
Many ofthese changes have been positive - the declineiadceptance and use of
corporal punishment, the de-segregation of schueded on race, the need for all
students to stay in school, and the pressure aro&cto graduate all students. Students
are much less likely to be physically punisti@dinappropriate behavior, all students
have access to a quality education regardlesseafdlor of their skin, and educators have
been told that they must educate all studentgusbthe ones that look like them or who
are compliant and easy to teach. One negativety&swever, has been the high numbers
of students’ suspended out-of-school for noncompkend/or disruptive behavior. In
addition, numerous studies have shown that thesgptinary policies have put students
on the track of dropping out and, in many instantegcarceration. Even more
disturbing is a Department of Education study cateldi from 2009 to 2010 that found
African-American students were 3.5 times more {ikel be suspended than white

students (The Civil Rights Data Collection 2009-@2®&Report).
Root Causes

Student are regularly suspended out of schoolifmiglinary infractions, it

appears that a disproportionate number of thesmanerity students. Much research has



been dedicated to understanding if and why thisiecinn schools. Three overarching
theories have been posited to explain this phenome@ritical Race Theory, Cultural
Reproduction Theory, and Social Reproduction TheStgted simply, Critical Race
Theory describes race as a social construct usedamtained by the majority to
dominate the minority ( Delgador and Stefancie,2®kiba, 2006). Cultural
Reproduction theory argues that the public schygstiesn plays a critical role in
reproducing the status quo in an effort to pergetttee majority culture (Bowles &
Gintis, 1977; Kupchik et al., 2007; Nolan, 2007jl$ket al., 2006). Closely aligned to
Cultural Reproduction Theory is Social Reproducfitreory. Collins (2009) argues that
schools do not support equal opportunity but prencodtural, economic and linguistic
inequalities. From this view he sees schools agutisns that perpetuate Social

Reproduction Theory,

Borrowing from these theories, research designeshtierstand the root causes of
why some students receive disproportionately meierrals than other students can be
grouped into four broad and sometimes overlappatggories: racism; socioeconomic

inequality; cultural differences; and school cudisir

The first explanation, racism, ignites much delzate emotion. Multiple studies
cite racism as a root cause (Applied Research €&i80; Blackshear, 2008; Bock et
al., 1998; Borrazzo, 1997; Cameron, 2006; Clark2®ehlinger, 2008; Gray, 2000;
Hinojosa, 2007; Johnson et al., 2001; McFadderh,e1202; Morgan, 1991; Skiba et al.,
2002; Vanderharr, 2003; Wallace et al., 2008). Ostedies suggest that
disproportionality is not a function of race butesult of socioeconomic inequality

(Christle et al., 2004; Diamond, 2004; Nolan et2007; Skiba et al., 2006). Howarth
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(2008) concluded similarly that socioeconomic Sappears to be a better predictor of
out-of- school suspension. A clash of culturestisia often cited explanation (Borrazzo,
1997; Clark, 2002; Monroe, 2005, 2006; Williams020Wu, 1980; Nichols, 1999;
Skiba et al., 2006). Most germane to this revieBaswick’s (1990) definition for
institutional and cultural prejudices which he dédses as;more subtle {than racism}
because they are imbedded in unexamined assumjpitiohastablished procedures”
(p.2). And, studies by Wu (1980) and Skiba et2008) suggest high out-of-school
suspension numbers aret a function of race but a function of the schastudent
attends. In contrast, studies by Kinsler (2009 Hichols (1992) dispute the notion that
disproportionality is a product of racial bias oc®economic inequality; instead they

suggest that any discrepancy is a function of istant data reporting systems.

Regardless of the causes, the preponderancediésitoncludes that African
American students are suspended out-of-schoolapsptionately when compared to
Caucasian students. But while the data could b&eyga by different theoretical
interpretations, the quantitative data are insigfitto settle definitively on one
interpretation or another. Qualitative studiestlmgrounds that they are attentive to the
racial and social class dynamics of an integratédip school, can shed light on the
processes that produce the outcomes and thus begkle us to judge which theoretical
explanation for disparities is more prevalent amscigpol personnel.

Though the majority of the studies conducted odesttidiscipline are based on
guantitative data derived from discipline repotit®re are also qualitative studies, and
mixed, qualitative and quantitative studies thatclly or tangentially address these

issues. These topics include academic achieveméidtioan American students,



African American overrepresentation in special edion, the effectiveness of In-School-
Suspension, the effectiveness of disciplinary pedi@nd procedures, the role of
school/administrative leadership, and school boandkracism.

Several researchers, Nichols (1999), Green (2@d)dren’s Defense Fund
(1975), Arriza (2003), and Blackshear (2008) comedienixed-methods research, data
and survey quantitative analysis coupled with wgaws of students, teachers,
administrators, and/or community membiersnvestigate issues related to school
discipline. Nichols (1999) reviewed discipline dadports generated from five schools
and conducted interview sessions with the admatisin disciplinary teams. This study
investigated discipline reporting systems and thbty of teachers to manage classroom
discipline. The researcher found inconsistencieata reporting systems and concluded
that white middle class teachers were ineffectivenanaging discipline issues among
African American students.

Blackshear (2008) reviewed data from disciplingorés, surveys, and classroom
observations in an effort to determine why Afridamerican males have a high rate of
discipline referrals and to make recommendatiomgiaimethods and practices to reduce
these numbers. Blackshear concluded that teacleesinclined to hold negative
judgments of African American students, and refenaere a result of negative student-
teacher interactions. It was noted that when teachere able to keep students engaged
in learning, discipline problems decreased; stusleith less academic abilities
encountered more discipline issues.

The findings suggested that racism does play aimdlee disproportionate

number referrals written for African American statke The study by Arriza (2003)



supported these findingspncluding that referrals are the result of defeaand
disruption rooted in cultural, racist, and linguastonflicts between teachers and
students.

Other researchers conducted qualitative sg,diterviews, case studies, and
ethnographies to better understand issues relatechbol discipline. Studies by Lane
(2006), Hyland (2003), Dotzert (1998), and Emihbvit982) suggest that racism is a
factor in student discipline. Studies by Nolan (2Z0@nd Christle (2004) concluded that
the effects of poverty play a major factor in stoddiscipline. Williams (2007)
conducted a study on teachers’ ideology concerdiagsroom management and on how
they can enhance African American academic achiemgnconcluding that teachers
need much training on how to work with African Angan students. A study by Besaw
(2006) had similar findings, concluding that sclsooéed to figure out a better way to
discipline students.

Barrazzo (2002) gained access to primary souscardents, teacher-written
referrals. In this quantitative study, referralseveoded for teacher and student
demographics and incident data to assess diffezanher conflict resolution styles.
Results suggested that a teacher’s cultural vahedefs, and perceptions greatly
influenced his conflict style selections and theaws of discipline and student
achievement. A review of the data revealed thaitcAfr American males experience a
higher number of referrals which resulted in ousoliool-suspension when compared to
the entire population. Though much research has tleee to support the assertion that

disproportionality in discipline exists when comipgrAfrican American numbers to

10



Caucasian numbers and explanations for this hase &eplored, very little information
has been gathered from and about the source ofaisiethe classroom teacher.

Green (2006) after surveying teachers about diseipolicies and interviewing
focus groups of administrators, concluded that tdeyeachers and administrators,
agreed that the discipline policies were effectiveontrolling behavior and that violence
was not a serious problem. Clearly, there appeans &a disconnection between
discipline data reports and teachers and admitost’goerception that current discipline
practices are effective. The purpose of this study to examine the correlates of
discipline referrals in a diverse, high-povertyaluschool district.

Theoretical Framework

Socioeconomic inequality is the framework for thisantitative study. This
framework was most influenced by Diamond (2004 ) Tésults of the Diamond (2004)
study suggested that teachers consciously and sciocosly assign asset and deficit
“points” to students. Students from high socioecoimdbackgrounds earn assets and
those from low socioeconomic backgrounds earn lgfistudents who appear to have
more assets than deficits by teachers are exptxtedrn at high levels and behave well.
Students who appear to have more deficits tharisaase not expected to learn at high
levels and are not expected to behave. Furthemana (2004) concluded that, “the
current of belief and practice tends toward lowegyeztations followed by a decreased
sense of responsibility for students” (p. 76). Thamond work, like this research, was

designed from a socioeconomic framework.

For this study, deficits are defined as: free adtliced lunch status; single-parent

home; and reading below grade level. Assets alldufich; two-parent home; and

11



reading on or above grade level. Gender and ethirdce neutral and referrals are the
dependent variable. Simply stated, the researdisvies that the socioeconomic status
(SES) of a student is directly related to the nunabeeferrals a student receives. The
higher the SES the fewer number of referrals aestuis likely to receive; the lower the
SES the greater the number of referrals a studdiktely to receive. Increased referrals
correlate to time out of class which can decreas#est learning. The November, 2012,
National Center for Education Statistics repbriproving the Measurement of
Socioeconomic Status for the National Assessmdidwfational Progresdefines SES
as “one’s access to financial, social, cultural anchan capital resources. Traditionally a
students’ SES has included as components, paesghiahtion attainment, parental
occupational status, and household of family incom#h appropriate adjustment for

household or family composition.” (p. 4)

The Socioeconomic Theoretical Framework is represkon the next page,
Diagram 1.1. The framework suggests that studenfalbpay lunch are more likely to
be from two-parent homes and read on grade ldudlrn these students are less likely
to receive referrals for discipline infractionstihead to decreased time out of class and
higher levels of learning. Students on free andiced lunch are more likely to be from
single-parent homes and read below grade levekd bidents are more likely to receive
referrals for discipline infractions that lead teiieased time out of class and lower levels

of learning.

12



Diagram 1.1: Theoretical Framework

Socioeconomic Status — Student Referrals — Studelnéarning

11N

= Y
} )

The Theoretical Framework in Diagram 1.1 illustsattee Socioeconomic Theory

that low economic statues students are at incraasetbr referrals which can lead to
decreased learning. High or middle socioeconomuidests are at decreased risk for
referral which leads to increased learning.
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The belief that socioeconomic status is directlgtesl to success in school is well
supported by researchers (Baharundin et al., 1B8&8grs, 2013; Eamon, 2005;
Majoribanks, 1996; McDill et al., 1989; McLeod, ByMcNeal, 2001; Smith et al.,
1997). Bowers (2013) examined relevant researdet®rmine if changing social policy
can help close the achievement gap. In this gt study he determined that many
social conditions and environmental factors imgsdigtlent learning but even more so for
poor, minority students. He found a strong cotretabetween SES and reading levels
and suggested that researchers and educatorsdin¢he achievement gap among
classes not races. McDill et al. (1989) concurrét these conclusions. He added that
the conditions associated with students livingongrty include problems such as
repeating a grade, requiring special educationrpbgthool suspensions and dropping

out of school.

Based on the belief that socioeconomic statuskesyandicator of student
academic performance and the supporting reseasgh above the following independent
variables were chosen for this study: ethnicitgefand reduced lunch status, present
reading level, grade in school, age, and, singteridhome. The dependent variable was
number of referrals. The variables were chosendaséhe collective works of other
researchers highlighting student factors that arflte student learning, socioeconomic
status — free and reduced lunch, parents in theekosgingle parent home, grade in school
to measure against reading level, and referrabss-of time in class (Christle et al.,

2004; Diamond, 2004; Nolan et al., 2007; Skibal.e2806). This study does not attempt

to address cause and effect, just patterns. Regograny patterns among deficits, assets
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and referrals could be used to help distinguistiestits most at risk to accrue discipline

referrals and be suspended out of school.

Research Question

The research question was designed to distingumstivstudents are most at risk

to accrue discipline referrals, based on identifleficits and assets.

1. What student characteristics, classifiedssets and deficits, correlate with

disciplinary referrals?
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Chapter 2

Literature Review

The first step in understanding why disproportidgah school discipline appears
to exist is to review the literature addressingostidiscipline and related issues. The
literature review will examine the following: thedal rulings governing school
integration, research indicating disproportionaiityschool suspensions and expulsions,
research addressing the root causes of dispropalitip— socioeconomic inequalities,
data reporting systems, school norms, teacher aadfoinistrator biadegal rulings
governing claims of racism, root causes of teaahéfor administrator bias, racism,
inequitable school practice, clash of cultures; sugigested solutions.

