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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Gustavo Garcia Balderas
Doctor of Education
Department of Educational Methodology, Policy, &eddership
December 2014

Title: Objective Versus Subjective Discipline Refds in a School District

Seven percent of all students are excluded frdrodevery year across the
United States for violating school policies andgadures. Exclusion from school causes
a number of problems for students such as higlogyadrt rates, grade retention, more of
a likelihood of not graduating from high schooldanwidening of the achievement gap.
However, the literature review reveals a lack aflegion research specific to Hispanic
students. Therefore, this research study investitite level of disciplinary referrals
leading to student suspensions during the 2013-26hdol year in a southern California
school districof 9223 students with a student demographic contpot89% free-and-
reduced meals, 24% English language learners, 8#dHspanic. The research study
analyzed not just referrals but differences betwséective versus objective referrals
for Hispanic and White students. Risk ratio resutBcated that Hispanic students were
more likely to receive referrals that resultedusensions from school at two-and-one-
half times the rate compared to their White peer$bth subjective (RR = 2.572) and
objective (RR = 2.600) referrals. While there wadifferencep = .308, between
referrals labeled as subjective versus objectivep&hic students were significantly more

likely to receive objectivep(= .017) and subjectivg & .041) disciplinary referrals that



resulted in suspensions compared to their WhitespeEhe most significant factors that
predicted overall student disciplinary referralg@English language learner status and
free and reduced meals. In particular, EnglishU@gg status accounted for 60% of all
referrals leading to a student suspension. Oppysitetors that had the least predicted
referral infractions were talented and gifted staparent education level, and special
education status. Results from this study provsigtbol district staff with information

that helped to revise district policy and procedusparding the use of the suspension as
an enforcement tool in student discipline, withtjgaifar focus on subjective versus
objective referrals that could lead to student saspn. Implications of this research are

discussed in relation to practice, procedures,patidies.
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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION
Objective Versus Subjective Disciplinary Exclusionsin a K-8 School District

Of the projected 50 million K-12 students in puldzhools in the United States in
2014 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012), 7% of these stsigeth be excluded from their
school on a yearly basis, and thus their educattorviolations of school and/or district
behavior policies (Losen & Gillespie, 2012). Theselusions from school, both
suspensions and expulsions, cause several possibés for students. Prior research has
found that suspensions increased the probabilibeofg involved in the juvenile justice
system, a higher rate of grade retention, withdngvwiom school (Sullivan, et al., 2009;
Townsend, 2010), lower wages and lower rates afigrgon, employment (Sullivan, et
al., 2009), widening of the achievement gap, tkelihood of being placed in lower-level
classes, and lower self-esteem (Townsend, 200@)eSts who are excluded from school
are denied their access to education due to th@ation of school and district policies
and practices, but many of these exclusions anestiNely enforced by teachers and
administrators (Skiba, Eckes, & Brown, 2009).
Problem Statement

Data compiled over time has asserted that studehisgon from school can have
long-term negative effects on individual studerstst@ated previously. There also has
been research that has been conducted on howediffierinority subgroups have been
impacted by student discipline practices in thetéthStates (Losen, 2011; Losen &
Skiba, 2010). Areas in which there is less resescolve around the use of different

types of discipline infractions, either subjectoreobjective, and its relation to student



discipline. A question of whether student disciplirends are aligned to the use of either
subjective or objective disciplinary referrals thah lead to student suspensions is
important to answer to assess if there is the $awved of disproportionality that is found.
Different student factors have been identified @ssfbly having a greater impact on
student discipline (Theriot, Craum, & Dupper, 200Dne of these student factors,
race/ethnicity, has been shown to be a predictetudent discipline (Losen, 2011; Losen
& Skiba, 2010). This study researched the vigbditother student factors, specifically
gender, English language learner status, schoel, llented and gifted status, special
education status, poverty level, and parental dduckevel to assess if these factors
provided predictability to student suspensions.
Purpose of Study

From the top leadership perspective within theridisstudied, it was informally
noted that many students were being excluded fidrod, mostly along the lines of
poverty and race/ethnicity. Moreover, there was ladministrative turnover during the
previous ten years. The lack of administrativeticwity, both at the school site and at
the district office level, may have exacerbatedldinge amount of variability across
students and buildings in disciplinary practicesdiag to students receiving a behavioral
referral that could lead to a student suspensidinvihe district. It was important to me
to understand whether the referrals were premisesiystematic or implicit bias within
the district.

Thus, this study had two specific goals. The fysl of this study was to inform
school district and individual school site policeasd procedures. Through an analysis of

district suspension data in a California K-8 schaistrict that had implemented the



Positive Behavior Intervention and Supports (PBi&tem, the study assessed if there
were significant differences in the suspensionsraetween Hispanic versus White
students. It is important to assess if there vigigrdportionality in discipline data.
Previous research has found that minority groupsaerrepresented in suspension rates
(Fabelo, et al., 2011) and that minority studen¢sadten subject to greater discipline, had
more severe disciplinary actions by school disp@tsonnel imposed, and had greater
numbers of overall suspensions than compared toWtate peers (Skiba, et al., 2002;
Skiba, et al., 2011).

The second goal was to provide information fromrésearch findings to shape
professional development training to help staffensthnd student data, student exclusion
rates, and school policies. Through this structymefessional development, the district
could ensure to a greater extent that there wasikation across all schools and among
all staff with regards to discipline policies andgedures. The findings also helped to
revise school board policy and administrative ragahs that drive student discipline
with regards to the use of objective and subjeciv&ensions.

The following sections provide background inforroaton student discipline
rates in the United States, with a focus on thie stbCalifornia. A review of current
literature, focusing of school exclusion practit@fow. A description of the research
methods that were used, including background in&dion on the school district to be
studied and the population from which the data wet® collected, are then described.
An explanation of how the data were analyzed, tfategies used to increase the validity

of the study, and a description of potential stlishytations are stated. Results for each



of the four research questions are described.l¥irhe discussion section focuses on

research implications, recommendations, and a suyncoaclude the dissertation.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Disproportionate Exclusion Rates
National data trends have shown increases in @rduates for students of all

races (see Table 1). In particular, the K-12 studaspension rates have steadily
increased over the last 40 years for non-Whiteesttgl(Losen, 2011). The gap between
African American and White student suspension magemore than tripled during this
time frame, increasing from a difference of threecpntage points to over 10 percentage
points (Losen, 2011). Data show that Hispanic sosjon rates have increased over time
as well, with Hispanic students being suspendedaae than twice the rate in 2006/07
compared to 1970/71 (Losen & Skiba, 2010).
Table 1

Percentage of Suspensions on the Rise by Rawss the United States

Student Suspensions 1972/73 1988/89 2006/07
White 3% 4% 5%
Hispanic 3% 5% 7%
Black 6% 10% 15%
American Indian 3% 5% 8%
Asian Pacific Islander 1% 3% 3%
Total 16% 27% 38%

This chart was adapted from Losen and Skiba (2010).

More recent research has shown that minority siisdeave continued to have a

higher rate of school exclusion than non-minorttydents (Fabelo, et al., 2011,



Kaufman, et al., 2010; Losen, 2011; Skiba, EckeBré&wn, 2009; Skiba, et al., 2011;
Tobin & Vincent, 2011; Welsh & Payne, 2010). Reaaational statistics have shown
that African American students were more than tovthtee times more likely to be
suspended than their White peers, whereas Hisgaudents were 10% more likely to be
suspended than their White peers (Sullivan, KlinigBeNorman, 2013). Data show that
17% of African American students were suspendeu sohool during their K-12
educational experience, compared to 7% of Hispstuidents and 5% of White students
(Losen & Gillespie, 2012). Noltemeyer and Mcloughdi(2010b) statef Ohio data

found an even greater rate of disproportionalityAtrican American students. Their
data showed that African American students werpesuded at a rate of 22.5% compared
to White students that were suspended at a rd8&86 in relation to the total student
population.

Similar results were found when considering expuisates. Noltemeyer and
Mcloughlin’s (2010a) results revealed that Africamerican students had an expulsion
incident rate that made them 2.5 times more likelseceive an expulsion than White
students, with Hispanics at a 1.67 higher ratexptision than White students. Although
there was some data from the Noltemeyer and Mclou¢2010a) study regarding
Hispanic students, the data focused mostly on Afri@merican students.

In summary, disproportionate discipline was foumd¢ much greater when
reviewing suspension data and weaker when revieaspglsion data. One inference for
the more noticeable effect of suspension disprapuatity is that suspensions are more

subjective than expulsions. Expulsions involve num#aborate decision making at the



administrative level than suspensions, which arenadinilaterally imposed at the school
site level (Noltemeyer & Mcloughin, 2010a).
Rates of Exclusion in California

In California, school demographics vary greatlye®gting on region. However,
as a state, the demographics are very divers2018, African American students
constituted 6.5% of the state’s student populatitigpanic students accounted for 52%
of the state’s school population, while White stiutdecomprised 26% of the student
population. The suspension rates, as in otheritwt@aacross the country, were
disproportionate. African American students acctedrior 19% of all suspensions, while
Hispanic students reflected 54% of suspensions\dnite students 20% of the
suspension total (California Department of Educgt|€DE], 2013). At the state level,
Hispanic students were excluded relatively closthéar actual population rate; however,
aggregate data can mask local conditions.
Discipline Rates Across Academic Levels

Prior research has found a distinct differencentype of disciplinary referrals
that were given to students by their school lei@ufman, et al., 2010). Elementary
students had higher referrals for aggression, whitkdle school students had higher
rates of referrals for disrespectful behavior, high school students had higher referrals
for attendance issues. As students mature thrthegbducation system, the referrals
they received often reflected the developmentgestd their livedKaufman, et al.,
2010). African American students, however, stdirevexcluded at a higher rate than all

others regardless of the school level (Gregoryh&k& Noguera, 2014).



