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Abstract

This study uses linear probability models with student and teacher fixed
effects to assess whether the racial match between teachers and students
affects “at-risk” ratings on a teacher-completed universal screener of student
internalizing and externalizing behavior. The data are from a large, urban
California school district. | find that Asian and Black teachers are more likely
to rate their same-race students “at-risk” for internalizing behavior compared
with how the same Asian and Black students would be rated by White
teachers. These findings have implications for policy and practice aimed at
enhancing universal screening for externalizing and internalizing behavior.
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Introduction

Universal screening is a systematic process of identifying students who are at
risk of academic, behavioral, and emotional difficulties. Screening allows for
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the early identification of and intervention for students facing such chal-
lenges in educational settings (Cook, Volpe, & Livanis, 2010; Hughes &
Dexter, 2011). Screening is typically among the first steps in determining
whether a student needs additional support. Universal screening is common
in a Multitiered Systems of Support (MTSS) framework that exists in many
schools across the country. Although the conceptualization of MTSS can vary
across states, in its most basic form, it is a schoolwide, evidence-based, inte-
grated, and early intervention framework designed to improve academic,
behavioral, and emotional outcomes for students (Harlacher, Sakelaris, &
Kattelman, 2014).

The literature on universal screening largely focuses on screening for aca-
demics, with less attention being given to behavior (Cook et al., 2010).
Academic screening involves administering performance assessments to stu-
dents to determine accuracy and fluency in reading, writing, and mathematics
(Hughes & Dexter, 2011; Jenkins, Hudson, & Johnson, 2007). Screening for
behavioral risk typically requires the use of teacher assessments of student
externalizing (e.g., aggressive, overactive, and impulsive) and/or internaliz-
ing (e.g., anxiousness and social withdrawal) behavior, although in some
schools office discipline referrals are used as the screening mechanism
(Mclntosh, Horner, Chard, Boland, & Good, 2006). Because academic
screening involves the direct administration of assessments to students,
whereas behavioral screening typically requires teachers and other school
staff to reflect on and evaluate students’ behavior, behavioral screening is
arguably more subjective than academic screening. Students with multiple
teachers can have several different assessments of their behavior, and differ-
ent teachers may rate the same student differently.

There is evidence that differences between two teachers’ ratings of the
same student are not entirely random. Teachers’ assessments of students vary
systematically by teacher and student race and other demographic character-
istics. In a meta-analysis of teacher expectations by student race, teachers
were found to have the highest expectations of Asian students; more positive
expectations of White students than Black and Latinx students; make more
negative (e.g., discipline) and fewer positive (e.g., gifted program) referrals
for Black and Latinx students; and direct more positive speech (e.g., praise
and affirmation) toward White students than Black and Latinx students
(Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). Other studies found that Black students are
more likely to be referred to the office for discipline by their teachers even
after controlling for teacher expectations, student behavior, academic perfor-
mance, gender, special education status, socioeconomic status, and age
(Bryan, Day-Vines, Griffin, & Moore-Thomas, 2012; Rocque, 2010).
Furthermore, variation in teachers’ perceptions of students is related to the
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racial match between teachers and students (i.e., students and teachers are of
the same race). For example, non-Black teachers are less likely to have favor-
able expectations and perceptions of the behaviors and academic capabilities
of Black students (Dee, 2005; Downey & Pribesh, 2004; Ehrenberg,
Goldhaber, & Brewer, 1995; Fox, 2015; Gershenson, Holt, & Papageorge,
2016).

Current Study

The potential for subjectivity in the universal screening of behavior and the
documented knowledge on the sources of variation in teachers’ perceptions
of students is a criticism of behavior screening. Racial matching helps to
explain variation in teachers’ perceptions of students, but is racial matching
also predictive when teachers’ assessments are potentially consequential for
subsequent student support? The current study assesses whether the racial
match between teachers and students affects ratings on a teacher-completed
universal screener of student externalizing and internalizing behavior used in
an urban school district. I use the term urban to refer to the size of the city in
which the study district is located as well as the broad array of racial, ethnic,
linguistic, and socioeconomic diversity of the students within the study dis-
trict (Milner & Lomotey, 2014).

Approximately 50% of elementary and secondary school students in the
United States are non-White, yet non-White teachers comprise less than 20%
of the teaching workforce (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012,
2016). This racial mismatch between the student and teacher population is
particularly prevalent in urban school districts (Milner & Lomotey, 2014) and
can have implications for educational practice. For example, Easton-Brooks
(2014) argues, “within a system heavily populated by ethnic minority stu-
dents and nonethnic minority teachers, developing connections or building
continuity between school and home cultures can be challenging. . . ” (p. 97).
Furthermore, students with externalizing and internalizing behavior chal-
lenges are at greater risk of adverse outcomes such as poor academic perfor-
mance, office discipline referrals, physical health problems, alcohol and
substance abuse, future unemployment, and difficult relationships with peers
(Baker, Grant, & Morlock, 2008; Cook et al., 2011; Flook, Repetti, & Ullman,
2005; Menzies & Lane, 2012; Oakes et al., 2010), yet internalizing behaviors
are argued to be substantially underreported and underserved (Cook et al.,
2011). If the receipt of behavioral support services in school is partially deter-
mined by multiple and subjective ratings on a teacher-completed screener of
student behavior; if there are challenges in bridging school and home cultures
in urban schooling environments that are at least partially related to the racial
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mismatch between a largely White teaching workforce and a more racially
and ethnically diverse student population; if students with untreated external-
izing and internalizing behavior symptoms are at greater risk of adverse out-
comes; and if students’ internalizing behaviors are less likely to be reported
and served, this could be consequential for students. Differential ratings
could lead to referrals for some students and no referrals for other students,
regardless of the actual need. This occurrence would complicate service
delivery, thereby presenting another challenge to student success in urban
school districts.