In 1954 the Supreme Court, Brown v. Board of Educatiooverturned the 1896
separate but equal doctrine establishddl@ssy v. Ferguso.heBrown case called for
equal protection; this has been interpreted to nmeaxdiscrimination on the basis of race
in school policies and practices. This ruling aldignot result in school integration. It
was with the passing of Title VI, Section 601, leé Civil Rights Act of 1964, that the

courts began forced school integration (Goldsnii€97).
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Disproportionality and Race

Since that time much research has been generaggdsing that African
Americans males are disproportionately suspenddaapelled when compared to white
males (Applied Research Center, 2000; Blacksh@®8;2Bock et al. 1998; Borrazzo,
1997; Cameron, 2006; Clark, 2002; Dehlinger, 2@y, 2000; Hinojosa, 2007;
Johnson et al. 2001; Mcfadden et al., 1992; Mor881; Skiba et al. 2002; Vanderharr,
2003; Wallace et al., 2008). A study by Gray (20f@2)nd that “Blacks were 3 times as
likely to be suspended as all other students coedi(p. 49). Wallace et al. (2008)
reported similar findings arguing that the dispndjpmality in the number of African
American students compared to white students lggtdithe system’s hostility to court
order integration.

In contrast research conducted by Dehlinger (2008he Texas public school
system suggests that discipline bias against Afrisaericans is not a function of
imposed integration. This Texas study found thatc&h American males are
disproportionality suspended and expelled when @etpto white males in schools and
systems regardless of unitary status (court-orddeeskegregation). Dehlinger (2008)
found that African American students are disprapaslity suspended and expelled in
schools in unitary status, in schools released fnaitary status, and in schools who have
never been in unitary status. Howarth (2008) refkto this phenomenon as “second
generation segregation argued that regardlessegration when African-American
students are suspended and/or expelled out of kdlspwoportionately compared to

Caucasian students the result is school segregdimnconcern that school systems have
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internally segregated is not new. In 1982, Emihowicote, “De-segregation succeeds
because of ‘resegregation’ in schools” (p.17).

This phenomenon is further evidenced in segregatatculum tracks and
classrooms. My experience in both high schoolsmamldile schools attest to how school
systems have resegregated schools. Classroom aggnegccurs in schools that place
students into either remedial, college preparatotyonors-tracked curriculums. Criteria
for placement into a specific track are based onescombination of school grades,
norm-referenced and/or criterion referenced testd,teacher recommendations. The
long-term effect of this is that there is oftenispdoportionately low number of African
American students enrolled in the honors and AdedrRlacement classes compared to a
disproportionate high number of African Americandgnts enrolled in practical and

remedial classes.
Disproportionality and Special Education

As alarming as this is, the numbers of Africane&kitan students placed in
Special Education classrooms is of even more can&tudies of Special Education
populations find that African American students significantly overrepresented in the
population of Special Education students (ClarkQZEmihovich, 1982; Schott, 2005;
Skiba et al., 1997). A more recent study by Skibd Poloni (2006) mirrored these
findings. This study found that African Americamdénts with disabilities are
significantly overrepresented in general educatiassroom placements (inclusion) and
in separate classroom settings (resource and @el&ioed). “Further, in almost all

disability categories, African American studentgeveore likely than their peers with
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the same disability to be served in more restrcsigttings” (p.419). Similar results
were found in studies by Skiba (2006) and Gray §200hough the focus of this
study is not disproportional minority representatio Special Education programs or in

Honors-level classes, it is clearly an area in ridgeésearch and resolution.
Disproportionality and Socioeconomic Status

As cited above, since court ordered integratioa,pfeponderance of school
discipline studies suggest that African Americardsnts are disproportionally suspended
and expelled when compared to white students. dilbaly implies racial bias. Racial
bias is assumed to be the reason for dispropoltipteecause low socioeconomic
populations are often high minority populationsefiéhare studies that suggest
disproportionality is not a function of race butesult of socioeconomic inequality
(Christle et al., 2004; Diamond, 2004; EmihovicB82; Nolan et al., 2007; Skiba et al.,
2006; Tenebaum et al., 2007). Public schools arddd by state and federal dollars. The
system is designed so that each school has thercesoneeded to provide equal
educational opportunities for all students. Howebercause schools have access to local
monies, per pupil funding is higher, in some camash higher, for schools located in
high income areas.

In addition to the monetary advantage these sshule, they also serve a better
educated parent and community population resuitireyen more inequalities across
school systems. A study by Christie et al. (200ghlghts the effect socioeconomic
status can have in schools. The study concludeduifian teaching students from high

socioeconomic backgrounds, teachers held high éfmas for students, challenged
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them, and used positive reinforcement in the atesarto control behavior. When
teaching students from low socioeconomic commus)iteachers held low expectations
for student learning and behavior, were inconstseamd were more punitive in dealing
with behavior.

Diamond (2004) supported the Christie findingsatong his findings in terms of
assets and deficits. The results of this study esiggl that teachers consciously and
unconsciously assign asset and deficit “pointsSttmlents based on a variety of criteria.
Students from high socioeconomic backgrounds essets, and those from low
socioeconomic backgrounds earn deficits. Studehtsappear to have more assets than
deficits by teachers are expected to learn at leigdls and behave well. Students who
appear to have more deficits than assets are peteed to learn at high levels and are
not expected to behave.

Findings by Howarth (2008) investigating studeistighline agreed that
socioeconomic status matters. He concluded thaeomnomic status appeared to be a
better predictor of out-of-school suspension stuéémicity. Vanderharr (2003) posits
“...those accumulating the majority of power are oftee dominant group. ...those with
fewer resources ...may be considered subordinatpmessed. Thus, economic
inequality is an important factor shaping the iat#ions of people within educational
institutions. Economic inequality is linked withcral inequality” (p.7). Other studies
reject this argument concluding that regardlesscohomic inequalities, African
Americans are still are suspended and expellegsptaportionate levels and punished
more harshly for less severe infractions when coethto white students (Johnson et al.,

2001; Wallace et al., 2008; Warren, 2007).
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Disproportionality and Data Reporting

Studies by Kinsler (2007) and Nichols (1992) digpthe notion that
disproportionality is a product of racial bias oc®economic inequality; instead they
suggest that any discrepancy is a function of istant data reporting systems. An
example of how suspension numbers may be inflgted follows. Two students, one
white, and one African American, are involved inegbal altercation. Both are
suspended pending a parent conference. The pdrém whitestudent comes in the next
morning, and a conference is held; the studemadmitted to class. The parent of the
African-American student comes to the school twgsdater, a parent conference is held,
and the student is readmitted to class. The in@macecorded on the discipline record for
both students is verbal confrontation, but the eqgngnce recorded for the white student
is 1 day out-of-school suspension but three daysitbf-school suspension for the
African American student.

Another possible inconsistency can be found in beewdata are recorded. It is
not unusual for one referral to contain multipl&aetions such as cutting class,
disrespect, and defiance. The official infractienarded is often left to the discretion of
the person imputing the data; this person may éatministrator in charge of discipline
or, more than likely, the person is a clerk. Ontg anfraction per referral is imputed into
the discipline data base, again, at the discretfdhe person recording the data. This
results in inconsistent reporting and the appea& émat students are being disciplined
differently for the same infraction.

Additionally, consequences imposed for an infattre based on not only the

most recent infraction but also on the number @westy of previous infractions. Again,
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if discipline data are only superficially examinédnay appear that some students are
disciplined more severely for the same infractioant other students. Findings by Kinsler
(2007) underscore the problems with discipline répg. In this study, the data collected
found that for the majority of infraction categajdlack students are significantly more
likely to receive out-of-school suspension andaddonger period of time than white
students who commit similar transgressions. Thggests racial bias, but the author
contends the statistics do not account for previetexrals and differences in the
disciplinary policies across schools (p. 50). Ardfil studies are needed to determine if
inconsistent reporting is wide spread and to wiegtee discipline numbers may be

inflated.
Disproportionality and Culture

Still other studies suggest high out-of-scho@lpgmnsion numbers are a function
of the school a student atten@&kiba et al., 2008; Wu, 1980). Their research
hypothesizes that the use of out-of-school suspansinot necessary to school discipline
but a choice administrators use to control studeantsincrease achievement. While their
findings did support the assertion that the ussuspensions is related to the school a
student attends, the findings did not support §sedion that high suspensions results in

increased student achievement.

On the other hand, Skiba (2008) concluded that@shhat suspend a high
number of students have difficulty maintaining &ifige school climate and tend to have
low test scores. A related study conducted by KIN&007) agreed that suspension
numbers are a function of the school a studemdgtand that suspension is used to

control student behaviot,..disparities in punishment result from varying dtioary
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levels across schools and not pernicious bias imgipals at individual schools” (p. 54).
But Kinsler (2007) disagreed on the effect susgenbas on student achievement. He
concluded, “Students who get out-of-school suspentgnd to repeat and decrease
achievement, but if it increases the achievemamnpéders a principal may increase overall
achievement by longer out-of-school suspensior8Bq)p.Unlike the Skiba (2008), and

Wu (1980) studies the Kinsler (2007), study consdehe effect disruptive students

have on the ability of their peers to learn. “Pipats are eager to boost achievement; one

tool used is discipline” (p. 57).

If school systems do use out-of-school suspensiamprove student behavior
and/or to improve student achievement, then rekaata its effectiveness is necessary.
The majority of research about the effectivenessutfof-school suspension suggests
that it does not deter negative behavior; in facan do real harm (Bock et al., 1998;
Howard, 2006; Johnson et al. 2001; Mcfadden efl@b2; Skiba et al., 2008; Studley,
2002; Warren, 2007; Wu, 1980). Collectively, thedées determined that out-of-school
suspension did not deter students from future meghthaviors. “...such exclusions
(out-of-school suspension) can have a negativetedfe students with backgrounds
similar to those of the teachers, but it can beeexély detrimental of African-

Americans...” (Studley, 2002, p. 97).

Out-of-school suspension recidivism numbers regobirt the McFadden, 1992
study affirm that this form of discipline does mbiange student behavior. The study
reported that only 31% of all students suspendee wet repeat offenders, 75% were
suspended up to 5 more times, and 25% were suspepde 15 additional times.
Additionally, these studies found days missed fsmmool due to forced absences are
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detrimental to student learning. Warren (2007) istlideading and math achievement and

determined that suspension negatively affectedestiuaichievement.

Finally, these studies concluded that not onlyusaf-school suspension not
effective but it can lead to worse student behavibe Johnson (2001) study found that
student suspension can lead to expulsion, faitugraduate and, of more concern,
juvenile detention. Many of these studies listetipbra of negatives attributed to out-of —
school suspension - loss of self-respect, inteyacdtiith other “bad” kids, missed school
work, peer stigma, and an increased likelihood ofsening problems. In sum, it appears
that out-of-school suspension does not change stib@davior. The studies cited in this
section investigated the effect of out-of-scho@mnsion may have on students who

break school rules.

Other studies investigate the effect out-of-sclsa@ipension may have in
improving the learning environment for the studemt® behave and their teachers. “It is
the ghetto kids who destroy the classroom. Theytdh@ve the right to do itdisrupt
instruction. Get rid of them and you will get a better sdiiodr. Young (Arriaza,

2003, p. 90). This statement reflects well sentitmshared by many teachers and
administrators. Students who disrupt class digthgit learning and the learning of
everyone in the class. Teachers write referratalige they want the “troublemakers”

out of their classrooms. Administrators suspemrdéhstudents to get “troublemakers”
out of their schools (Arriaza, 2003; Wu, 1980). S&aéeachers and administrators believe
that removing these students improves the leammvgonment for the other kids in the
school. Research conducted by Kinsler (2007) caleduhat, “...schools are careful to

respect the rights of disruptive students to thardent of the well-being of other
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students; peer misbehavior is costly from an agment standpoint” (p. 139).
Collectively, the studies in the literature reviagreed that, regardless of the reason or
effect, African American students appear to berdigprtionately suspended and

expelled when compared to white students.

The Kinsler (2007) study was the only study foumat contradicted this finding.
This study, conducted by three Duke University gedd level economists, investigated
how North Carolina public school instruction isrséormed into student knowledge and
how this affects future student productivity. Basedheir research, they concluded that
African American students receive out-of-schoolpausion at the same rate as white
students within a particular school. “Once diffezes in disciplinary policies across
schools are controlled for, out-of-school-suspem$gngths for Blacks and Whites
converge and are no longer significantly differgpt54). They found no bias in student
discipline regardless of race or socioeconomiastdturther, “Claims of racial bias are
inaccurate, and there are significant achievemenétits associated with strict

discipline” (p. 50).

