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ABSTRACT 

With the passage of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB Act), much of the 

rhetoric surrounding education policy has centered on standards-based reforms.  

Perhaps as a result of this emphasis, improvements in both math and science 

knowledge were evident among United States students according to the most recent 

results of the Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMMS).  

These gains not withstanding, a disproportionate emphasis on standards-based 

reforms overlooks a potentially key piece to the learning process—the contribution 

of teachers to students’ social development. Although it is conventional wisdom that 

individual teachers can greatly influence a young person’s behavior and attitudes 

toward schooling by serving as a mentor or offering encouragement that the youth 

does not receive at home, there is surprisingly little emphasis in the research or 

policy arenas on the role of teachers in shaping the social development of their 

students.  The aim of this study is to address this challenge using a national 

longitudinal data set that is unusually rich in measures of perceptions, views and 

expectations held by parents, teachers and students.  Specifically, the goal is to 
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examine whether teachers’ views influence the school conduct of high school 

seniors.   This study will address the following questions: Do teacher perceptions 

affect misconduct and if so, do these effects reinforce or mitigate the effects of 

parents’ and the respondents’ own perceptions? The information gained from this 

study will give more insight to policy makers and educators about how teachers 

contribute to the social development of their students and in doing so, contributed 

positively to society at large. 
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Introduction 

 With the passage of No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB Act), much of the rhetoric 

surrounding education policy has centered on standards-based reforms.  As schools are 

held accountable for making adequate yearly progress (AYP), teachers now focus on how 

to ensure their students are knowledgeable of the AYP subject material. Perhaps as a 

result of this emphasis, improvements in both math and science knowledge were evident 

among United States students according to the most recent results of the Trends in 

International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMMS). Although, the fourth and eight 

graders tested still lag behind many of the students in developed nations, improvements 

of this kind are a positive step toward allowing students in the United States to become 

more competitive with students from other nations. These gains not withstanding, a 

disproportionate emphasis on standards-based reforms overlooks a potentially key piece 

to the learning process—the contribution of teachers to students’ social development. 

Although it is conventional wisdom that individual teachers can greatly influence a young 

person’s behavior and attitudes toward schooling by serving as a mentor or offering 

encouragement that the youth does not receive at home, there is surprisingly little 

emphasis in the research or policy arenas on the role of teachers in shaping the social 

development of their students.  

One reason for this gap may be due to the inherent challenge of measuring teacher 

attitudes, expectations and perceptions of their students.  Unlike performance tests or 
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reforms to curricula, it is difficult to quantify how teachers perceive their students as well 

as to measure their influence on non-academic aspects of their well being.  The aim of 

this study is to address this challenge using a national longitudinal data set that is 

unusually rich in measures of perceptions, views and expectations held by parents, 

teachers and students.  Specifically, the goal is to examine whether teachers’ views 

influence the school conduct of high school seniors.   This study will address the 

following questions: Do teacher perceptions affect misconduct and if so, do these effects 

reinforce or mitigate the effects of parents’ and the respondents’ own perceptions? The 

information gained from this study will give more insight to policy makers and educators 

about how teachers contribute to the social development of their students and in doing so, 

contributed positively to society at large. 

Literature Review 

As noted above, standards-based reform has guided dialogue about education 

policy by lawmakers on both the right and the left who are justifiably concerned about 

the state of the United States education system.  These types of reforms often lead to an 

increased use of standardized testing (DeVillier, 2003; Barton, 2004).  Although testing 

has been a part of education throughout history, it gained momentum in the 1980s after 

the publication of A Nation at Risk, which created a national sense of crisis about the 

state of education in America. In the past few years, the focus of standards-based reforms 

has increase with NCLB, the policy signed into law by President George W. Bush 
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requiring schools to make proficient scores on standardized tests or risk losing federal 

funds.  NCLB has aided in creating a climate where teachers must focus on preparing 

students for standardized tests.  Some estimates show that over 100 million standardized 

tests will be given each year (DeVillier, 2003).  In fact, testing has become so 

commonplace that a book, A Parents Guide to Standardized Tests, was published to help 

parents improve their children’s scores on tests (DeVillier 2003). This focus on testing 

and standard-based reforms has left little time for teachers to concentrate on other duties 

such as instilling values and furthering social development in the form of furthering 

prosocial behavior, good citizenship and socially accepted norms.   

Some research has suggested that teachers who have high expectations for their 

students not only promote academic success, but they also encourage prosocial behaviors 

such as civic participation, empathy and cooperation (Smith, 2000; Wentzel, 2002; Ma, 

Shek, Chueng, and Tam, 2002).  It is important not to overlook the role of teachers in 

promoting collective positive behavior, because in promoting the aforementioned 

prosocial behaviors, teachers also reduce delinquent behavior (Smith, 2000). According 

to Smith (2000), marginalized students who misbehave are “most likely to fail in school, 

drop out and face a life of poverty despair and legal punishment.” Morrison and Skiba 

(2001) find that students who demonstrate antisocial behaviors are more likely to have 

bad behavior, even criminal behavior in the future.  Additionally, Tanner’s (1999) study 
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using National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) data, found that delinquency, 

especially in the form of skipping class had a negative effect on student outcomes.   

Smith notes “numerous correlational studies demonstrate an inverse relationship 

between school bonding and delinquency” (2000).  These studies often define and 

measure school bonding as the “commitment, attachment, involvement, and belief in 

school rules” (Libbey, 2004).  Hirschi (1969) theorizes that students who have a lack of 

attachment to their school also have a low attachment to overall societal bonds and are 

thus more likely to engage in delinquent behavior. The research, however, does not give 

much insight into the so-called “black box” and thus we are left knowing little about the 

process by which school structure actually decreases bad behavior. We do know that a 

student’s relationship with his or her school is often “operationalized as the relationship 

with their teachers” (Libbey, 2004).  It has been documented that teachers play one of the 

greatest roles in increasing academic achievement and promoting school behavioral 

norms, because they serve as the “most frequent source” of school-related information for 

students (Spinath and Spinath, 2005). Wentzel notes that teachers “communicate valued 

goals and expectations to their students, and create contexts conducive to the learning and 

adoption of these goals” (2002).  Therefore, it is necessary and sensible to determine how 

teachers encourage prosocial behavior and thus reduce delinquency.  
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Sociological Theories 

Much of the research that examines teacher effects on reducing delinquent 

behavior stems from the labeling theory, which proposes that when youth are given a 

label such as “delinquent” or “smart”, they internalize the label and imitate the assigned 

label (Smith, 2000; Wentzel, 2002, Wigfield and Eccles, 2000; Adams, Robertson, Gray-

Ray and Ray, 2003).  The labeling theory was first introduced in 1963 by Howard 

Becket, author of the book Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance.  These ideas 

were drawn from the work of Charles Cooley, who in his book Human Nature and the 

Social Order, observed that people view themselves through others perceptions of them 

(1902).  

