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ABSTRACT
This study highlights the salience of race, cultural match between student and teacher,
students’ cultural conformity and perceptions of opportunity, and teachers’ pedagogical
perspectives in students’ academic achievement, with particular attention to the perpetual
achievement gap between African American and European American students. This analysis of a
multi-ethnic group of 308 high school students and 23 teachers examines the inter-relatedness of
students’ and teachers’ cultural values, view, and practices and school-based environmental
factors that are often absent or dichotomized in explorations of academic achievement across
racial/cultural groups. Mann-Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis Test results revealed statistically
significantly higher achievement scores among (1) students who shared the same race/ethnicity
or shared the same race/ethnicity and culture with their teachers; (2) students who reported
cultural perspectives consistent with mainstream cultural views and experiences regarding race,
social issues, school-related coping strategies, and school opportunity; and (3) students whose
teachers reported pluralistic and multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles when compared to
their peers. Exploratory analyses of variance supported multiple regression analyses which found
each variable to explain from 15% to 23% of the variance in students’ academic achievement.
This African-centered investigation places the interests of African Americans central to its
exploration. It posits the cultural heritage and social-political experiences of its subjects as the
driving force of inquiry into the continual lack of “equal” opportunity for and “equal” legitimacy of
African American people and culture in public education in America. Therefore, this study is
informed by a comprehensive review of the history, culture, and social politics within which
America’s academic achievement levels and gaps are inextricably rooted. Given the
pervasiveness of socially-reconstructed inequality through institutions in America, the roles of
race, culture, and cultural conformity are analyzed in a “successful,” multi-ethnic high school in
the southwest. This analysis helps determine whether dynamics that involve culture and cultural
conformity are active in America’s classrooms and how they impact students’ achievement. It is
hoped that this clarification of racial and cultural dynamics within educational institutions will spur
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stakeholders’ motivations and inform policies and strategies to provide equitable educational
opportunities for African American students and to improve all students’ academic achievement.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on
America the mediocre educational performance that exists
today, we might well have viewed it as an act of war . . . .
unilateral educational disarmament . . . . A high level of
shared education is essential to a free, democratic
society…that prides itself on pluralism and individual freedom
(U. S. Department of Education, 1983: p. 1-2).
America’s educational achievement levels are substandard both nationally and
internationally. Education leaders in this country are alarmed by America’s declining international
status in education. During the last two decades, in the lifetime of one generation, our country has
plummeted from first to ninth-place among 34 countries in the percentage of young Americans
who possess college degrees (U. S. Department of Education, 2010b). World education rankings
developed in 2009 by the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development (OECD)
indicated the United States’ status has dropped from being among the top countries to average.
United States (U. S.) citizens aged 15 in 2009 ranked 14th out of 34 countries in reading skills,
17th in science and 25th in mathematics (OECD, 2010). In 2009, on the international Programme
for International Student Assessment, out of 1,000 points in each subject, 15-year old United
States citizens scored only 487 in mathematics, 500 in reading, and 502 in science (OECD,
2010). Furthermore, the OECD report also revealed U. S. schools with less than 10 percent of
students who receive free or reduced lunch scored 68 points higher in reading than their peers in
schools with more than 75 percent of students who receive free or reduced lunch, which is a
measure of economic disadvantage that applies disproportionately to people of color.
America’s ever-present racial/ethnic gaps in academic achievement reveal the extent to
which the nation’s educational deficits disproportionately impact African American1 and Latin or
Latino2 students and their communities. Discrepancies in students’ academic achievement
1

The terms Black, Black American, and African American are used interchangeably to refer
to descendants of Black Africans in the United States.
2
The terms Latino or Latin American are used to refer to descendants of Latin or Latino
Americans who reside in the United States.
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parallel discrepancies in opportunities experienced everyday by students of different cultural
backgrounds (Gutiérrez, 2008). Moreover, the racial difference in educational achievement in the
United States is attributable to the similarity or difference between students’ culture and the
schooling practices they are expected to engage and to master, which often are derived from
European American culture (Allen & Boykin, 1992; American Psychological Association, 2003;
Au, 1980, Au & Mason, 1981; Boykin, et al, 2005; Hollins, 1996; Lee, et al., 2003; Loewen, 2007;
Michaels, 1981; Tyler, et al, 2005). In support of universal, high-quality basic education for all
students, Education International’s President, Susan Hopgood, explained that concepts of equity,
access, and human rights in education are inseparable (McCabe, 2010). However, Secretary of
Education, Arne Duncan, recently warned U. S. citizens that America’s dream and promise of
education as an equalizer is a long way away (U.S. Department of Education, 2010b).
Throughout the history of the United States, the racial divide in academic achievement
has existed. The achievement gap has been explored by researchers of many disciplines and
perspectives (Barton & Coley, 2009; Benedict, 1934; Coleman, 1966; Du Bois, 1902; Gutiérrez,
2008; Hare, 1987; Hare & Castenell, 1986; Hirsch, 1996; Kambon, 1992; U. S. Department of
Labor, 1965; Vanneman, et. al, 2009; Woodson, 1919; Woodson, 1933). Based on a review of
related literature, this empirical analysis of an ethnically diverse group of students highlights key
cultural factors found to impact students’ academic achievement. Particular attention is given to
African American students. In multi-ethnic learning environments, African American students are
typically found among students who receive the lowest scores. This study examines race and
cultural factors that are often absent or dichotomized in empirical explorations of academic
achievement across racial/cultural groups. This analysis goes beyond students’ and teachers’
race and culture to examine differences in students’ academic achievement with regard to
students’ and teachers’ cultural conformity to mainstream American culture, students’ perceptions
of opportunity and coping strategies, and teachers’ pedagogical vies and practices. The following
research questions guide this analysis:
Q1:

Does student culture (as assessed by the Social Outlook Survey) correlate with course
grades and tests scores?
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Q2:

Do students who share a common race and culture with their teachers have higher
student achievement?

Q3:

Do students who have optimistic perceptions of opportunity have higher grades and test
scores than students who have pessimistic perceptions of opportunity?

Q4:

What are the pedagogical views and practices of teachers whose students have higher
student achievement?

Q5:

What is the impact of race, culture, cultural match or cultural mismatch, cultural
conformity, students’ perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies, and teachers’
pedagogical styles on course grades and tests scores?
This investigation of a multi-ethnic sample of students and teachers strives to

comprehensively depict sociocultural learning processes and contexts (Vygotsky, 1986; Wertsch,
1991, 1998) found to impact public education environments and students’ engagement in learning
in American schools. In particular, this study presents historical and political events as well as
sociocultural and cognitive factors within which racial gaps in America’s academic achievement
are inextricably rooted. The perspective of this study does not rest upon a latent assumption that
individual students of different races/ethnicities inevitably produce differential outcomes. But
rather, this inquiry addresses the seemingly perpetual achievement gap as a manifestation of
pervasive, socially-reconstructed inequality through American education. This research
illuminates the necessity for education stakeholders in all walks of life to help improve America’s
expectations and commitment to high-quality education for all students throughout the diverse
cultural communities of this nation. Explicitly, the nation (driven by community demands) must
establish a commitment to academic excellence for all students and ensure equitable educational
opportunities for African American students, especially, given this groups’ low status of academic
achievement.
Much of America’s socio-political history regarding African Americans, specifically, has
been characterized by unfriendly impositions of policies and practices enacted through America’s
political structure and supported by a mainstream community whose commitment to individual
freedom and civil liberty for all may be viewed as foreign or at least sporadic by many Black
Americans. Nearly sixty years ago, Black-White3 race-based conflicts in American public
3

The terms White, White American, or European American are used interchangeably to refer
to descendants of European or European Americans who reside in the United States.
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education drew massive national and international attention when U. S. Army troops were
ordered by President Eisenhower to defend the lives of the first nine African American children
(who were selected for their excellent grades and attendance) to peacefully, but sternly,
desegregate Central High School in Little Rock, Arkansas in 1957. The school was ordered to
desegregate pursuant to the 1954 Brown et al. v. the Board of Education of Topeka Kansas
(Brown v. the Board) Supreme Court ruling which declared racially-separate schools inherently
unequal. Army troops were called in after Arkansas’ National Guard and Governor Orval Faubus
denied the students’ entrance into the school and the White community’s threats to lynch the
children became prevalent (Bates, 1962). The Supreme Court’s ruling called for the enforcement
of African Americans’ civil rights; civil rights that had been denied since the 1868 adoption of the
14th Amendment. Through desegregation, the Brown v. the Board decision sought to remedy
race-based inequality in educational opportunity in America’s public schools. The decision
resulted in decades of local and national efforts by some to avoid and by others to address social
and political inequalities, particularly in the quality of and access to public educational resources.
Passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Public Law 88-352, 78 Stat. 241) and 1965
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Public Law 89-10, 79 Stat. 27, 20 U.S.C. ch. 70)
aimed to address continuing educational inequalities. Subsequently, racial/ethnic gaps in
academic achievement narrowed in the 1970s and 1980s as measured by National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading and mathematics tests. However, trends toward resegregation and growing achievement gaps in public schools became evident by the 1990s
(Barton & Coley, 2010; Braddock, 1980; Rampsey et al., 2008). During the decade between the
early and late 1990s, White-Black achievement gaps increased, generally, with some temporary
decreases. From 1999 to 2004, racial achievement gaps narrowed. However, little change
occurred in the achievement disparities from 2004 to 2008 (Barton & Coley, 2010).
In the decade following implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB),
many neighborhood public schools became dramatically less stable administratively,
professionally for teachers, and academically for students. NCLB instituted unprecedented testing
mandates which required each racial/ethnic group of students to meet yearly progress goals and

4

benchmarks. The stated purpose was to close the historical achievement gaps between White
students and students of color, English language learners, and economically disadvantaged
students in public schools (Public Law 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425). Coupled with the biggest
economic crisis experienced by this nation since the 1930s, enactment of NCLB resulted in
massive administrative-upheavals, high-stakes testing of students, high-stakes accountability of
educators, performance-based dismissals of teacher and administrators, funding crises, and
massive down-sizing in education personnel and resources. NCLB enforced annual penalties
which included reduction in school accountability ratings, withholding monetary incentives for
educators, withdrawal of administrative-autonomy, and school closures.
Currently, the Race to the Top has replaced NCLB. The Race to the Top appears
reminiscent of its predecessor with the exceptions of new focuses on the appropriateness of
progress requirements, expanded rewards to meet the Race to the Top’s mandates, and
strategies to achieve equitable distributions of effective teachers (U.S. Department of Education,
2010a). Critics identify many problematic elements of the Race to the Top which include
insufficient explicit focus on strong curricula with aligned instruction and assessments, continued
disrespect to the professionalism of teachers, high-stakes testing of students, and heightened
encouragement for the proliferation of charter schools that draw upon resources that support
public education (Ravitch, 2010b).
NCLB is now among many historical legislative and judicial mandates that have proven to
be inept responses to the perpetual Black-White gap in opportunity and achievement in American
public education. Generally, justification for these policies has been based on educational
research that sites the abiding presence and impacts of inequality in social and educational
opportunity. However, evaluators of education policies have typically reported the mandates’
negative or insufficient influences on both tangible and intangible outcomes in educational
achievement. In light of today’s escalating attention to racial/ethnic achievement gaps and the
heightening socio-political and economic consequences of substandard education in America and
around the world, such administrative irresponsibility regarding public education is highly
unacceptable. Fortunately, many years of compelling research on race, culture, and educational
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excellence and equity provide a wealth of insights into cultural, social-political (i.e. the distribution
of resources among social groups), and instructional paradigms that support strategies to achieve
educational excellence for all students and academic equity for Black students, in particular.
Throughout history, key factors that had previously been identified in education research have
later been ignored in federal policies which, reportedly, were employed to address America’s
inequality in education.

Significance of Study
Integrated analytical perspectives and interdisciplinary strategies must be brought to the
exploration of the perpetual racial divide in American education. The insights of many scholars
across various disciplines have been brought together in this analysis to comprehensively engage
the polemic of race and culture in American educational achievement. The primary importance of
this study is to bring a comprehensive, interdisciplinary view of race and cultural factors to the
analysis of the impact of ethnicity on educational outcomes in this multi-ethnic society.
The theory of contextual interaction (Cortes, 1986) helps to describe the multifaceted
nature of the academic environment. Contextual interaction theory was developed to address the
cultural factors of minority students (especially language-minority students) in American
educational environments. Cortes maintains that minority students’ educational outcomes and
attitudes are the result of an interaction between schools’ social contexts and the sociocultural
backgrounds of students. Further, he argues that curriculum and organization constitute the
school’s context and reflect the expectations of the social majority, which represent the societal
context. Consequently, students’ education is framed by the interaction between the societal
context, school context, and the students’ sociocultural contexts (Brittain, 2005; Cortes, 1986).
“‘Academic achievement’ is a function of the dynamic interaction between the socialpolitical context, the school context, and educational input factors (within the school), instructional
elements, and student qualities (Hollins, 1996:13).” For this reason, what students bring to the
educational environment greatly affects their schooling experiences (Nieto, 1992). Individually,
students of color have limited power to influence American schools’ structures. Yet, these
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students must respond to mainstream school contexts in ways that are consistent with students’
unique sociocultural tools and experiences (Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi, 1986). Interactions between
the sociocultural tools and experiences of students of color and schools’ structures (which are
largely a result of the societal context) produce differential educational outcomes (Brittain, 2005).
In line with the previously cited works, this research explores sociocultural and sociopolitical structural factors of the American collective in relation to teacher and learner factors. This
study does not support the dichotomization of race and cultural factors that impact student
achievement, but rather explores the inter-relatedness of variables that researchers have often
isolated. Further, this study analyzes culture in a way that does not require participants to fit into
the parameters of one culture or any particular culture. Instead, measures used in this
investigation are comprehensive and flexible to assess features resulting from one culture or
multiple cultures. This analysis is consistent with notions of cultural variability between
racial/ethnic groups (American Psychological Association, 2003) and views of cultural variability
within cultural groups (Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003; Wainryb, 2005; Wallace, 1961).
This exploratory analysis is expected to help re-shape the conceptualization of race and
cultural factors that are active in students’ cognitive learning processes and in the socio-political
schooling environments within which disproportionate student achievement outcomes are
continually produced. While this study is geared toward uplifting all students’ academic
achievement, including a multi-ethnic group of students such as the source of the data in this
examination, the primary focus of this analysis is African American students and, indirectly, other
students whose cultures are inconsistent with mainstream society and their teachers’ cultures.
Moreover, this investigation highlights students’ and teachers’ cultures, race and cultural match
between student and teacher, pedagogical perspectives and practices of teachers, and students’
perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies with regard to higher academic scores.
Unlike previous studies that have focused on cultural and socio-political issues in
education (Arunkumar, 1999; Au, 1980; Au and Mason, 1981; Farkas, 1990, 1996; Hauser-Cram,
et al., 2003; Malcolm, 1979, 1980, 1982; Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch, 1995), this analysis of a
multi-ethnic group of students and teachers goes beyond the academic achievement of students
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of different races, students’ and teachers’ cultural match, and differences in students’ academic
achievement in relation to their cultures. This research also investigates students’ and teachers’
cultural conformity to mainstream American culture in relation to student’s academic
achievement. Additionally, this exploration compares the academic achievement of students who
share a common race and/or culture with their teacher to the academic achievement of students
who do not share race and/or culture with their teacher. Furthermore, the relationship between
race, culture, and students’ perceptions of opportunity (Ogbu, 1978; 1982) is explored to see if
the course grades and test scores of students who have optimistic perceptions of opportunity and
positive coping behaviors are higher than the grades and scores of students who have
pessimistic perceptions and negative coping behaviors. Finally, teachers’ pedagogical views
regarding cultural mediation (Hollins, 1996) is assessed to identify instructional perspectives and
strategies that are related to higher educational achievement outcomes. This study also explores
relationships between teachers’ cultures and pedagogical views and practices. The results of this
analysis are expected to help clarify the relationship between race, cultural/social outlook,
perceptions of opportunity, pedagogy, and students’ academic achievement.
Consistent with cultural difference theory (Hannertz, 1969; Williams, 1974), cultural
congruence, and cultural match/mismatch research (Au et al., 1980; Erickson, 1975; Erickson &
Shultz, 1977; Mohatt & Erickson, 1981), this analysis posits the student’s internalized cultural
worldview (which is internalized through home, community, and peer relationships) in relation to
school-based culture (which includes the teacher’s culture as a component of the school’s
learning environmental). Familial, peer, community, and school culture constitute significant
societal context variables which impact the educational achievement of students (Knight, 1980).
DiMaggio (1982), DiMaggio & Mohr (1985), (Stanton-Salazar and Dornbusch (1995), and
Roscigno (1998) stress the need to assess the impact of cultural capital on educational
achievement. This study addresses researchers’ suggestion to emphasize cultural resources in a
way that assesses culture with regard to the interaction of co-existing cultures and acculturation
(Gearing, 1973, 1975; Lubeck, 1984), including perceptions of discrimination in the opportunity
structure (Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch, 1995). In this analysis, students and teachers of various
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races/ethnicities and cultures were examined to determine how differences in students’ and
teachers’ cultural capital (in terms of worldview, students’ perceptions of opportunity and coping
strategies, and teachers’ pedagogical styles) impact students’ educational achievement.