The Kinsler (2007) study notwithstanding, the migyoof research in the area of
school discipline suggests that African Americardshts are suspended and/or expelled
disproportionally compared to white students. Butile much of the research agrees that
disproportionality exists, there is no consensugherroot cause of this phenomenon.
Morgan wrote in a 1991 studyf-or reasons yet to be determined, Black pupilsimegal
and Black males in particular are more often inedlin school disciplinary processes
than their White peers. This inequality has beetudeented for the past twenty-five
years. Reasons for this inequality, culture galb;fakilling prophecy, lower
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expectations by teachers both Black and White, uglegsources, and inexperienced

teachers, status and values of teachers incongnugnafrican-Americans” (p. 14).
Legal Rulings

To understand why documented inequality, regardiégs stem, still appears to
flourish, it is important to study the legal rulsthat govern accusations of inequality. A
Legal Memorandum prepared by Goldsmith, 1997, weslithe court rulings cited to
measure claims of racism. Hawkins v. Colemar876 F. Supp. 1330; N.D. Tex. 1974
“racism” was cited as the chief cause of the digproonate number of black students
being suspended. Until 1976, the courts could Heee decisions on statistical evidence
alone to determine the existence of racism. “Thesrdemonstration of a racially
disproportionate impact or effect of a school ppbbifted the burden to the school

district to show there is a legitimate or non-raogason for the disproportionality” (p. 4).

But, in 1976 a Supreme Court ruling was handedmrditnat completely changed
the face of how cases of racism were determine@adshington v. Davis, 426 U.S. 299,
the court held that disproportionate impact alooesthot demonstrate discrimination.
The courtdetermined that, “a discriminatory purpose or ihtenst also be proven in
order to support a finding of a constitutional aibbn of equal protection. The court said
that disproportionate impact was not irrelevantthat it was not the sole touchstone of
invidious discrimination either” (p. 4). One ydater inVillage of Arlington Heights v.
Metropolitan Housing Development Corporation, 42%1252 (1977)the Supreme
Court defined further the kinds of evidence neagssaestablish discriminatory intent or

purpose, degree of disproportionate impact, hisdbbackground of the challenged
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decision, specific antecedent events, departuods frormal procedures, and

contemporary statements of decision makers” (p.4).

Collectively, these rulings profoundly affect thigility of a group to prove racial
discrimination because disproportionate numbenseatm longer suffice, intent must be
established. In response Johnson (2001) wtitdsen racism is measured only by intent,

rather than impact, policies such as standardestihg are seen as race-neutral” (p. 11).

Disproportionality and Schools

Intentional or not, much research suggest thahtya@nd/or administrator bias is
the reason for the disproportional number of miyastudents suspended and expelled
compared to white students (Applied Research Ce2@®0; Cameron, 2006; Children’s
Defense Fund, 1975; Hall, 2006; Moule, 2009; Nish@P99; Wu, 1980). Cameron
(2006) expressed this well, “Sadly, school disaigty practices appear to be vehicles for
the expression of racial and class based biasddlgg¢bachers and school administrators.
It is in these ways school discipline may havenitsst iatrogenic impact on those
students who are most vulnerable” (p. 223).

A student’s journey to out-of-school suspensiot expulsion begins with
referrals. The vast majority of referrals are vertby classroom teachers, and often 10%
of teachers write 75% of all referrals. To underdtavhy it appears that African
American students are disproportionately disciglintempared to white students, these
teachers need to be investigated to determineiif tiecision to write a referral is a

function of racism (Nichols, 1999). Racism is defimas a developed set of attitudes that
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include antagonism based on the supposed supgrdriine group or on the supposed
inferiority of another group, premised solely omns&olor or race (Beswick, 1990).

This generation of educators was, for the modt pducated in an integrated K-
12 public school system and entered the profedsiowing that they are expected to
educate all students. When a white teacher aceaumsAfrican American student of an
infraction and writes a referral, the charge ofsacby either the student and/or parent is
not uncommon. Teacher reaction to this accusasianost always intense. A study by
Skiba (2006) found several recurring reactiondccusation of racism by teachers:
anger at the differences in students and paremggrat the cultural mismatch of kids
and school, frustration about inadequate schoelsiati claiming they are “color-blind”,
and an unwillingness to talk about the issue.

Additionally, the study found that African-Ameritéeachers were more willing
to talk about race. Most teachers denied any ra@al, stating that any differences are
economic, not racial. Similar findings were foundai study by Dotzert (1997), “Teachers
are uncomfortable talking about racial behavior.have yet to find a white person who
does not think that they are under attack when #éineyconfronted with a race issue”
(p.87). One explanation for why teachers are wnabtiscuss race is because it is
framed as racist or not with no middle ground (Begmi, 2001).

Regardless of teacher denial that racism doeslagtgorole in the decision to
write a referral, research suggests otherwise. 188@) determined that, “the subjective
judgments and attitudes of the teachers throughymoear to be highly relevant to out-of-

school suspension...teacher judgments, attitudgseroeptions also determines whether
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students are suspended out-of-school” (p. 28)cétecluded that “...racial bias plays a
role in out-of-school suspension” (p. 44).

This same study asked if African American studevese better off when taught
by African American teachers. The results foundigaificant difference in how African
American students were treated regardless of teeahthe teacher. Given this,
researchers have tried to determine whether teaeheraware of their bias but deny it or
if they are unaware of their bias. In the mid-1930test, the Implicit Association Test,
was developed to measure unconscious bias. Theleagioped by Anthony Greenwald
and Maharin Banaji, was created because people
often do not speak their minds, and they suspebtadeople do not always know their

own mind. The test can be accessed at www.tolerar@hidenbias/tutorials/04.htlm

(Greenwald, McGhe-Wise, and Schwartz, 1998). Yeadata gathered from individuals
taking this test support findings in a study coridddy Moule (2009). He found that,
“although many white Americans consider themseludsased when unconscious
stereotypes are measured some 90% implicitly liakks with negative traits (evil,
failure)” (p. 324). Whether teacher and/or admnaistr bias is conscious or unconscious,
it still has the same negative impact on Africanekivan students.

Infractions cited on student referrals offer suppar the notion that teacher bias
affecthow they interact with African American studentsh{dson, 2001; Monroe, “Bad
Boys” 2005; Schott, 2005; Schwartz, 2001; Skibalet2002; Studley, 2002; Wallace et
al., 2008).The Studley (2002) study conducted in San Diegoaishidentified the top
reasons for referrals: 1. disrespect and overlapgpeech, 2. fighting and play fighting,

3. conduct and humor, and, 4. disobedience. Thangeamost common reasons for out-
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of- school-suspension were defiance and disrespettt,subjective in nature. “Referrals
for such offenses most likely depend highly onwialial teachers’ levels of tolerance
and understanding of the academic and developmeegals of the students they teach”

(Studley, 2002 p. 106).

An example of how teachers interpret or misintdrpfeican American behaviors
is found in the Wallace (2008) study. This studgaaded that discrimination by
teachers and administrators is evidenced in thethayrespond to African American
behaviors. Student tardiness to class is a chpoiglem in schools regardless of grade
level. In this study, which examined individual gt referrals, a student was cited for a
“physical and verbal threat” directed at a teacheesponse to a teacher reprimand for
being tardy to class. This is a serious infracdad could, and most likely would if
upheld, result in removal to an alternative progamexpulsion. But a closer look into
the incident revealed that when the teacher reprited the African American student for
being late to class, the student respontiddn, | was just fix'n to bounce on you.” The

teacher interpreted this language as threatening.

Similar findings were reported by Skiba in 1997020and again in 2008. The
1997 study found that the preponderance of refewak for issues of non-compliance,
disrespect, disobedience, and improper conductenlas also little consistent
relationship between the seriousness of infractamtsseverity of consequences. The
Skiba (2002) study found that the infractions reeor most frequently for white students
were smoking, leaving class without permissioncehge language, and vandalism. The
infractions recorded most frequently for African Antan students were disrespect,

excessive noise, threat, and loitering. The refenecorded for African American
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students were clearly more subjective in natura thase recorded for whistudents. He
concluded, “The primary source of disciplinary dgportionality; rather, school
suspension seemed to function to ‘pass along’ablrdiscrepancies originating at the

level of the referral to the office” (p.334).

A third study by Skiba (2008) concluded that Africdmerican students were
suspended for less severe but more subjectivectidres. This study by Skiba agrees that
teacher and/or administrator bias results in dis@pdisproportionality but frames the

issue as inequitable school practices.

In schools, like all political institutionthe rules and regulations governing the
members of an organization are developgdhe dominate culture. The dominant culture
in K-12 public schools in the United States is whitiddle class. Whether at the district
or school level discipline policies are both deypeld and enforced by the white middle
class majority. Much research has been dedicatdtetmvestigation of the application
of school discipline practicdBesaw, 2006; Blackshear, 2008; Cameron, 2006;,Gray
2000; Green, 2006; Johnson, et al., 2001; Kingled,7; Kupchik et al., 2007; McFadden
et al., 1992; Skiba et al., 1997; Skiba et al.,.@2Wallace et al., 2008].hough many
school systems enacted some form of zero-tolerandér “three strikes you're out”
policies after the 9/11 terrorists attack that nadad specific consequences for specific
infractions the vast majority of consequences tlldedt to the discretion of a school or
district administrator. Very much like criminal abyudges, administrators know that the
individuals who commit infractions all have diffatehistories and experiences and that
the circumstances surrounding each infraction argue. Given this, administrators do

not want their “hands tied” by mandated consequepee infraction. It is this subjective
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flexibility in assigning punishments that leavesmofor real discrimination in assigning

punishment or, at least, the appearance of discaitain.

Of the studies dedicated to school discipline peticseveral suggest that there is
an inequitable application of school discipline wli®mparing African American
students and white students (McFadden et al., 19KiPa et al., 1997; Skiba et al., 2008;
Wallace et al., 2008). Though the exact percestagey in each study, they all agreed
that given the percentage of referrals earned loig#@i American students, a
disproportionately high number of students wergsnded-out-of-school and a
disproportionately low number received in-schodsension and/or detention. In
schools where corporal punishment is still practitee most common reason for its use
was defiance and bothering others. Though moreavgiitdents than African American
students were cited for these offenses, more Afrisaerican students were
administered corporal punishment. When teachers asked their impression of the
application school policies, they stated that whilke rules governing suspension and
expulsion were clear, they agreed students wer&eatied fairly and this can cause
confusion among the students (Gray, 2000; Gredd)20Vhen Kupchick (2007)
interviewed students, he found that African Amamistudents perceived discipline

policies as inconsistent as and less fair thanesgtutdents.

Again, the only significant study found that dispdithe findings that discipline
policies are unequally applied was the aforemeptidKinsler study. That study found
that,“Once | control for varying policies across schaibls difference in discipline for
Black and White students is significantly redudadsome cases it actually appears as if
White students are punished more severely. Themagtrity of aggregated racial gap in
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discipline stems from cross school variations scuiline policies” (Kinsler, 2007, p.
108). Teacher racism and administrator bias as refldotedhool discipline practices are
suggested explanations for the disproportionalensipn and expulsion rates of African

American students in the K-12 public education exyst

A clash of cultures is a third often cited expléma (Borrazzo, 1997; Clark,
2002; Monroe, 2005, 2006; Williams, 2007; Wu, 198@hols, 1999; Skiba et al., 2006;
Tenenbaum et al., 2007; Vanderharr, 2007). Bes{li®R0) defines culture as the ideas,
customs, and art of a people’s living present. s, “Culture is not static but rather a
dynamic context for social life that all people Bavright to shape” (p. 5). He
distinguishes culture form ethnicity, defining ethty as historically pertaining to
generational heritage and history. Most germartbisoreview is Beswick’s definition for
institutional and cultural prejudices which he déses as;More subtle than racisn)

because they are imbedded in unexamined assumpiiohastablished procedures”

(p.2).

The majority of teachers and administrators inligudxucation are white,
middle-class Americans. They make decisions, intexéth students and interpret
experiences from a cultural framework based oneyhiiddle class America. “People
with power determine the values and norms of schaséd on their culture and drive out
other cultures. ...adults force their culture onybang” (Vanderharr, 2003 p.7).
Interviews conducted by Borrazzo (1997), “... revddleat the teachers’ cultural values,
beliefs, and perceptions greatly influence thenflict style selection as they influence

their views of discipline and student achievemépt”210).When dealing with students
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from a similar background, this can be an assétwben dealing with students from a

different cultural framework, this can be a problem

Studies by Hinojosa (2007), Wu (1980), and Nicl{@99), conclude that the
root cause of disproportionality in school disaigliis conflicting cultures. “Schools are
middle-class institutions with middle class pedgleching and administering them. It is
the different cultural orientation of the largebyl socioeconomic minority students in
conflict with the middle class orientation of theheol that explains their higher out-of-
school suspension rate, not racial bias” (Wu, 199@). Clark (2002) underscored the
argument that students not from the cultural narrthe school have less ability to
succeed in school evidenced by increased disciplioblems and placement in Special
Education. Monroe (2006) agrees that it is cultareunderstanding that impacts high
minority suspensions. He describes white middlesctallture as characterized by lack of
affect, constraint, deference to authority, turkirig, and linear conversations contrasted
to the African American culture characterized berapping, animated, emotional talk,
and physical expressioHe concludes, “Schools are populated by White netadhss
teachers who expect White cultural norms of behatiis leads to misinterpretation of

African American behavior” (Monroe, 2006, p. 163).