This is similar to another commonly known theory—the self-fulfilling prophesy, 

which states youth internalize perceptions and behave in ways that match prior 

expectations of them (Oates, 2003).  These affects are greatest at young ages (Ma, Shek, 

Chueng and Tam, 2002; Spinath and Spinath, 2005).  According to these theories, youth 

utilize these labels to develop their set of values and determine their future.   

Because labels are often recognized in the form of perceptions, it makes sense to 

examine how teachers, parents, peers and self-perception shape a youth’s behavior. 

Wentzel has noted “student reports of their pursuit of prosocial and social responsibility 

goals have been related to perceived social support from classroom teachers” (2002). If it 
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is true that perceptions influence prosocial behavior, it seems logical that perceptions 

could do the opposite and influence negative behaviors.   

Role of Teachers 

There is little research that evaluates the role of teacher perceptions on delinquent 

behavior.  The studies that do address this issue tend to rely on cross-sectional data, and 

therefore only provide a snap shot in time instead of a long-term look at the effects 

teachers play on social development. While limited, these studies reveal that teacher 

influence does lessen the frequency of delinquent behavior (Ma, Shek, Chueng and Tam, 

2002; Wentzel, 2002).  Specifically, Wentzel (2002) found that high teacher expectations 

were a statistically significant predictor of prosocial goals and low expectations 

negatively impacted student achievement. The bulk of the research on teacher perceptions 

evaluates the effects on academic performance. Studies show that there is a positive 

relationship between teacher perceptions and student academic achievement (Oates, 

2003). These findings play an important role in examining the link between perceptions 

and delinquency, because there is an inverse correlation between school success and 

delinquent behavior (Smith, 2000). 

Teachers’ perceptions are formed from past behavior. Therefore, many of the 

studies on these perceptions have a difficult time disentangling if teacher perception 

drives behaviors or if behaviors drive teacher perceptions.  Without controlling for past 

performance and behaviors, evaluating teacher perceptions lead to flawed results. These 
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perceptions are only accurate to the extent that “they are justified by observable 

evidence” and “accuracy is far and away the primary reason why teachers’ perceptions 

tend to be confirmed” (Oates, 2003).   

Role of Parents 

Arguably, parents play the greatest role in shaping a child’s future because the 

family is viewed as a structure that promotes traditional values and social conformity 

(Kandel, 1996).  Some researchers have noted that parents are able to deter delinquent 

behavior by establishing warm and caring relationships with their children (Fletcher, 

Steinberg and Williams-Wheeler, 2004).  One famous study noted that parents shape a 

child’s behavior through “the direct control of behavior through restriction, supervision 

and punishment, internalized control through the creation of a child’s conscience and 

indirect control through the amount of affectional identification the child has with 

parents” (Nye, 1958). Additionally, family structure greatly predicts delinquent behavior. 

Children from single parent households are more likely to engage in delinquent behavior 

than those in households with two biological parents (Demuth and Brown, 2004). 

Given the information mentioned above, it would be unwise to examine how 

teacher perceptions influence delinquent behavior without looking at the effects of parent 

perceptions.  One analysis found that parental perceptions play a significant part in 

predicting youth delinquency (Liu, 2000).  Other studies found that parental perceptions 

play a crucial role in the development of children’s self-beliefs and may mediate the 
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effects of teacher perceptions (Sinath and Spinath, 2005). However, Adams, Roberston, 

Gray-Ray and Ray find that perceived parental labeling is a weaker predictor of 

delinquency than perceived teacher labeling “because juveniles try to keep their 

delinquency secret from their parents” (2003). Therefore, youth are able to hide their 

deviance and thus receive more moderate labels from their parents.   

Role of Peers 

Much of the research suggests that peer groups exert competing pressures on 

behavior when compared to the influence of parents.  Peers are seen as “the embodiment 

of forces favoring deviance” or as the “forces favoring immediate short-term gains” 

(Kandel, 1996).  Studies have shown that peers play a significant role in influencing 

behavior. Peers aid in decision making on matters of personal style such as dress, but 

they can also breed antisocial and delinquent behavior (Ma, Shek, Chueng and Tam, 

2002).  There is a strong association between delinquent behavior of teenagers and 

delinquent behavior among their friends (Weerman and Smeenk, 2005).  Other studies 

have shown that youths who find themselves surrounded by delinquent peers may secure 

their delinquent label and therefore have a hard time finding less delinquent friends in the 

future (Warr, 1993). Some have noted that peers are one of the most important risk 

factors leading to the use of legal and illegal drugs (Kandel, 1996). Carroll, Houghton 

and Wood (2003) find that females are less likely to be influenced by peer perceptions. 

Girls place greater value on group membership, conforming behaviors, and positive 
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attributes than did males. Males, on the other hand, had place more values on illegal and 

nonconforming behaviors. Another study finds that peer effects “modified the effects of 

parental labeling on youth delinquency” in on study (Liu, 2000). Peers perceptions 

therefore, are influential in determining the probability of delinquent behaviors, 

especially for males. 

Role of Self Perceptions 

Children learn at an early age to read others perceptions in order to form their 

own understanding of their strengths and weaknesses.  As children get older their beliefs 

about their abilities become more negative, possibly because they are better able to 

interpret feedback and engage in social comparison (Wigfield and Eccles, 2000). When 

students perceive that teachers care about them, they are better able to pursue positive 

social and academic goals (Wentzel, 1997). Conversely, students who do not perceive 

they will succeed in school are more likely to join gangs (Smith, 200).  Therefore, in 

order to examine the role of teacher perceptions, it is necessary to better understand how 

pre-determined self-perceptions enable delinquent behavior. 

There is little research that specifically examines the role of teacher perceptions 

on non-compliant behavior among high school students. The studies that are available 

tend to focus on the effects of teachers on young students.  Even these studies are limited 

however, in that most rely upon cross-sectional data. The current study is well-poised to 
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address these shortcomings in previous research by shedding light upon the influence that 

teachers’ perceptions can have on the pro-social conduct of their students. 