Methodological Perspective
Centric theories in African American culture, socialization, and personality (Akbar, 1976,
1979, 1985, 1994; Akbar, 1996; Asante, 1980; Azibo, 1983a, 1983b, 1989, 1990,1991a, 1991b,
1992, 1996; Boykin & Toms, 1985; Diop, 1974, 1978; Kambon, 1992; Karenga, 1980; King, 1990;
Myers, 1987, 1988; Nobles, 1974, 1976, 1980a, 1986; Welsing, 1991; White & Parham, 1990;
Williams, 1981) are integral aspects of the core body of knowledge that grounds this
interdisciplinary African-centered research. Centric theorists advance the notion that every ethnic
group possesses its distinct cultural conceptual system (Myers, 1987, 1988) that houses
perpetual life-forces to maintain the survival of its progeny. Additionally, centric theorists contend
that individual and collective existence and advancement are intricately affected by history,
culture, the extent of support for one’s indigenous culture, and the imposition of other cultures.
An African-centered worldview forms the methodological perspective of this research,
which is multi-disciplinary and is based upon a combination of theoretical foci and research
strategies from various fields of analysis. As African-centered analysis, (called Africology or
Africalogy by scholars Molefi Asante (1990) and John Henrik Clarke (1991), respectively) this
study examines the historical and cultural heritage and experiences of its African American
subjects as the central, driving force of analytical inquiry (Asante, 1980; 1990). This analysis also
acknowledges and addresses the distinct cultural heritages and experience of its subjects who
are not of African descent. Likewise, this research acknowledges the legitimacy of the multiple
perspectives represented in world knowledge. This work advances the notion that the equal coexistence of multiple cultural groups of people and their associated realities, histories,
worldviews, and needs (i.e., pluriversality) is legitimate and necessary to world balance. In line
with this assertion, a fundamental theoretical assumption of this endeavor is that world balance
requires the advancement of multiple cultural perspectives in order to gain mutually respectful
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insights, support, and opportunity for social achievement (Keto, 1989; Woodson, 1933).
Therefore, this work rejects the notion of the preeminence of any one culture. In particular, given
its North American context4, this work rejects the perpetuation of the Euro-American cultural
worldview and related praxis within its institutions as the sole valid cultural worldview and
experience (Ani, 1994; Asante, 1980; 1987; 1990; Ben-Jochannan, 1989; Karenga, 1982, 1990;
Karenga & Carruthers, 1986).
The concept of cultural relativism (Benedict, 1934) places culture, explicitly and implicitly,
as the central theme of analysis regarding differential factors and disparate outcomes among
various social groups. The African-centered premise of this study naturally engages the precepts
of cultural relativism in analyzing culture and social-political context in the continual denial of the
“equal” legitimacy of African Americans and African-based culture in public education in America.
In line with an African-centered core commitment of to the agency of its subjects, this study
advances the investigative practice of valuing the voices of subjects in creating bodies of primary
research (Asante, 1990). A prime example of analytical deficits that may occur when the voices
and values of primary subjects are omitted or invalidated is the misinterpretation of the ancient
African cosmology by historians who possessed or employed inconsistent or incompatible cultural
perspectives. That analytic deficit resulted in losses in the advancement of world knowledge,
particularly in the realm of African spirituality and philosophy, which are commonly distorted. The
losses have resulted from misunderstandings and distortions of the worldview and cultural
symbols of ancient African civilizations.
Today, the expressions of African offspring (in their many racial and cultural
manifestations) remain the purest indicators of truth with respect to African people. This assertion
applies to all people. Therefore, while the validity of self-report may be questioned by “disciplined”
researchers who doubt its validity as a truthful measure, African-centered analyses advance selfreport as a necessary, valid, and invaluable form of information in scientific inquiry. This study
relies on the fundamental authority of the voices of its primary subjects and exercises due

4

The terms North America(n) and America(n) are used throughout this work to refer the
angolphone countries or people of the Americas which include Canada and, in particular, the
United States where European or Anglo-American cultures and languages are prevalent.
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diligence in the analysis of results. Specifically with regard to this study, a multi-ethnic sample
allows the voices of students and teachers from diverse backgrounds to be heard, while
highlighting African American students as a particular focus of analysis. Additionally, a multiethnic school helped to ensure racial and cultural diversity among the samples of students and
teachers, which provided the necessary groups of matched and mismatched subjects. In fact,
most African American students attend schools that are multi-ethnic (Orfield, 2009). Even within
“better” and multi-ethnic schools, African American students typically occupy the lowest status of
achievement. Therefore, identification of distinctions between African American students’ views
and experiences and the views and experiences of students of other ethnicities and cultures
greatly informs this analysis.

Study Design
The quantitative component of this study was conducted in a multi-ethnic public high
school within a large, urban, school district in southwest USA. The study included 308 students
and 23 of their teachers. Race, cultural values, cultural match between students and teachers,
and students’ conformity to mainstream culture were primary independent variables. Students’
perceptions of social and school-based opportunities, students’ compatibility with the school’s
learning environment, students’ coping strategies with regard to education, and teachers’
pedagogical views and practices were secondary independent variables in this investigation.
Dependent variables included students’ academic achievement scores.
Students’ (Appendix A) and teachers’ (Appendix B) cultural views were measured using
the Social Outlook Survey (Boykin, Jagers, Ellison, & Albury, 1997), which was designed to
measure the Afrocultural value of communalism or the interdependence of people. Student’s
voluntary (dominant) or involuntary (subordinate) cultural perspectives on race, social issues, and
school opportunity and practices were measured using a Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping
Strategies (POCS) questionnaire. The POCS was designed by the researcher as an exploratory
tool to address students’ perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies (Appendix C), based
on Ogbu’s (1974, 1978) research on voluntary and involuntary cultural factors in education. The
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Social Outlook Survey and POCS were also used as indicators of cultural views and values
reflective of conformity with mainstream cultural views and experiences. Teachers’ instructional
styles were measured using the Pedagogical Views and Practices (PVP) questionnaire
developed by the researcher (Appendix D), based on Hollins’ (1996) pedagogical types of
cultural mediation.
The declining capacity of public education, with racial disparities at its core, has caused
an intensification of national and international concerns about the historical achievement gap
between White students and African American students. At this critical time in the educational
history of America in general, and African Americans, specifically, the perspective of this research
accentuates the preeminence of cultural imperatives in human endeavors and addresses related
inequities in education. The ever-present racial gaps in students’ academic achievement run
parallel with the ever-present differences between: (1) the indigenous cultures of Americans, (2)
the social-political histories, and (3) daily life-experiences of American students. The dynamics
and consequences of centuries of cultural coexistence and cultural incompatibilities between
students, teachers, and other education stakeholders with divergent heritages and distinct cultural
competencies and have long been ignored, misunderstood, misinterpreted, misrepresented, illaddressed, and exacerbated in public education. This negligence contributes to the maintenance
of the seemingly perpetual, race-based achievement gap. This investigation provides a
historically-based, culturally-sensitive, and culturally-grounded analysis that elucidates core
issues regarding this problem in public education. This work supports indigenous world cultures
and rejects cultural imposition, particularly in educational arenas.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

An African-centered worldview grounds this analysis in culture and history which clarifies
misconceptions regarding the social, political nature of this cultural problem in education. Without
the context of historical events that clarifies long-standing roots to contemporary problems, it is
quite easy to misinterpret current trends in society and in social behaviors. Likewise, faulty
conclusions may be drawn with regard to individuals or social groups, when cultural and societal
contexts are ignored. The purpose of this chapter is to establish the historical context of the
Black-White achievement gap in America with the purpose of identifying relevant cultural and
structural factors. Many of the cultural and structural elements identified in this chapter have been
identified within or have been found to impact the learning environments of students, in general.
However, this overview of the education of Black people in North America includes an
investigation of past and present educational mandates that hold particular insights into current
educational phenomena that focus specifically upon Black and White students in public education
such as the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education decision. In addition, it addresses the more recent
No Child Left Behind and the current Race to the Top federal legislation which encompass
mandates that affect public education students of all ethnicities, while targeting additional
accountability expectations toward students of color, economically disadvantaged, and English
language learners. An exploration of longitudinal education statistics and key educational factors
are presented to illustrate the magnitude of the problem, particularly for the lowest achievers.

Historical Context: Factors Impacting American Public Education
Historically, Black people in American have fought to obtain formal education with the
goal of acquiring equal opportunities for themselves and their progeny in order to thrive in this
nation-state (Obadele, 1988) or society. From a nation-state perspective, Black people in
America, enslaved and free, represent a distinct nation or ethnic group with whom the American
nation-state has not been (nor is currently) historically, culturally, or politically aligned (Obadele,
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1988). Federal, state, and social law; social and political terrorism; and philanthropy have
determined the content and context of American education (Kamau, 1996). The progeny who
have consistently received the benefits of America’s philanthropic pursuits and civil liberties under
equal protection of the nation’s laws, clearly, have not been Black. The acquisition of equal
opportunity to thrive has long been the core desire and struggle of Black people in this land.
Historians, cultural anthropologists, African-centered theorists, and other scholars argue
that the process of education has been used to keep non-mainstream people of color, including
African Americans ignorant and/or unable to collectively act in their own best interests (Anderson,
1988; Ani, 1994; Clarke, 1991; Kamau, 1996; Kambon, 1992). The material greed and
ethnocentric worldview of the American enslavers’ were grounded in cultural and racial
superiority. Through this paradigm, America has maintained a fundamentally oppressive social
order that has been considered the worse imposition of culture in history (Kamau, 1996;
Woodson, 1933). Proponents of this view contend that in the process of subjugating Africans and
African contributions to world culture; African cosmology, culture, languages, and people have
been labeled sub-human and pagan in American society (Obadele, 1988). This prominent,
derogatory view of Black people has been evident in America’s treatment of the African’s right to
human and civil liberties including high-quality education.
The education of Black people in America may be viewed from the perspective of five
eras. Throughout these historical periods in public education Constitutional law, judicial rulings,
and federal legislation have played key roles concerning schooling, school equity, and school
desegregation strategies. The first era encompassed the sustained tenure of ‘no rights by law’ for
Black people in this country. This began with America’s enslavement and importation of African
people and was validated more than 250 years later by the 1857 Dred Scott v. Sanford Supreme
Court decision (Dred Scott, 1957), among other Supreme Court cases. The ‘no rights by law’ era
was followed by the “freedmen’s rights” era, which was a period produced by the Civil War,
Reconstruction, the Civil Rights Act of 1866 (14 Stat. 27) and the Civil Rights Act of 1875 (18
Stat. 335). Following the freedmen’s rights era, the 1896 Plessy v. Ferguson Supreme Court case
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(Plessy v. Ferguson, 1896) reinforced racial segregation in America and marked the onset of the
“separate-but-equal” era.
The separate-but-equal era ended with the 1954 Supreme Court decision in the case of
Brown v. the Board, which initiated the era of “desegregation” (Anderson, 1993). It can be argued
that a fifth period is at hand which ranges from 1988 to the present, marking an era of resegregation and federally-mandated high-stakes testing in public schools. In many public schools
across the nation, de facto segregation (e.g., caused by housing trends) has replaced de jure
segregation, which resulted from government action (Ed Week, 2004). Generally, the United
States no longer overtly discriminates against citizens based on race/ethnicity. However, legal
and oppressive, contextual and interactional structures have been institutionalized through the
cultural views and practices of this nation-state’s organizations and constituents (Obadele, 1988).
Now, over one-half a century since the Brown v. the Board decision, recent statistics show trends
toward public school re-segregation that intensified throughout the 1990s and continue. The
trends have been particularly evident in the south, where United States Census reports indicate
most Black people live (Orfield, 2009).

The No-Rights-By-Law Era
This era preceded and included the Civil War. Black peoples’ struggle with America for
high-quality education began during their enslavement. Many Africans were stolen into
enslavement from nation-states that considered education critical to a peoples’ livelihood and
advancement (Boateng, 1990; Schwaller de Lubicz, 1978). However, to justify the enslavement of
Black people, America claimed Black people were inherently ignorant and docile. This demeaning
characterization helped intensify the Black community’s desire for education. Nonetheless,
American enslavers concluded that educating enslaved Africans was dangerous and
unnecessary (Clarke, 1991). Second to freedom, Black people in America wanted education
(Anderson, 1988; Butchart, 1980; DuBois, 1935a). Education was tied to their drive for social,
economic and political freedom, and self-defined transformation (Kamau, 1996).
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Before the 1793 invention of the cotton gin which benefitted the “owners’ of the enslaved
Africans, formal education for Black people occurred through skill and craft development to
increase the property-value of the enslaved (Bullock, 1967). However, intricately planned
insurrections attempted by enslaved revolutionaries like Gabriel Prosser in 1800 and Nat Turner
in 1831, lead American leaders to view the education of Black people as problematic (Kamau,
1996). In David Walker’s 1829 self-published APPEAL To the COLOURED CITIZENS OF THE
WORLD, but in particular, and very expressly, to those of THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
(Walker, 1965), he bitterly opposed the unequal schooling of black children. He viewed this
assault as only a part of the cruel treatment Black people suffered at the hands of White America.
As a free Black man, he issued a clarion call to the free Black people in America. He warned that
only by joining together could Black people improve themselves, their children, and their enslaved
brethren. While Walker’s respect for and gratitude to White supporters was evident, he warned
the Black community against being “neutral spectators” and against becoming discouraged by
“lawful attempts” to maintain Black peoples’ oppression.
Many earlier Supreme Court rulings like the Dred Scott decision of 1857 failed to provide
relief to African Americans who suffered substandard and treacherous plights. Some rulings
favored the rights of Black people. However, overwhelmingly the enforcement of equal rights and
equal protection was not found for Black plaintiffs in American courts. Dred Scott v. John F. A.
Sanford was one of the most significant cases to deal with constitutional and state’s rights for
African Americans. In 1846, Mr. and Mrs. Dred Scott filed suit in the St. Louis federal court for
their freedom. They lost the first trial, but won the second trial. The Scotts’ “owner” (Irene
Emerson) appealed the case to the Supreme Court, and the decision was reversed. Scott
appealed to the Supreme Court. The March 1857 majority decision of the Supreme Court was
delivered by Chief Justice Roger B. Taney. Seven of the nine justices asserted that Scott was to
remain enslaved. Taney argued that Scott had never been free and was not a citizen of the
United States. Therefore, he contended, Scott had no right to bring suit in federal court on any
matter. The decision helped to entrench the position that Black people had no rights that
American institutions and constituents were bound to uphold. Enslavers saw their peace,
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prosperity, and civilization as dependent on the suppression and the illiteracy of enslaved Black
people (Anderson, 1993). During the Civil War, at the time of the Emancipation Proclamation in
1863, only five to ten percent of the Black population throughout America was literate, regardless
of their “slave” or “free” status (DuBois, 1935a; Holmes, 1969).