Similar findings were reported in a study by Teramh, et al. (2007). This study
found that teachers hold higher expectations, plewmore positive reinforcement, and
write fewer referrals for students from Europeanetican backgrounds than for students
from Latino and African American backgrounds. Hylg2005) contends that teachers
would not knowingly hurt kids, but do so unconsesigunot understanding their
underlying attitudes. Not understanding the cultditierences of the students a teacher
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teaches may be unconscious but it can cause much(BAariaza, 2003; Clark, 2002;

Monroe, 2006, Skiba et al., 2006).

When teachers misunderstand and interpret a stedamhent or action as
disrespectful or threatening and then react byingia referral that results in a
disciplinary action, students react strongly. Yopegple have a strong sense of right and
wrong and justice and injustice. Most do not hdneerhaturity to understand the concept
of mismatched cultures and are unable to succégshalster school. Arriaza (2003)
concluded, “Teachers... interpret such behavidri¢an Americahin ways that only
lead to a clash with students own cultural posgioStudents, on the other hand, tend to
play with the expectations and power dynamics igsathat only exacerbate the negative

impact on their capacity to build social capitgd’q2).

Skiba et al. (2002) explains, whiteachers and students see racial disparity in
discipline as unconscious. African American seesdh conscious and deliberate —
applying rules to exclude. that (1996) adds, iddn American see differences in
communication styles and lack of respect by teached are ‘pushed to the edge’; they
are encouraged to be hostile” (p.175). Resistame®rly provides some insight into
student reaction to a hostile system. “Studenflicband violence can be understood
within a theory of resistance, not as a form oktktn against prescribed norms, but
because such ‘power-moves’ between students anennetiated relations of power
between students and institutional and state aggctisol personnel and law
enforcement]” (Nolan, 2007, p. 13). Further, hegasgs more serious results, “Findings
revealed that students found creative, albeit somestdestructive, ways to preserve

valued identities and contest policies. And, fimdirsuggest that the school has assumed
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a key role in the management of an educationalllyemonomically marginalized group —

poor and working class urban youth of color” (p4B3
Theoretical Concepts

The notion of management of the poor and workiagsbrings to the table the
very serious claims that schools play a role int@al Reproduction tied to the concept
of White Privilege and Critical Race Theory tiedhe concept of White Racism. It is
argued that the public school system plays a atitimle in reproducing the status quo in
an effort to perpetuate the majority culture (BaswvdeGintis, 1977; Kupchik et al., 2007;
Nolan, 2007; Skiba et al., 2006). “Schools argshaby the needs of the capitalist
marketplace. School reproduces existing classestatas inequalities in society.” This
is significant to schools because “African Americamdents are stereotyped as more
violent or more in need of control than White kaifsd this shapes school practices and

student perception” (Kupchik et al., 2007, p. 57).

Imbedded in the Theory of Cultural Reproductiothis concept of White
Privilege. Members of the dominant culture are th& most part, unaware to the
privilege this affords them (Dotzert, 1997; Johnsbal., 2001; Monroe, 2005; Hyland,
2005). The 2001 study by Johnson summed up welinipact White Privilege has on
schools. The study points out that White Privilegprevalent in teaching materials, in
assumptions made by teachers, in norm-referenséthit are gauged against the
dominant race and that there is “little analysi®@iv white privilege creates an unequal
context that advantages White, while denying Chitdof Color” (p.6). The Dotzert

(1997) study researched evidences of racism inlavhite school board and concluded
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that the board members were completely unawarewftheir whiteness benefits them.
Further, one board member stated that there waa ramte problem in the schools
because they had no African American studentsarstiools. The unspoken suggestion
is that the presence of African America childrerhia schools that creates racism. The
effect of White Privilege was examined in a threary ethnographic study conducted by
Hyland (2005). The author observed four teachetisdmeumented their interactions with
the minority students they taught. The study angdithe disconnect between what has
been identified as good practices for teachingesitsdof color and how the four teachers

in the study understand themselves as good teachers

The first teacher, Pam, was referred to as theprébecause she saw teaching
as her way to help the poor black kids and thenilias. After successfully helping the
mother of one of her African-American students w&t@ stereo she had pawned, Pam
stated, “She was so grateful to me because she thrawhad helped her. | mean | was
tough on her though, |1 wasn't just going to give $@mething. That’'s not what these

people need” (p. 440).

The second teacher, Sylvia, was Latino but becatidee death of her parents at
an early age, she was adopted by a white familg.\&nted her African-American
students to use her assimilation to whitenessrakanodel. She felt that she could be a
role model for students of color so they could detm be white as she had. She stated,
“I am feeling guilty now because | don't feel likam disadvantaged and technically |
am Hispanic, but | don’t see myself that way. Mattwe#t could be good for our students

too — to stop seeing themselves as minorities448). More disturbing, she referred to
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herself as “lucky” to have been raised by whiteepés. Her parents had died when she

was a baby.

The third teacher was Carmen who believed sherstoa the minority cultures
she taught and was, therefore, able to becomet afpliem. When asked about
instruction, she explained that she prefers tordattve, hands-on activities, but African
American students cannot handle these activitiesidally, when questioned, she stated
that she sees the curriculum as race neutral ardeskto be unaware of White Privilege.
The fourth teacher, Miaze, was described as the radial of the teachers studied and
openly challenged others who showed racism buhdidsee any need to connect with
the African American community of the children shaght. The author concluded “...
these four teachers perpetuated ‘whiteness’ asdgl@mbedded in their teaching. All
teachers fell short of what they need to be goadters of African American students.
All appeared good but still permitted belief andgiices that sustained racism in the
school” (p. 55). Collectively, these teachers ddtea way that they, based on their
words, did not believe to be racist. Looking aittactions through a lens of “White
Privilege” it is difficult not to see their actioms racists. This reinforces the need to
provide research that helps educators see thatdtega of intent their actions are hurting

students.

While scholars debate whether White Privilege indaeblin Cultural
Reproduction Theory is for the majority consciousiioconscious, there is less doubt that
White Racism imbedded in Critical Race Theory t®astruct held knowingly by some
members of the majorityCritical Race Theory describes race as a sociatoaet used

and maintained by the majority (Delgador & Stefan@002; Skiba, 2006).
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Hyland (2005) describes racism as, “A historicalhd socially assigned category,
socially constructed as a result of history, paditiand economics” (p. 431). Further, he
describes white racism as “Bigger than bigotris gupported by discourse, ideology, the
legal system and everyday practice. Whites arerddgad, all other groups are
disadvantaged, it is about power, and they creagernonic ideology and discursive
norms that position them as superior. Racismgaieinstitutional power and the mask
of normal to the subordinate the African-Americabgroup. Whiteness is supported by
racism the racism preserves Whiteness"(p. 432cdteludes that Whiteness creates an
in group and by definition a subordinate group.e Tésult is that the most wretched
white member of the in group has a higher statas the best members of the out group;

their only claim to fame is their Whiteness.

Regardless of reasons, innocuous or insidiougprd@onderance of research
suggests that African-American students are digptagnately suspended and expelled
compared to white students. Given this, questiskedby Skiba (2002) must be
addressed, “Why do discipline inequalities contidaspite of 25 years of consistent
documentationfand Will there ever be enough data to prove disaration exists and
what will it take to make educators and policymaksay it must stop” (p. 338)?
Reasonably the first step to stop discriminatiofoiseducators to admit that racial bias
exists (Skiba, 2006). Once a real conversatiomiegfen educators can begin to explore
real solutions including understanding the impartaof any difference in teaching
students not subjects, providing for teacher'ssimstural training, implementing an
engaging, inclusive curriculum, acknowledging anderstanding the “hidden”

curriculum students experience in schools, makaigasl meaningful for all students,
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eliminating teacher apathy, and educating educédaise privilege their whiteness
affords them, and the damage done to minority stisd@/lonroe, 2005; Stevick, 2000,

2003, 2007;Williams, 2007; Wu, 1980).

Collectively, the literature review strongly sugtgethat the education systems
and educator actions contribute greatly to therdisprtionate number of minority
students suspended out of school. If this is tise taen clearly the root causes of this,
whether they be grounded in Critical Race Theor@uitural Reproduction Theory or
Social Reproduction Theory, must be brought totJigddressed, and changes must

happen.

This study was most influenced by the socioeconan@quality issues explored
in the Diamond (2004) study. As a researcherhhatworked in worked in the public
education system for the past thirty years | haiteaessed actions by school leaders and
teachers that have strong undertones of racismdénstand that racism exists to a degree
in all persons. | have seen little overt racismilexéd by public school leaders and
teachers and what | have seen has decreased ewsrats. Regardless, the numbers
show that minority students, most especially, AfneAmerican males are suspended

from school and do drop-out of school dispropoiahy more than white students.

The Diamond (2004) study, based on socioeconoremuality, enforced my
professional belief that the “great divide” in edtion is based on economics. In his
study he used concrete information, specific disfiand assets based on students’
economic status to uncover which students were hkety to be suspended out-of —

school. Young et al. (1997) concluded that a sttissocioeconomic status is a key
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factor in success in school, students living irhrégcioeconomic households are more
likely to be successful in school, students livindow socioeconomic households are

less likely to be successful in school.

This study was built on a socioeconomic frameworgrovide a picture of the
deficits and assets of the students in the sanggalation they had accrued over a period
of time. Specific student factors included weregfand reduced lunch status, single
parent home, reading level, grade in school, aadttmber of referrals accrued by the
student. This study will add to the literature lther supporting the notion that
socioeconomic inequality is key to student sucaesshool or it will suggest the need

for other explanations for student failure in sdhm®explored.

If the results support the findings by other reskars (Baharundin et al., 1998;
Bowers, 2013; Eamon, 2005; Majoribanks, 1996; Mic&lilal., 1989; McLoyd, 1998;
McNeal, 2001; Smith et al., 1997) that have foumat socioeconomic status is a key
factor is a student’s success in school then mdogmed conversations among educators
can begin to address these issues. Further, findgggs lend support to the notion that
to fix these problems discussions must go beyoadthool house door. Discussions
about student learning must broaden to includeaspalicy. School systems and
educators have little control over students’ homarenment. If low socioeconomic
status, generational and situational poverty,keyafactor in decreased student learning

then this must be addressed at the local, statiefealeral policy level.
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Chapter 3

Methods

This chapter describes the methods and procedsessin this study. Included in
this chapter is a description of the researchgegopulation and sample, sampling
procedures, instrumentation, data collection prapesi data analysis, and limitations.
The purpose of this study was to examine the cateelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural school district. Mu@search has been generated suggesting
that African Americans males are disproportionaselgpended and expelled when
compared to white males. To make public educatiorkvior all students, it is critical to
uncover the reasons that so many students, edgekiatan American students, are
suspended. This study posits that identifying etdidieficits and assets could be used to
help target students most likely to be suspendédfoschool. Identifying these students
will help inform teachers and school leaders ofstuelents most likely to be removed
from school.

The following research question guided this study.

1. Do the data suggest patterns among tletsasisdeficits of students in the general

education population referred to theaaffior disciplinary infractions?
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Research Design

Quantitative methods, specifically, DescriptivetiStacs were used in this study.
This method was chosen because it deals in nunibgrs, and objectivity, and can be
generalized to predict future results (Moore, 2ql®5). Descriptive statistics were
incorporated as a means of describing and summgrike data selected for this study
(Fink, 2009, pp. 78-79). Calculations were runrfagan, median and for measures of
central tendency and dispersion. Both categoritdladinal variables were included in
the study. The categorical variables were, sexeffexhale, ethnicity: African
American/white/Hispanic, number of parents in hdwade: 1/2, Free and Reduced status:
yes/no, and infractions: yes/no. The ordinal vdealwere, age: 4 years to 19 years,
grade: K4 through senior, Reading Equivalent: Pitwidugh 12+, subjective referrals: 0
through n, and objective referrals: 0 through redijiline records covering a specific
period of time of August 19, 2013, through Januzy2014, for each school were

reviewed.