Conceptual Model 

Urie Bronfenbrenner’s ecological framework serves as the foundation for my 

conceptual model.  According to Bronfenbrenner’s theory, each person’s development is 

shaped by overlapping ecosystems.  Figure 1 shows that the primary “microsystem” 

includes family, peer groups, classrooms, neighborhoods, and religious institutions. In the 

next level, the exosystem, other networks such as schools, local medical facilities and the 

community. The macrosystem is the outermost layer, includes political systems, culture, 

and social norms (Bronfrenbrenner, 1979).  

The conceptual model guiding this study is shown in Figure 2. As illustrated, the 

model assumes that misconduct among high school seniors is a function of a variety of 

factors including background characteristics, parent expectations and attitudes, teacher 

perceptions and the respondents own feelings about him or herself.  More specifically, 

due to the timing of the survey questions, my conceptual model is based on parent 

perceptions in 1988, when the respondents were in the eight grade, and teacher and 

respondent perceptions in 1990, when the respondents were in the tenth grade. These 

variables are used to predict delinquent behavior measured from the 1992 survey of 

respondents. 
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Data 

For this study, I use the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS 

88) data set, which was collected by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  

In the spring of 1988, NCES surveyed a nationally representative sample of eighth-

graders.  Follow up surveys were given to the same students in 1990, 1992, 1994 and 

2000.  In addition, the respondents’ parents, teachers and school administrators were also 

surveyed to expand the topic areas covered including, teachers ratings of the respondents, 

school administrators rating of the schools strengths and weaknesses, and parents’ views 

on their child’s teachers and schools as a whole.  The analysis sample is drawn from the 

27,805 cases reported for the base year through second follow up.  

Secondary data are rarely perfectly fitted for one’s research question. However, 

the NELS88 is quite well suited to answering the question of whether and how teacher 

perceptions affect negative behavior relative to the perceptions of parents and the 

respondents themselves. Respondents were questioned about their delinquent behavior, 

their perceptions of their futures and how they believe they are perceived by their peers, 

in the first and second follow sups. Similar reports by teachers and parents along with 

many measures of individual, family and school characteristics and measures of academic 

performance will allow me to examine the influence of teachers net of other predictors of 

school misconduct or risk-taking behaviors.  Additionally, because the NELS 88 allows 

for longitudinal examination, I am better able to control for variations over time. 
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Analysis Sample 

I examine the students’ background characteristics and parent perceptions from 

the 1990 survey (eighth grade), teacher perceptions of students and the respondents own 

perceptions of themselves in 1992 (tenth grade) and delinquent behavior in 1994 (eight 

grade), so the analysis sample is limited to only those students who remained in school 

over this period (N=11,965). This restriction means that students who have already 

dropped out of school by their senior year will not be represented within the sample. 

Because the drop out rate for students is relatively small, the sample available for 

analysis is sizable and based on stratified random sampling.  The results should be 

generalizable to other high school students and teachers throughout the nation.   

Limitations 

It is important to note a limitation that is caused from using the NELS data and 

this particular analysis sample.  Because this specific analysis sample limits the study to 

only those students who were still in high school during their senior year, this study can 

make no inferences about the role of teacher perceptions on students who drop out.  To 

the extent that teacher perceptions influence students’ propensity to drop out, the 

estimates obtained in this analysis may be downwardly biased.  Further research is 

needed to better understand the link between teacher perceptions, the student drop out 

rate, and any related misbehavior.      
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Operationalization of Key Constructs 

Delinquent Behavior 

The dependent variable for this investigation is school-related misconduct among 

a sample of high school seniors. A key assumption of this study is that negative behavior 

at school is a multi-dimensional and complex construct. In some instances, otherwise 

“well-behaved” students will ignore less serious school rules out of peer pressure, while 

other times, particularly when it occurs repeatedly, a student’s noncompliance with 

school policies reflects a more pervasive disengagement from schooling and/or disregard 

for authority. This type of misconduct is also positively correlated with other forms of 

risk-taking behavior (e.g., substance use, violence, delinquency). The NELS88 includes a 

serious of items tapping school misconduct. Students were asked to report the frequency 

with which they were involved in fights, got in trouble, were suspended, got placed in in-

school suspension, and were transferred, for disciplinary reasons, during the previous 

year. I used factor analysis and determined that these forms of misbehavior represented a 

single latent construct of non-compliance. I constructed an index of negative behaviors 

by multiplying students’ responses to each item by its corresponding factor loading and 

then summing them. The resulting index ranges in value from 0 to 32.23.  

Parent Perceptions 

My variable for parent perceptions is created from four survey items. Parents used 

a Likert scale to report their level of agreement/disagreement with three statements about 
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their son or daughter: works at school, is challenged at school, and enjoys school. 

Possible answers ranged from strongly agree to strongly disagree. In addition, parents 

were asked to report the level of education they expect their son or daughter to attain. 

Response options for this item ranged from less than a high school education to 

completion of a PhD or medical degree. Using these responses and the results from a 

factor analysis to assign appropriate weights, I create an index that ranges from 2.25 to 

11.16.   

Teacher perceptions 

 My measure of teacher perceptions is constructed from responses teachers gave 

to questions about how hard the focal student works, how well he/she relates to others, if 

the student is at risk of dropping out of high school, if the student will probably go to 

college, if he/she talks with the teacher outside of class, and if the student is passive. 

Each of these is a dichotomous variable, meaning teachers either responded yes or no to 

the question. I formed an index of these measures by summing across the six items. The 

resulting variable ranges from 0 to 8 with higher values corresponding to more favorable 

perceptions of the focal student.  

Respondent perceptions  

Respondents’ views and expectations of themselves are captured with five 

different variables, including a measure of self-esteem, locus of control, aspirations, 

perceptions of how their peers view them, and their perception of how they are viewed by 
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their teachers.  The self-esteem variable consists of responses from questions where the 

respondent rated how much they agree with questions about feeling good about 

themselves, if the feel they are a person of worth, how they compare themselves against 

others, if they are satisfied with themselves, if they often feel useless, if they think they 

are no good, if they do not have much to be proud of, and if they feel emotionally empty. 

A simple sum of these variables creates an index self-esteem variable that ranges from 6 

to 32.  

The locus of control variable gauges how much the respondent feels about his or 

her control over his or her own destiny. It is a combination of responses from questions 

that ask if the respondent to what degree they agree with statements such as the 

respondent has no control over his or her life, if they believe good luck is more important 

than hard work, if something or someone stops them when they feel like they are getting 

ahead, if they think their plans hardly work out, if they feel certain their plans will work 

out, and if they believe that chance and luck are more important than hard work. These 

variables were combined into an index that ranges from 4 to 24. 