At the middle school level there was a dramatitedéince in exclusion rates
when race was involved. Based on Office of CivdiRs data from every state, 28.3% of
African American middle school males were susperatddast once, compared to just
10% of White males. African American females wearspended at a rate of 18%
compared to 3.9% of White females at the middlestlevel (Losen & Skiba, 2010;
U.S. Department of Education, 2006). In compagrgusion rates between the grade
levels, Skiba, et al. (2011) concluded that Afridganerican students were two times
more at risk of being excluded from school at thé kevel and four times more at risk of
being excluded at the middle school level as téiite peers. Hispanic students were
excluded at a lower rate than both White and Afriéanerican students at the
elementary level, but were twice as likely to beleded at the middle school level as
White students. Regardless of the grade spangakfrAmerican students still were
excluded at a higher rate than any of their peers.

Exclusion and English Language Students

There is broad range of research that has focusédriran American student
exclusion rates in our nation’s schools, but litdeearch that has focused on other large
subgroups of students (Gregory, Skiba, & Nogueda4?. The Hispanic student
population grew to 24% of the overall student papah, up from 16.7% in 2000, across
the United States (Fry & Lopez, 2012). In Califegrthe growth in the Hispanic student
population has been even more dramatic, with Hispgtodent enrollments increasing
from 43.2% of the overall California student popiaa in 2000 to 52.7% in 2013 (CDE,
2014b). The Hispanic student population has irsg@eéacross the country and the limited

research focusing on Hispanic students has fowstdhis population is suspended from



school at a higher rate than White students (L&8&kiba, 2010). Additional research
specific to Hispanic student populations would juevstatistical evidence on the issue,
especially in a state like California with a majprf students coming from minority
backgrounds.

In addition to the need to look at disproportiongdiszipline for subgroups other
than African Americans, there is also a paucityeskarch in this area on English
language learners. There were 4.7 million Englsstglage learners in the United States
in 2011 (National Clearinghouse for English Languéagquisition, 2011). In California,
of the 3.3 million Hispanic student population i013-2014, 1.2 million were classified
as English language learners (CDE, 2014b). Data fawnd that students who are
excluded from school have more difficulty in theagademic skills, which is particularly
problematic for English language learner populati@hrcia, 2006). Research has
suggested that English language learners were sdspeat a rate of one out every five
students in 2009-2010 (Losen & Martinez, 2013)ci&f2006) found that there was a
direct connection between reading achievement s@rd the student suspension rate.
The lower the achievement scores of a studengribeter the chance of that student
being excluded from school. This issue raisestea&rquestion regarding the rationale
for excluding students from school. The studeeiadpexcluded are those students who
need the most school support to succeed acadeymidatiould be speculated that an
increasing number of Hispanic studentsragge at risk of being excluded from school

due to lacking English language skills and oth@damic skills in their first language.



Subjective Versus Objective Exclusion

School discipline is driven by school board pokcaand state regulations as stated
in California Education Code (California Legislaiinformation, 2014). In the mildest
form, school discipline is used to ensure thatestisl understand school policies and
procedures. In the most severe form, school diseijs used to exclude a student from
campus for severe violations of school policies statie regulations. Within California,
there is a great amount of flexibility in what desom infractions are forwarded to the
site administrator for discipline. Some disciplisesubjective, while other cases can be
considered objective.

Subjective suspensions. Subjective suspensions are defined as those suspsns
where an adult used their judgment to determiesifudent’s behavior warranted a
school suspension. These subjective behaviorsreeghserving the student behavior and
placing value judgment on that behavior to deteenmiithe student behavior warranted a
specific level of school discipline (Greflund, 2013

Objective suspensions. California categorized the following behaviors as
objective suspensions: “possessing, selling, agratise furnishing a firearm;
brandishing a knife at another person; unlawfudlijilsg a controlled substance;
committing or attempting to commit a sexual assault possession of an explosive”
(California Legislative Information, 2014). Objeati suspensions are documented and
processed per California Educational Code andeayeired suspensions (California
Legislative Information, 2014), whereas the sulyecsuspensions are not required to be
offenses that need to be suspended out-of-schaismhool, but students can be

suspended by the individual school staff basedem bwn judgment.
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Resear ch on subjective suspensions. Prior research has shown that when
committing the same or similar subjective behawvitenses, African American students
are inclined to receive more severe disciplinanyseguences (Noltemeyer &
Mcloughlin, 2010a; Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010Bkiba, et al., 2002). Two
possibilities for the more severe punishment aag African American students focus
their behavior on activities that call for a sulbjee judgment from adults in a school
system that leads to discipline, or that African&ioan students are being unfairly
judged when it comes to such behavior (Losen, 208thools have policies that speak
to consistency in discipline practices. Most afgé disciplinary practices are subjective,
leaving the teacher to be the authority that mavesspension forward in most
disciplinary cases. If there are differences idamstanding of what is appropriate or
typical behavior by student or teacher, the teabhsrthe authority to interpret based on
their experiences.

Welch and Payne (2010), found that schools moreilygzopulated with African
American students were more inclined to use morersediscipline, such as suspensions,
for similar infractions than those schools who Fewler African American students.
Adults in the school system that had received nraiging in discipline policies were
also more likely to respond more harshly to misbedra. Skiba, et al. (2002) in a study
using data from 19 middle schools in a large udirool district found that White
students were referred for discipline for causas wWere more objective, such as
vandalism or smoking, while African American stuttewere disciplined for more

subjective reasons, such as disrespect and exeassse. This subjective use of

11



discipline becomes an equity issue as more studértslor are being suspended in
schools for the same offense.

In contrast, when reviewing suspensions for manglatdractions, Fabelo, et al.
(2011) found that there was much less variancedmvAfrican American, Hispanic, and
White students. This research, however, still fotived a larger percentage of African
American students were suspended for discretionéngctions compared to Hispanic
and White students. African American students bbb a higher probability of having
their first offense be an out-of-school suspensiben compared to Hispanic and White
students. Fabelo, et al. used data taken frorsttte of Texas using information
gathered from over 900,000 students coming fronD XMool districts and 3900 school
campuses over an eight-year time span.

Although substantial research shows that minotitgents, particularly those
students who are African American, are excluddugiter rates than their White peers
(Fabelo, et al., 2011; Kaufman, et al., 2010; Lo2811; Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin,
2010a; Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010b; Skiba, et 2a009; Tobin & Vincent, 2011;
Welsh & Payne, 2010), there is less research gestks to why these minority students
are excluded more from schools than White studefitise majority of the school
teachers in the United States are White, of ther8ll®n public school teachers in 2011,
83% were White compared to only 7% Hispanic andAffican American (U.S.
Department of Education, National Center for Edcet Statistics, 2010). Because of
this varied demographic, cultural differences nmeadito African American students to
be viewed as displaying nonconforming behaviorschbol (Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin,

2010a). As schools become increasingly morergieyghere may be a cultural

12



disconnect in trying to understand student behaWiownsend, 2000). The contribution
of institutional, and possible individual, biasdisciplinary referrals has been suggested
(Skiba et al., 2002). The contrasting backgrowfdsacher and student, whether the
differences are racial, socioeconomic, or both,@arse misunderstandings that lead to
disproportionate discipline (Townsend, 2000).

There has been evidence of cultural bias whenwawgesuspension rates from
across the United States (Losen, 2011). As minstitgents have been disproportionally
suspended from school, these students have beeddactess to their right to an equal
education as compared to their White peers (Los&kika, 2010). In a study conducted
by Skiba, et al. (2002), African American studemn&se more likely to receive office
disciplinary referrals than White students. Nolttyomas there disproportionate
discipline, there was evidence that minority studevere excluded for more minor
offenses. Minority students were more likely todospended for subjective offenses,
such as disrespect and loitering, compared to Véhitgents, who tended to be suspended
for objective reasons, such as smoking or obs@bge (Skiba, et al., 2002). Other
research similarly reported that African Americaumndents were more likely to receive
subjective exclusions than White students (GregoWeinstein, 2008). Cultural aspects
that relate to ethnicity or race may have influehkhew students engaged in school and
how they behaved within an academic setting ansidhthow these students were
perceived within the school setting by the aduitauthority (Monroe, 2005; Townsend,
2000). Subjective decisions were based on scliafflrmembers’ definition of typical

and atypical behavior, with the atypical behaveading to disciplinary actions.

13



Zero tolerance policies may also contribute to mreceptive educational
environment, which may cause students to feeldagaged in their education (Skiba &
Peterson, 2000). Zero tolerance polices came feal@ral drug policies in the early
1980s to treat specific behaviors equally. Bydhdy 1990s, these polices had been
adopted across school districts in the United Statel used to provide behavioral
consequences to students. Although there aretizausao zero tolerance policies across
school districts, there is little evidence thatytlee effective. Repeat offenders constitute
a high rate of those students excluded from scH&¥ba, 2000).

There was more research that focused on Africanrisare students compared to
minimal research on Hispanic student misbehaviangitutional bias as it related to
Hispanic exclusion rates (Townsend, 2000); thidywtegan to fill that research gap. In
particular, this study filled in a research gapalsgessing if there were differences
between subjective and objective referrals betvadatent groups that led to
disproportionate student discipline.