Although the existing literature on the impact of the racial match between
students and teachers is informative, it is incomplete. Studies in this area
have largely focused on school suspension, teachers’ perceptions of students’
academic abilities, and externalizing behaviors. Few studies use teachers’
perceptions of students’ internalizing behavior as an outcome. This might be
because externalizing behaviors are arguably more identifiable by teachers
than internalizing behaviors (Hinshaw, Han, Erhardt, & Huber, 1992) or
because students with internalizing behaviors have traditionally been over-
looked and underserved in schools (Cook et al., 2011). Of the studies that do
examine teachers’ perceptions of students’ internalizing behaviors, they do
not specifically examine the role of racial matching between students and
teachers (e.g., Sbarra & Pianta, 2001) nor use teachers’ assessments of stu-
dents that have the same direct consequences as a universal screener (e.g.,
Wright, Gottfried, & Le, 2017). In addition, these studies tend to only have
two teacher ratings per student (e.g., Dee, 2005; Ehrenberg et al., 1995; Fox,
2015; Gershenson et al., 2016). This small sample of teachers means there is
relatively little variation in teachers’ ratings within students. Furthermore,
many of the studies assessing the effects of racial matching on teachers’ per-
ceptions of students’ behavior and academic capabilities have identification
strategies (or methodological designs) that do not remove potential bias. For
example, these studies tend to only use models with student fixed effects
(Dee, 2005; Fox, 2015; Gershenson et al., 2016). Although student fixed
effects allow for within-student comparisons to eliminate omitted variable
bias due to unobserved time-invariant characteristics of students (e.g., aca-
demic engagement), such an approach does not eliminate important sources
of teacher bias (e.g., rating patterns). For example, without controlling for
unobserved time-invariant characteristics of teachers, there could be concern
that White teachers who rate White students may not be the same White
teachers who are rating Black students, resulting in selection bias.

This study adds to the to the growing body of literature on universal
screening for behavior as well as the existing knowledge on the impact of the
racial match between teachers and students by using behavior measures that
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can have consequences for students, internalizing behaviors as one of the
outcome measures, a larger sample of teachers assessing the behavior of the
same student, and teacher fixed effects to control for unobserved time-invari-
ant characteristics of teachers.

Literature Review and Theoretical Context

Studies Linking Racial Matching and Teachers’ Perceptions of
Students

Prior studies examining teachers’ perceptions of student competency, future
educational attainment, and behavior have found that racial matching between
teachers and students is associated with favorable perceptions of students.
For example, Ehrenberg and colleagues (1995) examined how the race, gen-
der, and ethnicity of teachers and students influenced teachers’ subjective
evaluations of their students. The survey asked teachers whether they
expected the student to attend college, would recommend the student for aca-
demic honors, believed the student related well to others, communicated with
the student outside of class, and believed the student worked hard. They
found that students were perceived more favorably when they were evaluated
by teachers who shared their same race, gender, and ethnicity. Using student
and teacher fixed effects to control for unobserved characteristics of teachers
and students, Ouazad (2014) investigated whether teachers assess the aca-
demic skills of their same-race students more favorably. Overall, the author
found that White teachers provided less favorable assessments of Latinx and
Black students. An investigation of racial mismatch (i.e., teachers and stu-
dents are not of the same race) on teacher perceptions of 10th-grade students’
competency and future educational attainment found that non-Black teachers
have lower expectations of Black students compared with Black teachers’
expectations of the same Black students (Gershenson et al., 2016). Fox (2015)
found similar results in that Black teachers were more likely to expect Black
students to complete more than high school.

Rong (1996) studied the effects of race and gender on teachers’ percep-
tions of students’ social behavior. The results showed that White female
teachers provided lower ratings for Black students than White students. Dee
(2005) examined whether student assignment to a demographically similar
teacher influenced teachers’ assessments of students’ behavior and academic
performance. The author found that the odds of a teacher perceiving a student
to be frequently disruptive, consistently inattentive, and rarely completing
homework were larger when the teacher was of a different race than the stu-
dent. McGrady and Reynolds (2013) explored the consequences of racial
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mismatch on teachers’ perceptions of the classroom behavior of Asian, Black,
Latinx, and White students. They found that when rated by White teachers,
Asian students were viewed more favorably than White students were, Black
students were viewed more negatively than White students were, and on
average Latinx students were not rated differently than White students.
Okonofua and Eberhardt (2015) conducted an experiment to assess how stu-
dent race may influence teachers’ responses to classroom misbehavior of
Black and White students. They found that Black students were more likely
labeled troublemakers than White students were. Teachers believed Black
students warranted harsher consequences than White students did after two
infractions. Teachers were more likely to view the misbehavior of Black stu-
dents as part of a pattern and were more likely to envision themselves sus-
pending Black students in the future. Although their study did not explicitly
examine the racial match between teachers and students, it is important to
note that roughly 80% of the teachers in their sample were White. Lindsay
and Hart (2017) assess whether exposure to same-race teachers affects exclu-
sionary discipline rates for Black students. They found reductions in exclu-
sionary discipline rates for Black students with exposure to larger shares of
Black teachers.

In sum, prior literature provides evidence that the racial match between
teachers and students influences teachers’ perceptions of students. Students
are perceived more favorably when assessed by teachers of their same race.
This is true for teachers’ perceptions of students’ academic capabilities,
behavior, and future educational attainment.

Theoretical Explanations for Racial Matching and Teacher
Perceptions

The literature puts forth several mechanisms through which racial matching
could influence teachers’ perceptions and expectations of students. Racial
matching may function through systematic or implicit bias (Downey &
Pribesh, 2004; Gershenson et al., 2016). Teachers may have biased percep-
tions and expectations of students of a different race. Another mechanism
relating racial matching and teachers’ perceptions and expectations of stu-
dents is racial stereotypes. White teachers may have negative stereotypes of
minority students (McGrady & Reynolds, 2013; Okonofua & Eberhardt,
2015). It is also possible that racial matching influences teachers’ percep-
tions and expectations of students through stereotype threat. Students who
believe that their teachers hold negative stereotypes about their racial group
may be at a greater risk of conforming to these stereotypes (Steele &
Aronson, 1995).
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Racial matching may also perform through role model effects (Lusher,
Campbell, & Carrell, 2015; Villegas & Irvine, 2010). Teachers are role mod-
els for students. This is particularly true for teachers of color of students of
color. Teachers of color have been found to increase the self-worth of stu-
dents of color and decrease feelings of isolation experienced by many stu-
dents of color in educational settings (Villegas & Irvine, 2010). The strength
of the teacher—student relationship is another mechanism linking racial
matching to teacher perceptions. For example, Saft and Pianta (2001) exam-
ined the extent to which teacher perceptions of their relationships with stu-
dents varied as a function of the ethnic match between the teacher and student.
They found that when a student’s and teacher’s ethnicity were the same,
teachers reported higher levels of closeness with the student, lower levels of
conflict, and lower levels of student dependency of teacher. Furthermore,
teachers of color tend to have high expectations of students, use culturally
relevant pedagogy, forge caring and trusting relationships with students, con-
front issues of racism through their teaching, and serve as advocates and cul-
tural brokers. This advocacy takes the form of communicating with teachers
and administrators on behalf of students, providing information about rele-
vant opportunities and services, questioning rules that are not in the best
interest of students, and relating to students of color in ways that White teach-
ers may not be able to identify with (Villegas & Irvine, 2010). These charac-
teristics are associated with better rapport between same-race teachers and
students (Lindsay & Hart, 2017).