In order to control for how the respondent believes he/she is viewed by peers, I 

created a variable from questions in which the respondent rated how much they agree 

with statements such as “other students think of me as a troublemaker,” “popular,” “a 

good student” and whether they believed their peers thought of them as “fitting in.” 

These values of each of these variables were summed to create an index ranging from 2 
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to 12.  Higher values correspond to less favorable perceptions about how the student is 

regarded by his/her peers.  

The aspiration variable uses the responses from questions that ask the respondent 

how much education he or she expects to attain and if he or she is she is sure to graduate. 

By summing these two responses, I create an aspiration variable that ranges from 8 to 16. 

 The final variable used to measure the respondents’ own values and expectations 

about themselves relates to how they believe their teachers perceive their academic 

abilities. In order to measure this perception, I utilize the responses from a question that 

ask the respondents if they believe their teacher expect them to succeed academically. 

The respondents can choose from a set of answers that range from strongly agrees to 

strongly disagrees.  

In addition to these key variables, I also use other variables to control for the 

respondents’ background characteristics and school environment. To control for gender I 

include a dummy variable that is equal to one if the respondent is male and zero if the 

respondent is female. I also include a set of race dummy variables to determine the effect 

of race on misbehavior. To control for parents education, I incorporate variables that 

relate to the respondents mother’s highest level of education. These dummy variables 

include, mother has less than a high school education, mother has a high school 

education, mother has completed some schooling beyond high school and mother has a 

college degree or more. I also control for family structure with dummy variables that 
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show whether the respondent lives with both biological parents, with a single mother, 

with a mother and non-biological father, with a father without a biological mother, or in 

another type of household.  To account for the students’ past academic performance, I 

include a grade variable that reports the students’ composite grades on a 4.0 scale. I also 

include a standardized test score variable that controls for the quartile within each student 

scored.   

Finally, in order to complete the background characteristics control variable, I 

include a measure of family income. In order to maintain privacy for the individuals 

surveyed, the NELS 88 dataset has an ordinal measure of family income. In order to 

create a continuous variable for my multivariate regression analysis, I coded each 

respondent’s answer to the midpoint of the ordinal range. For example, if the respondent 

noted that his or her family made $10,000 to $14,999 per year, they were coded as having 

an annual income of $12,499.50.   

To account for school characteristics I include several variables including dummy 

variables for urban, suburban, and rural status of the student’s school; and an indicator for 

attending a school with a large proportion of students receiving free lunch (defined as 31 

percent or more).  

It is important to note the level of missing data within this analysis. While Allison 

(2001) states if data are missing at random, dropping cases with any missing data leads to 

the most unbiased approach, it would not be reasonable to make this assumption with the 
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current data set. Thus, I impute the mean for variables with missing values. Although, 

this method may introduce bias, it is preferable over losing observations. 

Methodology 

My analysis begins with a bivariate examination of the relationships among my 

explanatory variables and students’ noncompliance with school rules. This will establish 

the extent to which two-way associations exist.  

Next, I examine the inter-relationships among the variables within a multivariate 

framework. I use STATA to estimate a Tobit model in which student misconduct is 

assumed to be a function of teacher perception along with other factors. A Tobit 

specification is the appropriate estimation strategy, as the distribution of the dependent 

variable is strongly skewed to the right with a large share of the seniors report never 

getting in trouble (N=7,886, 65.9 percent). Tobit models consider the intensity with 

which individuals value misbehaving by creating underlying latent variables, which then 

satisfies the classical linear model. The results generated from these models give us the 

estimated impact of the independent variables on the value of the latent variables.  

An important methodological challenge presented by this study is the potential 

endogeneity bias of teacher perceptions. This means that the standard assumption of 

recursivity is likely violated. To address this problem I employ an instrumental variables 

approach to the measure of teacher perception. A simple way to explain this technique is 

that a “proxy” for the endogenous variable is generated and used in its place in the model 
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that predict student misbehavior. An inherent challenge of this strategy is coming up with 

a defensible way to identify the instrumental variable equation. In other words, it is 

necessary to find a unique variable that is related to teacher perceptions, but not to 

student misconduct (i.e., uncorrelated with the error term from the substantive model).  In 

this case, to predict a given teacher’s perceptions of the focal student, I will use a 

measure of that same teacher’s rating of the ability of the particular student’s entire class 

as compared to the aptitude of the rest of the classes at the school from the same grade.  I 

believe that while it is reasonable to assume that a teacher’s subjective evaluation of the 

capabilities of a student’s classmates will be correlated with her assessment of the focal 

student, this measure would not be associated with an individual student’s propensity to 

break the rules. I will test for this in my analysis by regressing the teachers’ perception 

variable on my instrument and all of the other exogenous variables in my model.  

Another important criterion for a defensible instrumental variable is that it is 

exogenous. Because, I only have one instrument and one endogenous explanatory 

variable, I cannot run a test to make a definitive determination of exogeneity. However, I 

believe that a strong argument can be made that the misbehavior of any individual student 

would be perceived differently by a teacher were the student to be in a classroom 

predominantly comprised of well-behaved, above-average students than if he/she were 

among less academically-talented classmates. In contrast, there is little reason to expect 

that having below average classmates, in and of itself, causes one to misbehave. 



 

20 

Bivariate Results 

Before estimating multivariate models, it is important to understand the basic 

relationships between students’ background characteristics and current circumstances and 

their propensity to flout school rules. To accomplish this, I created three dummy 

variables to distinguish students across my index of school misconduct. The first dummy 

variable, classifies students according to whether they ever disregarded any school rules 

or were disciplined for school-related infractions. Thirty-four percent of students had 

non-zero scores on my index of misconduct.  The second dummy variable, measures the 

breadth of misbehavior among those who reported having at least one school-related 

infraction. Students who reported two or more infractions were classified as “high” on the 

breadth measure. Nearly twelve percent of students met this criterion. The final dummy 

variable, designed to capture high frequency of misconduct, used the upper 75th percentile 

of the distribution of negative behavior as the cut-off.  

How does school misbehavior vary by students’ background and context? 

 The first question to be addressed is how misconduct at school relates to the 

student’s family characteristics and other contextual factors. Table 2 presents the results 

of cross-classifying students’ misbehavior by their personal and family characteristics 

and the type of school that they attend. As shown, males are more likely to have reported 

school-related misconduct, to have a high breadth of infractions, and to have misbehaved 

with relatively high frequency. There are also statistically significant differences in the 
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expected directions across students who do and do not comply with school rules in terms 

of their grades, family structure, economic wellbeing, and parents’ expectations about 

their futures. In every case, students who reported misconduct at school have less 

favorable circumstances. 