The Freedmen’s Rights Era
The Freedmen’s Rights Era followed the Civil War (1861-1865) and included
Reconstruction, Constitutional Amendments (U. S. Constitution, Amendment XIII, Amendment
XIV, & Amendment XV), and Civil Rights Acts of 1866 and 1875. Enslavement was abolished
after the Civil War and during the period from 1865 to 1877, which is known as Reconstruction.
Reconstructed governments were implemented when a confederate state came under control of
the Union Army. During Reconstruction, newly “freed” Black people in America were afforded
land-ownership, voting rights for males, employment, and learning opportunities. Biracial state
governments were formed. Northern and southern teachers, both Black and White, provided
education to freedmen through missionary organizations, churches, and schools (Kamau, 1996).
The Civil Rights Act of 1866 and three Congressional Amendments to the U. S.
Constitution were enacted to abolish the enslavement of Africans in America (Amendment XIII in
1865), to protect the Black freedmen (Civil Rights Act of 1866), to grant full citizenship to those
other than native Americans who were born in the U.S. (Civil Rights Act of 1866 and Amendment
XIV in 1868), to redefine citizenship (Amendment XIV in 1868), to offer a statement of assurance
of rights to citizens, and to provide non-White males the right to vote (Civil Rights Act of 1866 and
Amendment XV in 1870). The following are legal summaries of the related Constitutional
Amendments:
Amendment XIII (Abolition of Slavery, 1865):
“Section 1. Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as a
punishment for crime whereof the party shall have been duly
convicted, shall exist within the United States, or any place
subject to their jurisdiction.”
“Section 2. Congress shall have power to enforce this article by
appropriate legislation” (U. S. Constitution).
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Amendment XIV (Privileges and Immunities, Due Process, Equal
Protection, Apportionment of Representatives, Civil War
Disqualification and Debt, 1868):
“Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States,
and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United
States and of the state wherein they reside. No state shall make
or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or
immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any state
deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process
of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws” (U. S. Constitution).
Amendment XV (Rights Not to Be Denied on Account of Race,
1870): “Section 1. The right of citizens of the United States to vote
shall not be denied or abridged by the United States or by any
state on account of race, color, or previous condition of servitude”
(U. S. Constitution).
Through the political involvement of freed African American males during Reconstruction,
public education was institutionalized in southern states where most Black people lived (and
continue to live). This benefited both freedmen and poor White people. However, White citizens
of all stations in life fought against the availability of education for the masses. White citizens
believed that educated freedmen would desire social equality, and therefore, White citizens
fought efforts to educate Black people. They fought with economic, political, and military assaults,
and with social terrorism through organized groups like the Nightriders and Ku Klux Klan, which
were firmly grounded in white supremacy and were protected by American society (Bullock,
1967).
During and after the enslavement of Black people in America, the type of education Black
people should receive was an ongoing aspect of the struggle between the Black community and
mainstream society (Bullock, 1967). Consistent with the expressed intent of the Thirteenth and
Fourteenth Constitutional Amendments, the Civil Rights Act of 1875 guaranteed Black citizens
the same treatment as White citizens in certain public places and with regard to jury service.
However, the Hayes-Tillman Compromise of 1877 ended Reconstruction with removal of the
Union Army from the south where the Army protected freedmen who exercised their civil rights.
Reversals in protection of the Black community’s human and civil rights proceeded (Anderson,
1993; DuBois, 1935a; Holmes, 1969).

18

The Separate But Equal Era
For centuries, less-than-human, property-status had been placed upon Black people
through America’s Constitution and its inhumane treatment of Black people and Black progeny
through their perpetual enslavement. After centuries of justification for brutal captivity, which was
based on the “natural inferiority” of Black people, free African Americans were viewed by many
White Americans only marginally as human beings. Generally, African Americans were seen as
inherently unintelligent, ruthless, smelly and threatening (Kluger, 1975). Black people’s presence
was shameful to this nation, which strived to be a world leader. Separate but equal policies
denied African Americans access to the nation’s institutions, which served as melting pots for
Europeans in America, while blaming African Americans for their own mistreatment by America
and treating African Americans as social and political pollutants (Kluger, 1975). Segregated
facilities were unquestionably unequal. Black people were relegated to inferior conditions,
services, and lifestyles with no effective legal recourse.
The landmark 1896 Plessy v. Ferguson Supreme Court case came nearly 50 years after
the 1848 Roberts v. City of Boston case (Roberts v. City of Boston, 1850) in which the
Massachusetts Supreme Court dismissed the Roberts’ case regarding public school admission.
This set the legal precedent for “separate by equal” facilities (Douglas, 2005). The subsequent
verdict in Plessy v. Ferguson regarding intrastate railroad transportation upheld southern
practices of segregation and established the “separate by equal” doctrine. In dissent, Judge John
Marshall Harlan protested against forced racial separation as an unconstitutional brand of
servitude, which defeated the purpose and intent of Constitutional Amendments XIII, XIV, and XV
of 1865, 1868, and 1870, respectively (Douglas, 2005).
Historical issues of identity and power in America caused some to ask if history bore
witness to the need for high-quality, racially-separate schools (DuBois, 1935b). For some, the
question remains germane to this day. Some circumstances have changed since W. E. B. DuBois
spoke to the issue of racially-separate schools. Yet, many elements remain relevant now, 75
years since DuBois wrote:
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They [racially-separate schools] are needed just so far as they
are necessary for the proper education of the Negro race. The
proper education of any people includes sympathetic touch
between teacher and pupil; knowledge on the part of the teacher,
not simply of the individual taught, but of his surroundings and
background, and the history of his class and group; such contact
between pupils, and between teacher and pupil, on the basis of
perfect social equality, as will increase this sympathy and
knowledge; facilities for education in equipment and housing,
and the promotion of such extra-curricular activities as will tend
to induct the child into life. . . .
If Negroes could conceive that Negroes could establish schools
quite as good as or even superior to white schools . . . . but as
long as American Negroes believe that their race is
constitutionally and permanently inferior to white people, they
necessarily disbelieve in every possible Negro Institution (p.
330).
. . . . Until American Negroes believe in their own power and
ability, they are going to be helpless before the white world . . . .
[W]hat he needs more than separate schools is a firm and
unshakable belief that twelve million American Negroes have the
inborn capacity to accomplish just as much as any nation of
twelve million anywhere in the world ever accomplished, and that
this is not because they are Negroes but because they are
human . . . . But beyond this . . . . American Negroes have,
because of their history, group experiences and memories, a
distinct entity, whose spirit and reactions demand a certain type
of education for its development (p. 333).
To sum up this: theoretically, the Negro needs neither
segregated schools nor mixed schools. What he needs is
Education. What he must remember is that there is no magic,
either in mixed schools or in segregated schools. A mixed school
with poor and unsympathetic teachers, with hostile public
opinion, and no teaching of truth concerning black folk, is bad. A
segregated school with ignorant placeholders, inadequate
equipment, poor salaries, and wretched housing, is equally bad.
Other things being equal, the mixed school is the broader, more
natural basis for the education of all youth. It gives wider
contacts; it inspires greater self-confidence; and suppresses the
inferiority complex. But other things are seldom equal, and in that
case, Sympathy, Knowledge, and the Truth, outweigh all that the
mixed school can offer. (p. 335)

The Desegregation Era
Although most Americans associate the impact of the case of Oliver L. Brown et al. v. the
Board of Education of Topeka Kansas (Brown v. the Board) simply with education, it was much
more far-reaching. Until the Brown v. the Board Supreme Court ruling, none of the associated
Constitutional Amendments were implemented. Brown v. the Board forced the federal

20

government to fulfill its Constitutional promises to enforce a broad range of human and civil rights
regardless of race and provide equal protection under laws that had been codified almost 100
years prior (Atkinson, 1993). The United States Supreme Court’s ruling in the Brown v. the Board
in 1954 was one of the most important legal decisions (under the umbrella of human and civil
rights) to affect public education in America in the 20th century. However, it is important to
acknowledge the Brown v. the Board case as an outgrowth of many significant state and
Supreme Court decisions in African American’s struggle for equal human and civil rights prior to
and following the abolition of enslavement and associated Constitutional Amendments, which
supplanted the Article I, Section 2 Constitutional definition of enslaved persons as 3/5 of a person
(Atkinson, 1993).
Eaton and Orfield (2003) delineated important educational features identified in the
Heman Marion Sweatt v. Theophilus Shickel Painter case (Sweatt v. Painter, 1950) against the
University of Texas at Austin Law School Texas (UT) in 1946. The case was used by the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) Legal Defense and Education
Fund lawyers to redirect the trend of litigation in universities where inequities were more obvious
and more difficult to address legally. NAACP lawyers planned to constitutionally set the stage with
the Sweatt case and to follow it with an attack on segregation in elementary and secondary
education. Judge Roy C. Archer ruled that the formation of an equivalent school would allow the
denial of Sweatt’s claim. The state of Texas attempted to present to the Court a “separate but
equal” law school which would work in conjunction with Prairie View University. However, the plan
to establish a Black law school failed. Nonetheless, Judge Archer ruled against Sweatt who
appealed the ruling. The case reached the Supreme Court with co-plaintiffs from Missouri and
Oklahoma.
In June 1950, the Supreme Court unanimously ruled in favor of Mr. Sweatt’s admission to
UT (Orfield & Eaton, 2003). In light of blatant differences between the two law schools available
to Mr. Sweatt, the Court found UT possessed qualities which were difficult to measure that
supported its greatness when compared to what constituted Prairie View University at that time.
The schools’ educational factors considered by the Court included the reputation of faculty,
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administrative experience, position and influence of alumni, standing in the community, traditions,
and prestige. Given the disparity in educational factors, the Court upheld the equal protection
clause of the Constitution’s Fourteenth Amendment (Orfield & Eaton, 2003).
The subsequent Oliver Brown v. the Board of Education of Topeka case was organized by
the NAACP to include thirteen plaintiffs who were parents of twenty children from five northern and
southern states including Delaware, Kansas, Virginia, Washington/District of Columbia, and South
Carolina. Five class-action lawsuits, collectively known as Brown v. the Board of Education,
presented the claim that no matter how equal the facilities, racial segregation caused
psychological damage to Black students. Further, it was argued the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment was violated by racial restrictions based upon race or color.
During this era, education was (and often continues to be) viewed by many American
citizens, particularly African Americans, as a primary and necessary component to achieve “the
American Dream.” Parents in the Brown case documented failed efforts to enroll their children in
White schools nearest their homes. The case was filed in the United States Supreme Court in
1951 and was argued by Thurgood Marshall. The ruling was issued in May of 1954 and reargued
in 1955 (Brown v. Board of Education Topeka, 1955). The Supreme Court ruled to reverse
federally-sanctioned racial segregation in public school systems in America. Although critics
denied the significance of the sociological and psychological factors presented, Chief Justice
Warren delivered the opinion of the Supreme Court which ruled that segregation was invalid,
imposed to afford black people lower social status, and therefore, was unconstitutional in light of
the Fourteenth Amendment. Articulated in the 1957 Supreme Court opinion in the Brown ruling
delivered by Chief Justice Warren were at least 13 salient educational features which remain
germane to the current discourse. These prominent concepts and factors included the following:


education as the most important function of a democratic government,



social conditions create the context for educational factors,



segregated public schools are not equal and cannot be equal,



denial of access to equal educational opportunities,



denial of benefits to Black students of the same educational qualification as White
students,

22



superior status of White students’ schools when compared to Black students’ schools,



equality of White and Black schools’ physical facilities and other tangible and intangible
factors, including buildings, curricula, and teachers’ qualifications and salaries,



equality of the opportunity for public school education (available to all on all terms) is
required for children’s success,



effects of segregation itself on public education,



detrimental effects of segregation on children of color,



internalized sense of inferiority affects the motivation of children to learn,



public school segregation deprives Black children equal protection of Fourteen
Amendment laws, and;



public school admission on a non-segregated basis (Brown v. Board of Education, 1954).
A summary of the psychological research of Kenneth and Mamie Clark (1947) and