The existing literature provides evidence that racial matching is related to
teachers’ perceptions of students’ academic capabilities, future educational
attainment, and behavior and that this relationship likely exists because of
phenomenon such as implicit bias, negative stereotypes, stereotype threat,
role model effects, and the strength of the teacher—student relationship.
However, exactly how these mechanisms play out when teacher perceptions
of student behavior are used to help identify students in need of behavioral
support and intervention is more nuanced and largely dependent on how
teachers perceive the process of universal screening and the associated exter-
nalizing and internalizing behaviors that they are evaluating.

Teachers likely interpret the universal screening process and externalizing
and internalizing behaviors in one of three ways. First, teachers make no
distinction between externalizing and internalizing behaviors nor between
general assessments of students and assessments of students that are directly
linked to behavioral support. If teachers have this interpretation, the results
would follow the same general pattern as much of the previously cited exist-
ing literature on racial matching and teacher perceptions of students. More
specifically, students would be less likely to be identified as needing
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additional externalizing and internalizing behavioral support when assessed
by teachers of their same race. This could be because of implicit bias, nega-
tive stereotypes, and stereotype threat that manifest in the interactions
between teachers and students of a different race or because of the strength of
the relationship between same-race teachers and students, all of which are
cited in the literature on racial matching and teachers’ perceptions of
students.

Second, teachers view the assessment of both externalizing and internal-
izing behaviors as a means of identifying students in need of behavioral sup-
port. For example, an administrator in the study district noted that some
students may “externalize,” whereas other students may “internalize” and
both could be symptomatic of an underlying challenge in need of additional
support. If teachers complete the universal screener under the premise that
they are helping students get necessary services, the strength of the relation-
ship between teachers and students may factor into this process. Because the
teacher—student relationship is arguably stronger when teachers and students
are of the same race, teachers may have more empathy for their same-race
students who externalize and internalize. This empathy from teachers might
present in the form of wanting to make sure their same-race students receive
the necessary support services to excel in school. Thus, when teachers view
the screening process as a form of help, externalizing and internalizing
behavior screeners completed by teachers for students of the same race will
be more likely to identify students as in need of additional support compared
with universal screeners completed by teachers for students of a different
race.

Third, teachers have differential views of externalizing and internalizing
behaviors. Administrators and staff in the study district also commented that
the internalizing behavior screener focused less on behaviors that typically
lead to disciplinary action and more on behaviors that might elicit empathy
from teachers. Externalizing behaviors have been found to be more disrup-
tive to the classroom and challenge teachers’ authority than internalizing
behaviors, providing a potential explanation as to why teachers may have
differential views/responses to externalizing and internalizing behaviors
(Gresham & Kern, 2004). If internalizing behaviors elicit empathy from
teachers, then internalizing behavior screeners completed by teachers for stu-
dents of the same race will be more likely to identify a student as in need of
further behavioral support. This could be because of the strength of the rela-
tionship between same-race teachers and students. Same-race teachers may
have more empathy for their same-race students or students with strong rela-
tionships with their same-race teachers may feel more comfortable exhibiting
internalizing behaviors, thus making the behaviors easier for their same-race
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teachers to detect. If externalizing behaviors are instead more problematic for
classroom management, then externalizing behavior screeners completed by
teachers for students of the same race will be less likely to identify a student
as in need of additional behavioral support. This could be because the effects
of racial matching on teacher perceptions of student behavior are moderated
by strong relationships between same-race teachers and students. Same-race
teachers may be better able to manage the externalizing behaviors of their
same-race students. Or students may have more self-regulation (thus exhibit
fewer externalizing behaviors) around their same-race teachers whom they
view as role models and have strong relationships with. This hypothesized
relationship could also be because of implicit bias, negative stereotypes, or
stereotype threat that manifests in the interactions between teachers and stu-
dents of a different race.

These possible interpretations of the universal screening of externalizing
and internalizing behaviors, as well as the mechanisms through which racial
matching is theorized to be related to teachers’ perceptions of students, sug-
gest that bias and empathy are the most salient factors. Although the current
study is unable to determine how teachers interpret the universal screening of
externalizing and internalizing behaviors and therefore the specific mecha-
nisms at play, it provides several different lenses through which the relation-
ship between racial matching and teacher perceptions of students’ behavior
can be understood.

Method
Data

The data for this study come from administrative records from a large, urban
California school district. Data are for the 2014-2015 school year for sixth-,
seventh-, and eighth-grade students and their teachers. Data include student
and teacher demographics as well as categorical ratings and total scores on a
universal screener of externalizing and internalizing behavior completed in
Fall 2014. Each screener contains seven items measured on a 4-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 0 (never exhibiting the behavior in question) to 3
(frequently exhibiting the behavior). Externalizing behavior items ask
whether a student is defiant or oppositional to adults, fights or argues with
peers, bullies others, gets angry easily, lies to get out of trouble, disrupts class
activities, and has difficulty sitting still. Internalizing behavior items evaluate
whether a student is nervous or fearful, bullied by peers, spends time alone,
clings to adults, is withdrawn, seems sad or unhappy, and complains about
being sick or hurt. The measure requires summing individual item scores to
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get total scores. Total scores range from 0 to 21. Each total score is used to
determine whether a student is “not at-risk,” “on the radar,” or “at-risk” for
externalizing or internalizing behavior challenges. Externalizing behavior
scores between 0 and 4 are designated “not at-risk”; 5 through 7, “on the
radar”; and 8 through 21, “at-risk” for externalizing behavior challenges.
Internalizing behavior scores between 0 and 4 are categorized as “not at-
risk”; 5 through 8, “on the radar”; and 9 through 21, “at-risk” for internalizing
behavior challenges.