Resear ch Questions

Because of the aforementioned lack of researclognding Hispanic students
my study: (a) analyzed whether significant differes exist for Hispanic and White
students by school disciplinary referrals that leaa to school suspensions, (b)
investigated the use of subjective versus objedispensions among groups of students,
and (c) evaluated which factor (grade level [eletagnamiddle or primary-intermediate-
middle], gender, number of incidents, English leemgilearner status, talented and gifted

status, special education status, socio-econowigssfusing free-and-reduced meals as a

14



proxy], and parent educational level), best prediaibjective and subjective disciplinary
referrals. My study addressed the following questio

1. What is the risk ratio for suspensions for Hispastiaents (when compared to
White students) for (a) subjective and (b) objextifenses?

2. For students with one or more behavioral referiaais there differences in the
number of suspensions for subjective and objeciffenses?

3. For students with one or more behavioral referiaais there differences in the
number of suspensions between Hispanic and Whitkests for (a) subjective
and (b) objective offenses?

4. Which factors (grade level [elementary-middle anmary-intermediate-middle],
gender, number of incidents, English language staalented and gifted status,
special education status, socio-economic statusdudree-and-reduced meals as a
proxy], and parent educational level) best predithe ratio of overall
disciplinary referrals (combined subjective andeahye) in a K-8 educational

system?
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CHAPTER |11
RESEARCH METHODS
Setting
The school district in the research study was as€t®ol district in southern
California with a student population of 9223 studenThe school district was comprised
of two preschools, twelve K-5 elementary schoatsl four middle schools. The district
is located in a suburban area close to a majortde®ropolitan city. As shown in Table
2, the school district had a population of studéemislved in special programs that were
proportionate to the rest of the state of CalifarfCDE, 2014b; Ed-Data, 2014), with the
free and reduced lunch rate being lower than thie stverage of 59% free-reduced meal
count (Ed-Data, 2014).
Table 2

Student Demographics in School District

Count Percentage

Gender

Male 4752 52%

Female 4471 48%
Grade Level

K-5 6090 66%

6-8 3133 34%
Meal Program

Free/Reduced 3614 39%
Special Programs

Students Receiving Services 1017 11%

English Language Learners 2286 24%

Data from California Department of Education, 2013.
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Participants

All 9223 students enrolled within the school dgtduring the 2013-2014 school
year were included in this descriptisidy. The district was very diverse, with White
students making up 43% of the population, Hispahidents comprising 36%, and
Vietnamese students accounting for 13% of the dhv&radent population. The district
had become increasingly more diverse over timayig® from an overall minority
percentage of 42% in 2000-2001, to a minority petage of 57% in 2013-2014. The
Hispanic student population had had the most iserga@presenting 29% of the overall
student population in 2000-2001, to 36% of the alfstudent population in 2013-2014.
The district had also decreased enroliment oves,tinom a peak of 9839 students in
2000 to a low of 9223 in 2013-2014. During the 2@D14 school year, the enrollment
decreased by approximately 200 students (CDE, 2014b

Data Sour ces

All student data was extracted from data sets &efte district level that was
required to be submitted to the California Longitad Pupil Achievement Data System
(CALPADS) data bank that was hosted at the CalifoDepartment of Education.
Student data used for assessing disproportioraityreviewing subjective and objective
suspensions was taken from the district data sy#tatrwas submitted to the CALPADS
system for the 2013-2014 school year.

School districts in California are required by stiw to submit data each year
into the CALPADS system. This data system was ecktd allow California to meet
federal requirements and has been in operatior 2009. The CALPADS system is the

core data bank to the K-12 data system in Califoamd comprises student demographic,
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program participation, grade level, course enrafitd completion, discipline and
statewide assessment data (CDE, 2014a). EacltdistCalifornia submits required
data into the state CALPADS system year each spflitge data sets that were examined
were derived from the spring 2014 CALPADS submissiat was provided to the
California Department of Education by the distheing studied.
Definitions of Key Factors

English Language Status

All students whose language is not English musidsessed using the California
English Language Development Test (CELDT) when #rwll in a public school. This
assessment determines the language fluency ofutierd. Students are classified as
being fluent English proficient (FEP) or classifi@slan English learner (EL). Those
students classified as ELs must take the CELDTsagsent every year until they are
reclassified as fluent in English, where they wahlein be designated as reclassified
fluent English proficient (RFEP). RFEP studentseree monitoring for two-years after
exiting the EL program. Initially fluent Englishgdicient (IFEP) students are those
English language learner students that met thedistcriteria for early to advanced
English language skills. Students exit or are ssfeed using the CELDT. There are four
domains in the CELDT assessment: listening, wrjtspgeaking, and reading. Students
must score proficient in all domains prior to bereglassified (CDE, 2014c).
Talented and Gifted Status

Students that were identified as talented anddyiftere qualified for those
services using specific district instruments. Alldents were tested in the second grade,

or upon their arrival in the primary grades if thegre transfers to the district, to assess
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their aptitude to be classified as a talented afteldystudent. The assessment provided to
students was the Otis-Lennon School Ability TeStF8lition. A different instrument was
used to assess students that were limited in Brgglish language skills to allow them to
qualify for these services. In the district studigte Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test was
the instrument provided to students to allow féerigéed and gifted qualification. These
assessments, along with district benchmark assessnpdus a teacher survey, qualified
students into the talented and gifted program.
Special Education Status

Students qualified to receive special educatiovises through a variety of
assessments, dependent on what the special edusatioce the student required. If a
student experienced struggles in academics or mmahawarent/educator team worked to
create additional supports and/or interventionsiwithe school setting. If these supports
were not meeting the student’s needs, the eduocatmarent/guardian requested the
student be brought to the Student Study Team (S$h¢. SST team was comprised of
school professionals that reviewed data and hgdpadde additional assistance in
helping develop additional supports/interventiamsthe student. After implementing
supports/interventions and reviewing data, the & could ask for additional
assessments if the student was still not makingrpss, to determine if special education
services were needed for the student. If the studidrqualify for services, an
individualized educational plan (IEP) was creatgdh® IEP team. The IEP team was
comprised of teachers, administrators, and thenpaligrardians. This team created a
plan for services that was most appropriate forstndent. The plan was revisited by the

IEP team on a regular basis to ensure effectiveness
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Free or Reduced M eals Status

Qualification into free or reduced meal status diasated by parental income. To
gualify for free or reduced meals paremtsst have completed a district form requesting
free or reduced meals each year at the school dewelg student registration. The
nutrition department at the district office thewgessed these forms. Parents were
notified if they qualified for free or reduced mealfter the first few weeks of school.
Students were provided free meals until the proeasscompleted.
Parent Education Status

Parent education level was defined by numbers bnehfough four (4). These
numbers were derived from the student registrdboms that were turned in every year
to the district at the onset of the school yeare®as that indicated @neon the form had
not graduated from high school, those that indatatevo were high school graduates,
those ahreehad some college experience, and those who selatwer were college
graduates.

Procedures

Extant data was used for this study. Districtigigte data based on class lists as
of June 18, 2014, from the 2013-2014 school yearwsad to assess the level of
disproportionality across the grade levels, betwsdiective and objective discipline
infractions, and between student subgroups. Eadest participant was analyzed
through the use of a state identification numb&ectual names of students and schools

were omitted to provide confidentiality.
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Behavioral Referral Measures

For the purpose of this study, a school suspensamdefined as a disciplinary
consequence for a specific student action whicblired a violation of the district’'s code
of conduct, which was based on California Educa@ode. A school suspension
removed the student from the classroom or schatihgdor a specific time period
(Morrison & Skiba, 2001). Blomberg (2004) defineeschool suspension (ISS) as a
discipline action where a student was removed fitoenclassroom, but kept in the school
setting outside of the regular classroom for aqueaf time.

Coding of behavioral infractions. The school district in the study used a coding
procedure for infractions that was adopted by tiesl district and aligned to the state
of California expulsion codes. These codes arerttesl in Table 3 and Table 4. The
codes had been changed over time in the schoaltisy district office staff and school
site personnel to best meet the needs of thedisind to ensure alignment to California
Education Code. These codes are used by schaarpesl as an indicator on a school
referral to what school policy a student was obs@miolating. If a teacher or classified
staff member submitted a student referral, theggssed the referral to the school
administration office for further review. The inftéons without an asterisk, nor an EXP
prefix, are infractions that were used for mindned policy violations. The infractions
with an asterisk were infractions that could lea@ suspension from school per
California Education Code. Those infractions vathEXP prefix were infractions that
could lead to a student expulsion.

Objective measures. The discipline data submitted were separatedtinise

infractions that required a suspension out of sthased on California Educational Code
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and those infractions that were used to subjegtisespend students. Those infractions
that, by California Educational Code, need to leastudents being suspended out of
school were coded as objective in this study (Galir Legislative Information, 2014)
and are found in Table 3. The areas that reqareaspension and possible
recommendation for expulsion are found under CalifoEducational Code 48915 and
include “possessing, selling or otherwise furnighanfirearm, brandishing a knife at
another person, unlawfully selling a controlled slabce, committing or attempting to
commit a sexual assault, or possession of an e@xplo&California Legislative
Information, 2014).

Table 3

Objective Measures Used by the School District

Codes Infractions
10 Bike safety
13 Eating out of the area
14 Forgery
16 Gum/Food
17 Inappropriate Dress
18 No Show/Detention
19 No Show/Friday School
20 Not Dressing Out for PE
21 Not Returning Forms
22 Classroom Tardiness
23 Truancy
30 *Caused/Attempted/ Threatened Physical Injury
31 *Used Force or Violence
32 *Possession/Sale/Furnishing Dangerous Object
33 *Possession/Use/Sale/ Furnishing Controlled Gnlos
34 *Offering/Arranging/ Sale of Controlled Substanc
35 *Robbery/Extortion
36 *Property Damage
37 *Property Theft
38 *Possession of Tobacco Products
40 *Offering/Arranging/ Sale of Drug Paraphernalia
42 *Received Stolen Property
43 *Possession of Imitation Firearm
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Table 3 Continued.