How does school misbehavior vary by teacher perceptions, parent perceptions, and 

students’ own perceptions about themselves? 

Now that we have seen markedly different background characteristics, family 

situations, and schooling environments between students who reported having had 

school-related infractions and those who have not, I look too see if misbehavior varies by 

the key variables of the study: teacher perceptions, parent perceptions and the 

respondents’ perceptions. Table 3 shows that students who misbehave, have a higher 

breadth of misbehavior and have a higher frequency of misbehavior are more likely to be 

perceived less favorably by their teachers than their counterparts. Similarly, parents of 

students in each of the misconduct categories have less favorable perceptions of their 

sons or daughters than parents of students who reported having had no infractions, a 

narrower breadth in the type of infractions, and who failed to comply with school rules 

less frequently.  

Surprisingly though, students who misbehave report a higher level of self-esteem 

locus of control, and aspirations. Because misconduct tended to be confined to a single 

type and occurred rarely among the majority of students who reported any form of non-
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compliance, personal efficacy may actually provide them with the necessary confidence 

to flout the rules. In accordance with my expectations, however, students who believe 

that their peers have a high opinion of them are not only less likely to misbehave, but also 

to limit their breadth and frequency of infractions.  Similarly, students who believe that 

their teachers do not expect them to succeed in school are more likely to misbehave at 

school, and have a high breadth and frequency of negative behavior.  

How do teacher perceptions vary by background characteristics? 

The previous bivariate analysis has shown that teachers have a lower perception 

of those who misbehave, but we still do not know if teachers are more likely to have 

lower opinions of students who have other characteristics that raise the propensity for bad 

behavior.  The results from this analysis are not surprising. Table 4 reveals that males are 

more likely to have teachers with lower opinions of them.  Teachers have a higher 

opinion of students who live in a household with two biological parent and who make 

good grades. Additionally, parents who have high expectations of their students also are 

more likely to have teachers with high perceptions of them.   

We see that when a teacher has a low perception of his or her student that student 

is more likely to misbehave. This analysis also shows us that teachers are more likely to 

have lower perceptions of students from less than ideal backgrounds. Still we do not 

know if teachers can actually impact negative behavior net of other characteristics that 

we know increase the propensity for misbehaving. It may be that teachers are just able to 
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make an accurate perception of their students and they have lower opinions of students 

who misbehave.  

Multivariate Results 

My results thus far reveal that unfavorable teacher perceptions are associated with 

non-compliance. However, given that misconduct is also more common among males, 

students from low-income families, those who live in households without two biological 

parents and students whose parents have low opinions of them, I need to examine 

whether this association still holds net of students’ backgrounds and circumstances. In 

addition, a multivariate analysis will allow me to rule out the possibility that the 

relationship between teacher expectations and student misconduct merely reflects the 

tendency for students from less advantageous backgrounds to be perceived less favorably. 

The first model I estimate serves as a baseline and uses the index of misbehavior 

(ratio-level) as the dependent variable and background and school characteristics as 

explanatory variables. The results for Model 1 reveal that, on average males are more 

likely than females to engage in negative school level behavior, holding other factors in 

the model constant. African American students are also more likely, on average, to 

misbehave than their white counterparts, net of the other variables in the model. The 

income effect is significant, but substantively very small, and therefore, does not 

contribute major insight to the findings. The effects of grades and test scores show that 

students who are academically talented are less likely to break school rules, on average, 
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when holding other factors constant.  The effects of going to an urban school and a 

school where a large percentage of students receive free lunch are surprising.   According 

to the model 1, students who attend these schools are less likely to get in trouble in school 

compared to their counterparts who attend suburban or wealthier schools. This finding is 

plausible because the negative behavior dependent variable is measured from student 

reports. Therefore, if they misbehaved, but did not get in trouble for their actions, then 

they would have a low response on the survey. It may be the case that in urban and high 

poverty schools, teachers have many distractions and therefore have more lax disciplinary 

standards than suburban or wealthier schools. 

In Model 2, I examine the added effect of the parents’ perceptions of the student. 

The background characteristics do not change dramatically when I add the parent 

perception variable to the model.  According to this analysis, parent perceptions and 

negative behavior have an inverse relationship; meaning that the more the parent expects 

of his or her child, the less likely that child will misbehave. 

Model 3 examines the extra effect of the respondents’ own perceptions about their 

lives. This model includes variables that measure the respondents’ self-esteem, locus of 

control, their perception of how their peers perceive them, and their view of their 

teachers’ expectations for them.  When I add these variables to the model, some of the 

background characteristics change slightly, leading me to believe that those effects were 

actually shouldering the burden of some of the effects from the respondents’ perceptions.  
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Many of the variables that capture the respondents’ feelings about themselves are 

statistically significant, however some of the effects works in a different direction that 

one would intuitively imagine. For example, according to this analysis, students who 

believe their teachers have higher expectations for them are more likely to misbehave. 

Similarly, students with a higher locus of control are more likely to engage in negative 

behavior.  The variable that captures esteem moves in the hypothesized direction.  

Students who have a higher self-esteem are less likely to get in trouble at school.  Also, 

students who think their peers have a high opinion of them are also less likely to 

misbehave. 

I add a measure for teacher perceptions in Model 4.  However, this is my 

endogenous variable and therefore these results maybe biased. This effect of this variable 

is not statistically significant; however the sign of the variable works in the hypothesized 

direction. According to Model 4, students whose teachers have a higher opinion of them 

are less likely to get in trouble. Again, it is misleading to take any conclusive evidence 

away from this model.  Because this variable that captures teachers’ views is endogenous, 

we cannot determine if the teachers’ views are driving the negative behavior, or if the 

negative behavior is driving the teachers’ views.  I merely include it in the table as a point 

of reference and comparison. 

The final column in Table 5 shows the model where I use the exogenous variable 

that captures teachers’ opinions. The first step in using an instrumental variable model is 
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testing for instrument relevance.  If the instrument is not correlated with the independent 

variable of interest, then it is not valid. Table 6 shows that the instrument is statistically 

significant. Therefore, if a student is in a class that is considered to be above average 

compared to the rest of the grade, then teachers are more likely to have a favorable 

opinion of that student. Again, I am assuming that the instrument is exogenous for the 

reasons noted before. After running the model shown in Table 6, I save the predicted 

values for the teachers’ view variable and then use that in my final Tobit model. 