The externalizing behavior measure used in this study was modeled after
the Student Risk Screening Scale (SRSS; Drummond, Eddy, Reid, & Bank,
1994), but is slightly different. The Student Internalizing Behavior Screener
(SIBS) was the measure used to assess student risk for internalizing behavior
(Cook et al., 2011). The SRSS (though slightly different from the externaliz-
ing measure used in the current study) and the SIBS have been shown to be
valid and reliable tools for assessing student risk for externalizing and inter-
nalizing behavior challenges. Using a sample of 674 high school students,
Lane, Robertson Kalberg, Parks, and Carter (2008) found that the Student
Externalizing Behavior Screener (SEBS) has high internal consistency (i.e.,
each item measure produces a similar score), test—retest stability (i.e., consis-
tently produces the same results over time), interrater reliability (i.e., the
degree of agreement among different raters), and convergent validity (i.c.,
correlated with another well-established measure designed to assess the same
constructs). Oakes and colleagues (2010) also found strong internal consis-
tency and test-retest stability for the SEBS using a sample of 1,142 elemen-
tary school students. Cook and colleagues (2011) examined the psychometric
properties of the SIBS using a sample of 1,357 elementary school students.
They found high internal consistency and temporal stability (i.e., stability of
results over time) and moderate convergent validity with the SEBS.

Teachers use an online tool to complete the behavior screener. Teachers
assess their students’ behavior twice during the academic year, once in the
fall and then again in the spring. Teachers only complete screeners for stu-
dents they have known for at least 30 days. The screening process identifies
students potentially in need of behavioral support. Students receiving “at-
risk” ratings on the externalizing or internalizing screener from at least one
teacher may be eligible for participation in a behavior intervention, although
the behavior risk ratings are not solely the deciding factor.

For the current study, the sample was limited to teachers and students who
identified as Asian, Black, Latinx, or White. This resulted in the exclusion of
36 teachers (12% of the original sample) who identified as mixed race, Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaska Native, or declined
to state their race. I also excluded 751 students (10% of the sample) who
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics for the Analytic Sample.

Students
% Asian 51.78
% Black 9.44
% Latinx 28.57
% White 10.22
% Female 49.26
% Male 50.74
% in sixth grade 32.59
% in seventh grade 35.84
% in eighth grade 31.58
Average screeners per student 3.87
Number of students 6,549
Teachers

% Asian 21.88
% Black 5.86
% Latinx 9.38
% White 62.89
% Female 56.64
% Male 43.36
Average age 42.07
Average number of years in district 10

Average number of screeners per teacher 99

Number of teachers 256

identified as mixed race, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, and American
Indian or Alaska Native. I made these restrictions because of the small num-
ber of students and teachers who identified with these racial categories and
because of the inability to create racial matching variables for teachers and
students who identified as mixed race. I also excluded observations for one
middle school in the sample because there were only five universal screeners
completed across the entire school. The final sample included 256 teachers
who completed 25,369 screeners for 6,549 students across 12 schools in the
study district. On average, there were roughly four screeners completed for
each student and 99 screeners completed by each teacher. Most screeners
were completed by White teachers for Asian and Latinx students and by
Asian teachers for Asian students. Table 1 displays descriptive characteristics
of students, teachers, and screeners. The study sample has a slightly greater
share of White teachers, a substantially greater share of male teachers, and a
slightly smaller share of Latinx teachers compared with the entire district.
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Table 2. Screeners Completed by Teacher—Student Race Dyad.

n

Same-race Asian 3,189
Teacher Asian student Black 465
Teacher Asian student Latinx 1,448
Teacher Asian student White 536
Same-race Black 163
Teacher Black student Asian 588
Teacher Black student Latinx 353
Teacher Black student White 107
Same-race Latinx 847
Teacher Latinx student Asian 997
Teacher Latinx student Black 264
Teacher Latinx student White 256
Same-race White 1,731
Teacher White student Asian 8,664
Teacher White student Black 1,451
Teacher White student Latinx 4310
N 25,369

The study sample has slightly greater representation of Asian students and a
substantially smaller share of White students as compared with the entire
district. Table 2 describes the number of screeners completed by teacher and
student race. Nine of the 12 schools in the sample completed screeners for at
least 98% of the students in their respective schools.

Analytic Strategy

The study district uses “at-risk” ratings (i.e., universal screener scores above
7 for externalizing behaviors and above 8 for internalizing behaviors) on the
universal screener to identify students who may need additional behavioral
support. Because I am interested in variation in teachers’ perceptions of stu-
dents’ behavior when there is an attached consequence (i.e., identification
and possible referral for behavior services), I am primarily concerned with
screener scores greater than or equal to the “at-risk” threshold of 8 or more
for externalizing behavior and 9 or more for internalizing behavior. Therefore,
I collapsed the three-category outcome variables into binary outcomes. The
“not at-risk” and “on-the radar” categories were merged into a “not at-risk”
assignment, and the “at-risk” category was kept intact. More specifically,
screeners scoring between 0 and 7 for the externalizing behavior measure and
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between 0 and 8 for the internalizing behavior measure are categorized as
“not-at-risk.” I used the race of teachers and students to create 16 interaction
variables for the analysis. These interactions are termed teacher—student race
dyads (e.g., same-race Asian).

Multiple screenings completed for each student and multiple ratings
given by each teacher provide the ability to make within-student and
within-teacher comparisons. The identifying variation comes from these
within-student and within-teacher differences. This approach eliminates
bias due to unobserved time-invariant characteristics of students and
teachers. For example, if students and teachers are not randomly assigned
to classrooms, I would expect unobservable characteristics of students
such as behavior, to correlate with observable characteristics of teachers
such as gender. This would bias my estimates. Including student and
teacher fixed effects eliminates bias created by nonrandom sorting of stu-
dents and teachers into schools and classrooms. Perhaps some teachers
give lower ratings regardless of their students’ behavior or race; if this
were true, this could lead to biased estimates. This bias could be down-
ward (i.e., muting the effect of racial matching) or upward (i.e., overstat-
ing the effect of racial matching) depending on whether these teacher
rating patterns are correlated with teacher race. Including teacher fixed
effects also eliminates this form of bias.