These variables were selected based on the stilbgsetical framework,
socioeconomic inequality. This framework sugges#s tisproportionality in student
discipline is a function of a student’s socioecoiostatus. Also tied to socioeconomic
status is the number of parents in the househadaademic progress. Given this, the
variables, free and reduced lunch and number @&mnpsin the household were chosen to
provide information about a student’s socioeconostatus. The assumption being that
student on free and reduced lunch and living with parent are more likely to live
below the poverty line. The variables, age, grade, reading level were chosen to

provide academic information. The assumption bénag) students who are in the grade
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appropriate to their age and are reading on orelgoade level are academically
proficient. The source for all of the data, witle txception of reading level, was
retrieved from Power School. Power School is i@ of the software used by the state
to record and track student data. Reading levial ware obtained from the Measure of
Academic Progress Test (MAP), which is producedhigyNorthwest Evaluation
Association (NWEA) to determine academic progreskf12 students. This testis

administered annually in the district.

The mean of total infractions, the mean of subyecteferrals, and the mean of
objective referrals was calculated. The mean wes @lculated for age of student, grade
level, and reading level. The standard deviatios alao calculated for these same
variables to provide information about variabiliink, 2009, pp. 80-82). Proportions
were calculated for sex, ethnicity, free and reddoech, and single-parent home. These
proportions are ratios comparing the number ofestitelselected per group to the total
population. Mean and median was also calculatedder grade, reading level, and
infractions as a means of comparison for the measaircenter (Fink, 2009, pp. 79-81).
This design was chosen because it provided a framkefor systematically and

accurately organizing the observed data.

Population and Sampling

The site chosen for this study was Blake CountyoSctBistrict where | have
served as a middle school principal. Conductingassh in a site where | have worked is
referred to as backyard research (Glesne, 20%5&)etted this site because it allowed me

access to the data needed for the study. Weisd (p@R4-29) argued that there are
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situations in which “convenience sampling is thé/deasible way to proceed, for
example, in attempting to learn about a group ighdifficult to gain access to...”

(Maxwell, 2005, p.89).

The most recent statistics for Blake County Schiietrict show that this district
is representative of the many districts highlightethe research where the data show
that African American students are disproportidgauspended out-of-school compared
to Caucasian students. Blake County School Distrilmcated in rural South Carolina
with a poverty rate of 78% and serves grades Ktd@emts. The total population of
Blake County School District is approximately 460dents, 43.7% African American,
53% Caucasian and 3.3% other. Of the African Acaeripopulation, 48.4% are male
and 51.6% are female; of the Caucasian popula®o224 are male and 50.8% are
female. The students are housed in one K4-2 primengol, one 3-5 elementary school,
one 6-8 middle school, one 9-12 high school, aaragzenter, and an alternative school.
Many of the students are from second and third igetio@ families that also attended the
school.

Teachers generate all student grades and the tyapball referrals. Grade
distribution for the first semester shows thathef total A’'s earned, 68.0% were earned
by Caucasian students and 28.7% by African Amerstadents. The percentage of F's
earned by Caucasian students was 40.6% and farasflhmerican students 57.1%.

Discipline data show a different balance. The nusilee high for African-
American students; 54.8% have been suspended ieasitone day. The data are low for
Caucasian students with only 42.4%. Data recordedttidents referred for subjective

reasons such as “disrespect” are 59.8% African Araerstudents and 41.8% for
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Caucasian students. Collectively, the statisticfacan American students attending

Blake County School District as compared to Cawarastudents are disproportional.

Table 3.1: Total Population by Ethnicity, Gender, Gades, Out-of School
Suspensions, Subjective Referrals

Ethnicity Total Total | Total Total | Total Total Total
Population| Male | Female| “A’s” “‘F's” Out-of- | Subjective
School Referrals
Suspensiong
African- 43.7% 48.4%| 51.6% 28.7% 57.1% 54.8% 59.8¢
American
White 53% 49.2%| 50.894¢ 68.0% 40.6% 42.4% 41.8

Of the total population there are approximately tre white students than
African-American students, there is little percgyetaifference between the total number
of African-American males and females and whiteasand females. There is a large
difference in grades. African-American studentmegproximately 17% more “F’'s”
than do white students; inversely white students approximately more 40% “A’s”
than total African-American students. White studeeceive about 10% fewer out-of-
school suspensions than African-American studemisapproximately 20% fewer

subjective referrals.

Sampling Procedures

The population sampled in this study included @lltime students enrolled in the
school district, just under 4000 students. Theupadpn range was Pre-kindergarten
through seniors in high school. Student state ileation numbers were collected for

each student enrolled in each of the four schaoisjary, elementary, middle, and high.
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Records were not collected from the career cerealse students only attend on a part-
time basis. Their student records are housed dtitjreschool. Nor were they collected
from the Alternative Program because students @iseassigned there on a short term
basis and their student records remains with tmeehgchool. Fifty student identification
numbers were randomly selected using a simple rarsbection generator for each of
the four schools, primary, elementary, middle, high. After the 200 identification

numbers were selected, the identification numbedsreames were deleted.
Data Collection and Organization

The first step in the data collection process waseture permission to conduct
the research at Blake County School District. Befmllecting the data permission was
secured from the District Superintendent to acstasient data. A letter was submitted
outlining purpose and parameters of the studyppraval. The superintendent granted
approval and gave the researcher access to afiratuecords in Power School and to all
student MAP records. After permission was grantieel study proposal was submitted to
the University of South Carolina Institutional Rewi Board for approval. The study was

approved.

Data on each of the samples were collected fromelPeehool and MAP reading
scores. The data were recorded on an Excel spreetishd coded for the following data:
sex/ethnicity, grade/age, free and reduced sthtussehold numbers, number of parents
in the household, and reading level. Free and extistatus and one-parent household
status were coded as deficits (1). Data codedsetsag) were full-pay status and two-

parent household. The data coded as deficits weeeaind reduced status and single-
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parent homes. Student sex was recorded as F (fearaleéM (male). Ethnicity was
recorded as W (White), B (African-American), andHHspanic). Age was recorded
numerically, ages four through eighteen. Gradel$ewere recorded as Pre-K, four-year-
old kindergarten, K, five-year-old kindergartendafirst grade through twelfth grade.
Infractions accrued from reading levels were reedrds 0 — 13 based on grade. Pre-K
was recorded “N/A” because they are consideredreaders and no data were available.
Zero was used for any reading level belohgtade, and thirteen was used for reading
levels above 12grade. The number of referrals were counted aratded as total
number of subjective referrals and total numbevotdl referrals. Total referrals were
concrete, needing very little, if any, teacher th§on. These included, but were not
limited to, tardy to school/class, cutting claggfanity, dress code violation, electronic
devise violation, off-limits, ID violation, fightig, weapon violation, and possession of a
controlled substance. Subjective referrals weredapenterpretation. The referral was
written based on student behaviors as interpregeadtbacher or administrator. These
behaviors included, but were not limited to, dipexg, rude, classroom disruption, bus

infractions, failure to obey, horseplay, and faltw follow directions.
Data Analysis

The data were collected from PowerSchool and MAdPariered into Excel for
Windows. The sample included 200 students in timeige education setting out of a
population of 4000 students. One student from #reegal education sample was
removed because required demographic informatigneaavailable, leaving a general
education sample population of 199. From these kanihe data analysis procedures

were chosen to determine if certain student chariatics were common among students
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who received disciplinary infractions. Measures@fters and proportions provided the
researcher with an initial perspective of charasties most likely to be prevalent among
students that accrue disciplinary referrals. Spedeédta analysis procedures were used to

address the research question.

Research Question

What student characteristics, classified as assetgleficits, correlate with

disciplinary referrals?

Descriptive statistics were used to answer tis fe@search question. The statistics
compiled were the mean and median. These measerescaiculated using Microsoft
Excel for Windows. Measures of spread, standardatien, were also calculated using
the same program. Lastly, Excel was used to sbl@toportions for the categorical.
Categorical variables were gender, ethnicity, &reé reduced status and single-parent
home. The measures of center and spread were a@dudbr quantitative variables, age,
grade, reading level, and number of total infraticsubjective infractions, and objective
infractions. All descriptive statistics were calatdd for the three demographic groups,
African American, Caucasian, and Hispanic. Theatssics were also calculated for

gender, male, and female.

Descriptive statistics were also used to deternifitieere was any pattern among
students with identified deficits referred to tHéae for disciplinary infractions
compared to students with identified assets. Takstits compiled were the mean and
median. These measures were calculated using Mitiescel for Windows. Measures

of spread, standard deviation, were also calculasath the same program. For these
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analysis assets, two-parent households, full-paghstatus, and students on or above
grade level data were grouped to determine meadiameand standard deviation for all
infractions. Deficits, one-parent households, fied reduced lunch status, and below
grade level reading data were grouped to determieemn, median, and standard deviation

for all infractions.

Limitations

The issues investigated in this study were complais study was limited by the
selection of data coded and analyzed. In evergitst when a teacher made a decision to
write a disciplinary referral for a student thasukted in a consequence that may or may
not have removed him or her from school, there alam®st an infinite number of factors
that could have led to that action. This study kxbhkt only a limited number of student
assets and deficits and their potential connec¢tahsciplinary referrals that may or may
not have led to suspensions and expulsions arndtnnto potential academic problems.
Further, there was no attempt to uncover or teedsffitiate teachers’ or administrator’s
assets or deficits. Additionally, this study wasdfc to a small, southern, rural school

district and, therefore, the results are not eaglylicable to different populations.
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Chapter 4

Analysis of the Data

The purpose of this study was to examine the aaeelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural school district. Deptisie statistics were incorporated as a
means of organizing the data for analysis. Thevalg analyses were calculated. The
mean and standard deviation was calculated foiathand gender. The mean and
standard deviation was calculated by ethnicityeige of student, grade level, and reading
level. Calculations were then performed for the meftotal infractions and then the
proportions total infractions, subjective infractsoand objective infractions by ethnicity.
Proportions were also calculated for total infraiesi, subjective infractions, and objective
infractions by ethnicity and gender. For numbenausehold mean, median, and,
proportions were calculated for total infractiottgal subjective infractions, and total
objective infractions. Proportions, mean, mediam standard deviations were calculated
free lunch, reduced lunch, and for full pay studeRroportions for lunch status were
then calculated for total, subjective, and objextivfractions. Proportions mean, median,
and standard deviations were calculated for stsdesiding on or above grade level and
for students reading below grade level. Proportionseading levels were then
calculated for total, subjective, and objectiveactions. Finally, assets, full pay lunch,

two-parent households, and on or above grade tiatalwere calculated for mean,
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median, and standard deviation for total infracdioAnd, deficits, free and reduced
lunch status, one-parent household, and readirayvoglade level data were calculated
for mean, median, and standard deviation for iofedctions. This quantitative design
was chosen because it provided a framework foesyatically and accurately organizing

the data as observed by the researcher.

Research Question

The purpose of this study was to examine the aateelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural school district. Toatatine these correlates, the research

investigated:

Do the data suggest patterns among the assetfi@tsdef students

who are referred to the office for disciplinaryragtions?

Description of Population

Participants for this study were K-12 studentsfta small rural district located in
the midlands of South Carolina. Permission wastgrhfrom the district superintendent
to access the records of 200, from a populatid® 864 students, random- selected
students from the 4K-12 general education populat@f the total number of students,
199 randomly selected from the general populati®3, were males, ninety-six were
female, ten were Hispanic, eighty-eighty were AdricAmerican, and 101 were

Caucasian.
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Table 4.1: Sample by Ethnicity and Gender

Total Sample — 199 Caucasian African-American Hispa
Male 56 41 6
Female 45 47 4

The sample population was relatively evenly didithy gender; 96 females and
103 males. By ethnicity 81 students in the samm@eevAfrican Americans and 101 were

white. The sample included 10 Hispanic students.

The school district serves residents of a smalglrcommunity with a population
of approximately 9,412; it covers an area of aroih@00 miles. The population of the
district has a positive growth trend as new honmesmaobile home parks have been
constructed. Unfortunately, there has not beeamdas rise in income. The average
individual income is $15,057. The percent of indiaal’s living below poverty is 21.4;
the percent of families with children living beldhe poverty level is 27.3. The
community is composed of three small towns. Kidsi@alata show that 22% of children
in South Carolina live in poverty, yet 27.3% stuidan the district attendance area live in
poverty. A percentage of 77.8 of the students éendftendance area are eligible for free
and reduced lunch.