Codes Infractions
44 *Sexual Assault
48 *Aided or Abetted Injury
49 *Sexual Harassment
50 *Committed Act of Hate Violence
52 *Made Terrorist Threats
60 *EXP - Caused Physical Injury
61 *EXP - Possession of a Knife or Dangerous Object
62 *EXP - Possession of a Controlled Substance
63 *EXP - Assault/Battery of a School Employee
64 *EXP - Possession/Sale/ Furnishing Firearm
65 *EXP - Brandishing a Knife
66 *EXP - Sale of a Controlled Substance
67 *EXP - Sexual Battery
68 *EXP - Possession of Explosive
69 *EXP - Arson
80 *EXP - Offering/Arranging/ Sale of Soma

Subjective measures. Infractions that may lead to in-school suspensiere

labeled as subjective for the purpose of this samtyare described in Table 4. These

infractions can be submitted by any school person@ehool teachers in California have

the ability to suspend students out of their classrs without administrative approval for

the day of the infraction and one additional subset day (California Legislative

Information, 2014). The teacher needs to notigy/khilding administrator as soon as

possible of their desire to remove the student ftloer classroom, make a

recommendation to the building administration fauapension outside of school, and

make contact with the family of the student if gtedent is being suspended in school

(California Legislative Information, 2014). Theiloing principal has the ultimate

decision to suspend students out of school.
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Table 4

Subjective Measures Used by the School District

Codes Infractions
41 Defiance - Non-compliance/ Insubordination
2 Pushing/Shoving/Roughhousing
3 Physical Contact/aggression
4 Disruption/Disrespect
5 Inappropriate language
6 Teasing/Taunting
11 Bus Ticket (infraction on the bus)
12 Cheating
15 Graffiti
24 Vulgar Language
39 *Obscene Acts/Profanity/Vulgarity
41 *Disruption/Defiance
45 *Harassment/ Intimidation of Witness
46 *Hazing
a7 *Bullying
51 *Harassment or Intimidation

A multilevel method was used to define and distislguetween subjective and

objective infractions. At the first level, a cadriethree practitioners, including the

researcher, helped to define subjective versustgeinfraction classifications based on

the California Education Code. The three practéisrguestioned whether the infractions

fell into either the subjective or objective categd'wo practitioners were university

professors and researchers in a major westernwstatersity. One was a professor in

special education and clinical sciences who speeiin positive behavior supports,

school systems change, and evidence-based intemeim schools. The other college

professor worked in educational leadership andialized in curriculum design and

assessment and administrator/teacher-leader tgaihire third practitioner was the

researcher with 25 years of experience workingiwigichools at the K-12 level in

Oregon and California.
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The classification was done through a processiliing the California
Education Code definitions as a guide. The practérs had difficulty classifying three
infractions: caused, attempted, threatened physigal; obscene act, profanity,
vulgarity; and offering, arranging, sale of drugggghernalia. These three infractions
were all subject to possible suspension from scheolCalifornia Educational Code
(California Legislative Information, 2014).

At the second level, six principals, four from #lementary level and two from
the middle school level, within the school diststidied were asked to provide their
professional expertise regarding the specific otfoas that the practitioners had
difficulty in classifying in order to understandsifispensions were objective or
subjective. The principals met with the researeme were asked to review the
infractions in question. The principals reviewbd infractions, had discussion on
whether the referrals were subjective or objectare] were all in agreement to how the
infractions should be coded. These principals daneexperience within the school
district and within education.

e Principal One was a 19 veteran elementary schaatipal at three different
elementary schools within the school district stddand had been a teacher for

12 years in the district.

e Principal Two had two years of elementary princigpgberience within the district
and had four years of central office experienca dsector of curriculum and five
years of experience as an elementary principah imoanother local district, and

had also taught for 10 years outside of the sctistiict.
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¢ Principal Three had been an elementary principal foyears in the district and
had been an elementary teacher within the didtict5 years.

e Principal Four had been an elementary principahiwithe district for eight years
and an elementary teacher for 12 years in anoticat school district.

e Principal Five had been a middle school principalthree years, a middle school
assistant principal for four years, and an elenrgraad middle school teacher for
ten, all within the district.

e Principal Six had been a middle school principaltieo years within the district,
a high school assistant principal for four yeargl a middle school and high
school teacher for six years outside of the schsttict.

After weighing in input from all of the stakeholdeall infractions were coded as
subjective or objective for the purposes of thiglgt The practitioners were very clear in
how the infractions were coded for each specifiaition. This multilevel agreement
added to the validity of subjective versus objextiassification.

Statistical Analysis
Question One

The number of students with (a) at least one benavincidentor (b) subjective
versus objective infractions were calculated fasgdinic and White students. The risk
ratio compared the risk index of the Hispanic groughat of the White group. The
United States Department of Education, Office o#&g@ Education Programs,
recommended that a risk ratio be used to understendsk of a group of students face
for a given event compared to others (Data AccduilitiaCenter, 2011). The formula

below (Lipsey & Wilson, 2000) was used to calculdie risk ratio whera = the number
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Hispanic students that received one or more rdéetva the total number of Hispanic
students in the school district that did not reeany referralsg = the number of White
students that received one or more referrals; drdhe total number of White students
that did not receive any referrals in the district.

al(a+b)
Risk Ratio =

c/(c+d)

Question Two

Means, standard deviation, and a single factoryarsabf variance (ANOVA)
were calculated to examine the relationship that exast between the mean number of
objective behavioral referrals and the mean nurobsubjective behavioral referrals. An
ANOVA was the statistical method applied. A sinfletor ANOVA is an omnibus test
used to determine if a difference between the mehtige two independent groups
exists. All ANOVA calculations were done using 1B&/ Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS).
Question Three

Means, standard deviation, and a single factoryarsabf variance (ANOVA) for
Hispanic versus White students were calculateckamnéne the relationship that may
exist between students with at one or more objecind subjective behavioral referrals
that could lead to a school suspension. An ANOVA wee statistical method applied. A
single factor ANOVA is an omnibus test used to dutee if a difference between the
means of the two independent groups exists. AIDMA calculations were done using

the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Scien(&#3SS).
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Question Four

For Question Four, a multiple-regression analgstgmated the independent and
joint relations between student’s objective andextive disciplinary referrals and eight
factors (grade level [elementary-middle or primarermediate-middle], gender, number
of incidents, English language learner statusntatband gifted status, special education
status, socio-economic status [using free-and-edluteals as a proxy], and parent

educational level).
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

In this chapter, the results associated with the $budy research questions are
provided. However, before providing the statishgsquestion, | will provide my study’s
descriptive statistics.

Descriptive Statistics

The descriptive statistics for the research questare provided in Table 5. Table
5 provides the frequency and percent for eachef/ériables used. In the frequency
table, subjective and objective referrals werergfiby using California Education Code
and using practitioner input to distinguish betwsahjective and objective referrals. If
the type of referrals were not readily defined tlglo the California Educational Code,
the codes were defined by practitioners in thelfadleducation.

The data from the frequency tables that raisedtoures prior to any data analysis
was the disproportionality in mala € 474) compared to females£ 111) in the amount
of disciplinary infractions that were distributédther data sets that disproportionate
included the amount of referrals received by Hispatudentsr{ = 365) compared to
White studentsn(= 176), when the overall Hispanic population in dn&rict was 36%,
but they accounted for 62% of the total disciplynerfractions. Students designated at
some level of English language learner(348) had a very disproportionate number of
referrals leading to school suspensions and aceduaot 60% of these referrals. Lastly,
the number of disciplinary infractions at the eleagy level 6 = 120) compared to the
middle school level(= 465) was very disproportionate. Frequency tafdesll

research questions are listed below in Table 5.
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Table 5

Frequency Data Table for All Research Questions

Measures Study Sample  Percent District Total
Gender
Female 111 19.0 4471
Male 474 81.0 4752
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic 365 62.4 3366
White 176 30.1 3931
Other 44 7.5 1926
Grade
K 17 2.9 1136
1% 7 1.2 956
ond 11 1.9 937
3 14 2.4 1005
4 30 5.1 992
5 41 7.0 1062
e 139 23.8 1022
7 189 32.3 1034
gh 137 23.4 1077

Elementary / Middle School

Elementary 120 20.5 6088
Middle School 465 79.5 3133

Primary / Intermediate / Middle

Elementary 49 8.4 3029
Intermediate 71 12.1 3059
Middle School 465 79.5 3133

Number of Behavioral Incidents
per Student

1 272 74.1
2 45 12.3
3 16 4.4
4 16 4.4
5 9 2.5
6 3 0.8

30



Table 5 Continued.

Measures Study Sample Percent District Total
Number of Behavioral Incidents
per Student

7 3 0.8

8 1 0.3

9 1 0.3

10 1 0.3
Subjective / Objective

Objective 279 47.7

Subjective 306 52.3

Total Combined Referrals 585
English Learner Status

English Only 237 40.5 6937

RFEP/IFEP 73 12.5 1194

English Learner 275 47.0 2286
Talented and Gifted (TAG)

Not TAG 567 96.9

TAG 18 3.1
Special Education (SpEd)

Not SpEd 437 74.7 8206

SpEd 148 25.3 1017
Free and Reduced Meals (FARMS)

Not FARMs 188 32.1 5482

Free/Reduced 397 67.9 3741
Parent Educational Level

1.0 (some high school education) 225 38.5

2.0 (high school graduate) 106 18.1

3.0 (some college education) 95 16.2

4.0 (college graduate) 79 13.5
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Question One

Question one asked whether significant ratessafigline disproportionality by
Hispanic versus White students for one or moredigrtis across the school district
studied existed by objective and subjective referifeor this study, risk ratios (RR)
described the multiplication of the risk that ogearwith use of the district’s
subjective/objective referral system. Table 6 shtivescomplete RR statistifsr both
subjective referrals and objective referrals.