Linear probability models with student and teacher fixed effects were used
to estimate the effect of racial matching between teachers and students on
at-risk externalizing and internalizing behavior ratings. I fit the following
model:

E, =B, +B,;Same-RaceTeacher — StudentDyad ;, +
B,Different-RaceTeacher — Student Dyad, + C, +C, + ¢,

where E, is the binary externalizing or internalizing behavior risk rating for
student s rated by teacher t. Same-Race Teacher — Student Dyad, is a vector
of same-race teacher—student dyad covariates (e.g., teacher Asian and student
Asian). Different-Race Teacher — Student Dyad is a vector of controls for
different-race teacher—student dyads (e.g., teacher Asian and student Black).
€, is a student fixed effect that controls for unobserved characteristics of
students such as academic engagement that may influence teachers’ ratings.
€, is a teacher fixed effect that controls for unobserved teacher characteris-
tics that may influence their ratings of students (e.g., some teachers may give
higher ratings regardless of their student’s behavior or race). €, is a student-
by-teacher-specific error term representing unobserved characteristics of the
teacher—student race dyad that influenced teacher ratings of students.
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Table 3. Screeners Rated At-Risk by Student and Teacher Race.

Externalizing Internalizing
Students
% Asian 16.77 27.74
% Black 36.85 26.29
% Latinx 39.79 35.79
% White 6.59 10.18
Teachers
% Asian 24.54 13.87
% Black 4.36 6.26
% Latinx 1112 I1.19
% White 59.98 68.68
Results
Descriptive

Seventy-seven percent of the 25,369 completed screeners were for different-
race teacher—student dyads. Of the 6,549 students in the sample, 14% of stu-
dents received at least one at-risk rating for externalizing behavior, 10% of
students received at least one at-risk rating for internalizing behavior, and 5%
of students received at least one at-risk rating for both. Of the 25,369 com-
pleted screeners, only 7% rated students at-risk for externalizing behavior
and 4% rated students at-risk for internalizing behavior. The discrepancy
between the percentage of students receiving an at-risk rating from at least
one of their teachers and the percentage of screeners assigned an at-risk rat-
ing could be evidence that teachers are rating the same student differently or
that students with more screeners are being rated at-risk less.

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics of at-risk ratings for externalizing and
internalizing behavior by teacher and student race. Of the externalizing and inter-
nalizing behavior screeners rated at-risk, the majority were for Black and Latinx
students for externalizing behaviors and Latinx students for internalizing behav-
iors. Of the screeners rated at-risk for externalizing or internalizing behavior,
White teachers completed many of these assessments. Table 4 presents descriptive
statistics of at-risk ratings in each teacher—student race dyad. Three percent of all
assessments completed by Asian teachers for Asian students were rated at-risk.

At-Risk Versus Not At-Risk

Results from models estimating the effects of teacher and student racial
matching on at-risk ratings for externalizing and internalizing behaviors are
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Table 4. Screeners Rated At-Risk by Teacher—Student Race Dyad.

Externalizing Internalizing

% Same-race Asian 3.14 1.6
% Teacher Asian student Black 24.95 4.52
% Teacher Asian student Latinx 12.29 297
% Teacher Asian student White 4.29 1.68
% Same-race Black 25.77 14.72
% Teacher Black student Asian .19 2.04
% Teacher Black student Latinx 5.95 5.67
% Teacher Black student White 3.74 0
% Same-race Latinx 8.97 4.72
% Teacher Latinx student Asian 2.11 2.11
% Teacher Latinx student Black 29.92 10.61
% Teacher Latinx student White 5.08 4.3
% Same-race White 4.16 4.1
% Teacher White student Asian 1.81 1.89
% Teacher White student Black 26.81 I1.16
% Teacher White student Latinx 9.30 5.03

Note. Columns do not total 100%.

shown in Tables 5 and 6. All models hold students constant, and White teach-
ers are the reference category. Model 1 includes controls for teacher race,
student race, and different-race teacher—student dyads. Model 2 includes con-
trols for teacher race, different-race teacher—student dyads, and student fixed
effects. Model 3 includes controls for student race, different-race teacher—
student dyads, and teacher fixed effects. Model 4 is the fully specified and
preferred model, it includes controls for different-race teacher—student dyads
and student and teacher fixed effects. Joint F tests assess the null hypothesis
that the predictors in the models are zero.

In Model 2 with student fixed effects, Black students who were rated by
Black teachers were less likely to be rated at-risk for externalizing behavior
compared with how the same Black student would be rated by a White
teacher. However, when accounting for unobserved characteristics of teach-
ers (i.e., using a teacher fixed effect) in Model 4, the same-race Black coef-
ficient is no longer statistically significant. This is an important callout
because conventional models (student fixed effects, subject fixed effects,
and/or controls for other teacher and student observables) used in similar
studies assessing the effect of racial matching on teachers’ perceptions of
students find positive effects (i.e., more favorable ratings/perceptions) for
Black students with same-race teachers.
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Table 5. Effects of Racial Matching on At-Risk Ratings for Externalizing Behavior.

Q) ) A3) 4)

Same-race Asian 0.012 (0.013) -0.005 (0.012) 0.018 (0.013) 0.004 (0.012)
Same-race Black -0.006 (0.031) —0.064* (0.029) —0.023 (0.031) -0.031 (0.029)
Same-race Latinx -0.012 (0.018) 0.000 (0.017) 0.003 (0.018)  0.005 (0.017)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R? .084 .006 .062 .109
Joint F test 154.1 |+ 10.027%#* 137.69%F* 4,25k
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race X X X X

teacher—student dyad

controls
Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X X

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
parentheses. Joint F test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.
*p < .05. Fp < .01. *p < .001.