The unemployment rate in the attendance area-isescentage points higher than
the national average, According to the U.S. Bui@duabor Statistics, the unemployment
rate among the working population is 16.6%. Of2he09 children under the age of

eighteen living in the district, 6,115 are livinga one-parent household where the parent
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is unemployed or a two-parent household where eefhrent is employed. Based on
current census information, 28.5% of all adultsrtyefive and older did not graduate
from high school, and only 16.3% have a four- yadnigher degree. The high school
graduation rate for comparative districts is 78.86this attendance area, the graduation
rate is 78% (South Carolina Department of Educatistrict Report Card, 2013).

Higher graduation rates impact the community bygliog more people ready to enter
the work-force and by providing students more opputies to read; to be prepared for
higher-education or work is one goal for all sclsodlhe drop-out rate for the district is
2.5%.

A significant number of the students in the distattendance area are behind two
or more reading levels and are being reared inpament, semi-illiterate homes. The
following statistics underscore the challengesdlstadents face. Overall, 46% of all
students scored Not Met on the standardized PA&S8mg assessment. Kids Count data
show that 65% of the students’ mothers are sirafléhat number 72% are working

mothers, and 26% of those have not completed twgttide.
Statistical Analysis of the Research Question
Research Question

Do the data suggest patterns among the asset$i@tsdef students in the general

education population that are referred to the effar disciplinary infractions?

Descriptive statistics were used to answer theares question. The statistics are
presented in Tables 4.1 through Table 4.14. Thessta compiled were the mean,

median, proportion, and, standard deviations waleutated. Descriptive statistics were
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calculated for the three demographic groups, Afriéanerican, white, and Hispanic.

These statistics were also calculated for bothssarale and female.

Table 4.2: Sample Mean, Standard Deviation, and Medn by Ethnicity and Gender

Mean Age| Std. Dev. of Age Median Age
Black Female (47) 10.9 3.7 11
White Female (45) 11.5 4.4 13
Hispanic Female (4) 10.5 5.2 11
Black Male (41) 11.4 4.3 12
White Male (56) 11.6 4.5 12.5
Hispanic Male (6) 9.7 5.2 9

The mean and median age of African American arspdhic students in the
sample was lower than the mean and median ageitd sthdents. The mean and median

age of African American and Hispanic males and femmn the study was slightly lower

than for white males and females in the sample.

Table 4.3: Measures of Center and Spread for Inframons by Gender and Ethnicity

Sex/Ethnicity| Mean Mean Mean Standard | Median
Number | Number | Number | Deviation | Number
of of of of of
Infractions| Subjective| Objective| Number | Infractions

of
Infractions

Male (103)I 3.03 2.14 0.90 5.55 0

Female (96) 1.75 1.14 0.61 4.29 0

Black (88) 2.95 2.20 075 5.31 0

White (101) 2.01 1.23 0.79 4.93 0

Hispanic(10) 1.70 1.10 0.60 2.16 0.5

The standard deviation for each of the subgroupde niemale, African
American, white, and Hispanic was relatively smalis suggests that though only 199

students were included in the sample, the calamatshould hold true for larger samples
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of students. There was not a large range of inbraatalues. The median of infraction
values were equal for all subgroups except thoskligpanics. This suggests that in all
likelihood the bulk of students who were sampledeach subgroup received no
referrals. For Hispanics, the median is 0.5, wisieggests the two numbers in the middle
of the data set were 0 and 1 and averaged to @&inAthis data suggests that the bulk of
students in this subgroup received no referralerally there were more than twice as
many subjective referrals written for all subgrotipsn objective referrals. On average,
males received more referrals than females, andakfrAmerican students received

more referrals than white or Hispanic.

Table 4.4: Proportion of Students with Total, Subjetive, Objective Infractions by
Ethnicity and Gender

Proportion of Proportion of | Proportion of Studentg
Students with Students with with Objective
Infractions Subjective Infractions
Infractions
Black (88) 0.41 0.36 0.34
White (101) 0.25 0.21 0.24
Hispanic (10) 0.50 0.40 0.30
Black Female (47) 0.36 0.32 0.30
White Female (45) 0.16 0.13 0.13
Hispanic Female (4 0.50 0.50 0.25
Black Male (41) 0.46 0.39 0.36
White Male (56) 0.32 0.25 0.32
Hispanic Male (6) 0.50 0.33 0.33

Overall all African American students, male and &anreceived more total

referrals, subjective referrals, and objectivenralle compared to all white students, male



and female. 41% of African American students ingample compared to 25% of all
white students. African American males receivédittla over twice as many total
referrals as white males. African American femaamed over twice as many referrals
as white males. For both sample groups, African Acaa and white males earned more
total referrals than did African American and wHienales. The Hispanic subgroup is
very small, ten total students; for this subgroample half of the students earned
referrals.

Table 4.5: Table of Proportions for Subjective andDbjective Referrals, Free Lunch
and One-Parent Households by Samd Ethnicity

Sex/Ethnicity Proportion of| Proportion of | Proportion of | Proportion of 1
Subjective Objective Free Lunch Parent
Households
Male .67 .61 .70 49
Female .33 .38 .82 A7
Black 75 .25 .94 .68
White .61 .39 57 .29
Hispanic .65 .35 1.0 .60

Calculations presented in Table 4.4 show that malesived more, almost twice
as many subjective and objective referrals tharafemin the sample. African American
students received more subjective referrals thdreewhite or Hispanic students. White
students received the fewest subjective referpatgortionally, while all female students
received close to half of the subjective refercalmpared to all other subgroups. Overall,
females received fewer total referrals comparanate students. African American
students received the fewest number of objectifernas. African-American students
received, three-to-one, more subjective refertas objective referrals. The percentage
of free and reduced students was high for bothcAfriAmerican students and Hispanic
students; these subgroups represented proportiptia¢ehighest number of free and

57



reduced students. The highest was for African-Aoagristudents, .94, and Hispanic
students, 1.0. Though the data for the Hispaniuladion was high, it must be noted that
the overall population of Hispanics in the sampéswery small consisting of only ten
students. Of the sample, African-American studantsie than any other subgroup live
in single-parent households was 0.68%. White stisde the sample represented the

fewest percent of students living in single-patsmies, 0.29%.

Table 4.6: Summary of Mean, Standard Deviation and/ledian Total of Infractions
by Number in Household

Number of Parents in Mean of Total Std. Dev. of Total Median of Total
Household Infractions Infractions Infractions
Household Size = 2

(106) 1.94 474 0
Household Size = 1

(91) 3.23 5.30 0

Students in the sample that live in two-parent éemeceived fewer mean
referrals than students in the sample living in paeent homes. There was not a large
range of infraction values.

Table 4.7: Proportions of Students with Infractionsby Number in Household

Number of Parents Proportion of Proportion of Proportion of

in Household Students with Students with Students with
Infractions Subjective Infractiong Objective Infractions

Students with

Household Size = 0.24 0.20 0.21

2 (106)

Student with

Household Size = 0.44 0.37 0.36

1(91)

Student in the sample that live in single-parentdahiolds are almost twice as

likely to receive total referrals, subjective reéds, and objective referrals as are students
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in the sample living in two-parent househol@&o students were excluded one was a

foster child and the other had missing data.

Table 4.8: Summary of Mean, Standard Deviation andedian Infractions
by Number in Household

Number Mean of | Mean of | Std. Dev. | Std. Dev. | Median | Median

Parents in | Objective | Subjective| of of of of

Household| Infraction | Infraction | Objective | Subjective| Objective | Subjective
Infraction | Infraction | Infraction | Infraction

Househol

d Size =2 0.68 1.26 1.81 3.67 0 0

(106)

Househol

dSize=1 0.96 2.27 1.58 4.22 0 0

(91)

On average students in the sample that live iglsiparent households received

about one-third more objective referrals and albwige as many subjective referrals as

students in the sample that live in two-parent h&rii@ere was not a large range in

infraction values for objective or subjective reéds.

Table 4.9: Mean, Standard Deviation, and Median foTotal, Subjective, and
Objective Infractions

Students Free, Reduced, Mean of Total Std. Dev. of Total | Median of Total
and Paid Lunch Infractions Infractions Infractions
Free (137) 2.92 5.50 0
Reduced (14) 3.93 4.70 2
Paid

(48) 0.96 2.95 0

Students in the sample on reduced lunch receoredyerage more referrals than

did students on free lunch or full-pay lunch. g in the sample on full-paid lunch

received, on average, the fewest total referrals.
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Table 4.10: Percent of Students with Total Infractons, Subjective Infractions, and
Subjective by Lunch Status

Students Free, Proportion of Proportion of StudentsProportion of
Reduced, and PaidStudents with with Subjective Students with

Lunch Infractions Infractions Objective Infractions
Free (137) 0.37 0.31 0.30
Reduced (14) 0.57 0.43 0.57

Paid (48) 0.15 0.13 0.15

This table shows that students in the sample ducexd lunch status received

proportionately more total, subjective, and objextieferrals than did students on free

lunch or full-pay lunch. Students in the samplduhpaid lunch received

proportionately the fewest total, subjective, abgeotive referrals.

Table 4.11: Mean, Standard Deviation, and Median oDbjective and
Subjective Infractions by Lunclstatus

Students | Mean of | Mean of | Std. Dev. | Std. Dev. | Median of | Median of
Free, Objective | Subjective| of of Objective | Subjective
Reduced,| Infractions | Infractions | Objective | Subjective | Infractions | Infractions
and Paid Infractions | Infractions

Lunch

Free 0.85 2.07 1.75 4.38 0 0
(137)

Reduced 1.36 2.57 1.65 3.74 1 0
(14)

Paid 0.52 0.44 1.56 1.93 0 0
(48)

This table shows that students in the sample ducexd lunch status received, on

average more objective and subjective referrals tha students on free lunch or full-pay

lunch. Students in the sample on full-paid luneterved the fewest total objective and

subjective referrals.
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Table 4.12: Mean, Standard Deviation, Median, and ®portions of Students
with Total, Subjective, and Objective Infrations by Reading Level

Reading
Levels at,
above,
and
below
grade
level

Mean of
Total
Infractions

Std. Dev.
Of Total
Infractions

Median of
Total
Infractions

Proportion
of
Students
with
Infractions

Proportion
of
Students
with
Subjective
Infractions

Proportion
of
Students
with
Objective
Infractions

Students
reading at
or above
grade
level (74)

0.80

1.96

0.19

0.14

0.18

Students
reading
below
grade
level
(106)

4.17

6.22

0.49

0.42

0.41

This table shows that overall students in the $ampo are reading below grade

level receive, on average received four times mefierrals than students who are on or

above grade level. By category students who adimg below grade level are twice as

likely to earn overall referrals, three times &elly to receive subjective referrals and

twice as likely to receive objective referrals.nBlieen students were excluded from the

data set because reading data were not available.
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Table 4.13: Mean, Standard Deviation and Median oDbjective and Subjective
Infractions by Reading Level

Reading
Levels

Mean
of
Objective
Infraction

Mean
of
Subjective
Infraction

Std. Dev.
of
Objective
Infraction

Std. Dev.
of
Subjective
Infraction

Median
of
Objective
Infraction

Median
of
Subjective
Infraction

Students
reading
at or
above
grade
level

(74)

0.41

0.39

1.06

1.23

Students
reading
below
grade
level
(106)

1.23

2.94

2.07

4.99

This table shows that students in the sample whmat reading on grade level

are twice as likely to earn objective referrals aindtimes more likely to receive

subjective referrals than are students in the samplor above grade level.
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Table 4.14: Table of Measures of Center for Quant#tive Variables

Sex Mean | Mean Mean | Median | Median | Median | Std. Std. Std.
Ethnicity | Age Reading| Grade | Age Reading| Grade | Dev Dev. Dev.
Level Level Age | Read | Gr
Level

Male 11.3 4.6 5.8 12 3 6 4.4 4.4 3.9
Female | 11.2 5.1 5.7 12 5 6.5 4.1 4.3 3.8

Black 11.1 4.1 5.5 11 3 6 3.9 3.9 3.6
White 11.5 57 6.0 12 5 7 4.5 4.7 4,0
Hispanic| 10 2.8 5.0 12 2 4.5 4.9 3.3 4.3

Calculations presented in this table show thattban age, reading level, and
grade level by variables. Overall all ethnicities,an average, on target with grade and
age. When sorted by gender all samples are parigroelow grade level in reading,
females are about one half year below grade levales about one year below grade
level. When sorted by ethnicity the African-Ameamcsubgroup is about two years below
grading in reading, the white subgroup is onlyldlgbelow grade level. The Hispanic
sample, only representing ten students, is sigmfly below grade level, over three
years; this could be attributed to the languagéddraCalculations for the median age,
grade, and reading level showed similar resultsetByicity the subgroup with the
highest median reading level and the highest meglade level was white. The weakest
median level for reading and for grade level waspldnic closely followed by African
Americans. Standard deviation calculations for agading level, and grade were

relatively small for all subgroups, male, femaldridan-American, white, and Hispanic.
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Descriptive statistics were also used to deterniitieere was any pattern among

students with identified deficits referred to tHéae for disciplinary infractions

compared to students with identified assets.