Kenneth Clark (1955) on the impacts of prejudice and discrimination was highly instrumental in
the Brown verdict (Clark, 1989). The Clarks’ famous doll studies and Kenneth Clark’s subsequent
thesis on prejudice among youths were advanced to depict obvious and laden racial prejudices
that are interwoven throughout American culture and everyday American life, and which largely
existed and exist unidentified and unchallenged. The Clarks’ research revealed evidence that an
internalized sense of inferiority negatively affected Black children’s motivation to learn and
therefore, to achieve academic success. Kenneth Clark’s earlier works seemed to voice hope that
America’s awareness of the problem of prejudice would bring about change. However, his later
works Dark Ghetto (Clark, 1965), Pathos of Power (Clark, 1974) and Prejudice and Your Child
(Clark, 1989) directly confront the stubborn, detrimental social practices of mainstream culture.
Black people’s high-esteem for education is evident and long-lived. In America, education
was believed to be paramount to living the American Dream. Being forced to tolerate poor-quality
educational resources in segregated lives and schools resulted in highly-dedicated teachers in
the Black community. Before desegregation, Black children were successful in Black schools
because they shared a sense of community history and culture with their teachers (Foster, 1991;
Pierre-Pipkin, 2001). In fact, through their cultural intelligence, experiences, and pedagogical
practices, Black teachers cultivated the unique and crucial responsibility of bolstering cultural
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mores and inspiring the community’s progeny to perform beyond mainstream society’s
expectations of them (Foster, 1991; 1997). However, incorporated in the Brown decisions of 1954
and 1955 was also a mandate to desegregate educational personnel (Dworkin, 1986). The
mandate resulted in the displacement of Black teachers beginning in the early 1970s and
continuing (at least) through the late 1970s. For example, in 1969 the “Singleton Ration” policy
was handed down to school districts in Jackson, Mississippi and later in Houston, Texas. The
Singleton Ration required every school to reflect the same racial/ethnic proportion of Black and
White teaching staff as the district’s teaching staff as a whole (Dworkin, 1986), regardless of the
racial distributions of the school’s student-enrollment. The mandate was applied to over two
hundred school districts in the nation where, typically, White schools had almost no Black faculty
and Black schools had almost no White faculty.
At district levels, generally, White teachers outnumbered Black teachers two to one.
Therefore, the Singleton Ration required each Black school to release about two-thirds of its
instructional staff. Conversely, each White school was to release about one-third of its
instructional staff. Because Black teachers were less likely than White teachers to leave teaching
positions, Black schools surrendered more experienced teachers and more teachers with
excellent teaching reputations than White schools surrendered. Consequently, White schools
received many excellent, experienced Black teachers, while the Black schools more often
received inexperienced White or Mexican American teachers who were classified as White
(Dworkin, 1986). Moreover, since middle-class, White teachers were more likely than Black or
Mexican teachers to leave teaching positions, district administrators recruited White teachers who
were equally as likely to quit as the teachers they replaced (Dworkin, 1986), which created
additional instability in the classrooms and schools of African American children. The devastating
loss of high-quality African American teachers from the classrooms of African American children
was a travesty of justice (Atkinson, 1993). This sham is rarely associated with opinions regarding
the Brown decree.
Foster (1991; 1997) contended that, though inseparably linked, the best interests of
African American teachers and students have been juxtaposed, particularly with regard to school
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desegregation efforts. Racial pride and unification, growth in qualified Black teachers, and
dissatisfaction with white teachers in segregated schools, which was apparent as early as 1827
(DuBois, 1935b), caused divisions among African Americans regarding the pursuit for school
desegregation. New York, St. Louis, San Antonio, New Orleans, Lexington, and Nashville were
among communities that petitioned for African American teachers to teach in segregated schools.
They did not seek desegregation or integration because, justifiably, they feared that such policies
would curtail employment opportunities for Black teachers who were highly-valued community
professionals who were necessary to the success of Black students in segregated schools
(Foster, 1991).
Passage of the 1964 Civil Rights Act and 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) aimed to address continued inequalities in public education. A survey requested in the
Civil Rights Act resulted in the 1966 Equality of Educational Opportunity Report (commonly
referred to as the Coleman Report) which evaluated the equality of educational opportunity in
America. The report revealed that higher proportions of White students than Black students
possessed better educational backgrounds and higher educational aspirations, which related to
higher student achievement among White students. The Coleman Report operationally defined
educational equality as the degree of racial segregation, tangible and intangible resource input by
the school, tangible and intangible resource input received by the student, the efficacy of inputs
according to their effectiveness for achievement, and output as evidence of inequality of
opportunity (Coleman et al., 1966).
Moreover, this seminal report redirected policymakers’ attention away from isolated
school factors and toward the inclusion of community and family conditions that affect schoolbased education and students’ achievement (Raudenbush, 2009). Coleman et al. (1966)
identified external diseconomies as contextual effects of lower class communities that produce
fewer resources to support high-quality education. Coleman et al. concluded that students’
experiences of external diseconomies sharply reduced the resources students actually received
when compared to the resources put forth by the school. The magnitude of inequality in
educational opportunity experienced by many Black children of lower socioeconomic status was
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revealed by differential distributions of educational resources based on students’ class and
race/ethnicity. In addition, Coleman et al. found the social backgrounds of peers, teachers’ verbal
skills, and racial composition of instructional personnel were most highly and consistently
associated with student achievement, with school facilities and curriculum of less importance
(Coleman et al., 1966). Coleman et al. (1966) also found more variance in achievement within
schools than variance in achievement between schools, suggesting the need for radical changes
in school environments of less academically-successful learners. The Coleman Report was used
to initiate massive school bussing policies across the nation.
Despite criticisms regarding the conceptual framework of the research, its methods of
analysis, its conclusions which are said to support notions of the inherent disabilities of the poor
(Edmonds, 1979), and its appropriateness to inform effective education policy; reviewers
commend the report for advancing the status of educational research paradigms (Cain & Watts,
1970; Guthrie & Morrelli, 1971). The Coleman Report accomplished this by highlighting the
significance of tangible and intangible school input factors and by illuminating the importance of
the educational process for effective education, which involves interactional processes between
teachers’ and students’ that effect student outcomes or output. To that end, the Coleman Report
initiated the identification of community-based contextual factors as necessary components in
empirical analyses of inequalities in American public education (Cain & Watts, 1970). Its key
impact on educational policy was to shift conventional approaches away from comparing school
input factors to assessing the efficacy of school inputs to impact school outputs or student
outcomes (Guthrie & Morrelli, 1971; Scheerens, 2004), which involves identifying differences in
students’ capacity to receive educational resources (Coleman, 1968).
The Moynihan Report (U. S. Department of Labor, 1965) offered the following analysis of
the deep-seated problem of expectations and outcomes in American public education which have
resulted from centuries of the subjugation of Black people and the subsequent demands of free
African Americans:
“The fundamental problem here is that the Negro revolution . . .
is a movement for equality as well as for liberty. . . . twin ideals of
American democracy. But they are not the same thing. . . . Many
persons who would gladly die for liberty are appalled by equality.
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Many who are devoted to equality are puzzled and even troubled
by liberty. Much of the political history of the American nation can
be seen as a competition between these two ideals . . . . Equality
has enjoyed tolerance more than acceptance . . . . [T]he slaves .
. . were given liberty, not equality. It was therefore possible in the
century that followed to deprive their descendants of much of
their liberty as well.
The ideal of equality does not ordain that all persons end up, as
well as start out equal. In traditional terms, equality per se
[means] equal right and opportunity to make the best of one’s life
within one’ capacity, without fear of injustice or oppression or
threat of violence . . . . It is increasingly demanded that the
distribution of success and failure within one group be roughly
comparable to that within other groups. It is not enough that all
individuals start out on even terms, if the members of one group
almost invariably end up well to the fore, and those of another far
to the rear. . . . ” (pp.4-5).
The point of semantics is that equality of opportunity now has a
different meaning for Negroes than it has for whites. . . . It is not
(or at least no longer) a demand for liberty alone, but also for
equality – in terms of group results . . . . comparable to that
among whites” (p. 5).
Concerned about efforts to achieve school equality, Oakes (1986) warned that the
concept of educational equality put forth in the 1960s and 1970s was well-intentioned; but
excessive, immature, and a poor investment that risked America’s capacity to achieve superiority
in global economic, military, and technological markets. Domestic conflicts in public education did
not ensure that America would produce good returns on its human capital, when viewed from a
global, economic perspective. Oakes argued that America should not sacrifice academic
excellence for equality. In 1983, a federally-commissioned report, A Nation at Risk, asserted the
notion that American schools remained strong. However, the report also suggested student
achievement had declined because America had lowered its achievement standards (United
States Department of Education, 1983). The report issued a reminder to educational stakeholders
regarding the core purpose and Constitutional promise of equity in American education:
Knowledge, learning, information, and skilled intelligence are
the new raw materials of international commerce. . . . the
intellectual, moral, and spiritual strengths of our people which
knit together the very fabric of our society . . . . The people of
the United States need to know that individuals in our society
who do not possess the levels of skill, literacy, and training
essential to this new era will be effectively disenfranchised,
not simply from the material rewards . . . . but also from the
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chance to participate fully in our national life. (U. S.
Department of Education, 1983: p. 2)
To remedy the national problem, the report recommended rigorous high-school graduation
standards, college admission requirements, and related academic testing (United States
Department of Education, 1983). Standards-based accountability strategies later became the
predominant method for school reform (Wolk, 2011).
The overall effects of the era of desegregation continue to be difficult to determine. Large
differences in the implementation of desegregation policies were apparent across the regions.
Generally and loosely defined, “equal” educational input was attempted and received to various
degrees across the nation’s public schools. The courts began moving away from support of
desegregation with the 1974 Milliken v. Bradley decision, which exempted exclusive white
suburbs in northern and mid-western states (Education Next, 2010). In the 1970s and 1980s,
national achievement data as measured nationally on National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) reading and mathematics tests showed average performance among White
students and showed below-average performance among Black students. During that time and
until the 1990s, the achievement gaps narrowed in all the country’s regions. However, neither
Black nor White students’ performance levels nor gains were impressive. Some researchers have
concluded that desegregation had little or no effect on White student achievement and a positive
effect on Black students’ achievement, overall (Barton & Coley, 2010; Schofield, 1995). However,
new trends in segregation had begun to emerge by the late 1980s.

The Era of Re-segregation and High-stakes Testing
This period ranges from 1988 to the present. The United States Constitution no longer
overtly discriminates against the civil rights of individuals or groups, solely on the basis of
race/ethnicity. Nonetheless, oppressive ethnocentric social-political structures have been
institutionalized within the cultural views, practices, and behaviors of citizens and social agents
the nation-state of America. These structures determine the nature of interactions between
Americans and within American institutions (Obadele, 1988). Therefore, it is of little surprise that
statistics show a continuing trend toward re-segregation in public schools. The trend intensified
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throughout the 1990s and continues, regardless of the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown v.
Board of Education and generations of related desegregation efforts.
The social-political impacts of the Brown case, coupled with success of the Civil Rights
Movement, were far-reaching. White resistance to the Supreme Court’s ruling in Brown v. the
Board resulted in an escalation in school segregation as Whites fled from urban public schools to
educational facilities in suburban areas beginning in the 1960s and continuing through the 1970s.
During that time, many Black families entered desegregated housing and left poorer urban Black
children in public schools that were hyper-segregated by race and social class, which greatly
reduced school quality (Rist, 1973; Wilson, 1987). In isolated, resource-deficient neighborhoods,
community factors declined with decreased social and intellectual stimulation and income
reductions. Community-based deficits caused decreased investments in children and traditional
marriage, and precipitated increases in single-parent families. These factors led to the
deterioration in school quality (Neal, 2006).
Today, segregation patterns are less severe than before the Brown decision. However,
re-segregation trends are growing and segregation continues to be highly associated with
differential levels student achievement (Frankenber, 2003; Orfield, 2009). Residential segregation
by race and income is the root of school segregation (Education Next, 2010). The relationship
between segregation, race, poverty, and educational disadvantage (both individual and at the
school-level) is closely linked (Orfield, 2001). By the close of the 20th century, there was a
preponderance of segregated White schools with middle class students, while segregated
minority schools were more likely to have concentrated poverty (Orfield, 2001). Central cities had
become overwhelmingly nonwhite and poor with high levels of segregation observed by the year
2000. In fact, as early as 1998, the degree of school desegregation was below the level that had
been attained twenty-eight years prior (Orfield, 2001). The majority of U.S. citizens live in
metropolitan areas where housing remains largely segregated. By 2001, White students had
become the most segregated student group in U.S. public schools, although this was less
prevalent in southern and western states (Orfield, Frankenber, & Lee, 2003).
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For more than 55 years, desegregation strategies have provoked dissonance as
evidenced by the disproportionate number of public schools that are nearly or completely raciallyisolated today. American public schools for Black and Latino American students are more
segregated now than when the Brown v the Board case was tried (Orfield, 2009). Trends toward
re-segregation and growing achievement gaps in public schools became evident by the 1990s
(Barton & Coley, 2010; Rampsey et al., 2008). In fact, in the 1990s de facto re-segregation
replaced de jure segregation in public schools. From 1998 to 2008, 1.3 million fewer White
students enrolled in public schools, while 0.7 million more Black students and 5.9 million more
Latino students enrolled (Aud et a., 2010). In 2007, less than 1% of White students attended
schools that were intensely-segregated with 90% to 100% nonwhite students, while 39% Black,
40% Latino, and 16% Asian students attended intensely-segregated nonwhite schools (Orfield,
2009). Simultaneously, the average White student attended schools where more than 75% of the
enrollment was White (Orfield, 2009).
Many of the nonwhite-isolated facilities have been found to be inferior to White-isolated
schools. Across America, particularly in southern states, imbalances between the educational
facilities and opportunities for Black v. White students are widespread. Disproportionately, the
nation’s predominantly-Black schools have overcrowded classrooms, poorer educational facilities,
and an over-representation of inadequately-trained teachers. The disparity in funding for
educational facilities and educational experiences for White students versus Black students in
public schools remain highly apparent (Raudenbush, 2009).
With social economics further intensifying the issue, by 2008 at elementary and
secondary levels, 42% of Latino, 40% of Black, 15% of Asian/Pacific Islander, and 5% of White
students attended high-poverty schools5 (Aud et al., 2010). Elementary and secondary lowpoverty schools6 showed similar patterns across levels with 6% of Black, 7% of Asian/Pacific
Islander, 11% of Latino, 75% of White and students (Aud et al., 2010).
5

High-poverty schools are schools with economically-disadvantaged enrollment rates of 75%
or more students who qualify for free or reduced lunches.
6