Table 6. Effects of Racial Matching on At-Risk Ratings for Internalizing Behavior.

m 2 (3) “)

Same-race Asian 0.021*(0.010)  0.019 (0.010) 0.027*¢ (0.010) 0.027** (0.010)
Same-race Black 0.077 (0.024) 0.073*F (0.025)  0.050* (0.023) 0.065** (0.025)
Same-race Latinx -0.005 (0.014) -0.014 (0.014) 0.001 (0.014) —0.011 (0.014)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R? .02 .006 .01 124
Joint F test 35.85%** 8.84%wk 21.78%w¢ 6,027
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race X X X X

teacher—student dyad

controls
Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X P

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
parentheses. Joint F test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.
*p < .05. Fp < .01. Fp < .001.

Same-race teacher—student dyads were stronger predictors of at-risk rat-
ings for internalizing behavior. Asian students who were rated by Asian
teachers were 2.7 percentage points more likely to be rated at-risk for inter-
nalizing behavior compared with how the same Asian student would be rated
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by White teachers. Black students who were rated by Black teachers were 6.5
percentage points more likely to be rated at-risk for internalizing behavior
compared with how the same Black student would be rated by White teach-
ers. The effects for same-race Asian and same-race Black are robust and hold
up across most of the four models. I did not find any significant effects for
same-race Latinx.

Alternative Configurations of the Outcome Variables

To further test the strength of the effects of teacher and student racial match-
ing on ratings of externalizing and internalizing behavior, I fit Models 1
through 4 using different configurations of the externalizing and internalizing
behavior outcome variables. More specifically, I fit the models by dichoto-
mizing the outcome variables between “not at-risk” and “any level of risk.”
In this configuration, not-at-risk encompasses scores between 0 and 4 for
externalizing behavior and 0 and 4 for internalizing behavior. Any level of
risk collapses at-risk and on-the-radar ratings (5 and above for externalizing
behavior and 5 and above for internalizing behavior). I also fit the models
using the continuous 0 to 21 rating scale.

Of the 6,549 students in the sample, 25% of students received at least one
any level of risk rating (includes on-the-radar ratings and at-risk ratings) for
externalizing behavior, 24% received at least one any level of risk rating for
internalizing behavior, and 12% received at least one any level of risk rating
for both externalizing and internalizing behaviors. Twelve percent of the
25,369 completed screeners had any level of risk for externalizing behavior
and 9% had any level of risk for internalizing behavior.

Tables 7 and 8 display results from models estimating the effects of teacher
and student racial matching on ratings for externalizing and internalizing
behaviors with outcome variables dichotomized between not at-risk and any
level of risk. There were no significant effects for externalizing behavior in
the preferred model. There was a significant effect for internalizing behavior
for same-race Asian in Model 4. Asian students who were rated by Asian
teachers were 2.9 percentage points more likely to be rated as having any
level of risk compared with how the same Asian student would be rated by
White teachers.

To interpret the coefficients in models using the continuous 0 through 21
rating scale, it is necessary to understand the distribution of rating scores. The
distribution of externalizing and internalizing behavior scores measured on
scales ranging from 0 through 21 clustered at 0. The distribution of the con-
tinuous scale scores for externalizing and internalizing behavior is depicted
in Figures 1 and 2. The average total score for externalizing behaviors was
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Table 7. Effects of Racial Matching on Any Level of Risk Ratings for Externalizing
Behavior.

Q) 2 (©) 4)
Same-race Asian 0.012 (0.017) -0.009 (0.016) 0.007 (0.016) -0.012 (0.015)
Same-race Black 0.053 (0.040) -0.042 (0.038) 0.013 (0.039) -0.028 (0.037)
Same-race Latinx -0.047* (0.024) —0.032 (0.022) -0.027 (0.023) —0.03 (0.021)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R2 Al .003 .075 161
Joint F test 188.53%+* 5.3k 169.7 | #:% 2.24*
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race teacher— X X X X

student dyad controls

Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
parentheses. Joint F test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.
*p < .05. Fp < .01. Fp < .001.

Table 8. Effects of Racial Matching on Any Level of Risk Ratings for Internalizing
Behavior.

Q) (0] (©) 4)
Same-race Asian -0.02 (0.015) -0.009 (0.016) 0.021 (0.013) 0.029* (0.013)
Same-race Black 0.032 (0.036) 0.02 (0.039) -0.008 (0.031)  0.025 (0.032)
Same-race Latinx -0.029 (0.021)  -0.01 (0.022) -0.013 (0.018) -0.016 (0.019)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R .023 .004 .0lé6 371
Joint F test 39.09%¥* 6,627 33.60%* 3.30%*
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race teacher— X X X X

student dyad controls

Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X X

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
parentheses. Joint F test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.
*p < .05.*Fp < .01. *p < .001.

1.51 (SD = 3.86) and the average total score for internalizing behaviors was
0.952 (SD = 2.69).

Tables 9 and 10 display results from models estimating the effects of
teacher and student racial matching on rating scores for externalizing and
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Figure |. Distribution of externalizing behavior scale scores.
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Figure 2. Distribution of internalizing behavior scale scores.

internalizing behaviors using the continuous outcome variables. I did not find
significant effects for externalizing behavior in the preferred model. Again,
there was a significant effect for internalizing behavior for same-race Asian
in Model 4. The coefficients in the models were moderately large relative to
the standard deviations of the externalizing and internalizing scale scores.
Asian students rated by Asian teachers were more likely to have higher total
scores than if these same Asian students were rated by White teachers.
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Table 9. Effects of Racial Matching on Continuous Scale Scores for Externalizing
Behavior.

(" 2 (©) 4)
Same-race Asian 0.254 (0.194) -0.01 (0.167)  0.226 (0.188) -0.023 (0.157)
Same-race Black 0.389 (0.467) -0.731 (0.405) —0.098 (0.460) —0.515 (0.388)
Same-race Latinx -0.313 (0.277) —0.122 (0.234) —0.005 (0.271) —0.036 (0.222)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R2 125 .007 .097 .188
Joint F test 24| 567 10.28%#* 225227k 4,627
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race teacher— X X X X

student dyad controls

Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
parentheses. Joint F Test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.
*p < .05. Fp < .01. Fp < .001.

Table 10. Effects of Racial Matching on Continuous Scale Scores for Internalizing
Behavior.