Table 4.15: Students with All Assets and DeficitsybEthnicity

Students with all | Ethnicity Mean of Total | Std. Dev. of | Median of Total
Assets and All Infractions Total Infractions
Deficits Infractions

Students with 2

parent household, White — 28

pay lunch, and Black — 0 0 0 0
read at or above | Hispanic - 0

grade level (28)

Students with 1

parent household, White — 14

free or reduced Black — 48

lunch, and read | Hispanic - 3 346 574 0
below grade leve

(65)

In the sample twenty-eight students live in twogpdthomes, are on full-pay

lunch status and read on or above grade level; abtieese students received any

referrals. Sixty-five students in the sample live single-parent household, are on free

or reduced lunch and read below grade level; tieeame number of infractions received

is 3.46.
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Conclusion

The findings in this chapter provided a detailedlgsis of the data included in
this study. Procedures used in this analysis wesergbtive statistics. The purpose of
this study was to examine the correlates of diswpleferrals in a diverse, high-poverty
rural school district. Data were analyzed for ety African-American, white, and
Hispanic and for gender, male and females for e#twhicity. The assets and deficit used
in the analysis were, free and reduced lunch,daitt lunch, single-parent home, two-
parent home, and below grade level reading amul @bove grade level reading. Due to
the small number of Hispanic students in the samppilation, ten, broader
generalizations about this subgroup were not plessibf the sample population two
students were omitted from number-in-householdutatlions because one was in foster
care and the other had no information. Nineteedesits were also omitted from

calculations for reading levels because no inforomatvas available.

Chapter Five includes a summary of the reseanchrigs, the patterns and
themes represented by the findings, recommenddiomsplementation of professional
conversations and practices to address the findargrecommendations for further

study.
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Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Chapter Five is organized into four sections.tftre research conducted to
determine the student characteristics that cogelah discipline referrals is
summarized. Second, conclusions are drawn fronddkeeand discussed. Third,
recommendations for actions that school leadergeaxhers might take to address some
of the concerns discussed in the conclusions geed. And fourth, the researcher

posits recommendations for future research.
Summary of Study

The purpose of this study was to examine the aateelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural school district. Agalked in Chapter Two, much research
has been generated suggesting that African Amexicaies are disproportionately
suspended and expelled when compared to white nfaemake public education work
for all students, it is critical to uncover the seas that so many students, especially
African American students, are written up for diiciary infractions. Scholars have
cited four broad explanations for this phenomemaaism; socioeconomic inequality;
cultural differences, and school cultures. The gerer this study was based on the
work by Diamond (2004). This study was based oocéogconomic conceptual

framework suggesting that teachers consciouslyuaednsciously assign asset and
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deficit “points” to students based on their socaeamic status. Students from high
socioeconomic backgrounds earn assets, and trmeddw socioeconomic backgrounds
are regarded as deficient. Students who are peadiy their teachers to have more
assets than deficits by teachers are expecteaiio & high levels and to behave well.
Students who appear to have more deficits tharisaaee not expected to learn at high

levels and are not expected to behave.

This study suggests that the stipulated deficitsassets could be used to help
identify and assist students with characteristies inake them most at risk to accrue
discipline referrals, be suspended from school,expérience academic problems.
Identifying these students could help inform teastad school leaders of the students
most at risk of being removed from and/or drop-@igchool. Using the quantitative
analysis outlined in Chapter Three, the researnch€hapter Four analyzed data on 199
regular education K-12 students. Descriptive diaisvere used to determine if any
variables, such as gender, ethnicity, single-parente, age, grade, or reading level,
appeared to be a factor in the number of totahstfons, subjective infractions, and, or

objective infractions a student accrues over a sené&om classroom.

Overall, the calculations showed that for all tatditactions and for subjective
infractions the following variables were correlateith the likelihood of students
accruing discipline referrals: free and reducedlustatus, number of parents in the
household and reading level. Reading level, maostiSpally, students reading below
grade level, was the variable with the strongestetation for students who had accrued
a number of referrals. Student ethnicity, combingti one or more of the other
variables, also correlated to students that acarefedrals.
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Conclusions from Data

The literature review highlighted numerous studied showed that African
American male students were disproportionately sadpd from school compared to
white students. Various theories were posited max this phenomenon - racism,
differences in student and teacher culture, diffees in school cultures, and
socioeconomic inequalities. Before conducting ghigly the researcher, having worked
in secondary schools for the last twenty-eight gelbelieved that African-American male
students were more likely to receive referrals fteachers, especially subjective
referrals, than any other student demographic. ysmabf the data showed a correlation
among stipulated student assets and deficits authiée referrals. The majority of 199
students in the sample population accrued no edgeduring the time period covered in
the study. Of the students who did receive referspecific variables were analyzed
singularly and collectively: gender, ethnicity, affee and reduced lunch status, number
of parents in the household, and reading levekssuRs calculated by gender were clear.
Male students received twice as many referralemmsles. The statistics for age showed
that most students were on grade level compar#teipage. This calculation is
important because the student’s actual age, comparthe grade level shows if they are
overage for the grade level. If they are overaga ihmost often means they have been

retained. For this sample population it appearedg there on grade level.
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Statistics calculated by ethnicity provided moreiasting information. The
ethnic populations in the study were CaucasiancafrAmerican, and Hispanic. There
were too few Hispanics in the sample populatiodreasv meaningful conclusions. The
vast majority of the students in the study werbegiCaucasian or African-American.
Analysis showed that the African-American studexttsrued more referrals than did
Caucasian students, 41% of African-American stuslant 25% of Caucasian students.
African-American males accrued more total refernadsre subjective referrals, and more
objective referrals than any other subgroup. Thggssts a correlation between ethnicity,
African-American, and referrals. This is of intdrbecause subjective referrals are most
often written for infractions that are based onlamhterpretation of student behaviors,
such as “disrespect”, and objective referrals arerete, such as “tardy to class”. This
lends support to the theory that racism is a factemderstanding why African-
American males receive a disproportionate numbeefefrals compared to Caucasian

students.

Statistics calculated by free and reduced lundustaso provided useful
information. Students on free and reduced lunchived more referrals than full-pay
students. Interestingly, the students on redugech received more referrals than
students on either free lunch or full pay luncludeints on reduced lunch received almost
four times as many referrals as did full pay stusleBtudents on free lunch received
almost three times as many referrals as did fuyllgtadents. These numbers show that

there is a strong correlation among free and radliwo'ch status and referrals.

Calculations for number of parents in householdvatbthat students living in

one-parent homes received almost twice as mangraéfeas did student s living in two-
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parent homes. Students in one-parent househaldsegel one-third more objective
referrals and twice as many subjective referradidstudents in two-parent households.
These statistics show that there is a correlatmorg number in household and referrals.
Statistics for free and reduced lunch status coatbwith number of parents in the
household and number of accrued referrals supperthtory that socioeconomic status
is an underlying cause of student referrals. Thes@bles coupled with ethnicity,
specifically, African American, shows a strong edation to the total number of

referrals as well as the total number of subjecteferrals a student will accrue for
disciplinary infractions. These data supports thdifgs in the current literature that

African American students are more likely to reeeigferrals than white students.

Specific to this study, it must be noted thatkecentage of African-Americans
on free and reduced lunch was 94%, and 68% liwm@&parent households, compared to
57% of all Caucasians on free and reduced lunah2866 living in one-parent
households. Because the percentage of African-i&arestudents on free and reduced
lunch it is difficult to discern if ethnicity or ée and reduced status more strongly
correlates to the number of referrals a studemuacc More sophisticated analysis is
needed to better determine if a student’s rac@cpbsconomic status is more strongly

correlated to the number of referrals a studentumssc

Statistics calculated for student reading levels mast interesting. First,
African-American students in this district were, @rerage, two-years below reading
level, Caucasian students were, on average, aghtlsi below reading level. Overall,
females were one-half year below grade level, aatksone year below reading level.

When compared to the number of referrals studertisuad, students reading below
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grade level received on average four times as mefeyrals as did students reading on or
above grade level. Students reading below gradd teceived three times as many
subjective and two times as many objective refexrsallid students reading on or above
grade level. These data suggest that reading ilewebre strongly correlated to discipline
referral than either ethnicity or socioeconomidista What cannot be determined in this
student is the direction of the correlation. Dadeints receive referrals because they read
below grade level or do they read below grade Ibeehuse they receive referrals and
miss time out of class? A student with low readabgity will struggle academically if

the reading deficit is not addressed. This is igamt because the longer a student
remains in school the less likely, certainly by diedand high school, they will be given

instruction on “how to read”.

Further analysis was done to determine if patteuggest that students with
stipulated deficits are more likely to be refertedhe office for disciplinary infractions
compared to students with identified assets. Toes$tthis point, twenty-eight students
from the sample that had all identified assetst-hahey live in two-parent households,
are on full-pay lunch, and are reading on or alipeele level--and all sixty-five students
from the sample that had all identified deficits—rray, they live in single-parent
households, are on free or reduced lunch, andeading below grade level—were
grouped and analyzed for total number of infractiofrhe twenty-eight students from the
sample that had all identified assets earned zfeorals and were all white students.
The sixty-five students from the sample that h&dahtified deficits earned, on average,
three referrals, and were from all ethnic subgrougste, African-American, and

Hispanic. The African-American subgroup made upniagority, forty-eight students, of
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the students in this subgroup. These findings itledithat the stipulated assets and
deficits that are strongly linked to socioeconomgues were prevalent among the
students receiving discipline referrals. From gample, it is difficult to draw
conclusions about the specific role ethnicity plagsa possible deficit in influencing
which student characteristics are most at riskctwwe discipline referrals, in part
because none of the African-American studentserstimple had all three assets

measured: full-pay lunch; two-parent householdsraading on or above grade level.

These findings can be interpreted as supportinghthery that socioeconomic
differences result in students’ accruing infracsioand, in turn, suspensions out-of —
school, given the fact that the three stipulatditie for students--on free and reduced
lunch, living in single-parent households, and negdbelow grade level—appear among
students in this subgroup of all ethnicities, AdmeAmerican, white, and Hispanic. But,
it must be noted that students reading below glexds accrued, on average, the most
objective and subjective referrals. This fact doalso be explained using a
Socioeconomic Framework, because students livimpuerty are not as likely to be
exposed to a variety of written texts, comparesttmlents from middle or high

socioeconomic households.

Recommendations for School Leaders

When the researcher first began to examine therdented disproportionality in
student discipline, most notably between white stiisl and African-American students,
the intention was to uncover the root causes sfghenomenon. The review of the

literature discussed in Chapter Two highlighted ynstadies based on different
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theoretical assumptions - racism, differencesudestt and teacher culture, the culture of
the school, socioeconomic differences--or as s@searchers assert, the premise that
there are no real differences, just differencagporting systems and/or faulty statistical
analysis.

This generation of educators was, for the most pdrcated in an integrated K-
12 public school system and entered the profedsiowing that they are expected to
educate all students. Given this, when there igygestion that some subgroups of
students are being disciplined more often and reeverely than other groups of
students, teachers become very defensive. Thipiecally true in schools staffed by
predominantly white middle-class teachers, andg#reeption is that African American
students are being disciplined more often and rharshly than white students. When a
white teacher accuses an African American studiean anfraction and writes a referral,
the charge of racism by either the student anddogmd is not uncommon. Teacher
reaction to this accusation is almost always irde&iba (2006) cited several recurring
reactions by teachers to the suggestion that theegaaist: anger at the differences in
students and parents, anger at the cultural misntdtkids and school, frustration about
inadequate schools, denial, claiming they are ‘feblmd”, and an unwillingness to talk
about the issue. Most teachers denied any ra@al btating that any differences are
economic, not racial. Dotzert (1997) reported, ‘Gresas are uncomfortable talking about
racial behavior. l.have yet to find a white person who does notkhirat they are under
attack when they are confronted with a race is§pd7). A study by Wu (1980) asked if
African American students were better off when taugy African American teachers.

The results found no significant difference in hafkican American students were
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treated regardless of the race of the teacher.nGhis, researchers have tried to
determine whether teachers are aware of theirthideny it or are unaware of their

bias.