The RRfor objective referrals, 2.572 for Hispanic studemmplies that Hispanic
students are two-point-five-seven-two times mdtelyi than White students to get an
objective behavioral referral. Because the estimb®R does not follow a normal
distribution, 95% confidence intervals were caltedia Therefore, the Hispanic
population’s objective RR is likely to be betwee@ and 3.318. The Hispanic
population’s objective RR is greater than 1, intngathat there is a significantly greater
risk for getting an objective referral. See Tabl®Gcomplete objective risk ratio
statistics.

The RR for subjective referrals, 2.600 for Hispastiedents, implies that Hispanic
students are two-point-six times more likely thahi® students to get a subjective
behavioral referral. Again, because the estimaiRRloes not follow a normal
distribution, 95% confidence intervals were caltedia Therefore, the Hispanic
population’s subjective RR is likely to be betwee@34 and 3.322. The Hispanic
population’s subjective RR is greater than 1, iatligy that there is a significantly greater
risk for getting a subjective referral. See Tabferccomplete subjective risk ratio

statistics.
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Table 6

Hispanic Student Objective and Subjective DiscepReferral Data

Objective Referral Data N
a (the number of Hispanic students that receivedcibje referrals) 175
b (the total number of Hispanic student in the stlaigirict with no referrals) 2797
¢ (the number of White students that received objectferrals) 85
d (the total number of White students in the distith no referrals) 3628
Subjective Referral Data N
a (the number of Hispanic students that receivegestibe referrals) 190
b (the total number of Hispanic student in the stlagsirict with no referrals) 2797
¢ (the number of White students that received stibgceferrals) 91
d (the total number of White students in the distiith no referrals) 3628
Risk Ratio for Objective Referrals Calculations
Risk Ratio for Objective Referrals 2.572
Risk Ratio 95% Confidence Interval for Objectivef@teals 1.994 to 3.318
Risk Ratio for Subjective Referrals Calculations
Risk Ratio for Subjective Referrals 2.600
Risk Ratio 95% Confidence Interval for Subjectivef@&trals 2.034 to 3.322
Question Two

Question Two explored whether there were signitichfferences between the
mean number of objective versus the mean numbsulgéctive referrals for students
with one or more incidents. Table 7 shows the nieanbjective referrals was 0.938,
with a standard deviation of 1.266, and the measdbjective referrals was 1.057, with
a standard deviation of 1.423. TABIOVAdisclosed no significant differencgss .308,

between the mean subjective and objective refefwalgne or more incidents.
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Table 7

ANOVA for Differences Between Subjective and Olg&teferrals

95% Confidence

N Mean  Std. Dev Std. Error Min Max
Interval for Mean
Referral Lower Upper
type Bound Bound
Objective 260 .938 1.266 .079 784 1.093 0.0 10.0
Subjective 281 1.057 1.423 .085 890 1.224 0.0 9.0
Total 541  1.000 1.350 .058 .886 1.114 0.0 10.0
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.896 1 1.896 1.040 .308
Within Groups 982.104 539 1.822
Total 984.000 540

Question Three

Question Three asked if there were significantedéhces for Hispanic students
with one or more referrals versus White studenth wine or more referrals by objective
referrals and by subjective behavioral referrals.

The first part of Table 8 shows that there wagaiicant differencep = .017,
for mean objective referrals for students with onenore referrals. The 203 Hispanic
students that received one or more objective ra@ehad a mean of 1.798 and a standard
deviation of 1.571. The 124 White students thalt d@e or more objective referrals had a
mean of 1.419 and a standard deviation of 0.989.

Table 8 also illustrates that there was a sigmtichfferencep = .041, for mean

subjective referrals for students with one or nreferrals. The 103 Hispanic students
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that received one or more subjective referralsénatean of 1.932 and a standard
deviation of 1.676. The 67 White students that dvael or more subjective referrals had a
mean of 1.463 and a standard deviation of 1.005.

Table 8

ANOVA of Means of (a) Objective and (b) Subjed@®bavioral Referrals for Hispanic
and White Students

Means Table for Objective Referrals by Race/Etlyici
Std. Std. 95% Confidence Interval

N~ Mean Dev Error for Mean Min Max
- Lower Upper
Race/Ethnicity Bound Bound
Hispanic 203 1.798 1.571 0.110 1.581 2.015 1.000 10.000
White 124 1.419 0.989 0.089 1.244 1.595 1.000 7.000
Total 327 1.654 1390 0.077 1.503 1.806 1.000 10.000

ANOVA for Objective Referrals by Race/Ethnicity

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 11.038 1 11.038 5.796 .017
Within Groups 618.913 325 1.904
Total 629.951 326

Means Table for Subjective Referrals by Race/Ettynic

N Mean Std. Std. 95% Confidence Interval for Min  Max
Dev Error Mean
Race/Ethnicity Egvl;'ﬁé ggﬁﬁg
Hispanic 103 1.932 1.676 0.165 1.604 2.260 1.000 9.000
White 67 1.463 1.005 0.123 1.218 1.708 1.000 5.000
Total 170 1.747 1.464 0.112 1.525 1.969 1.000 9.000

ANOVA for Subjective Referrals by Race/Ethnicity

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8.943 1 8.943 4.254 .041
Within Groups 353.181 168 2.102
Total 362.124 169
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Question Four

Question four investigated which factors (gradel¢glementary-middle or
primary-intermediate-middle], gender, number oideats, English language learner
status, talented and gifted status, special edurcatatus, socio-economic status [using
free-and-reduced meals as a proxy], and parentatidnal level) best predicted
subjective/objective disciplinary referrals in a8&education system. All of the
descriptive statistics utilized in the statistiaaklysis for Question Five are presented in
Table 9.
Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Student Factors

Factors Mean Std. Dev N
Subjective/Objective .480 .500 327
Elementary/Middle T77 417 327
Primary/Intermediate/Middle 1.679 .644 327
Male/Female .208 406 327
Number of Incidents 1.654 1.390 327
English Language Status 1.080 .930 327
TAG .043 .203 327
SpEd .245 431 327
FARMs 1.358 915 327
Parent Education Level 2.450 1.544 327

In all, 327 students had scores across all measlinescorrelations for the

students ranged from a high of -.531 for parentation level and English language
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status to a low of -.003 for primary, intermediateddle school grouping and English
language status, as indicated in Table 10. More@rdy 13 of the 45 possible
correlations were significantly different than zgpe< .05.

Table 10

Correlations Between Factors

Number of

Factors Sub/Obj Elem/Mid  P/IIM M/F Incidents EL Status TAG SpEd FARMs
Elem/Mid .045

P/M -006 931

M/F 035 .039 .068

numoerof - _0g9 120 122 -057

ELStaus  -109 .006 -003 .037  .055

TAG -052 005 .012 -108 -013  -.213

SpEd -034 100 .085 -064 014  .143 -015

FARMs 073  -031 -028-044 -009  .507 -.182.065
parentEduc 018 -006 .004 -027 021  -531 154 .005 -422
Sig. (1-tailed)

Factors Sub/Obj Elem/Mid P/IIM  MIF ’\Ilr‘jé?db:r:t‘s)f EL Status TAG SpEd FARMSs
Elem/Mid 210

P/M 460 000

MIF 261 239 .109

numoerof 105 015 013 152

ELStaws ~ .025 454 476 251  .163

TAG 174 467 417 025 410  .000

SpEd 268 035 062 .125 404  .005 .394

FARMs 095 287 305 .214 438 000 .000 .120
parentEduc 372 460 473 312 352 000 .003 .466 .000
Elem/Mid (Elementary/Middle School) EL Status (Hsly Language Status)

TAG (Talented and Gifted) FARMS (Free and Redudedls)

SpEd (Special Education)
P/I/M (Primary/Intermediate/Middle School)
M/F (Male/Female)
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The ANOVA statistics indicated that at least ohéhe independent variables
used in the regression significantly predictpd (008) the Subjective-Objective
referrals. See Table 11 for the ANOVA statistics.

Table 11

ANOVA for Subjective/Objective Referrals

Measures Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Regression 5.515 9 613 2.552 008
Residual 76.106 317 .240

Total 81.621 326

a. Dependent Variable: Subjective-Objective Refsrra
b. Predictors: (Constant), parent education lgwéhary-intermediate-middle (P/I/M),
male-female (M/F), special education status (Sp&ainber of incidents, talented-and-
gifted (TAG), free-and-reduced meals (FARMS), Eslglianguage status (EL Status),
elementary-middle (Elem/Mid)

Additionally, the B coefficient indicated that for all Hispanic and iéhstudents,
6.8% of the variance could be explained by pardatation level, primary-intermediate-
middle grouping, male-female, special educatiotustanumber of incidents, talented-
and-gifted, free-and-reduced meals, English langshatus, or elementary-middle
grouping. See Table 12 for detailed information.