Q) (@) (©) 4)
Same-race Asian 0.041 (0.142) 0.049 (0.143) 0.312*(0.127) 0.327** (0.125)
Same-race Black 0.437 (0.342) 0.441 (0.349) -0.046 (0.312) 0.41 (0.308)
Same-race Latinx -0.251 (0.203) —0.216 (0.201) —0.066 (0.183) -0.177 (0.176)
N 25,369 25,369 25,369 25,369
R? .034 .006 .022 .307
Joint F test 59.02%#* 9.64%%¢ 48.10°%* 6.34%%k
Student race controls X X
Teacher race controls X X
Different-race teacher— X X X X

student dyad controls

Teacher fixed effect X X
Student fixed effect X X

Note. All models hold students constant. White teachers are the reference category. Standard errors are in
gory

parentheses. Joint F test to test the null hypothesis that the predictors in the models are zero.

*p < .05. *#p < .01. *Fkp < .001.

Overall, the results in Tables 7 to 10 show the robustness of the effect for
same-race Asian. No matter how the outcome variable is operationalized, the
results for same-race Asian hold. This suggests that the mechanisms for
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assigning ratings for internalizing behavior are the same for the continuous
rating scale, any level of risk ratings, and at-risk ratings. In other words, even
if total rating scores are not high enough to warrant further support, Asian
teachers are recognizing internalizing behaviors in Asian students. Contrarily,
there were no significant effects for same-race Black on these different con-
figurations of the internalizing behavior outcome variable. This could mean
that the results are sensitive to different configurations of the outcome vari-
able. It is also possible that the mechanisms that result in different ratings are
specific to certain levels of risk and are more pronounced when assigning
at-risk ratings than they are for the assignment of any level of risk ratings.
This suggests that Black teachers recognize internalizing behaviors in Black
students when they are severe enough to warrant further support (i.e., possi-
ble referral for behavioral intervention and services).

Discussion

Summary

This study sought to understand one aspect of the subjectivity in the universal
screening of students’ internalizing and externalizing behaviors. I used linear
probability models with student and teacher fixed effects to assess the causal
relationship between teacher and student racial matching and at-risk ratings
on a universal screener of externalizing and internalizing behaviors. The
findings in the current study suggest that there is subjectivity along racial
lines in the universal screening of students’ behavior. More specifically,
Asian students were more likely to be rated at-risk for internalizing behavior
when rated by Asian teachers compared with how the same Asian students
would be rated by White teachers. The same was true for Black students rated
by Black teachers. These findings were robust and held up across several dif-
ferent models. Furthermore, there was still a significant effect for same-race
Asian even when using two alternative configurations of the internalizing
behavior outcome variable.

Making Sense of the Results

Although these estimates provide a strong causal warrant that racial match-
ing predicts teachers’ perceptions of students’ internalizing behavior, the
interpretation that teachers have of the universal screening process and the
mechanisms explaining these results are not completely clear. The fact that
I found significant effects for internalizing behavior, but not for externaliz-
ing behavior, does suggest that teachers may in fact be differentiating
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between internalizing and externalizing behaviors. If internalizing behaviors
evoke more empathy than externalizing behaviors and if teachers believe the
universal screening process is a means of garnering additional support for
students in need, the results of the current study would suggest that students
fare better when rated by teachers of their same race. However, if teachers
make no distinction between externalizing and internalizing behaviors nor
between general assessments of students and assessments of students that
are directly linked to behavioral support, these findings would suggest that
racial matching does not buffer against potential bias in teachers’ percep-
tions of students.

The null findings for externalizing behaviors may be because there is less
subjectivity (and thus less variation) along racial lines in the screening of
externalizing behaviors. This might be because externalizing behaviors are
arguably more identifiable and familiar to teachers than are internalizing
behaviors (Hinshaw et al., 1992). For example, in the study district, some
teachers and administrators reported feeling confident in addressing external-
izing behavior, but were less equipped to deal with internalizing behavior
challenges. Alternatively, even if teachers were aware that ratings on the
externalizing and internalizing behavior screener would help to identify stu-
dents in need of additional support, if teachers felt that the behaviors assessed
on the externalizing behavior measure more closely resembled behaviors
“that typically lead to disciplinary action,” they may be concerned about
assigning an at-risk label. This could be especially true if considering the
educational climate in the United States over the last several years: particu-
larly as it relates to racial disproportionality in school discipline and special
education. The U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (OCR)
released a brief documenting disproportionate trends in school discipline.
The overall findings of the brief indicated that Black students experienced
out-of-school suspensions and expulsions at substantially higher rates than
White students did; students with disabilities were twice as likely to receive
an out-of-school suspension compared with students without disabilities; and
roughly 25% of Black boys and 20% of Black girls with disabilities received
an out-of-school suspension (OCR, 2014). Although these disproportionate
trends existed long before the release of this report, the 2014 findings placed
discipline and special education at the center of policy conversations, pro-
gram implementation, and academic research at the national, state, and school
district level.

Most relevant to the current study is action that took place in California.
For example, in September 2014, the Governor of California signed legisla-
tion banning expulsions for willful defiance. Willful defiance was a catchall
category of discipline infractions that could include behavior such as talking
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back to school personnel, violating the school dress code, or refusing to com-
plete assignments. This ban was due in large part to the category’s dispropor-
tionate impact on Black and Latinx students (California Assembly Bill 420,
2014). Another example is the California Department of Education’s callout
of school districts with disproportionate suspension, expulsion, and special
education rates and the requirement that these districts have their policies and
procedures reviewed and/or implement a plan to reduce disparities. This call-
out was in accordance with amendments made to the Individuals With
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The completion of the behavioral screener
in the study district comes on the heels of the OCR brief, during a period of
increased focus on disparities in school discipline and special education, and
substantial change in educational policy and program implementation regard-
ing school discipline and special education at the Federal level and in the
state of California.

In the context of this information, teachers may have been considerably
thoughtful yet cautious in assessing each student out of concern that even
though the purpose of the universal screener was to identify students in need
of additional support, they would contribute to the disproportionate trends in
student discipline and special education. This might be especially true for
externalizing behaviors because these behaviors are characteristic of the
types of infractions that generally warrant office discipline referrals and dis-
ciplinary consequences in the state of California (California Assembly Bill
1729, 2012). Ultimately, there could have been a tension between not want-
ing to perpetuate systemic bias and identifying students in need of additional
behavioral support. This could also potentially explain the lack of consider-
able variation in scores on the externalizing and internalizing behavior out-
come variables.