Model 5  shows that the only significant predictors of misbehavior are sex, race, 

family income—however this is a very substantively small effect, being in an urban 

school, the respondents’ perception of their teacher expectations, locus of control, and the 

respondents’ perceptions of their peers’ perceptions. The teacher opinion variable is not 

statistically significant. 

Discussion 

Because of the large anecdotal evidence that teachers play a large role in shaping 

their students’ lives, I thought there would be more of a causal relationship between 

teacher perceptions and student behavior.  Although my bivariate analyses revealed that 

school misconduct was more prevalent among students whose teachers had unfavorable 

perceptions of their merit, the association between teacher perceptions and misbehavior 

of high school seniors did not hold up when other factors related to noncompliance with 

school regulations were accounted for in my multivariate analyses. Caution should be 
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exercised, however, in drawing firm conclusions about the influence of teachers’ 

opinions on the behavior of their students from this study alone.  

The subjective nature of capturing teachers’ opinions of their students may be 

driving the insignificant results. It is very hard to quantify attitudes and expectations. 

Additionally, students have many competing influences in their lives including parents, 

peers, teachers, the media and the community.  According to Rankin (1980), “U.S. 

culture is quite complex and pluralistic, people are confronted with alternative guides for 

behavior.”  These various influence may work in competing directions or reinforce each 

other. Therefore, my inability to detect statistical insignificance may be driven by the fact 

that it is very hard to parcel out each influence. 

School disciplinary problems distract teachers from educating other students and 

have negative effects in the form of poorer academic performance and an increased 

probability of criminal behavior. Therefore, it is in the best interest of policy makers to 

understand the links between educators and negative behavior.  In order to better 

understand ways to reduce negative behavior and thus increase academic efficiency, more 

research is needed to better understand teachers’ roles in this process.  National surveys 

should include more questions that allow teachers to rate their students. This would give 

social scientists richer data from which to analyze teacher perceptions.  

Additionally, while this study found no statistically significant link between 

teacher perceptions and negative behavior, intuitively we as a society believe that 
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teachers play a role in shaping the whole student, not just increase academic 

performance. While standards-based reforms have created some positive outcomes, it is 

necessary to remember that teachers are more that standardized test coaches.  University 

education departments, teacher professional organizations and school administrators 

should actively develop more curriculum and professional development series that teach 

educators about how they can positively influence students in all aspects of their lives.  

 Policy makers should also look into the unintended consequences of standards-

based education reforms and high stakes testing.  Standards-based reforms have 

dominated the education policy discussion. While there are many benefits to these 

reforms such as improved test scores and greater accountability, other policy reforms 

may better benefit the social development of students.    

Finally, the bivariate and multivariate analysis revealed that students from less 

favorable circumstances, i.e. minority students, students who did not live with two 

parents, and low-income students, were more likely to misbehave.  Therefore, the social 

welfare and income generating policies such as Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 

(TANF) and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) may reduce misbehavior among 

challenged youth thereby increasing academic performance, decreasing the propensity for 

further delinquent behavior and improving overall life outcomes. More research is needed 

to establish a causal link between these government assistance programs and 

misbehavior.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics for all variables 

 N Percent or 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Range 

Respondents’ Background 
Characteristics 

    

     Gender 11,135    
          Percent male  46.9   
     Race 11,115    
          Percent white  67.7   
          Percent black  9.2   
          Percent Hispanic  12.8   
          Percent other  10.3   
     Family Structure 11,965    
          Percent two biological    
          parents 

 59.8   

          Percent single mother  10.7   
          Percent mother and non      
          biological father 

 7.8   

          Percent father and non  
          biological  mother 

 3.4   

          Percent other family  
          structure 

 18.3   

     Mother’s education 9,927    
          Percent less than high  
          school 

 16.8   

          Percent high school  36.8   
          Percent some education  
          past  high school 

 21.2   

          Percent college or  
          beyond 

 25.2   

     Family income 10,206    
          Percent with no income  .4   
          Percent less than  
          $1,000 

 .8   

          Percent $1,000-2,999  .8   
          Percent $3,000-4,999  1.8   
          Percent $5,000-7,499  2.9   
          Percent $7,500-9,999  3.4   
          Percent $10,000-14,999  8.0   
          Percent $15,000-19,999  7.6   
          Percent $20,000-24,999  10.4   
          Percent $25,000-34,999  18.9   
          Percent $35,000-49,999  21.2   
          Percent $50,000-74,999  14.0   
          Percent $75,000-99,999  3.8   
          Percent $100,000- 
          199,999 

 3.8   

          Percent $200,000 or  
          more 

 1.5   
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School Characteristics 
      Urbanicity       11,224    
          Percent urban  25.0   
          Percent suburban  43.5   
          Percent rural  31.6   
      Free lunch students 11,965    
          Percent of schools with  
          large  proportion of free  
          lunch students 

 26.5   

Rs’ Prior School 
Experiences 

    

      Mean grades 11,131 3.0 .7 0.5-4.0 
       Test scores 10,828    
            Quartile 1 (Low)               19.6   
            Quartile 2  23.6   
            Quartile 3   26.1   
            Quartile 4 (high)  30.7   
Perceptions     
       Teachers     
            Teacher perceptions of  
            R 

9,370 4.2 2.7 0.0-8.0 

        Parent     
             Parent perceptions of  
             R 

11,438 8.5 1.4 2.3-11.2 

        Self-reported      
            R’s views on if  
            teachers expect R to  
            succeed in school 

10,213    

                 Percent strongly  
                 agree 

 15.4   

 Percent agree  59.2   
 Percent disagree  19.3   
 Percent strongly  

                 disagree 
 6.1   

          Esteem 10,132 15.6 3.7 6.0-32.0 
          Locus of control 10,185 12.1 2.7 4.0-24.0 
          Rs’ perception of their  
          peer perceptions of  
          themselves 

10,164 6.4 1.3 2.0-12.0 

          Aspiration 10,897 4.8 2.3 2.0-13.0 
Instrumental Variable     
    Teachers’ view of  
     particular class  vs.  
     average of grade in the  
     school 

8,890    

          Percent higher levels  27.6   
          Percent average levels  42.4   
          Percent lower levels  16.5   
          Percent widely     
          differing 

 13.6   

Rs’ Behavior     
     Negative behavior 11,965 .65 1.95 0.0-32.23 
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Table 2: Mean delinquent behavior by background characteristics, school 
characteristics and prior experiences 

 
 Bad 

Behavior 
Breadth of 

Bad Behavior 
Frequency of  
Bad Behavior 

 No Bad     
Behavior 

Only 
those  

with bad 
behavior 

Low High Low High 

       
Background 
Characteristics 

      