Low-poverty schools are schools with economically-disadvantaged enrollment rates of 25%
or fewer students who qualify for free or reduced lunches.
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Educators in the 1980s and 1990s were focused upon the revival of liberal education and
strong academic expectations, including voluntary national standards. However, ideological
disputes resulted in aborted action (Ravitch, 2010a). The end of the standards movement to
improve the quality of education was evident by 1995 and made way for accounting strategies for
school reform (Ravitch, 2010a). Performance-based accountability started in the mid-1980s with
Arkansas’ Governor Bill Clinton’s flexible grant program for schools that participated in academic
performance accountability programs. In 1994, the state-level school accountability strategy was
elevated to the federal level with Title 1, a compensatory education program which required
states to implement performance-based accountability systems for schools (Elmore, 2002; Rose,
2004). By 2000, fewer than half the states satisfied the federal requirement. Questions arose
concerning the systems’ impact on students’ performance and drop-out rates (Elmore, 2002).
Nonetheless, in January 2002, President George W. Bush signed the No Child Left Behind Act of
2001 which reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 and
mandated performance-based accountability. NCLB was passed with bipartisan support in both
Houses of the 107th United States Congress (U.S. Department of Education, 2004). NCLB was
unprecedented because it changed the federal government’s role regarding school accountability
and required states to test all public school students in schools that received Title 1 grants.
Schools with low student performance on state-mandated tests faced sanctions.
The four pillars of the NCLB Act were promoted as means to improve and expand
educational horizons for all public school children in the United States. The legislation included:
(1) stronger accountability from schools for educational outcomes to close the achievement gaps
between various student groups, particularly “minority,” “disadvantaged,” and limited English
proficient students; (2) more flexibility in the utilization of federal education funds, allowing up to
50% of federal funds to be allocated to improve the quality of educators; (3) requirements for the
implementation of only scientifically researched programs and teaching methods when supported
by federal education funds; and (4) requirements for the provision of information to parents and
parental options in school choice when failing-schools fell short of federal standards for
improvement for two consecutive years (United States Department of Education, 2004; United
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States Department of Education, 2005). The law also stipulated penalties for schools’ failure to
meet school improvement standards for two years.
The ideals of NCLB were seen as extremely positive by some and highly punitive by
others. Advocates suggested the law was well-funded and added fortitude to the Brown v. the
Board’s decision of 1954 to promote fair and equal education to all U.S. students. Skeptics
expressed gut-level distrust for the federal education law and delineated important concerns. The
National Education Association (NEA) led a lawsuit with widespread backing. The NEA asserted
the NCLB legislation presented real obstacles to helping students and to strengthening public
schools because: (1) it focused on punishments instead of assistance; (2) it was inflexible,
possessed unfunded mandates, and did not support proven educational practices; and (3) it
promoted standardized, high-stakes testing instead of teacher-led solutions that were classroomfocused (National Education Association, 2006). Reform under NCLB has produced few gains, as
neither heightened standards nor rigorous testing have shown improvements in student
performance (Wolk, 2011). The accountability objectives of NCLB were driven by punishment or
reward determined by annual assessments of students’ academic performance. This moved
school reform further away from attention to curriculum standards to penalties for students,
teachers, and administrators (Ravitch, 2010a). Careful consideration must be paid to the delicate
process of education prior to determining strategies to measure school, teacher, and student
success. In this climate of high-stakes testing in American education, current systems of
summative testing have contributed to the perpetuation of insufficient student performance,
including the achievement gaps between various student groups (Rose, 2004; Stiggins, 2004).
The failure of ESEA policies to help schools develop and maintain effective instructional and
assessment strategies for all students has produced poor performance results, while requiring
improvements in student outcomes.
Elmore (2002) argued internal accountability must precede external accountability. Lower
performing schools needed greater capacity and clarity regarding effective school norms and
expectations to fulfill federal performance standards. Therefore, the historical problems of public
schools’ capacity and coherence were amplified by the political act of creating state-level
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accountability systems. Despite professional consensus on educational testing and
measurement, including the American Psychological Association’s guidelines for utilization of test
scores, students have been denied diplomas and kept from advancing to the next grade, while
teachers and school administrators have been fired, and schools reconstructed or closed due to
annual test performance based on the single scores of students (Elmore, 2002). Concerned
professionals expressly warned against making consequential judgments about students based
upon one test score because, alone, a single score represents a greater margin of error than
multiple scores represent. Multiple tests scores are more costly; but far more reliable and
appropriate for high-stakes procedures. Federal pressure to test all students annually further
exacerbates historical problems of differential educational input as expended versus input
received with regard to differences in achievement. Federal mandates of this sort force
implementation of testing standards in the absence of sufficient supports for improving teaching
and learning through aligned academic standards, curricula, instruction, and formative
assessments. The result may manifest in widen achievement gaps between the have and the
have-nots (Elmore, 2002; Rose, 2004). Thus far, researchers have found NCLB failed to produce
significant differences in students’ performance levels or race-based gaps in achievement
(Orfield, 2009).
In 2003, another landmark Supreme Court ruling in the case of Grutter v. Bollinger
(Grutter v. Bollinger, 2003) upheld University of Michigan Law School’s right to retain its
affirmative action program in which race was one criterion (Raudenbush, 2009). The court ruled
diversity contributes to the quality of education for all students, while segregation restricts the
educational quality. The case was won because America’s education system has produced
relatively small proportions of strong non-White college applicants. The Court’s opinion included
an expectation that by the year 2028 such affirmative action will not be necessary to achieve
diverse student bodies at the best colleges and universities in America (Raudenbush, 2009).
Apparently, the Court anticipated that over the next 25 years the nation’s system of education
would produce a sizeable and diverse body of highly-qualified students.
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In 2010, President Barrack Obama issued plans for the most recent reauthorization of the
ESEA, The Race to the Top. Proponents suggest it will repair NCLB through accountability
without rigidity to support teachers’ creativity in classrooms and empower teachers, students, and
administrators. The expressed legislative priorities of The Race to the Top are students’ college
and career readiness, effective educators and educational leaders, equity and opportunity for all
students, academic excellence with associated rewards, innovation in education, and continuous
improvements (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a). This reauthorization advances reforms
made in response to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 in four areas: (1)
ensuring teacher effectiveness in each classroom and principal effectiveness in each school; (2)
helping families and principals to assess and improve students’ learning and schools’ instruction
through relevant provision of information; (3) providing intensive support to improve student
learning and achievement in America’s lowest performing schools; and (4) implementing college
and career readiness standards with assessments aligned to the standards (U.S. Department of
Education, 2010a).
The Race to the Top describes strategies to reward and celebrate states, schools, and
districts that most improve student achievement (including test performance, graduation and
college and career readiness) and close achievement gaps by the year 2020. To promote greater
equity in the distribution of educational resources, The Race to the Top calls upon states and
school districts to ensure equity by “…moving toward comparability in resources between highand low-poverty schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a, p. 5)”. Critics of The Race to the
Top find it highly reminiscent of its predecessor. Some fear it will undermine: (1) public schools
through continued support to charter and alternative schools, which detract from total enrollment
numbers and diversity in public school participation; (2) teachers’ professionalism through
incentives to teachers for student achievement and the de-stabilization of teachers based on
high-stakes test results; and (3) parent involvement in education through limited attention to the
role of parents (Ravitch, 2010b).
It seems promising that this iteration of the ESEA addresses inequitable distributions of
resources across educational environments. However, the mandate continues to advance core
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accountability measures and penalties in the absence assurances that the schools it impacts
have sufficient educational resources to fulfill The Race to the Top’s criteria for school success in
order to avoid sanctions. NCLB failed to sufficiently address this important factor as well. Time
will bear witness to the current administration’s ability to construct and implement effective
education policy consistent with the needs of all its constituents, particularly those historically
marginalized.
Education policies must be viewed in light of the current condition of public education
which includes an economic recession, a growing rate of racially-segregated schools (regardless
of the cause), a preponderance of poverty in racially-segregated schools, and historical
racial/ethnic gaps in educational opportunity and achievement. From this perspective, an
important issue for communities of African American students is the extent to which educational
policies provide protection of the laws guaranteed by the Fourteen Amendment. Equal protection
ensures a national commitment to provide equal educational facilities, and tangible and intangible
educational resources that enable American public educators to provide equitable, effective
educational opportunities. Such opportunities maximize students’ culturally-derived skills that
support students’ cognitive development as necessary to achieve academic success that is at
least commensurate with the education and achievement levels of non-minority, mainstream
students.
Persistent evidence of racially-segregated schools, inequitable educational opportunity,
and achievement gaps throughout the nation render the educational factors articulated in the
1957 Supreme Court Brown ruling highly germane to the formation of effective public education
policy today. It is important to view the Brown v. the Board decision, NCLB, and The Race to the
Top with their associated impacts from a state-building or nation-state perspective (Obadele,
1988). A nation-state perspective is driven by a commitment to the survival and general good of
the identified cultural group or groups. Unlike the preponderance of its predecessors, the intent of
the Brown v. Board ruling was to protect the long-denied rights and liberties of Black people, as
equal humans and as a distinct ethnic (or cultural) group in the American community whose civil
liberties are, as for all Americans, the responsibility of this nation-state. Effective educational
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standards and policies are needed to ensure American citizens of all ethnicities are afforded
equal and equitable educational opportunities for academic success.

Education Statistics and Education Factors
Americans of all races and walks of life have long viewed education as the primary
avenue through which one’s life and livelihood are substantially elevated. Subsequently, school
enrollment rates are reportedly 100 percent for youth ages 7–13 and 14–15 in public, parochial,
and other private school and have been since about 1970. The rates reflect minimum compulsory
age requirements for school attendance imposed by states. In addition in 1970, the enrollment
rate for 16 and 17-year students increased from 90 to 95 percent in 2008 (Aud & Hannes, 2010).
The U.S. Department of Education’s Digest of Education Statistics reported over 55.5 million
elementary and secondary students enrolled in American schools in the fall of 2008 (Snyder,
Dillow & Hoffman, 2009). The vast majority of American students, 49.3 million, were enrolled in
public schools during the 2007–08 school year, with enrollment projected at 49.4 million for the
2010–2011 school year (Aud et al., 2010).
Over the last fifty years, public school student enrollment has been largest in southern
states, followed by western or mid-western states, and northeastern states. Within this timeframe,
enrollment has increased in southern states from 33% to 37% and western states from 18% to
24%, while decreasing in mid-western states from 28% to 22% and northeastern states from 21%
to 17% (Aud et al., 2010). In 2008, Black students in kindergarten through 12th-grade public
schools comprised about 15.5%, white’s students nearly 55.5%, Latino students 21.7%, Asian
students 3.7%, Pacific Islander students 0.2%, American Indian/Alaska Native students 0.9% and
multiple-race students 2.6% (Snyder, 2010, p. 152).
Since the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) began 40 years ago in
1971, longitudinal data through 2008 have shown large deficits in educational excellence across
racial/ethnic groups in America with deficits disproportionately impacting Black and Latino
students (Barton & Coley, 2010). From 1971 to 2008, national achievement results revealed
White students on average have scored 214-297 points in reading and 224-315 in mathematics,
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each out of a maximum of 500 points. This compared to Black students who scored 170-274
points in reading and 190-289 in mathematics (Barton & Coley, 2010). White students on average
have scored higher standardized test scores than students of all other ethnic groups/races except
Asian/Pacific Island students in reading, mathematics, and science, (Aud & Hannes, 2010; Aud et
al., 2010; Vanneman et. al, 2009). Black and Latino students have scored lowest. National
deficits in educational outcomes in 2009 were indicated by the performance of White fourth-grade
students who scored higher than Black and Latino students in reading with only 230 scale score
points out of 500 scale score points on the NAEP. White students scored 26 points higher than
Black students and 25 points higher than Latino students. In mathematics, White students scored
248 points out of 500 points, outperforming Black students by 26 points and Latino students by 21
points. At the eighth grade level, White students scored 26 points higher in reading and 32 points
higher in mathematics than Black students, and 24 points higher in reading and 27 points higher
in mathematics than Latino students (Aud et al., 2010; p. 47-49). Longitudinal gains from 1971 to
2008 on NAEP reading assessments were only 11.3-20.0% for Black students, which were
greater than the 1.4-6.5% gains for White students. Additionally, Black students also achieved
greater gains than White students in mathematics, with 6.3-17.9% as compared to 1.3-11.1% for
White students (Barton & Coley, 2010). Though some researchers celebrate temporal changes in
Black-White achievement gaps, the ongoing substandard achievement across racial groups
which intensifies the magnitude of the problem in education in America is often unaddressed.
In 2008, of the more than three million 16 to 24 years old Americans who completed high
school, White graduates constituted 66.3%, while Latino graduates represented 13.2%, and Black
graduates comprised 14.5% (Snyder, Dillow & Hoffman, 2009). When compared to public school
enrollment statistics for 2008 (Snyder, 2010, p. 152), White high school graduates 16 to 24 years
of age were overrepresented by 19.5%, Latino graduates were underrepresented by 51.3% and
Black students were underrepresented by 6.5%. Furthermore, in 2008, White students’ college
enrollment constituted 69.3%, while Latino students’ college enrollment represented 13.5%, and
Black students’ college enrollment comprised 10.7% (Snyder & Dillow, 2010). Based on 2008
public school enrollment, White college students were overrepresented in college enrollment by
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24.9%, Latino graduates were underrepresented by 50.2%, and Black students were
underrepresented by 31.0%. The 2000 Census revealed Latino residents in the U. S. comprised
12.5%, Black residents constituted 12.3%, and White residents represented 75.1% of the
population. The population proportions indicated all the groups were underrepresented among
college enrollees (U. S. Department of Commerce, 2010).
Current education factors are historically-rooted. This is evidenced by decades of
analyses of inequities in educational resource input, differences in input received by students,
and associated achievement output or outcomes. Results from research on the Black-White
achievement gap are more comparable than divergent across studies and time. Analytical
models, terms, and strategies differ. However, researchers continue to attest to the
disproportionately negative effects that identified educational factors have reaped in the lives of
“minority” and low-income students (Vanneman et. al, 2009; Raudenbush, 2009), families,
communities, and schools. Recent studies reveal three broad categories of educational factors
that correlate with educational achievement (Barton & Coley, 2009). The correlates are school
factors (curricular rigor; teacher preparation, experience, absence, and turnover; class size;
availability of instructional technology; fear and safety in the school), home and school
connections (parent participation), and before and after school factors (student mobility; low
birth weight; environmental damage and hazard; hunger and nutrition, talking and reading to
young children, excessive television; parent-pupil ratio; summer achievement gain or loss).
Racial/ethnic opportunity gaps remain present across the correlates and mirror achievement gaps
(Barton & Coley, 2009; Vanneman et. al, 2009). Yet, today many look at the poor educational
opportunities and poor educational outcomes of our lowest academic achievers (who are
disproportionately African Americans and/or economically disadvantaged) and many wonder how
the condition of education could be so poor with all that has been invested over many years since
the end of the enslavement of Black people in America.
Forty-five years ago, the controversial Moynihan Report (U. S. Department of Labor,
1965) advanced issues that remain paramount in today’s African American struggle for equitable
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social and educational opportunity and success. The report asserted the following socio-political
views that prophetically resonate with today’s stark realities:
“In this new period the expectations of the Negro Americans will
go beyond civil rights. Being Americans, they will now expect
that in the near future equal opportunities for them as a group
will produce roughly equal results, as compared with other
groups. This is not going to happen. Nor will it happen for
generations to come unless a new and special effort is made.
There are two reasons. First, the racist virus in the American
blood stream still afflicts us . . . Second, three centuries of
sometimes unimaginable mistreatment have taken their toll on
the Negro people. The harsh fact is that as a group, at the
present time, in terms of ability to win out in the competitions of
American life, they are not equal to most of those groups with
which they will be competing. (pp.1-2).”
More than thirty years ago, Edmonds (1979) acknowledged the unspoken resistance of
many American educators to choose to provide effective schooling for marginalized Americans.
He found that regardless of the social class and family backgrounds of students, successful
schools are determined to meet the educational needs of all their students. Clearly, no one model
defines all successful schools. However, based on multiple studies of successful urban, schools
for poor students, Edmonds found that they modify curricular design, instructional strategies, and
the selection of textbooks (among many education factors) in response to the particular needs of
students from various cultures and backgrounds. The key characteristics found among these
schools included strong leadership, high expectations, order without rigidity, the priority of
students’ acquisition of knowledge and skills over all else, school resources committed to learning
objectives, and frequently monitored student progress (Edmonds, 1979).
Clearly, it has long been understood that there are no shortcuts to remedy the historical
educational problems of America. However delineated, the essential elements of high-quality
education are known. They include a strong, well-developed curriculum (aligned with instruction
and assessment), well-educated and experienced teachers, rigorous and effective instruction,
motivated students, adequate and accessible resources, community support for high-quality
education (Ravitch, 2010a), reasonable and supported teacher expectations, effective class
sizes, and adequate per pupil expenditures (Hedges & Nowell, 1999). Single-minded focus on
isolated educational factors ignores the multifaceted nature of teaching and learning, particularly
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in the context of public education. Isolated scapegoating of students, parents, administrators, and
teachers, as the sole or primary contributor to the historical, social-political ills manifested through
public education is a growing trend in the present climate of high-stakes testing and
accountability.
Literature on education is replete with strategies for stakeholders in all roles to improve
American education. Since the late 1980s national educational organizations have published
standards to help ensure teachers are prepared to provide high-quality education for all students
(Reed & Oppong, 2005). National leaders of reform education such as the National Council of
Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM 1989, 1991, 1995, 2000, 2006) and the National Research
Council (NRC 1998, 1999, 2000) promote effective strategies for teaching diverse populations of
learners that are aligned with the cognitive development of students (Dewey, 1938; Hale, 1994;
Hale-Benson, 1986; Piaget, 1972, 1990; Vygotsky, 1978) and students’ learning styles (Ausburn
& Ausburn, 1978; Claxton & Ralston, 1978). Education reformists advocate for active (Dewey,
1938), constructivist (Bruner, 1966; NCTM, 1991), student-centered explorations, cooperative
groups, (Bandura, 1977; Vygotsky, 1978), problem-solving activities (Polya, 1957), alternative
assessments of students (Williams, 1975) and student work, and holistic grading rubrics (NCTM,
1991).
At the heart of the standards created by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics
(1989, 2000) and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (2002) was recognition
that many Americans (and therefore, teachers) perceive race and class factors in education as
illusions that do not play key roles in the real-world or in the classroom. Generally, the standards
challenge teachers to collaboratively address their personal beliefs and to identify and end
deterministic conclusions about students’ innate learning capabilities. In particular, the standards
confront teachers’ deterministic conclusions about the capacities of students of color and
students of low socio-economic status. The standards set forth practical recommendations for
administrators and teachers to explore and develop strategies to eradicate deep-seated
prejudicial practices in learning environments to improve students’ opportunities in order to learn,
particularly students who are typically marginalized.