Comparing Results to the Extant Knowledge on Racial Matching

It is important to note that the results of the current study differ from Wright
and colleagues’ (2017) examination of teacher perceptions of students’ exter-
nalizing and internalizing behavior. They found that having a same-race
teacher was unrelated to teachers’ ratings of students’ internalizing behaviors,
but related to teachers’ ratings of students’ externalizing behaviors. These
differences in results could be due to bias from unobserved time-invariant
student characteristics in their models or could be because of the differences
between kindergarten and middle school. Arguably, middle school is a period
of significant biological, psychological, and social change. Preadolescents
can be sensitive about how they appear to others, need supportive relation-
ships with adults, and are concerned about establishing peer networks. In
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middle school, there is exposure of students to different teachers and peers as
students change classrooms throughout the day. This mobility limits the
amount of time students spend with a single teacher and a set group of peers,
thus complicating some of the aforementioned needs and concerns. It is also
argued that teachers spend more time monitoring behavior in middle school
than teachers in elementary school (Fabes, Carlo, Kupanoff, & Laible, 1999;
Roeser, Midgley, & Urdan, 1996). Perhaps these unique features of middle
school and early adolescence alter the dynamics of the teacher—student
relationship.

It is also important to note that similar studies assessing the effect of racial
matching on teachers’ perceptions of students’ behavior and academic capa-
bilities find significant effects for same-race Black—Black teachers rate Black
students more favorably than White teachers do. The current study also finds
a significant effect for externalizing behavior for Black students rated by
Black teachers when using the conventional student fixed effects model.
However, adding teacher fixed effects to the model nullifies this effect. This
finding suggests that controlling for unobserved teacher characteristics might
be an important source of eliminating bias.

Contrary to the findings for internalizing behavior for same-race Asian
and same-race Black, I did not find significant effects for same-race Latinx.
This finding is counter to what I expected. Although, it should be pointed out
that in the extant literature examining the effects of racial matching on teach-
ers’ perceptions of students, there is not a consistent effect across studies
(sometimes even within studies looking at multiple outcomes) for same-race
Latinx. These inconsistent findings across and within studies suggest that
racial matching operates differently for Black and Latinx groups.

Limitations

The small proportion of screeners rated at-risk for externalizing and internal-
izing behavior and the small sample of Black teachers rating Black students
limit the external validity of the current study. Although the generalizability
of these findings may be restricted, the takeaways from these findings are still
relevant. The lack of considerable variation in the outcome variables, particu-
larly the internalizing behavior outcome, may be an artifact of a larger chal-
lenge highlighted in the universal screening literature which says that
internalizing behaviors are traditionally overlooked and underserved in
schools (Cook et al., 2011). This is because internalizing behaviors are chal-
lenging to observe, are not generally disruptive to the classroom, do not chal-
lenge teachers’ authority, and tend to meet teachers’ behavioral expectations
(Gresham & Kern, 2004). Yet and still, students with internalizing behavior
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problems are at greater risk of lower academic achievement, physical health
challenges, limited opportunities for employment, and difficult relationships
with peers (Baker et al., 2008; Flook et al., 2005). If the goal of universal
screening for externalizing and internalizing behavior is to identify students
in need of additional support and teachers are the authority tasked with iden-
tifying these students, then understanding the mechanisms for the subjective
identification of students is important for both research and practice.

Implications and Next Steps

This study found that Black and Asian students were more likely to be rated
at-risk for internalizing behavior when assessed by their same-race Black and
Asian teachers. This finding has implications for educational policy and prac-
tice. If teachers view the assessment of both externalizing and internalizing
behaviors as a means of identifying students in need of behavioral support or
if teachers have differential views of externalizing and internalizing behav-
iors, the study findings could speak to the strength of the relationship between
same-race teachers and students that may be patterned by student comfort
and teacher empathy. Such a finding and explanation would further support
the calls for recruiting, training, and sustaining racial and ethnic minority
teachers in urban schools as well as the rationale for such recruitment efforts
(e.g., Villegas & Irvine, 2010) and suggests that the racial match between
teachers and students may help to “bridge home and school cultures.”
Regardless of teachers’ perceptions of the universal screening process and
externalizing and internalizing behaviors or whether the study findings are
because of bias, stereotypes, stereotype threat, role model effects, or the
strength of the relationship between teachers and students, it is important to
ensure that all teachers are sufficiently prepared to teach in urban schooling
environments, especially if student behavioral support is partially contingent
upon teachers’ identification of student risk or need. Urban schools are com-
monly characterized as lacking adequate teaching practices, sufficient
resources, strong administrative decision making, advanced counseling and
psychological services, and inclusive curriculum that meets the needs of all
students (Milner & Lomotey, 2014). Furthermore, teachers and administra-
tors sometimes adopt “context-neutral mindsets™ that ignore how the political
and social contexts of schools can shape opportunities and outcomes for stu-
dents (Milner, 2012; Williamson, Apedoe, & Thomas, 2016). This contextual
neutrality likely explains some of the aforementioned challenges in urban
school settings. Sufficient teacher preparation requires an understanding of
context. One such approach might be urban teacher residency programs.
Urban teacher residencies are an innovative approach for recruitment,
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preparation, and retention of teachers in urban schools. Context is at the core
of urban teacher residency programs. Williamson and colleagues (2016)
argue that

the challenge for urban teacher residency programs is to provide teachers with
the knowledge and skills to teach in a particular urban environment, while
recognizing the similarities and differences that may exist across different
urban contexts, particularly as it relates to their unique cultural landscapes,
organization of the schools, conflicts over space, and the flow of capital. (p.
1173)

This style of teacher preparation might allow teachers in urban school envi-
ronments to better understand their students and relevant social contexts and
thus may make it easier for teachers to identify students in need of support.

Future research should unpack the mechanisms through which racial
matching influences teachers’ perceptions of students’ externalizing and
internalizing behavior, particularly in the context of universal screening.
Classroom observations and surveys of teachers and students are some ways
to explore potential mechanisms. Research exploring these mechanisms can
guide policy and practice aimed at enhancing the universal screening process,
increasing teachers’ knowledge and capacity to identify student risk (with a
significant emphasis on internalizing behavior), and ultimately improving
service delivery for students with externalizing and internalizing behavior
challenges.
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