Table 12

Model Summary for r-Squared Coefficient

R R Adusted B Std. Error of the Change Statistics a1 die S9-F
Estimate RZChange F Change Change
260" .068 041 490 .068 2.552 9 317 .008

a. Predictors: (Constant), Parent Education LevelMR/M/F, SpEd, Number of Incidents, TAG, FARMSs,
EL Status, Elem/Mid

Table 13 provides the unstandardized and starmatdioefficients for the

multiple-regression results with subjective-objeetieferrals as the dependent variable
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and parent education level, primary-intermediatdef@ grouping, elementary-middle
grouping, male-female, special education statusibau of incidents, talented-and-gifted,
free-and-reduced meals, and English language statuss as the predictor variables.
Statistically significant results were found foufgredictor variables: (a) elementary-
middle ( = .007), (b) primary-intermediate-middle £ .013), (c) English language
status jp = .001), and (d) free and reduced mepls (014). Additionally, the
standardized coefficients indicated that the elaargrmiddle groupingf{ = .407) was
relatively more predictive than primary-intermeediaiddle grouping{ = -.375),
English language statup € -.234), and free and reduced mefls(161) for students.
Table 13

Coefficientd Between Subjective and Objective Referrals ande@tueactors

Unstandardized Standardized

Coeff EStd' Coeff T Sig.
Factors B rror Beta
(Constant) .685 127 5.394 .000
Elem/Mid 488 179 407 2.718 .007
Primary/Interm/Mid -.291 116 -.375 -2.504013
Male/Female .060 .068 .049 .883 .378
Number of -.020 020 _.055 998 319
Incidents
EL Status -.126 .038 -.234 -3.319001
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Table 13 Continued.

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coeff Std. Error Coeff T Sig.
Factors B Beta
(Constant)
TAG -.140 .138 -.057 -1.011 313
SpEd -.020 .065 -.017 -.304 .761
FARMSs .088 .035 161 2.473 .014
Parent Educ Level -.019 .021 -.060 -.907 .365

a. Dependent Variable: Sub/Obj

Finally, Table 14 provides further information f@ning to the regression

analysis regarding the semi-partial correlatiorige $emi-partial correlation for English

language status (-.180) was larger than elememngdigie (.147), primary-intermediate-

middle (-.136), and free and reduced meals (.184Qaring the semi-partial correlation

coefficients revealed that English language statesunted for 3.240% of the variance,

elementary-middle accounted for 2.161% of the vemea primary-intermediate-middle

accounted for 1.850% of the variance, and freeraddced meals accounted for 1.796%

of the variance.

Table 14

Correlations Between Factors

Factors Zero-order Partial Semi-partial
Elem/Mid .045 151 147
Primary/Interm/Mid -.006 -.139 -.136
Male/Female .035 .050 .048
Number of Incidents -.069 -.056 -.054
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Table 14 Continued.

Factors Zero-order Partial Semi-partial
EL Status -.109 -.183 -.180

TAG -.052 -.057 -.055

SpEd -.034 -.017 -.016
FARMs .073 138 134

Parent Education Level -.018 -.051 -.049

Summary of Results

My study’s risk ratio indicated that Hispanic statkehad more than two-and-a-
half times the risk for objective referrals (2.5&2d for subjective referrals (2.600) than
their white peers. While there was not a signiftadifferencep = .308, between referrals
labeled as subjective versus objective for all stisl, Hispanic students mean objective
referrals were significantly higher than their Whjteersf = .017), as were their
subjective referralgp(= .041). When assessing for factors that predistedent referrals,
English language status accounted for 3.240% o¥ahance, elementary-middle
grouping accounted for 2.161% of the variance, parimsintermediate-middle grouping
accounted for 1.850% of the variance, and freeraddced meals accounted for 1.796%
of the varianceOppositely, factors that had the least impact @dligting a referral
infraction were talented and gifted status (0.3@8%he variance), parent education level
(0.240% of the variance), male/female status (@280the variance), and special

education status (0.026% of the variance).
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CHAPTER YV
DISCUSSION
In this chapter, | provide (a) a summary of thalgses presented in the previous
chapter, (b) a review of the findings, (c) a reviefithe conclusions, (d) a discussion of
the practical implications, (e) and suggestiondtture research.
Summary of Results

The driving goal for this dissertation was to fihthere was disproportionality in
how discipline was enforced in a K-8 school distiMy research questions focused on
Hispanic and White students and their subjectivie@rective referrals.
Disproportionate Discipline

My results indicate that Hispanic students wereertban two-and-a-half times
more likely to receive an objective referral (risitio = 2.572) and a subjective referral
(risk ratio = 2.600) than their White peers. Resledas stated that there has been an
increase in the disproportionality of suspensiansg minority students, particularly
African American and Hispanic students, when comgao White students over the last
40 years. (Losen & Gillespie, 2012; Losen & Skipd10). This trend has steadily
continued over time, and has impacted all minagrgups, but particularly African
American, Native American, and Hispanic studéhtssen, 2011). In my study,
Hispanic students were more likely to be susperficed school than their White peers in
the school district studied. The use of disciptioards minority students compared to
non-minority students was found in several othedists (Fabelo, et al., 2011; Kaufman,
et al., 2010; Losen, 2011; Tobin & Vincent, 2011elgh & Payne, 2010). My study

results were consistent with the previous research.
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Subjective and Objective Referrals

Hispanic students were significantly more likelyrézeive multiple objective
referrals p = .017) and subjective referrajs£ .041) than their White counterparts,
which follows previously cited research. For exéan@kiba, et al. (2012) found that
minority students were more likely to be disciptinever subjective reasons compared to
White students who were more likely to be discigdirfor objective infractions. Losen’s
(2011) research focused on African American stuglantd why there seemed to be a
greater amount of subjective behavioral refernamfthis specific minority group. Losen
concluded that African American students were eitbeusing their misbehavior on
activities that tended to be more subjective ot the African American students were
unfairly being judged for their behavior.

Again, my study extended previous research by sigwiat Hispanic students
were also more likely to receive objective and sabjeferrals that resulted in
suspensions. A possible reason for the dispropwiity between subjective and
objective referrals is that teachers and admin@tsaunderstand the use of the district
code of conduct and use it with fidelity when ussd discipline enforcement tool.

Interestingly, my study did not find differencegdween overall subjective versus
objective referrals within the district. A possilbgason for the lack of difference between
objective and subjective disciplinary referrals waghe possible variability in the data
sets used. As stated earlier, teachers in Call#drave the opportunity to write
subjective referrals that can lead to student suspas out of school without
administrative approval that can lead to studeaisgsuspended out of their classrooms

for one day. The ability to remove students frdass without a multi-step
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administrative process required in the objectiferral process might have an impact on
the amount of subjective referrals that are givetne district.

Because of the possible variability of the datar¢hwas no method to understand
if the discipline referral data was consistent asrhe district or if the data was specific
to certain schools and/or to specific classroonsisT the implicit versus systematic bias
guestion could not be answered. Different dataldvoaed to be analyzed to determine if
particular schools and/or classrooms had highesrat subjective and/or objective
disciplinary procedures. Without this informatiains difficult to determine if the rate of
discipline was consistent across the district.

Exclusion rates between grade levels has been fouvary. In research
conducted by Skiba, et al. (2011), African Amerieaidl Hispanic students had greater
rates of school exclusion than White students ag pinogressed through the school
levels. Regardless of the school level, African Aigan students were more likely than
other students to be suspended from school campugestudy’s frequency data (see
Table 5) did show increases in referrals and suspes as the students moved across the
grades. Primary grade level age students werellkalstto receive a disciplinary referral
while middle school students were the most ataofsleceiving referrals. My study
reinforced previous this research in which minestwere disciplined at a greater rate
than non-minority students as they progress thrahglschool levels. In my study,
Hispanic students were more than twice as likeleteive a disciplinary referral and

school suspension as White students.
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Factor s I nfluencing Suspensions

The factors, other than school disaggregation fageglementary-middle
grouping and primary-intermediate-middle groupitigt influenced suspensions in my
study were English language learner status, whicbunted for 3.240% of the variance,
and free and reduced meal status, which accouateld ¥96% of the variance. Arcia
(2006) found that English language learners wereertikely to receive a school
suspension. National data trends have also iretidhiat English language learners
across the United States are more likely to recaigissciplinary infraction and school
suspension than those students who were not cated@s English language learners
(Losen & Martinez, 2013). My study findings wemnsistent to previous research. A
possible reason for the high suspensions rate afoglish language learners is the lack
of student understanding of school policies, procesl and consequences to violating
these policies and procedures due to their langbageer. This possible lack of
understanding may lead to higher discipline rates.

As previously stated, of the overall factors thatevinvestigated to assess their
predictability towards disciplinary referrals tleatuld lead to a school suspension, the
English language status of a student was alarnniniiga district studied. Of the number
of referrals that were distributed, regardleshtéfytwere subjective or objective, 60% of
the referrals went to students who were Englisguage learners. This is a very
concerning percentage and a higher percentagd thand in other research (Losen &
Martinez, 2013). Further research is needed tostiny&te why this factor leads to an
overwhelming amount of referrals leading to schsaspensions. It is important to

understand whether implicit or systematic biasisiaderlying factor. This information
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will help inform the district in seeking interveati programs specific to English language
learners.

As noted above, free and reduced meal statushgasetond significantly
predictive factor. My research study reaffirmed tih@se students that are most in
economic need were also most likely to receivesaiplinary referral and a suspension
from school. These findings are reflective of poes findings, in which students most in
need economically receive the harshest disciphrschool settings (Skiba, et al., 2011).
Skiba, et al. (1997) found that students from loweime households had a higher rate of
school disciplinary referrals than those studerite were not from low-income
households.

The above two findings, English language learreiustand free and reduced
meal status, are particularly important becausg &ne highly reflective of the student
population within the school district that | studlid he district studied is comprised of a
24% English language learner rate and a 39% frdeeduced meal rate. These results
mirror previous research in which English languksgeners and students from poverty
are excluded from schools at a higher rate (ARDD6; Losen & Martinez, 2013).