       
Gender 

      

     Male 37.1 63.5 43.8 70.9 39.1 63.5 
     Race       
     White 67.5 68.1 68.2 66.6 67.2 68.7 
     Black 8.7 10.2 8.5 16.9 8.7 10.3 
     Hispanic 13.1 12.2 12.7 15.3 13.2 11.9 
     Other 10.8 9.4 10.6 9.4 10.8 9.1 
Family    
structure 

      

     Two    
     biological  
     parents 

60.1 57.7 60.7 52.3 59.8 59.8 

     Single  
     mother 

10.6 10.7 10.5 11.8 10.7 10.6 

     Mother and   
     non  
     biological  
     father 

8.1 7.4 7.7 8.5 8.0 7.4 

     Father and    
     non                 
     biological             
     mother 

3.1 4.1 3.3 4.4 3.2 3.9 

     Other family  
     structure 

18.2 18.6 17.7 23.1 18.4 18.3 

Mother’s 
education 

      

     Less than    
     high school 

18.2 14.1 16.6 18.2 18.2 13.7 

     High school 36.4 37.5 36.4 39.8 36.4 37.5 
     Some    
     education  
     past high   
     school 

20.6 22.5 21.2 21.4 20.7 22.4 

     College or  
     beyond 

24.8 25.9 25.8 20.6 24.7 26.3 
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Family income 
     No income .36 .29 .31 .88 .35 .29 
     Less than    
     $1,000 

.76 .64 .68 1.5 .76 .63 

     $1,000-  
     2,999 

1.4 .93 1.2 1.2 1.4 .92 

     $3,000-  
     4,999 

1.5 1.54 1.5 2.1 15.4 1.5 

     $5,000- 
     7,499 

2.7 2.0 2.5 2.5 2.8 1.9 

     $7,500- 
     9,999 

3.0 2.8 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.8 

     $10,000-  
     14,999 

7.1 6.2 6.7 7.8 7.2 6.1 

     $15,000-   
     19,999 

6.8 6.0 6.4 6.8 7.0 5.9 

     $20,000-  
     24,999 

8.9 8.9 8.8 9.5 8.8 8.9 

     $25,000- 
     34,999 

16.0 16.5 16.2 15.6 15.9 16.7 

     $35,000-  
     49,999 

17.9 18.5 18.0 15.5 17.9 18.6 

     $50,000-  
     74,999 

11.7 12.4 12.0 11.3 11.6 12.6 

     $75,000- 
     99,999 

3.0 3.7 3.3 2.8 3.1 3.5 

     $100,000-   
     199,999 

3.1 3.6 3.4 2.3 3.0 3.8 

     $200,000 or  
     more 

1.2 1.4 1.3 .80 1.2 1.4 

School 
Characteristics 

      

Urbanicity       
     Urban 25.1 24.6 25.3 22.6 25.2 24.4 
     Suburban 42.3 45.6 43.2 46.0 42.5 45.7 
     Rural 31.4 29.8 31.6 31.4 32.3 29.9 
Free lunch 
students 

      

     Schools with  
     many free   
     lunch students 

27.6 24.4 26.3 28.4 27.6 24.1 

Prior School 
Experiences 

      

Grades 3.0 2.9 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.9 
Test scores       
     Quartile 1    
     (low)               

16.1 19.2 16.6 26.2 17.3 18.8 

     Quartile 2 20.3 21.6 20.8 25.0 21.3 21.4 
     Quartile 3  23.5 23.9 24.0 20.8 23.5 23.8 
     Quartile 4    
     (high) 

27.7 26.1 29.4 15.4 28.3 26.9 

* All of these values are statistically significant at the p=.0001 level. 
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Table 3: Percent delinquent behavior by teacher, parent and self-reported 
perceptions 

 
 Bad Behavior Breadth of Bad 

Behavior 
Frequency of Bad 

Behavior 
 No Bad 

Behavior 
Only those 
with bad 
behavior 

Low High Low High 

Perceptions       
     Teachers       
          Teacher  
          perceptions of    
          R 

4.3 4.2 4.3 3.7 4.3 4.3 

     Parent       
          Parent  
          perceptions of      
          R 

8.6 8.4 8.6 8.2 8.6 8.4 

     Self-reported        
          R’s views on    
          if teachers  
          expect R to  
          succeed in   
          school 

      

               Strongly   
               agree 

13.2 10.5 12.8 10.6 13.9 11.5 

               Agree 49.9 47.7 50.4 43.5 50.9 49.2 
               Disagree 14.2 18.1 15.2 20.5 15.0 19.6 
               Strongly     
               disagree 

4.3 6.8 4.7 8.8 4.5 6.7 

          Esteem 15.6 15.8 15.6 16.0 15.6 15.8 
          Locus of  
          control 

12.0 12.5 12.1 12.8 12.0 12.5 

          **Rs’   
          perception of  
          their peer  
          perceptions of   
          themselves 

6.2 6.6 6.3 6.9 6.2 6.7 

          Aspiration 4.7 5.0 4.7 5.6 4.7 5.0 
 
*All of these values are statistically significant at the p=.001 level. 
**The higher the value, the lower the perception 
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Table 4: Teachers Perceptions by other characteristics 
 Teachers Ratings  
 Teacher has high 

opinion of R 
Teacher has low  

opinion of R 
   

Background Characteristics   
     Gender   
          male 45.2 49.1 
     Race   
          white 72.3 59.7 
          black 7.9 11.3 
          Hispanic 9.2 18.6 
          other 10.7 10.4 
     Family Structure   
          Two biological parents 67.3 47.9 
          Single mother 9.1 12.6 
          Mother and non biological  
          father 

7.5 8.1 

          Father and non biological  
          mother 

3.0 4.0 

          Other family structure 13.1 27.4 
     Mother’s education   
          Less than high school 11.2 26.7 
          High school 34.0 37.5 
          Some education past high   
          school 

23.3 18.1 

          College or beyond 31.5 17.6 
     Family income   
          No income .24 .47 
          Less than $1,000 .43 1.0 
          $1,000-2,999 .66 1.9 
          $3,000-4,999 .95 2.7 
          $5,000-7,499 1.5 3.9 
          $7,500-9,999 2.0 4.3 
          $10,000-14,999 5.3 8.8 
          $15,000-19,999 6.0 6.9 
          $20,000-24,999 8.8 8.4 
          $25,000-34,999 17.1 13.7 
          $35,000-49,999 20.5 13.5 
          $50,000-74,999 14.8 7.9 
          $75,000-99,999 4.5 1.9 
          $100,000-199,999 4.6 2.0 
          $200,000 or more 1.8 .61 
School Characteristics   
     Urbanicity   
          Urban 24.1 28.0 
          Suburban 44.4 42.1 
          Rural 31.5 30.0 
     Free lunch students   
          Schools with large       
          proportion of free lunch    
          students 