40

Schofield (1986) set forth the following definitions of equality, equity, and color blindness
to clarify the related responsibilities of educators. Equality is viewed as identical instruction which
affords all students equal access to high-quality teachers, instruction, and educational resources.
Colorblindness involves ignoring race as an active factor in society, which typically works to the
detriment of students of color. Colorblind educators are not often held accountable for their views
and interactions with learners. Further, Schofield suggests equity begins with teachers’
awareness of the impact of historical social stratifications on students’ achievement. Ultimately,
equity is viewed as the provision of reasonable and appropriate accommodations to promote
access to high-quality teachers, instruction, and educational resources for all students, regardless
of personal or social characteristics.
Gutiérrez (2008) illuminated connections between educational opportunities in the
society, community, school, classroom instruction, and student learning and academic
achievement by highlighting the parallel between opportunities experienced everyday by students
of different backgrounds and differences in students’ academic achievement. Gutiérrez (2007)
outlined four components of equity: (1) teacher and student access to available high-quality
resources and support; (2) teacher and student achievement as measured by standardized
tests, participation high-quality educational programs and activities, student enrollment in a
continuum of rigorous courses; (3) teachers’ identities or cultural perspectives that support
students’ opportunities to utilize their cultural resources in educational pursuits; and (4) teachers’
and students’ power to reform classrooms and, thereby, the nation through empowering
opportunities to experience alternative perspectives for collective social advancement. Schofield’s
definitions of equality, equity, and color blindness provide an important context within which to
develop strategies to address Gutiérrez’s components of equity in order to confront the ongoing
reality of cultural repression in America’s classrooms and to increase non-mainstream students’
access to high-quality educational opportunities. These proponents of educational excellence and
equity grasped the role of culture in structural contexts and in students’ cognitive development.
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Culture and Cultural Congruence
Some researchers maintain that the racial difference in educational achievement in the
United States is attributable fundamentally to the cultural match or mismatch between students’
culture and schooling practices which are often derived from European American culture (Allen &
Boykin, 1992; American Psychological Association, 2003; Au, 1980, Au & Mason, 1981; Boykin et
al, 2005; Hollins, 1996; Lee et al., 2003; Loewen, 2007; Michaels, 1981; Tyler et al, 2005). The
cultural match and mismatch between the learner and learning environment may greatly affect
the learning environment, process, and experience. Specifically, cultural similarities and
differences between student and teacher affect how the learner assimilates information, practices
skills, and develops resources necessary for success in mainstream educational institutions and
American society in general (Farkas, 1990, 1996; Stanton-Salazar, 1997).
The task of comprehensively defining culture is difficult. Many cultural scientists suggest
that cultural systems are complicated belief structures that perpetuate particular ways of
organizing, understanding, and operating in the world through values and principles that were and
are self-consciously designed and maintained by and for a particular social group of people, their
ancestors, and their descendants (Azibo, 1996; Baldwin, 1981; Benedict, 1989; Boykin, 1986;
Chomsky, 1968; D’Andrade, 1984; Diop, 1978; Jahn, 1961; Myers, 1987, 1988; Nobles, 1985a,
1958b). Geertz suggests that culture is “an historically transmitted pattern of meanings embodied
in symbols, a system of inherited conceptions expressed in symbolic forms by means of which
men communicate, perpetuate, and develop their knowledge about and their attitudes toward life
(1973a:89). Further, he states “. . . man is an animal suspended in webs of significance he
himself has spun, I take culture to be those webs, and the analysis of it to be therefore not an
experimental science in search of law but an interpretative in search of meaning” (Geertz, 1973b.
p. 5).
Various theories on the structure of culture have provided frameworks for quantifying
multi-layered, deep-structural cultural phenomena (Ani, 1994; Chomsky, 1957, 1968; Nobles,
1985a; Benedict, 1945, 1989; D’Andrade, 1984; Hollins, 1996). While all cultural factors and
cultural capital are not observable, the models delineated by these theorists encompass surface
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and deep cultural elements that are assessed by the values, attitudes, and behaviors that shape
the perspectives and priorities of a person or cultural group. Culture is understood to be the
context within which people live their lives (Geertz, 1973b:14).
Culture is public. This is true because meaning is public (Geertz, 1973b:12). Although
people utilize different symbols to communicate, human cognition is essentially the same (Geertz,
1973b:13). The symbols that people use do not tell us about their cognitive processes. Rather,
the symbols that people use are the formations of meaning that people collectively employ to
represent social phenomena. Culture is the arrangement of meanings entrenched in symbolic
representations. Grounded in culture, societal structure is the socio-political, religious, and
economic relations that manifest among individuals and groups (Geertz, 1973a:362).
The particular “survival thrust” of a culture is a product of the collective geo-historical,
biophysical, social experience of the people whom it historically has served to maintain.
Therefore, the fundamental survival thrust and character of each culture and cultural/ethnic group
is distinct (Azibo, 1983c; Baldwin 1985; Benedict, 1989; King, 1978; 1982; Nobles 1980a). “There
are no culture-free or values-free human endeavors . . . . Culture is that composite of socially and
historically determined behaviors that nourishes and thereby defines the intellectual and spiritual
parameters within which the individual develops and exists. . .” (Akoto, 1992. p.13). All the
information or definition needed to thrive, according to the life, experience, and wisdom of that
collective is contained within the surface and deep structures of culture. Myers (1988) used the
term “conceptual system” to describe the pattern of values and beliefs of this tightly woven set of
philosophical foundations. From an African-centered, nation-state perspective on the education of
Black people in America, the notion of a deep-structural, culture-based survival thrust helps to
illustrate the magnitude of the importance of culture in everything in our lives.
Each of the aforementioned delineations of culture supports the application of a rigorous
understanding of culture allows one to focus on the core structure of values to assess culture as a
system of understanding and processing reality as opposed to surface descriptors of cultural
substance such as race, specific skills and habits, or other community and home-based
resources. A comprehensive approach to defining culture is consistent with a perception of
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culture as an implicit organizing force underlying all beliefs and behaviors. In describing cultural
difference, Benedict (1945) and Farkas (1990, 1996) stressed the importance of discerning
varying qualities and degrees of specific cultural factors across cultures, and not simply
identifying a unique element that exists within or across cultures. More specifically, it is not the
presence or absence of an attribute that distinguishes a culture; but rather it is the quality,
amount, importance, or priority of the attribute that determines an overall cultural style.
The following descriptions highlight salient qualities (though not exclusive) of some
cultures found in America that are germane to this analysis. (See Appendix E). The African
cultural legacy embodies a spiritual focus on the vital, shared essence of all things (Moemeka,
1998). This worldview espouses communalism or spiritual and social interdependence, an
expressive oral tradition of spoken word, rhythmic movement and musical beat, and verve or
propensity for simultaneous, multi-rhythmic physical or sensory stimulation (Boykin, 1983, 1986;
Boykin et. al., 1997; Herskovitz, 1958; Nobles, 1974). Communalism is the cornerstone of the
African social ethos (Mbiti, 1970). Communalistic people find duty to his or her social group more
important than individual rights and privileges (Moemeka, 1998). This includes cooperative social
interaction with particular respect for elders. Self-centeredness and individual greed are
discouraged (Boykin, 1983). A communal worldview among African Americans is the foundation
of the extended family (Curry, 1981; McAdoo, 1978; Nobles, 1974; Richards, 1990; Sudakarsa,
1988); goal attainment preferences (Abraham, 1962; Davidson, 1969; Mbiti, 1970), heightened
student achievement in cooperative learning environments (Albury, 1993; Jagers, 1988).
The central value in Western, European mainstream culture is individualism which refers
to affinity toward independence, autonomy, and exclusion of others (Moemeka, 1998).
Individualism at the exclusion of others refers to self-contained individualism. For those of this
culture, possessive individualism refers to the individual’s identity as a reflection of what he or she
owns (Boykin, 1983). The belief that one is responsible only to oneself is considered rugged
individualism (Hsu, 1983). Vertical individualists espouse autonomy and independence through
competition (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). A central component of individualism and the “American
way of life” is competition (Rogoff, 2003; Sue & Sue, 2003). Competitiveness or preoccupation
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with doing better than others (Boykin, 1983) also manifests as individualism and a sense of being
one (person or team) against the rest of world and having to surpass all others (Boykin, 1983,
1986; Tyler, 2005).
Latino cultures are highly diverse. The core value structure of many Latino cultures
embodies a strong ethnic-group identification, cooperative social interaction, respect for elders,
heightened sensitivity to others’ feelings, and spatiotemporal fluidity involving multiple activities,
simultaneously. Like African American cultures, the central responsibility of Latino culture is the
good of the group. Family is the primary source of social support (Greenfield et al., 2000).
The set of core values found to be salient across the many Asian and Asian American
ethnicities includes collectivism, respect for authority, emotional control and humility, conformity
to mores, family recognition through achievement, particularly educational accomplishment, and
deference to authority (Kim & Omizo, 2005). Collectivism for some Asian cultures establishes the
interdependence between the individual and the group, unlike the mainstream European
American cultural focus on independence (Yeh & Hunang, 1996).
Research shows Black children and adults have ascribed to individualism and
collectivism/communalism, but to different degrees. Black respondents scored highest on
horizontal individualism and White respondents’ vertical individual scores were highest (Triandis
& Gelfand, 1998). Many Black people ascribe to horizontal individualism which is consistent with
the African tradition of expressive individualism (Boykin, 1983). Horizontal individualist behaviors
promote unique and distinctive self-expression based upon equal cooperative relationships with
peers and others (Simons, 2003). Vertical individualism emphasizes maintaining hierarchical
relationships through competition (Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). In light of the centuries of cultural
oppression experienced by African Americans, ongoing analyses on individualism found among
African Americans is an imperative in order to discern differences between mainstream American
acculturation, cultural fusion, and African continuities with regard to African descendants.
Moemeka (1998) explained that communalism is not conceptually akin to collectivism.
Collectivism advances individual gains through collective protection of members’ rights to pursue
self-interests; but communalism focuses on the group’s welfare. Communalism reflects an emic
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approach to phenomena. Meaning, form and function are produced within the cultural group. In
contrast, the etic approach of individualism and collectivism assumes the universality of Western
constructs (Azibo, 1988).
Ethnocentric monoculturalism (Sue & Sue, 2003; Sue, 2004) or cultural racism (Jones,
1997) is one group’s individual, institutional, or cultural expression of the superiority of its own
cultural heritage over another group’s culture, combined with the possession of power to impose
those cultural standards through mainstream institutions (including education), policies,
programs, interactional structures.
Across disciplines, researchers have identified the cultural marginalization of people of
color in American society and its educational institutions, especially with respect to African
Americans and other involuntary “minorities”7 (Akbar, 1984a; Akoto,1992; Ani, 1994; Baldwin,
1979; Boykin, 1986; Farkas, 1990, 1996; Hale, 1994; Hale-Benson, 1986; Kambon, 1992;
Kunjufu, 1995; Myers, 1987, 1988; Nobles, 1976, 1986; Ogbu, 1991a, 1991b; Porter,1974). The
Cultural Deficit model, which anticipates the academic failure of individuals associated with
particular racial or cultural groups, has been advanced to marginalize non-dominant cultural
groups in America. In the context of failure among marginalized cultural groups, the Cultural
Deficit Model is validated, assumes power, and fulfills itself. The self-fulfilling process results in
the repression of the cultural group, even though some individuals of the particular cultural group
experience success. Consequently, the collective “survival thrust” or the cultural imperative of the
repressed group is fundamentally jeopardized (Azibo, 1996; Kambon, 1992). Unique sorts of
social and psychological disturbances are created among members of the repressed ethnic group
(Akbar, 1984a; Ani, 1994; Azibo, 1983b, 1996, 1991a, 1991b; Cross, 1991; Jones, 1997;
Kambon, 1992; Myers, 1988; Nobles, 1985a; Nobles, 1986). Cultural Deficit models have been
used to articulate the inevitability of “minority” deficiency and failure (Deutsch, 1963; Proshansky
& Newton, 1973). Clark (1974, 1989) challenged the inherently racist notion of cultural deficiency
among African American students which posited that the causes of poverty reside in presumed