The factors that had the least predictability &ferrals leading to suspensions
were talented and gifted designatidh £ -.052) and those students receiving special
education serviced = -.084). My results for students receiving spleeducation
services ran counter to national trends that hhees that students receiving special
education are more likely to receive a disciplingferral and are more likely to be
suspended from school (Cameron & Sheppard, 2006nsAible reason for the

difference in data between this district and thisoonal data is that this district is a K-8
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school district and not a unified K-12 school dettr National research trends show that
elementary students are less likely to receiveglise compared to middle and high
school students (Kaufman, et al., 2010).
Implicationsfor Practice

Implications of the findings surround the use istgline disproportionally
among students based on specific factors. In thdyseight different factors were
assessed to determine if one or more of theserfad&termined a greater probability of
receiving a suspension from the regular schoalggetlThese factors included grade level
[elementary-middle or primary-intermediate-middig¢nder, number of incidents,
English language learner status, talented anddgsi@tus, special education status, socio-
economic status [using free-and-reduced mealasxg], and parent educational level.
Implicationsfor Disproportionality Between Ethnic/Racial Groups

As prior research (Fabelo, et al., 2011; Kaufnedral., 2010; Losen, 2011; Tobin
& Vincent, 2011; Welsh & Payne, 2010as suggested, Hispanic students had a higher
rate of both subjective and objective disciplinegferrals that can possibly lead to school
suspensions than the White students in the distiuctied. Implications for this finding
include additional training to have staff have eager understanding of suspension
policies and procedures to ensure that studentsuignating only specific student
behaviors are receiving a suspension from the aegldssroom setting (Theriot, Craun,
& Dupper, 2010). These trainings should targegedde level staff and then target those
specific schools and/or staff that may need aduftidrainings where suspensions are

found to be disproportionate.
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The training would also look at the attributes atle infraction so that all
administrators and teachers understand what cotestiand what does not constitute an
infraction. The next step in this area, after defirthe infractions, would be training and
data review so that discipline is distributed ineguitable manner across all student
groups. Staff would review the data on an ongdagjs and respond when data does not
appear consistent or when anomalies are preseistréhew by all central office and site
administrators would help to calibrate the useistigline across the grade levels, both
vertically and horizontally, to support the consigtuse of discipline at all school
campuses. This calibration can involve a quarteniyew of data points by the school
sites and district office administration and a répo the Board of Education on a yearly
basis.

Intervention programs that have been effectiveeducing overall disciplinary
referrals should be investigated. The school disini the study had the PBIS program in
place for seven years prior to the study being ootedl. PBIS is one program that has
proven to be effective in creating a positive sdlewironment and subsequently,
lowering the overall discipline rate of given sctsand school districts (Bradshaw,
Koth, Thornton, & Leaf, 2010; Bradshaw, Mitchelll&af, 2009; Eber, Upreti, & Rose,
2010). However, my findings indicate that ensutimat the staff are continually re-
trained on PBIS practices and are using the progvaimfidelity would benefit the
school district. Other programs, such as Restaakistice (Karp & Breslin, 2001) and
Safe and Responsive Schools (Skiba, Ritter, Simpieetserson, & Miller, 2006) might
also prove to be effective in reducing studentidlsa@ary infractions. Reviewing other

programs and possibly adding other programs to ang@ecific students would provide
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additional support to those students. This behalsupport would help students be more
successful throughout the school day.

As | noted above, the district would benefit frbaving a consistent training
program for PBIS. The program would help suppohiosls in the continued
implementation of the PBIS program, ensure staff teethe district understand the PBIS
structure, and allow the schools to keep the celltiat PBIS creates active in the
individual school sites.

Implicationsfor Policy and Procedure

A review of policy and procedures by the schootraiswould support more
effective use of discipline in the school distriStudents are suspended from school for
violating a school or district policy or proceduhat is defined by California Education
Code. The district uses state codes and defisitionnd in the California Education
Code to enforce discipline on students (Califotregislative Information, 2014). A
review of the codes and definitions and how theyaatually interpreted by site
administrators would benefit the district. This wibbelp in the calibration of
enforcement of the district policies and procedamss how they are used to discipline
students across the school sites.

Student data should be reviewed on a consisteig,d@oth at the individual
school level and at the overall district level.stict and school staff should be aware of
data trends in the district and at individual sdtsi@s. Through this review of data,
district and school staff can assess trends thgtnmaad to be addressed if particular
groups of students, particular classrooms, or idd& students are disproportionally

being disciplined. If disproportionality is fountthe district and/or school can seek a
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rationale to why it exists and assess how to cothecdisproportionality. This review
would also be beneficial in assessing the effentgs of intervention programs that are
in place and assess if there is a need for additiatervention programs.
Implicationsfor Parent Communications/Trainings

Parent communications and/or trainings regardiagline policies and
procedures would benefit both the school distmet the community (American
Psychological Association Zero Policy Task For@)&). By having school districts
educate families to the norms and expectationssehaol campus, parents and guardians
can support the school policies and norms by reairig the school rules at home.
Parents and guardians can also advocate for studlesgues arise through the
disciplinary process if the parents/guardians rgaestions regarding behavioral
infractions and/or student discipline enforceméualvocacy from parents/guardians for
school support for students can involve the implatiatgon of school intervention
programs outside of what is currently being implated at the school site and possibly
individual intervention programs for specific statke

Students should be constantly educated on sclotiolgs and procedures. Every
student and family in the district studied was jed a copy of a code of conduct that
described expected behavior expectations and #fised the consequences for not
following school and district policies and proceekir The school district would benefit
from consistent communication to all students mghhool district in their native
language. This communication could be providetth@onset of the school year for all
students and be reinforced throughout the schaol yim particular circumstances,

individual or small group instruction would be b&aial to provide clear behavior
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expectations and to allow students to fully underdtthe disciplinary measures that
could be taken if students violate school and/stridt policies and procedures.

Building additional communication processes thiotlge school system will
provide a better means for two-way dialogue betwherfamilies and schools. This
dialogue is important in developing a collaboraiivieraction to help support students
academically and behaviorally. Through this teapragach to addressing student
concerns, students, families, and schools will betteough the constant dialogue and
immediate action to individual students’ needsl stddents have the fundamental right
to be educated. Schools and school districts teeeark hard to ensure that they are
meeting the needs of all of their students.

Implicationsfor Cultural Competency Trainings

School staff could benefit from cultural competetr@mingto help support all
student whom they serve. Research has founditbet iay be a cultural disconnect
between school teachers and the students thasémeg (Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin,
2010b; Townsend, 2000). Behaviors that teachersfegyare not the norm and counter
to school policy may, in fact, be culturally accdpe in the environment from which the
students come from (Noltemeyer & Mcloughlin, 2010)e majority of school teachers
in the school district studied come from a paracwdthnic/racial group, largely White,
and largely middle class, which is aligned to th&éanal data (NCES, 2009) and there
may be a lack of understanding in working with stud that come from very diverse
backgrounds, including students that are secorgukege students, students that come
from poverty, and students that come from a diffeciltural background than the

teaching and administrative staff that make upstiteol staff (Townsend, 2000). Staff
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training in how to have a better understandindhefdifferent cultures that make up an
individual school would promote a more positive @deenvironment.
Policy and Procedure Conclusions

Results from this study can provide school dissteff with information that
could help in revising district policy and proceésiregarding the use of the suspension
as an enforcement tool in student discipline. Inipalar, school staff could review the
use of both subjective and objective suspensiorasache school district and assess if
there were issues with disproportionality in studiacipline. If disproportionality was
found, the school district could review the datd assess to what extent
disproportionality occurred between different mibppopulations. Other local education
agencies could use the results of this study tp b#er school districts assess and refine
their own suspension practices. In particulas gtudy will enforce the need to ensure
that each local education agency has explicitlyneef the behavioral infractions to
confirm that there is consistency in their defmitiacross the academic levels, ensure that
there is consistency in their use across the deadts, and to develop a process in which
data is constantly being reviewed at both the sicsitmand district office level.

Resear ch Limitations

The researchktudy had limitations. Because my study was desegiin nature, it
had three major limitations. | grouped those litnitas into internal validity issues,
external validity concerns, and construct valigitgblems.
Validity Limitations

Internal validity. Certain internal validity problems were foundmy sampling

plan. Internal validity concerns included, (ajtbrg, (b) instrumentation, (c) mortality,
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and (d) data (Parker, 1990). History becomessreias teachers were accustomed to
writing office referrals that lead to student susgien in isolation, and bypassing the
school administration for direction. This becomesssue with teaching staff excluding
students using individual judgment and not havingd through a multi-level process for
exclusion. There is a lack of reliability in theopess for exclusion.

Instrumentation was also an issue. The refer@dgss is both subjective and
objective. The subjectivity in defining behavideading to a suspension across staff and
across all of the schools within the school disttauses inconsistency. Teachers and
administrators were able to define the behaviotheit school site or individual
classrooms and may not be articulated to otherdsloy classrooms.

Mortality (as defined as student mobility) was dastissue found. Student
mobility in the school district causes disciplinaeferrals that lead to student
suspensions to vary depending on what specifiesitiuol groups of students are enrolled
at any time. There may be an increase or a dexreasispension referrals depending on
the cohort group of students found in the schastridt throughout the school year.

Data is potentially problematic because of theafslf-reported data from all
schools within the school district was a possibipact on the study. Schools were
reliant on personnel to input the data into théridisdata systems. Although the data is
verified at the state level for accuracy under esgadcific infraction area in the
CALPADS system, the accuracy of the self-reportmthe district data system was left
up to the individuals inputting the data at theasittsite level. Issues may include
inconsistency in data inputting; there may haventzetack of articulation of similar

infractions into the correct infraction code acreskools.
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External validity. My study had external validity issues around (a)
sampling/data and (b) generalizability. The sangpiimodel for the research study was a
nonprobability design using a convenience samek@?, 1990). Because district
extant data for the 2013-2014 school year was asddvas readily available, my study
should not be used to make claims or decisionghter years.