The researcher, after reading and digesting thersayf complexities in trying to
determine the root cause of disproportionalitytirdent discipline especially when
comparing African American student discipline toitelstudent discipline and
considering the experts that have conducted melspldies and many years researching
this issue, concluded that determining root causesbeyond the scope of this work.
Instead, the researcher based on work by Diamdb@4j2lecided to address this issue
by identifying the characteristics, couched astasmed deficits, of the students most
likely to receive referrals. Armed with this infoation, teachers could begin to discuss
which students are receiving referrals, what comuot@racteristics they share, and,

ideally, begin to uncover root causes through sader-based conversations.

The purpose of this study was to examine the cateelof discipline referrals in a
diverse, high-poverty rural high school. To undanstwhy certain subgroups of students
receive more referrals than other subgroups is itapbbecause referrals lead to
suspensions that lead to an increased numbelysfrdssed from class, which in turn,
result in decreased academic achievement. Thiy $buchd that a key indicator that a
student will accrue referrals is below reading Is\and the socioeconomic status of the
student as measured by free and reduced luncls statusingle-parent households.
These findings supported earlier studies that sstgdehat suggest disproportionality in
student discipline is a result of socioeconomigjiradity (Christie et al., 2004; Diamond,
2004; Emihovich, 1982; Howarth 2008; Nolan et2007; Skiba et al., 2006; Tenebaum
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et al., 2007; Vanderharr 2003). The study by Cierist al. (2004) highlights the effect
socioeconomic status can have in schools. The stoiggluded that when teaching
students from high socioeconomic backgrounds, txadield high expectations for
students, challenged them, and used positive refoent in the classroom to control
behavior. When teaching students from low socioenoa communities, teachers held
low expectations for student learning and behawiere inconsistent, and were more

punitive in dealing with behavior.

Teacher expectations as noted in Christie et @04Pstudy sync’s well into the
notion of “self-fulfilling prophecy” as discusseg Btevick & Levinson (2003). In this
paper Ray Rist (1973) suggests that students finenotver classes have low
expectations for themselves based on family anmi@llissues. And, when teachers
either consciously or unconsciously convey low exgigons for students from low
socioeconomic backgrounds, the student then actsaots to the teacher based on the
treatment he or she receives on the basis of thesgual expectations. The result of this
process is that the student’s conduct and perfoceauifills the prophecy of their failure
in school. Johnson (2001) found that student suspertan lead to expulsion, failure to
graduate, and of more concern, juvenile detentany of these studies list a plethora of
negatives attributed to out-of-school suspensioss of self-respect, interaction with
other “bad” kids, missed school work, peer stigara] an increased likely-hood of

worsening problems.

A second key finding concerned the kinds of retermabjective versus
subjective, students received. This study fourad tiales, especially African American
males were more likely to receive subjective refisrthan total referrals. This finding
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supported the Skiba (2002) study that found theaations recorded most frequently for
white students were smoking, leaving class witlparmission, obscene language, and
vandalism. The infractions recorded most frequefaityAfrican American students were
disrespect, excessive noise, threat, and loitefiihg.referrals recorded for African
American students were clearly more subjectiveature than those recorded for white
students. He concluded, “The primary source ofiplis@ary disproportionality; rather,
school suspension seemed to function to ‘pass albegacial discrepancies originating

at the level of the referral to the office” (p.334)

This study, by identifying the stipulated deficiisd assets that were correlated
with students receiving referrals or being suspdrid@an and/or expelled from school,
found that students on free and reduced lunch were at risk to accrue total referrals,
and African American males were most at risk tao@esubjective referrals over a
semester. Using this information, school leaderdcctacilitate meaningful
conversations with teachers about why certain stisd&re most likely to receive
disciplinary referrals, be suspended out of schexgpelled, and experience academic
problems. And, school leaders and teachers cowuh lexploring and understanding how
they may exacerbate the phenomenon of the “sdifhful) prophecy” so many low

income students experience.

Though there was a correlation among studentsdiin poverty and referrals in
this study it must be noted that there were stigdentfree and reduced lunch and living
in one-parent homes that did not accrue referealscators must be careful to not
assume that children living in poverty are ill-qoued to be successful in school. Yet,

educators must become knowledgeable about possfblds of living in poverty.
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Among the most damaging effects of poverty is gtk lof positive experiences many
students from underprivileged homes experience tioth to age four when, hopefully,
they are eligible to attend school. This includegosure to the written text and
opportunities to play using age-appropriate toys$ @casions to engage in experiences
outside the home including, but not limited to,ublic library, the zoo, a museum, the
beach, organized play dates, a trip to the mousitagstaurants (other than fast food), the
arts, Disney World, travel, and state and natipaaks. Poverty is also associated with
other harmful effects for children that affect thability to learn - an unhealthy diet,
overexposure to television and to inappropriatevision, lack of regular medical
attention, unregulated, poor day care, and an hlesteome environment. Given this
knowledge and the findings in this study that lmgiseconomic status is a key indicator
among other indicators, such as gender, age, aaghgelevel, primary school
administrators and teachers could dialogue abowtthe school can create experiences
and opportunities to fill the gap for these studeRersonnel from public school district
offices, the Department of Social Services, faitisdxl organizations, and the medical
professions could begin conversations about hosupport these students from cradle to
their first entry in public school. From that poon, teachers and administrators could
identify and implement interventions that wouldrg&se the likelihood that these

students will be successful in school.

Through these conversations, educators can begixplore real solutions
including understanding the importance of any ddfee in teaching students not
subjects, providing for teacher’s cross-culturairting, implementing an engaging,

inclusive curriculum, acknowledging and understagdhe “hidden” curriculum students
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experience in schools, making school meaningfuafbstudents, eliminating teacher
apathy, and educating educators to the privilege thhiteness affords them, and the
damage done to minority students (Monroe, 2005;i&8te2000, 2007; Stevick &

Levinson, 2003; Williams, 2007; Wu, 1980).

Recommendations for Further Research

As discussed in Chapter Three, this study is sjpeafK-12 students attending
school in a high poverty, small, rural, southerstriit. Therefore, the results are only
applicable to this population. Regardless, thiggitan be used as a springboard for
further research. The first part of this study gmedl student characteristics, deficits and
assets, from the K-12 general population. Whiléectihg data for the randomly-selected
students from the general population, the reseatehened that, though discipline issues
involving middle and high school students were eysttically documented on referrals,
this was not the case for primary and elementaryesits. Written referrals are not
typically part of the culture at those lower gréelels. Though there were some referrals
written for students at this level, the researébamed that the few instances of
misbehavior documented on referrals did not retleetactual number of discipline
infractions students accrued. Younger studentSerdhan receiving referrals, were often
sent to “time-out”, lost demerit points, were exi#d from recess, or, if these measures
did not work, a parent or guardian was called mafgsistance. It was only in more
extreme cases, if a student had committed a crirastaor if the behaviors were so
extreme that the district hearing officer had tachited, that referrals were written to

provide documentation. Given this, future studies examine the relationship between
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numbers of referrals accrued, and student defacitkassets might give more useful

information if they are limited to the middle schaad high school population.

A second area for future study could examine theirfigs in this study that
student ethnicity was dominant in determining thenber of referrals a student will
accrue. This is important because other studieslglesject the argument that regardless
of economic inequalities, African American studesnts still suspended and expelled at
disproportionate levels and punished more harsirljeks severe infractions when
compared to white students (Johnson et al., 20@dtadé et al., 2008; Warren, 2007). As
was noted earlier in this chapter, one explandbomvhy ethnicity proved to be
statistically insignificant may be that of the Afan American students in the general
population, 94% were also on free and reduced luBot94% of the individuals in the
African American sample were included in the sangblstudents on free and reduced
lunch. Also, African American students had a lowrage reading level, so the remaining
information on this group could have been contaiwvéhin this reading level variable.
This high percentage may have masked the impagicgthhad on numbers of referrals.
For the population in this study, perhaps more stighted statistical analysis might
have provided different information on the sigrafice of ethnicity compared to free and
reduced lunch status. A future study that target®ee balanced general education
population in terms of percentage of minorities amdorities on free and reduced lunch
may provide better information on the significaéethnicity versus free and reduced

status and student referrals.

Based on the results of this study, a third arestualy that would be of interest

would be one addressing student referrals and studading levels. For this study,
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below-grade-level status was considered a deTibi. reading level of the student was
identified for students that did and did not reeeilscipline referrals. The question this
raised for this researcher was, “What comes #stessive referrals or below-grade-level
reading levels?” This study suggests that excessieerals are often accrued by students
with below-grade-level reading levels. Future stgdhat investigate this relationship

would be very useful.

Lastly, research to fully address the issues infienethis study needs to include
the human factor that can only be gleamed throwgiversation. This study, like the
majority of the studies conducted on student dis@pwas based on quantitative data -
discipline reports, student demographic informatenmd student reading levels.
Qualitative and mixed-methods studies that arentatee to the racial and social class
dynamics of an integrated public school can skgdtt bn the processes that lead to
student referrals. The methods and findings ofgtugly can be used to frame a more
comprehensive study by including qualitative methticht include face-to-face dialogue
with teachers, administrators, and students. Tinid &f study could better enable
educators to judge which theoretical explanatiordfsparities is more prevalent among
school personnel.

In conclusion, fundamental changes on how studexgerience school, changes
involving the interactions among students, teachadsschool administrators, student
learning, classroom activities, and assessmentipeacas well as changes in
professional development, must be the focus of ghamschools if meaningful progress

is to be made in how students, all students, eepee school. Education is a people-
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business; the human factor, therefore, must beadntany attempts to change how

students are treated in school and enhance stledgning.

The change process is clearly a people issuetanthose people in the
classroom, the teachers, who must become leadérsr@ators of meaningful student
experiences and who must be given information gmbiunities for professional and
personal growth. Teachers’ expertise and experieagde invaluable as in planning and
in implementing needed change. Teachers must begwrethan simply recipients of
professional development but also developers adkls. For too long, many well-
meaning administrators and professionals have @ghtire contributions that classroom
teachers can make to their own professional groaghyell as to that of their peers.
Teachers need to be acknowledged as professiohalean and will take responsibility,
given opportunity and information, for restructuitheir classrooms to meet the needs of
the students they teach. Policy-makers and teacmess become partners in change.
They must learn to work hand-in-hand in all aspe€tshange if the ultimate goal, to
improve student experiences in school and to ereheracning for all students, is to be

realized. Gary Negin (1993), a classroom teachgressed it well:

“All teachers ask is that others respect our cbations. Recognize that there is
much that can be learned from the work of pracioe treat us like professionals who
can help determine when and where it is approptiasgply research recommendations.
Help us refine what we teachProvide the facilities and resources that are retéaleo
the job. And sit with us...as fellow survivors onday afternoon and help us finish the

wine. After all, a wine is a terrible thing to was{(p. 33).
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Appendix A

Letter of Request

Carver-Edisto Middle School

P. O. Box 65
Cordova, SC 29039
(803) 534-3554

"Where Cougars Care"
3-13-2014
Dear Ms. Turner,

| am in the graduate program at the University of South Carolina. For my dissertation | am looking at
possible relationships between student demographics, reading levels and behavior. Information on 200
students, randomly selected, will be compiled to determine relationships and compared to students
placed at STAR.

To ensure confidentiality all student names will be deleted and replaced with a number starting with
number 1, then number 2, 3 and etc. Ms. Smith has agreed, if approved, to supply the reading levels
from MAP information.

Thank you for your help in this matter.
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Jeannie Monson, Principal
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Appendix B

Letter of Consent

ORANGEBURG CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT 4

March 14, 2014

Mrs. Jeannie Monson
124 Oakbluff Road
Summerville, South Carolina 29485

Dear Mrs. Monson:

This letter is in response to your request to cohoesearch using ex-post facto data for
students in Orangeburg Consolidated School Dideactr. Your letter indicates that, in
fulfillment of your dissertation requirements a¢ thiniversity of South Carolina, you will
investigate the relationship between student deapddcs, reading levels and behavior. You have
indicated that 200 students will be used in theupstn study, randomly selected, and compared
to students who have been placed in the STAR Pmgra

Any data or information used in this study mustexdito all FERPA requirements and
redacted to maintain full confidentiality. The dist expects that any results or conclusions be
shared with the superintendent.

Orangeburg Consolidated School District Four suigpihie efforts you are proposing and
will provide the information requested. If | cae bf further assistance, please contact me at 803-
534-8081 or by email at turnerb@orangeburg 4.com.

turperh@orang
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