23.3 31.3 
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Prior School Experiences   
     Grades 3.2 2.7 
     Test scores   
          Quartile 1 (Low)               10.7 27.4 
          Quartile 2 17.8 24.4 
          Quartile 3  25.5 18.1 
          Quartile 4 (high) 40.3 13.8 
     Parent   
          Parent  perceptions of R 8.8 8.3 
     Self-reported    
          R’s views on if  teachers  
          expect R to succeed in  
          school 

  

               Strongly agree 16.0 8.6 
               Agree 58.9 34.3 
               Disagree 16.8 13.5 
               Strongly disagree 3.9 5.5 
               Esteem 15.3 16.1 
          Locus of control 11.7 12.7 
          Rs’ perception of  their peer  
          perceptions of   themselves 

6.2 6.7 

          Aspiration 4.2 5.7 
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Table 5: Tobit coefficients for models predicting student delinquency 
(Standard errors in parenthesis)  
  

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 

Gender      
     Male 2.18*** 

(.09) 
2.2*** 

(.09) 
2.04*** 

(.09) 
2.04 
(.09) 

2.00*** 
(.10) 

     Race      
     Black .46** 

(.17) 
.49** 
(.17) 

.67*** 
(.17) 

.68*** 
(.17) 

.74*** 
(.17) 

     Hispanic -.12 
(.15) 

-.09 
(.15) 

-.03 
(.15) 

-.03 
(.15) 

-.48 
(.39) 

     Other -.31** 
(.16) 

-.30 
(.16) 

-.31* 
(.15) 

-.31** 
(.15) 

-.55* 
(.25) 

Family income 3.15e-.06** 
(1.07e-.06) 

3.6e-.06** 
(1.07e-.06) 

4.00e-.06*** 
(1.06e-06) 

4.00e-06*** 
(1.66-06) 

4.57e-06*** 
(1.16e-06) 

Family 
structure 

     

     Single   
     mother 

-.004 
(.15) 

-.01 
(.15) 

-.04 
(.15) 

-.04 
(.15) 

-.51 
(.41) 

    Mother and    
    non     
    biological   
    father 

-.10 
(.17) 

-.11 
(.17) 

-.13 
(.17) 

-.13 
(.17) 

-.39 
(.27) 

    Father and   
    non    
    biological         
    mother 

.33 
(.23) 

.32 
(.23) 

.29 
(.23) 

.29 
(.23) 

-.22 
(.48) 

    Other family  
    structure 

.34** 
(.12) 

.40** 
(.12) 

.29** 
(.12) 

.29* 
(.02) 

-.86 
(.95) 

Mother’s 
education 

     

    Less than      
    high school 

-.42 
(.17) 

-.44** 
(.17) 

-.52** 
(.17) 

-.52** 
(.17) 

-1.14 
(.54) 

    High school -.02 
(.13) 

-.04 
(.13) 

-.12 
(.13) 

-.12 
(.13) 

-.27 
(.18) 

    Some    
    education  
    past high    
    school 

.24* 
(.13) 

.23 
(.14) 

.19 
(.14) 

.19 
(.14) 

.16 
(.15) 

Urbanicity      
    Urban -.28** 

(.12) 
-.26* 
(.12) 

-.21† 
(.11) 

-.21† 
(.11) 

-.43* 
(.21) 

    Rural -.32** 
(.11) 

-.33** 
(.11) 

-.30** 
(.11) 

-.33** 
(.11) 

-.10 
(.21) 

Free lunch 
students 

     

    Schools    
    with large        
    proportion   
    of free lunch  
    students 

-.33** 
(.11) 

-.34** 
(.11) 

-.33** 
(.11) 

-.33** 
(.11) 

-.31** 
(.11) 
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Grades -.70*** 
(.07) 

-.66*** 
(.08) 

-.38*** 
(.08) 

-.38*** 
(.08) 

.22 
(.50) 

Test scores -.10* 
(.05) 

-09† 
(.05) 

-.05 
(.05) 

-.05 
(.05) 

.23 
(.24) 

Parent 
perceptions of  
R 

 -.06* 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.03) 

-.01 
(.03) 

.05 
(06) 

R’s views on if  
teachers expect 
R to succeed in 
school 

  .33*** 
(.07) 

.33*** 
(.07) 

.23* 
(.11) 

Esteem   -.03† 
(.02) 

-.03† 
(.01) 

-.02 
(.06) 

Locus of 
control 

  .11*** 
(.02) 

.11*** 
(.02) 

.10*** 
(.07) 

Rs’ perception 
of their peer  
perceptions of    
themselves 

  .41*** 
(.04) 

41*** 
(.04) 

.34*** 
(.07) 

Aspiration   .06* 
(.02) 

.06* 
(.02) 

-.004 
(.05) 

Teacher  
perceptions of 
R 

   -.003 
(.02) 

 

Instrumental  
approach 

    -1.16 
(.96) 

* p<.05  ** p<.01 *** p<.001 †p<.10 
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Table 6: Model used to get predicted values for the instrument on teachers’ view variable 
 

 IV Model 

Opinion of class vs. average (instrumental variable) -.06* 
(.03) 

Male -.04 
(.04) 

Black .05 
(.08) 

Hispanic -
.38*** 

(.07) 
Other -.21** 

(.07) 
Family income 4.89e-

07 
(5.143-

07) 
Single mother -

.40*** 
(.07) 

Mother and non biological father .23** 
(.08) 

Father and non biological mother -
.43*** 

(.11) 
Other family structure -

.99*** 
(.06) 

Mother less than high school education -
.53*** 

(.08) 
Mother high school education -.13* 

(.06) 
Mother with some education past high school -.03 

(.08) 
Urban -

.18*** 
(.05) 

Rural .19*** 
(.05) 

Majority free lunch .02 
(.05) 

Grades .51*** 
(.04) 
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Standardize test quartiles .24*** 
(.03) 

Parent perception .05** 
(.02) 

Esteem -.01 
(.01) 

Locus of control -.01 
(.01) 

R’s perception of peers’ perception -.05** 
(.02) 

Aspiration -
.05*** 

(.01) 
R’s perception of teachers’ education expectations -.09** 

(.25) 
* p<.05  ** p<.01 *** p<.001 †p<.10
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