The other threat to external validity centered eneagalizability. Using this
specific school district as a sample may only galies to a similar school district. This
problem exists both at the student and the staéflleThe study may not generalize to a
school district with a different subgroup of stutdeor teachers. The school district in the
research study was a K-8 school district in soutl@alifornia with a student population
of 9223 students. The school district was comgredfgwo preschools, twelve K-5
elementary schools, and four middle schools. Tsict is located in a suburban area
close to a major U.S. metropolitan city and hadidexy enroliment for the previous five
years prior to the study. The student demographitse district were varied, with 36%
of the student population being Hispanic and 13%efpopulation being Viethamese.
Forty-five percent of the student population in $lisbool district is White. With the
aforementioned description, this study can onlgéeeralized to a school district with
similar demographics.

Construct validity. Not all of the variables in the study were operaiby
defined — specifically the office discipline refals that are subjective in judgment. For
example, subjective referrals leading to suspessiare ill defined. These referrals
were left to be implemented at the judgment ofheaxand administrative staff and may

not have been thoroughly articulated across theddahstrict. This limitation may have
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caused differences in behavioral interpretat@er®ss schools that led to student
suspensions.

Confounding levels of constructs were presenhénstudy. Certain subjective
infractions had a range of consequences. For exarhd infraction of disrespect could
lead to a very minimal consequence, such as arstdézussion regarding appropriate
behavior with the principal, to an out-of-schoo$geansion. Because of this wide range
of consequences, it is difficult to assess theall/enpact that one infraction might have
on the overall data analysis. Using a common d&fmacross schools, for each
infraction code, would systemize the applicatiomelhavioral infractions. Furthermore,
having staff validate infraction data through peefaboration and feedback would
enable the school district to have a more detaitetberstanding of how infractions are
being distributed across the K-8 system.

Future Research

In the review of the literature and in the reskdhat was studied, there were
some aspects to the previous research that cookfibrom additional investigation.
One of the areas that lacked detail is in the cergef research around the Hispanic
student population. There is a great breadthdadkearch on African American students
and disproportionate discipline rates (Skiba, et24102), but there is a lack of research
on other minority groups, specifically Hispanicg€@ory, Skiba, & Nogeura, 2010).
More research on whether great discipline disprioqaality exists across other minority
groups would help support school districts in asiegstheir practices and their policies

to ensure equity.
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A more regionalized approach to understanding tiihgesit data and to conduct a
deeper investigation into the subgroups within ig@aar minority group, such as
Hispanics students, would be helpful (Gregory, 8k& Noguera, 2010). For instance,
Hispanic students can encompass several diffetenicgies. In the United States, there
is a great variance in the Hispanic population réigg their country of origin. On the
West Coast and in the Southwest, the majority spHinics originate from Mexico. On
the East Coast, Puerto Ricans and Dominicans arédiminant Hispanic group. In
Florida, Cubans are the dominant Hispanic groupv(Research Center, 2013). Each
ethnicity can have different cultural norms thanslate to different behaviors.

While this school district had full PBIS implematibn for the previous seven
years prior to the study, more research on whé¥Bd® truly impacts the overwhelming
disproportionality in discipline towards minorityuslents would benefit school districts
that have moved towards implementing a school-Wwilgavioral prevention program. Of
keen interest is research that specifically tartetsncidents or discipline towards
student subgroups prior to the implementation gflzehavioral prevention program
compared to data after program implementation kas lachieved. The fidelity of
program implementation is of key interest as isdt that details the varied disciplinary
infractions imposed on students.

The use of subjective and objective disciplinedsete be studied further. | found
little research on the use of subjective versusaibje discipline in school districts. More
research in defining both subjective and objedtiigeipline referral practices and
policies across school districts would benefit sdlspaff in better understanding their

given policies and procedures as well as bettermig families of what consequences
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could be imposed on students for specific ruletatimns. There is some research
indicating that minority students are more likedybte disciplined for minor infractions
compared to their White peers (Skiba, et al., 2008lch & Payne, 2010). A more in-
depth study of the use of subjective and objeat¥errals would help in developing
appropriate staff training to how to use schoolrd@opted policies and procedures.

Another aspect in the review of literature anthia research that was studied was
in determining if key factors other than race atithiity can play a role in predicting
student suspensions. Students come to school waliety of possible risk factars
Those risk factors range from being a second laggystudent, being a student from
poverty,to being a student that has had high mobility. Regeon determining which
risk factors could play a role in predicting stutsaspensions would help schools in
developing intervention structures to help thoseats with risk factors that are more
likely to influence student discipline in schools.

Finally, the role of the educator in student giine also needs further study. The
training that staff receives on policy and proceduare critical in helping them
understand how to enforce district and school pEgiand procedures. Policy and
procedures should be consistently enforced to erthat all students are treated in a fair
manner. Trainings on how to interpret policies pratedures and also in how to
calibrate between school levels and between indaligrade levels would promote a
more equitable manner of enforcing school andidtgtolicies and procedures. This

training would be beneficial for all staff, includy site and district administrators.
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Conclusion

All students have a right to a free and appropeatigcation. Research has shown
time and time again that particular subgroups wdentts are more likely to be disciplined
than others (CDE, 2013; Fabelo, et al., 2011; Kaufnet al., 2010; Losen, 2011; Losen
& Skiba, 2010,; Skiba, et al., 2011; Tobin & Vinte?011; Welch & Payne, 2010). This
study helped a school district to have a betteetstdnding of student data to make
changes to policies and practices. Through thetaohreview of information, more
students should be treated in a more equitable erann

Based on the findings from my studyyould suggest two specific godts the
district. The first goal would be to reform thénseol district and individual school site
policies and procedures. The study assesseddpragiortionality in discipline
consequences, school suspensions in particulavebatHispanic students and White
students. There is research that has shown timatrityi students are more likely to have
received greater consequences, had more seriazglitis actions by school personnel
imposed, and had a greater number of suspensianstimpared to their White peers
(Skiba, et al., 2002; Skiba, et al. 2011). Of mauar interest is in the use of subjective
and objective suspensions and whether there isagisgtionality found when
investigating school site and district discipliralsets. Through an assessment of data,
a school district can evaluate if their policiesl gmocedures are adequately addressing
the needs of the school district. If there isssue with student disproportionality in
student discipline, the school district can makanges to staff training programs, add
additional student supports, and revise policy @modedures to ensure that all students

are treated equitably.
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A second goal would be to further assess partidatdors (grade level, gender,
ethnicity/race, socioeconomic status, individu&lasad, or English language status for
example}xhat best predicted a suspension, whether subgectiobjective. Students
come to schools with varied backgrounds. If specigk factors put students more at
risk of not succeeding in our schools, then schoetd to make certain that there are
intervention programs in place to allow studenduoceed. There has been research that
has shown that specific minority groups and mateggaven more disciplinary referrals
and are suspended for more subjective reasons cedhfzaWhite students and females
(Skiba, 2002). English language learners arerals@ vulnerable to being disciplined at
a greater rate than mainstream students (Arcigg)208tudent discipline has also been
found to increase as students make their way thrtlugygrade levels (Skiba, et al. 2011).
School districts can use previous research andgsgseir own student demographics to
determine what risk factors may contribute to éased student discipline and plan
accordingly.

| suggest these two goals because my resultsatadi¢hat specific student
factors, in particular race and poverty and Endisiguage status, contributed to higher
rates of student discipline in the school distsictdied. Hispanic students were more
than twice as likely (RR = 2.572) to receive anechye disciplinary referral or a
subjective disciplinary referral (2.600) that colédd to a school suspension than White
students. Hispanic students were also more likcehgceive more than one suspension
compared to their White peers. This is alignedravipus research as previously stated,
but not aligned to the overall state of Califorsisspension rates. In California, 52% of

the student body population is comprised of Hispatiidents, and the suspension rate
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for the state equates to 54% Hispanic (CDE, 20I8 district studied had a high rate
of suspension compared to the California suspensitey but was aligned to previous
studies in other areas of the United States in kvHiispanics were suspended at a higher
rate.

Of great concern is that the students most in eésdpport in the district studied,
those students that come from poverty and thoseamagsecond language students, are
the students that receive more disciplinary referrdhis concern raises more questions.
Is the staff in the district studied consistenitsndiscipline practices? If not, then how
does the district provide support to ensure thaipttactices are consistent? The issue of
training comes into play. All staff need to undansl the behavioral policies to ensure
that there is consistency in practice. Does theidi have a venue to review disciplinary
data at the site and at the district level? Dew#exv is a critical component to help
understand the needs of any educational systess¢hool system is no different.
Through data review, school and district staff damelop intervention programs specific
to individual or specific groups of students.

The school district studied had updated schooldpalicies and school
procedures. These policies and procedures werawed by the administrative team on
a yearly basis at the beginning of the year. Aertborough review of district policy and
procedures and a periodic review of student disepdata by all staff in the district,
including the Board of Education, would help thstdct make decisions in how policy is
being enacted at the ground level, in its classmbyiteaching and support staff.

In conclusion, my research helped the districtdseinderstand student data and

the practices that had occurred at the schoolcistver time. The disproportionality in
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discipline among Hispanic students in student susipas compared to White students
enforced the need of the school district to revitsvdiscipline policies and procedures.
Staff training on understanding what behaviors wde&d to a student suspension and
calibrating the enforcement of disciplinary refésracross the school levels and between
the grade levels was essential to identifying witleeeareas of improvement in the school
district were with regards to staff training. Td@als of addressing issues of practice and
of policy must be met if the district were to takea stronger approach to reviewing
student data, training of staff on policy and pohges, and in providing supports to that

staff were assessing student behaviors more e@paaiong students.
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