7

The term “minority” is used to convey the sentiment of the theorist(s) or to remain
consistent with the concept under review. This writer’s preferred term, “people of color” is used
where appropriate to express this writer’s view.
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character flaws of the cultural group and not in societal prejudices, discrimination, and inequities
in opportunity.
On the other hand, the Cultural Difference Model (Hannertz, 1969; Williams, 1974),
elaborated across academic disciplines, advances theoretical perspectives that acknowledge and
support the diversity of world cultures and the diversity of the cultural needs of various
racial/ethnic groups in the United States and worldwide. The Cultural Difference Model espouses
the position that cultural differences must be regarded and addressed with respectful
consideration if “equal justice” is to be nurtured. Often, the goal of those who promote ways to
revive oppressed communities of disenfranchised citizens of color in America is called, "cultural
pluralism," the equal coexistence of cultures (Trueba et.al., 1981), or "pluriversality", the
respectful co-existence of the various peoples and their historical and cultural perspectives (Keto,
1989). However, in the case of the education of Black and Latino Americans, specifically, the
home-based value-sets are often fundamentally divergent from those found in school (Nobles,
1985a; Tyler et al, 2008).
Education is a lifelong process whose overall goal is to instill a deep-seated survival
thrust (Hirsch, 1996; Kambon, 1992). The educational process entails acculturation activities that
are reinforced throughout the social context for the purpose of acquiring information and tools that
are amenable to the survival and advancement of the individual as an intricate part of that social,
cultural group. In multi-ethnic societies where cultures co-exist, these concepts confront the
issues associated with being taught and/or being rewarded for displaying a cultural survival thrust
that was (or perhaps was not) produced as the collective guiding light within one’s own ancestral
history, experience, and perspective. Overtime, an ethnic group’s interaction within its social
context shapes what happens to its indigenous culture and, therefore, what happens to its people
(Boykin, 1986; Ogbu et al., 1986; Ogbu, 1991a, 1991b). In North America which is a multi-ethnic
nation, inheritance determines what cultural script one holds; while social politics and the
requirements of social institutions determine the cultural script one perfects. This reality affects all
realms of life including social, political, spiritual/religious, mental, and physical existence. Hollis
(1996) contends that the argument that suggests students need to adjust to the mainstream
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school systems is ill-informed considering the cognitive and academic information and skills
needed to bridge such a cultural gap. Academically, the price paid by the learner can be access
to productive, mainstream social participation (Hollis, 1996; Stanton-Salazar, 1997).
Akin to cultural difference theory (Hannertz, 1969; Williams, 1974), cultural congruence or
cultural incongruence literature on schooling (Au et al., 1980; Erickson, 1975; Erickson & Shultz,
1977; Mohatt & Erickson, 1981) suggests educational achievement is affected by the relationship
between values and behaviors found in the home-culture and values and behaviors found in the
school environment (Akoto, 1992; Hale, 1994; Lipka, 1991; Ogbu, 1987). Theorists argue that
where there is congruence between the home, school and peer cultures; learning is enhanced
and academic achievement is heightened. Congruence results in students being empowered by
the competence of cognitive mechanisms, information, and skills that they possess. Students are
encouraged by familiar, interactional structures in the classroom, and are more able to utilize key
life-experiences in the process of exploring classroom content. The social organizational
hypothesis assumes that children of color possess cognitive and linguistic competence that they
use daily, but they are unable to use their competencies in the ordinary classroom because of the
differential social organization of learning at home versus the social organization of learning at
school (Gallimore & Au, 1997).
Essentially, culture dictates the nature of interactions between the primary subjects –
student, parents, teacher, and other school agents. More specifically, the influence of culture in
the educational context is pervasive and determines what will be learned and when, as well as
how and why learning strategies will be communicated and interpreted to promote effective
teaching and learning of necessary academic concepts, analytic skills, and academic and realworld applications of knowledge (Greenfield et al., 2003; Rogoff, 2003). Cultural imperatives
determine: (1) the tools used to conceptualize curricula, deliver curricula, and assess studentlearning of curricula; (2) the tools used to understand course content, make connections between
concepts and applications, and to conceptually integrate class materials; and (3) the tools used to
communicate reasoning, and master testing strategies and instruments to assess students’
academic achievement (Allen & Boykin, 1992; American Psychological Association, 2003; Au,
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1980, Au & Mason, 1981; Boykin et al., 2005; Dumont, 1972; Giroux, 1983; Graves & Graves,
1978; Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003; Hale, 1994; Hale-Benson, 1986; 1986; Hollins, 1996; Hymes,
1971a, 1971b; Labov, 1966, 1970, 1972; Lee et al., 2003; Michaels, 1981; Tyler et al., 2005).
The inextricable link between culture and cognitive development requires students to
utilize their familial cultural values in their schooling environments and experiences (Rogoff, 2003;
Tyler et al., 2008; Vygotsky, 1978). However, America’s cultural heritage is fundamental to its
institutions, including public schools which sanction Western, mainstream views, values,
behaviors, and expectations (Sue & Sue, 2003). The existence of mainstream cultural values in
public school learning environments is commonly acknowledged (American Psychological
Association, 2003; Boykin et al., 2005; Boykin et al., 2006; Tyler, Boykin, & Walton, 2006; Tyler et
al, 2008). Therefore, many White, European American children are naturally, culturally linked with
teaching strategies and content in mainstream educational institutions while children of other
ethnic groups, typically, are not (Allen & Boykin, 1992; Hale, 1994; Hollis, 1996; Kunjufu, 1995;
Stanton-Salazar, 1997; Trueba et al. 1981; etc.). Generally, for most mainstream European
American children, school practices build on and extend learning and socialization initiated and
supported in the home (Hollins, 1996. p. 140). While for children of other ethnic groups, generally,
there is some degree of cultural dissonance between the home culture and school culture (Allen
& Boykin, 1992; Rashid, 1981; Tyler et al., 2006b; Tyler et al., 2008).
Cultural match/mismatch proponents argue that students in the United States who are
acculturated in European American culture outside of the school are better equipped to
incorporate similar institutionalized school practices; and they have a clear advantage over
children of other cultural groups (Akoto, 1992; Allen & Boykin, 1992; Hollins & Spencer, 1990;
Trueba et al., 1981). White children’s mainstream culture shapes the academic context and
content (Pierre-Pipkin, 2001). Furthermore, the mainstream heritage in America perpetuates the
historical belief that the dominant American culture is superior to cultures of ethnic, “minority”
students’ cultural values which are discouraged and often eliminated in public school classrooms
across America (Sue & Sue, 2003). The subjugation of African American students’ cultural
repertoires in the learning process is common practice (Tyler et al., 2008) and extends out of
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centuries of related national conflicts. Researchers have identified teachers’ beliefs that promote
mainstream learning environments and practices as the most advantageous for students’ learning
(Boykin et al., 2006; Rogoff, 2003; Tyler et al, 2008). Psychologists and researchers have
reported the existence of an inherent bias in favor of Western mainstream cultural values in
education (Loewen, 2007; Sue, 2004; Sue & Sue, 2003).
Historically, institutionalized practices reflect social divisions and barriers that
problematize (if not undermine) opportunities for non-mainstream students of color to access
educational opportunities and resources. The information, practices, skills, and resources
advanced in American institutions are symbols of sanctioned values, motivations, attitudes,
relationships, and behaviors deemed necessary to “fit well” into mainstream society. These
mainstream resources are often taken for granted by “non-minority,” middle-class family,
community, and school networks. The absence of the resources, reproduces exclusionary
attitudes and practices, and promotes the subordination of “minority” people on the basis of racial,
class, and gender distinctions (Stanton-Salazar, 1997. pp. 2-3). Teachers’ perceptions of a
cultural mismatch between the learner’s parents’ values and the teachers’ values have been
found to affect the adequacy of educational support afforded students. Teachers’ perspectives of
parents’ values affect teachers’ expectations, students’ performance, and associated
psychological factors of students (Hauser-Cram, 2003).
Literature on academic experiences of students of color in American public school
classrooms indicates that non-mainstream cultural behaviors are generally not accepted,
recognized or utilized, regardless of identified academic or psychological benefits to students of
non-mainstream ethnic groups (Boykin, 1986; Boykin, Tyler et al., 2005; Garrett et al., 2003; Tyler
et al., 2006b). Generally, students of color are expected to and must adhere to mainstream
culture-based practices to excel (Tyler et al., 2006b; Tyler et al., 2008). Investigations of cultural
themes in classrooms of African American students explored classroom dynamics that evidenced
cultural themes (Boykin et al., 2005; Boykin et al., 2006). Researchers reported culturallymediated classroom behaviors were identified by teachers when asked about typical, traditional
classroom behaviors and how often teachers endorsed specific culture-based classroom
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practices. Classroom practices were categorized as individualistic, competitive, communal, or
vervistic cultural orientations. The findings supported the hypothesis that teachers’ perceptions,
and by inference their pedagogical practices, were guided by mainstream European cultural
values (Boykin et al., 2006).

Empirical Evidence of Cultural Congruence
Research indicates that where there is congruence between home and school cultures,
learning is enhanced and academic achievement is heightened because students are
empowered by the competence of the cognitive mechanisms, information, and skills that they
possess (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981; Michael, 1981; Phelan, 1991). Researchers found
students were encouraged by the familiar, cooperative interactional/participation structures in the
classroom (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1991; Phillips, 1972, 1983). Students were able to utilize key
life-experiences in the process of exploring classroom content (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981;
Michael, 1981). Specifically, race, ethnicity, and the primary languages of students were
compared to teachers’ characteristics and the overall structural factors of the classroom or
school.
Structural factors were analyzed for indicators of cultural continuity or discontinuity
between the student and teacher or between the student and learning factors (Au, 1980; Au &
Mason, 1981; Michaels, 1981). Au (1980) and Au & Mason (1991) hypothesized that the reading
achievement of “non-responsive” Hawaiian second graders from a low social-economic status
would be advanced by classroom reading lessons structured like a major Hawaiian cultural
activity called “Talk Story.” To assess cultural continuity or discontinuity, both studies compared
the total number of joint participation structures viewed in the classroom with the primary types of
participation structures in “Talk Story” activities. The researchers determined which participation
structures were associated more highly with Hawaiian culture to indicate cultural continuity. They
found participation structures associated with Hawaiian culture reflected learning behaviors,
propositions, and idea-units associated with increased academic achievement.
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Extending Au’s (1980) analysis of culturally compatible participation structures in the
classroom, Au and Mason (1991) compared the classroom participation structures of two
teachers: one had a low level of previous contact with Hawaiian children, and the other teacher
had a high level of previous contact with Hawaiian students. There was very little overlap in the
types of participation structures utilized by the teachers. Au (1980) found that the reading lesson
that was dominated by joint performances between teacher and student indicated both cultural
match and increased learning behaviors. Au and Mason (1991) determined that the teacher with
the high level of previous cultural contact with the students engaged in more learning behaviors
than the teacher with a low level of previous cultural contact with students. In addition, Michaels
(1981) assessed the match/mismatch between the student’s discourse style and the teacher’s
literary style and expectations. The key learning activities that correlated with enhanced literacy
were characterized by collaborative, rhythmic, synchronized informal literary practice where the
student learned to focus and structure their discourse about one of their own past events. The
observed number of classroom participation structures that correlated with literacy enhancing
learning activities was found to be greater when there was a match between the student’s
discourse style and the teacher’s literary style and expectations.
In an analysis of student’s expository and narrative compositions written in their native
English, Chinese, and Spanish languages compared to students’ written compositions in their
second languages, Norment (1984) found that students of each cultural group utilized distinctive
organizational structures that were identical to organizational structures employed in their native
languages. The researcher recommended teachers of students for whom English is a second
language identify students’ language backgrounds to help them write English more proficiently.
Interested in the cultural discontinuity that results from a mismatch between prevalent
features nurtured in the African American home and community and those typically found in the
American educational system, Allen and Boykin (1992) reviewed contextual factors that were
informed by specific postulated culture-related experiences. They endeavored to see if contextual
factors influenced the cognitive performance of Black children. The study aimed to explain the link
between cognition and culture, to explore enhancements for the performance of tasks, and to
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analyze the relationship between these factors and increased academic performance. They found
studies on cultural integrity demonstrated that cognitive functioning is related to cultural contexts.
Additionally, findings revealed that the academic performance of many African American youth
may be significantly enhanced by integrating prominent African-American cultural features into
learning contexts. They concluded that additional research was warranted to discern the
parameters of this phenomenon. The work of Bailey and Boykin (2001) later confirmed the impact
of race and home contextual factors in the motivation and academic achievement of African
America elementary student, particularly with regard to task variability involving individual versus
communal activities.
An analysis of teachers’ and students’ behaviors addressed cultural themes in
classrooms serving low-income African American students using a classification schematic (see
Appendix E) of distinct cultural orientations of the mainstream ethos and African ethos (Boykin,
Tyler, & Miller, 2005). Four-hundred and sixty classroom observations were conducted to assess
the cultural quality of teacher-initiated versus student-initiated behaviors. Findings supported the
argument that teachers most often demonstrate mainstream cultural behaviors while African
American students tend to more often demonstrate behaviors reflective of African cultural
themes, resulting in cultural dissonance between teachers’ and students’ behavioral patterns in
the learning environment.
Ellison, Boykin, Towns, and Stokes (2000) utilized a taxonomic conceptual schematic to
examine classrooms. The taxonomy depicted five dimensions of classroom life including: (1)
social/psychological relations; (2) technical core of instruction; (3) physical structure and
organization routines; (4) discipline and classroom management; and (5) attitudes, perceptions,
and expectations. Observations in 21 elementary classes included 52 observations which yielded
150 hours of direct classroom-observation in grades one through six. Thirty-seven students later
participated in focus-group discussions. The social-psychological analysis indicated that the
teacher’s personality and morning demeanor set the tone for learning. The technological category
revealed that teacher’s use of group instructional practices led to fewer disciplinary conflicts than
individual learning activities. With regard to the structure and organization of the learning
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environment, students were disciplined for not being familiar with and for not obeying an
abundance of daily routines, rules, and rituals. Classroom management and discipline issues
were improved by a positive tone in the teacher’s voice. Teachers who used positive tones were
generally indirect and used cooperative forms of commands, while their counterparts gave more
direct orders in an authoritative fashion. Language and communication styles were also found to
be key factors in the classroom. Switching between standard academic English and the style of
English commonly spoken within the Black community was found among teachers. However,
teachers’ practice of this was inconsistent with their level of tolerance for students who switched
between language styles. Gregory, Cornell, and Fan (2011) have continued to identify clear
relationships between structural elements of the high school and differential rates of suspension
between Black and White students.

Culture, Cognition, and the Learning Environment
Farkas (1996:11-12) viewed culture as a resource that provides practical skills for
production that are “differentially available to members of different groups via parents’ skills and
their socialization of their children, as well as by peer group pressures . . . and these influence the
child’s habits and styles via his/her estimation of the success they can expect from hard effort at
tasks that both require and increase cognitive skills.” Hollins (1996) asserted the notion that
culture and cognition are mutually constructed in youths, and highlighted the significance of the
mutuality of relationship between cognitive development and the cultural context in which it is
embedded (including the formation of memory structures and mental operations for information
processing). Culture itself produces the content (e.g., actions, events, locations, ideas, concepts,
skills, songs, speeches, charts, maps, photographs, etc.) with which short-term and long-term
memory structures interact (Hollis, 1996). Further, perception is based on being able to identify
and relate patterns that are influenced by characteristics of the phenomenon, expectations, and
previous experiences. It is argued that students fail because teachers are unable to connect
content with students’ cultural worldviews, mental schemes, and knowledge structures (Irvine,
2003). Against social-political odds, segregated Black teachers and students were relatively
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successful because they shared aspects of culture. Teachers helped students learn academic
content within familiar contexts students understood (Pierre-Pipkin, 2001).
Foster’s (1991; 1997) research highlighted this cultural phenomenon between Black
teachers and students which is often assumed but not documented. Her research identified
educational philosophies and pedagogies of African American teachers that clarified a
connectedness within the African American community based on the strength of a racial identity
and consciousness which created a mutual cultural connection and commitment between African
American teachers, students, and the African American community. In the face of societal
resistances, Black teachers, particularly female teachers, have often been able to build a sense
of family in educational environment that is functions as the cornerstone of their instructional
ideology.
The process of recognizing patterns is fundamental to learning and involves a “bottomup” or a “top-down” processing style which appears to be affected by cultural practices specific to
low-context or “linear” versus high-context or “holistic” cultures, respectively (Hall, 1989).
American culture has been categorized as a competitive (Boykin, 1983; Rogoff, 2003; Sue & Sue,
2003), individualistic (Boykin, 1983; Triandis & Suh, 2002) and low-context/linear culture, while
African American and Latino cultures are categorized as high-context/holistic cultures which lead
to different processing or learning styles (Hollins, 1996). More specifically, an integrated,
comprehensive approach to learning characterizes high-context, holistic cultures where meaning
is extracted from the environment. A dichotomous, sequential approach to learning characterizes
low-context, linear cultures where meaning is constructed. For this reason, tools of instruction and
valid measures of cognitive development, memory structures, and academic achievement must
employ familiar content presented through practices that are typical to the subject’s cultural group
to enhance educational achievement across the various racial and cultural groups of students
(Cole, 1974; Hilliard, 1997, 2003; Hollis, 1996). The learner’s familial culture in the development
of and interaction with memory structures and mental operations is a central issue in cultural
mediation in teaching (Hollis, 1996).
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The impact of culture in the learning environment is multifaceted. On an individual level, a
student enters and continues through school with a basic culture-specific cognitive map of
information for living that has been handed down and maintained by his/her social networks
(Cole, 1974; Rogoff & Wertsch, 1984). The student uses this information and related skill-sets as
a system of perception, motivation, and behavior to survive and advance through all social
settings including school environments (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Moll, 1993; Rogoff, 1990; Schunk,
1991). A student’s perception is influenced by characteristics of the phenomenon, associated
expectations, and previous experiences. All of which are fundamental to socialization and
learning, as affected by specific cultural practices (Hall, 1989).
Studies have shown that when students encounter learning environments that are
different from the students’ community and home-based cultural system and they are required to
learn, compete, or advance within those social environments, the students’ learning is abated by
an ongoing process of re-mapping and re-acculturation. This re-mapping or re-acculturation often
results in their excelling at a lower rate or lower level than those youths whose social
environments are an extension of their home-cultural system (Boykin, 1986; Knight, 1980; Trueba
et al., 1981). Through structural interactions, including teaching styles and cultural biases in
assessments such as achievement measures and IQ tests (Williams, 1975), the “minority”
student is often disadvantaged. However, empirical research on cross-cultural cognitive
development (from the perspective of cultural discontinuity or mismatch between salient
characteristics cultivated in African-American homes and those typically provided within the
American educational system) reveals that the cognitive performance of Black children is
enhanced by the incorporation of cultural factors in the learning environment (Allen & Boykin,
1992).
In multicultural societies such as the United States, understanding the cultural specificity
of any activity is complicated because one’s ethnicity often involves a hybrid of old world customs
and new world adaptations. However, through socialization processes, distinct ethnic groups
continue to perpetuate distinct ethnic traditions that include specific cultural models, schemas and
scripts (Lee et al., 2003). The Cultural Modeling Framework (Lee, 2001; Lee et al., 2003) has
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been found to facilitate students’ learning of academic concepts by helping them to make
connections between the target knowledge and knowledge forms they have constructed in home
and community environments. Furthermore, the importance of respecting and addressing the
needs of students and their diverse literary styles from a multicultural versus ethnocentric
perspective have been documented (Cole, 1974; Hollis, 1996; Lee et al., 2003), along with the
need to integrate non-mainstream students’ cultural values into their schooling experiences
(Durden, 2007).

Empirical Evidence of the Role of Cultural Capital
Roscigno (1998) explored the effect of family, peer, and educational institutional factors
on the Black-White racial difference in the educational achievement on National Educational
Longitudinal Survey and the Common Core of Data for a national, representative sample of public
high school students. Findings indicated the average Black/White racial gap in achievement to be
6.7 points in mathematics and 6.3 points in reading. Fourteen percent of the average racial gap in
mathematics scores and 13% of the average reading variance was related to educational
processes. Roscigno (1998) also measured students’ cultural capital by the total number of
household books. Fifty or more books accounted for a 2.6 point advantage over those with fewer
books. Educational processes included teacher expectations, academic track or educational
curriculum, student/teacher ratio, per-pupil expenditure, percentage of students on free/reduced
lunch, racial segregation of school, and attendance at a public school. Teacher expectations, perpupil expenditure and academic track had direct and positive effects on academic achievement.
As these factors increased, achievement scores increased. Conversely, as student/teacher ratio
or percentage of students on free/reduced lunch increased, achievement scores decreased.
There was a negative effect for Black-segregated schools (3.9 average decrease in mathematics
scores and a 2.4 average decrease in reading points) and a positive effect for White-segregated
schools (1.3 average mathematics and 0.9 average reading point advantage) when compared to
integrated schools.
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The research of Stanton-Salazar and Dornbusch (1995) examined the role of cultural
capital (language usage and proficiency) and social capital (the allocation of information and
resources in the educational institution) on academic achievement. A stratified sample of 205
moderate to high-income Mexican students from six schools in a White-majority area of San
Francisco-San Jose completed two school-wide surveys. Latino students represented 11.3% to
33.4% and Mexicans represented slightly less than half of the number. Non-Latino, White student
proportions ranged from 35.4% (n=589) to 59.4% (n=742). The sample was stratified for equal
proportions of student by generation, gender, and achievement. Data from semi-structured
interviews were analyzed using a least-squares regression model. Findings indicated higher
socio-economic status (SES) Mexican-origin students reported statistically significantly greater
access to school-based social capital, in general. The hypothesized positive relationship between
language, SES, and social capital held to be true and highlighted the significance of bilingualism.
The relationship between academic achievement and social capital was mediated by English
proficiency. Also, Stanton-Salazar and Dornbusch (1995) found for those of moderate SES and
proficient in English, status expectations and grades affected social capital. Language proficiency
and use produced a more consistent effect on social capital than SES. Spanish use was
correlated with lower SES, larger households, and lower grades. However, on average, those
who were highly bilingual reported lower SES, higher grades, and greater social capital. Low
SES, bilingual students reported higher educational expectations than English dominant students.
Roscigno argued that bilinguals keep their trust in the system and its gatekeepers
whether or not they have acculturated sufficiently to integrate into mainstream culture while some
who are dominant in English oppose mainstream culture and their institutions Gibson and Ogbu
(1991). Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch (1995) concluded that the English “language proficiency
and use” variable may indicate cultural consciousness. In addition, possession of a second
language perhaps serves as a proxy for acculturation. Stanton-Salazar & Dornbusch (1995) also
stated the importance of gauging the student’s ability to conceal or to downplay their cultural
difference. Finally, it was suggested that future research explore aspects of consciousness such
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as perceptions of discrimination in the opportunity structure, and their relationships to social
capital, as well as assess the impact of SES on social capital contacts.
Based on research validating the importance of building upon children’s cultural
knowledge to enhance academic outcomes (Ladson-Billings, 2001; Lee, 2001), Bailey and Boykin
(2001) examined the impact of types of academic tasks on academic task-performance and taskmotivation among low-income African American youth. Generally, findings indicated (for
mathematics, vocabulary, picture sequencing, and spelling format) variability manipulation
seemed to have a positive effect on students’ performance. Additionally, students reported
greater motivation in high variability versus low variability learning conditions. This investigation
supports the position that cultural contexts make a significant difference in the academic
performance and motivation this student population.

Race and Culture in North American Educational Institutions
Historical accounts detailed in this study reveal the enslavement, discrimination, and
oppression of Black people in America based upon social-economic politics involving race and
ethnicity or culture (Boykin, 1986; Obadele, 1988). Strategies to make this land permanently and
predominately the home of the New European, the White European American, were employed to
fulfill the agenda of this New England nation-state. Ensuring European permanency was done
primarily by destroying and devaluing Africans’ ties to their cultural values and practices and
requiring Black people’s immersion into European American culture (Williams, 1976). This forcedacculturation served to maintain the survival and advancement of European descendants.
Through America’s social practices and institutions, the political agenda of officials of the North
American nation-state was (and perhaps continues to be) to make non-Europeans into willing
subordinates who are afraid to revolt and; moreover, don’t know that they should revolt (Obadele,
1988). By means of discriminatory repression, an ethnic group’s collective cultural consciousness
is at greater risk of being weakened (Akbar, 1984a; Kambon, 1992). Institutionalized participatory
structures have been found to marginalize non-mainstream groups on the basis of race or
ethnicity, class, and gender characteristics (Fine, 1991; Kerckhoff, 1977; Lipsitz, 1995; Wilcox,
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1982). The continuing racial divide in every arena in North American life seems to bear witness to
domination of European American cultural imperatives in this land.
Major institutions in this society reflect, validate, and perpetuate the wider society’s
values, social divisions, and social antagonisms. Value-laden social relations and social networks
exist within and between major American institutions and extend throughout society (Burt, 1982;
DeGraaf & Flap, 1988; Lareau, 1989). The social networks that are produced by these structural
interactions reflect the mainstream cultural value structure of the nation’s “founders,” the creators
of its structural reality, European Americans (Boykin, 1986; Obadele, 1988; Shujaa, 1994;
Stanton-Salazar, 1997). Ethnic groups that do not share the European American cultural heritage
often do not inherit the related cultural mapping nor the racial, social, and political features that
allow European Americans (and some sufficiently assimilated others) access to social networks
and resources in the United States. Non-mainstream groups are generally insidiously or blatantly
denied an array of opportunities and resources necessary for creating a higher quality of life for
themselves and their progeny through educational achievement, re-creating the status-quo of
inequality (Cicourel, 1974; Flap, 1991; McCarty, 1991; Stanton-Salazar, 1997).
Tangible educational factors that inhibit academic excellence for African American
students are extensive. However, the core of this historical problem in America involves insidious,
intangible cultural imperatives which manifest as inequities with regard to high-quality, tangible
resources as well as intangible social-political dynamics. The following summarizes the concept
and process of cultural discontinuity and encapsulates a myriad of cultural factors that come into
play in the education of African American children in America (Tyler, 2008).
[G]iven the belief that the dominant cultural heritage found in
mainstream society is superior to that of ethnic minority students,
exhibition of nonmainstream cultural values is discouraged or
ceases in public school classrooms, whereas the display of
mainstream cultural behaviors is deemed appropriate. Thus
ethnocentric monoculturalism is a conceptual precursor to the
cultural discontinuity experienced by many ethnic minority
students . . .
Cultural discontinuity is conceptually defined here as a schoolbased behavioral process where the cultural value-based
learning preferences and practice of many ethnic minority
students – those typically originating from home or parental
socialization activities – are discontinued at school . . . . The
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process of cultural discontinuity in education describes several
activities that form a unique, dialectical phenomenon....First,
from birth, children are socialized in contexts where specific
cultural values are salient . . . . The socialization . . .informs the
manner in which children engage in tasks, whether cognitive,
behavioral, or emotional . . . . The activity that follows the
development of cognitive skills in the cultural context is students’
behavioral manifestations of their home-based cultural values in
public school classrooms . . . . P]ublic school classrooms reflect
a Western or mainstream cultural value or belief system . . . .
classroom infrastructure and the sanctioned learning activities
that students must adhere to at school . . . .
The third activity . . . involves the cessation of ethnic minority
students’ cultural value-laden behaviors and preferences. Once
ethnic minority students enter the classroom, it is communicated
– either explicitly or inadvertently – that their culturally informed
behaviors are not conducive to optimal learning . . . . The fourth
activity . . . is the conscious or unconscious decision made by
ethnic minority students to either adhere to sanctioned
classroom rules regarding appropriate learning behaviors or
maintain preference of the culture-based behaviors they brought
to school . . . . African American students, among others, are
placed in situations where they have to adhere to mainstream
cultural value-based behaviors in school to remain in good
standing with classroom teachers . . . . (pp. 281-282).
Stanton-Salazar and Dornbusch (1995) and Stanton-Salazar (1997) contend that
schooling is a function of socialization. Socialization is a function of reinforcing the sanctioned
styles, views, and behavior by reward. Moreover, these researchers argue that the cultural match
or mismatch between the school and the youth’s home-culture and its related information, beliefs,
and expectations is a key determinant in consideration of who is given and who is denied
information and resources necessary for heightened academic achievement. Further, when
students who fail believe that the process is “just” they are more likely to accept their “lot in life”
and actively accommodate the status quo without holding those in power and wealth accountable
for their failure; but rather, they hold themselves and/or community accountable for the failure. On
the other hand, by judging the system as unjust, they are less likely to accept its outcome and
may become alienated from, rather than committed to, the social system.
Steele (1992) portends that the failure to thrive in school that is experienced by African
Americans, in particular (in an integrated world that remains largely separate and not equal with
White Americans), is a “jeopardy of double devaluation” that reflects and helps sustain the
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endemic devaluation of Black people in society. Because Black students continue to be more
likely than White students to experience corporal punishment, school suspension, and derogatory
labels, Steele asserts that Black students are made racially vulnerable in American schooling.
Making them less racially-vulnerable through educational environments that value each learner,
Steele contends, that learning environments that value each learner will allow the student’s selfesteem to be strengthened as the valued learner perceives school achievement to be a promising
prospect. Steele goes further to assert that a positive identification with schooling is produced
through good feelings about their racial group and themselves in relation school experiences and
academic achievement. On the other hand, students de-emphasize school achievement as a part
of their dis-identification with school due to negative feelings about their racial group and
themselves in relation to school.
Individual students’ results do not affect the overall socialization and stratification
functions of the schooling institution, in general. Therefore, students who succeed will be seen as
exceptional and students who experience less success in school are, typically disenfranchised,
marginalized as part of the larger unsuccessful collective (Boykin, 1986). For the most part,
Boykin maintains that the schooling process socializes failing students to blame themselves, to
hold those like themselves (and who are unlike the mainstream) in contempt, to envy those who
have wealth and power, and to crave the same wealth and power. This socialization function is
most successful when the marginalized students perceive themselves to be partners in the
process and its benefactors. When these crucial factors are not addressed over years, the result
is increasingly poor educational outcomes with widening achievement gaps in excellence and
fairness, this is a cumulative principle that is highly active within the American educational system
(Hirsch,1996). This institutionalized inequity is said to be a significant factor that serves to
maintain ethnic and racial differences which are reflected in longstanding social-political and
economic structures of the United States (Cicourel, 1974; Knight, 1980; McCarty et al., 1991;
Parsons, 1959; Stanton-Salazar, 1995, 1997; Teachman, 1997).
Steele (1992) found Black students enter school scoring fairly close to their White peers.
However, the longer Black children stayed in school, were devalued and failed to thrive, the
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further behind their scores fell in comparison to White students at any academic level.
Additionally, Davis (2003) found gender differences among Black students have resulted in boys
facing more chronic and extreme problems, receiving special educational programming and
tracked curriculum instruction (Hallinan, 1994; Oakes & Page, 1992), and often becoming
disengaged from school. The findings were evident at the elementary level and increased in
intensity through middle and high school (Davis, 2003; Steele, 1992). Consequently, students’
experiences and perceptions of opportunity have been found to affect their academic success
(Foley, 1991; Ogbu, 1974, 1978). Students’ perceptions of opportunity develop into coping
strategies to negotiate personal, mental, and social survival in relation to schooling (Ogbu, 1974,
1978).
Explorations of coping strategies of youths who must navigate incongruent cultures or
worldviews in society have indicated that coping strategies can be important to the social and
academic success or failure of the youth (Knight, 1980; Phelan, 1991). Specifically, coping skills
were defined as keeping disparaging worlds separate, emerging self in school or peer activities,
withdrawing, and assimilating the cultural norms espoused by the school or peer group. Ogbu’s
initial delineation of contrasting belief systems of subordinate people of color and dominant White
youth (1974) was used to explain the differential rate of school failure and the socioeconomic
order between the races (Foley, 1991; Hanushek, 1986; Knight, 1980; Phelan, 1991).

African American Culture and Conformity to American Culture
The concept of education in the North American context implies a formal process of
training or schooling that takes place in a socially designated institution where matriculation is
measured by classification or grade, and is generally determined by test performance. The final
goal of the educational process is to acquire credentials that allow the “educated” person access
where uncertified or “uneducated” individuals are not permitted. The process involves the
production of individuals to occupy positions in American market places (Cox, 1974). The
educational process stipulates the thought and behavioral boundaries of its contributors and
participants (Friere, 1992).
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In the American cultural context, the educational success for Black people raises some
distinct questions regarding cultural conformity and achievement. Boykin (1986) concluded the
role of American education in American social conformity can be considered as the process of
being taught to see the world through the eyes of the mainstream. He contended that resolving
related problems, for the Black community, begins with seeing the limited value for African
Americans in the current system of American schooling. He advocated for teaching youths skills
necessary for success in the United States within culturally-sensitive educational contexts.
It is argued that Black children, in particular, are taught Black inferiority and the high
value of emulating whiteness (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Boykin, 1986; Fordham, Signithia & Ogbu,
1986; Ogbu, 1978; Shujaa, 1994). Boykin’s (1986) theory of the unique “triple quandary” of the
Black experience addresses Black peoples’ simultaneous negotiation of the mainstream
experience, the minority experience, and the Black experience. Boykin contends that given the
cultural qualities of mainstream American culture, when Black students succeed, they have had
to conform to a value structure that, ultimately, involves culturally-different skill-sets, and denies
the relevance and value of the student’s community-based culture. Boykin (1986:65) suggests
that the race-culture problem for Black people in American education is a reflection of the distinct
triple quandary that American Black people encounter within the interplay of three realms of
experiential negotiation in this society.
The three realms of experiential negotiation are the mainstream experience, the minority
experience, and the Black cultural experience (Cole, 1970; Jones, 1979). The result, Boykin
(1986) suggests, is biculturalism or a distinct twoness (DuBois, 1902) that is characterized by an
implicit opposition because the qualities that are attributed to blackness are the qualities that are
often opposite or opposed to the dominant society which, specifically denies or rejects
“blackness” or “non-white” cultural factors. Specifically, an internal conflict is maintained through
simultaneous association with two incongruent cultural worldviews: the linear, individualistic
cultural system of Euro-American society which highlights independence and the individualistic,
holistic, African-based Black cultural system of communalism which highlights interdependence,
(Akbar, 1976, 1994; Baldwin, 1985; Boykin, 1986; Dixon, 1976; Nobles, 1976, 1980a). For
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example, the most reported grievance of matriculated Black students at predominantly White
schools is that they experience a sense of racial identity loss and cultural alienation (Anderson,
1993).
Turner (1960) generated a thesis that distinguished between two ideal-typical systems of
social mobility, which he called the “contest” and the “sponsored” mobility structures. Turner
suggested the objective that governs the contest system is to award elite status upon those who
earn it, while the sponsored system of mobility is governed by the goal of making use of society’s
talents by sorting people into their proper places based on issues of cultural conformity. He
asserted the notion that race and cultural conformity are salient factors in the North American
social structure and that the contest system is useful in explaining the achievement outcomes of
White students while the sponsored system is useful in explaining the differential outcomes of
Black student achievement.

Empirical Evidence of Cultural Conformity
Farkas, Grobe, Sheehan, and Shuan (1990) explored American gate-keeping in
secondary education and tested a cultural resource model of school teacher gate-keeping
practices. They denoted cultural resources as cognitive and non-cognitive performance,
consistent with the work of Lamont and Lareau (1988). Farkas et al. (1990) used student work
habits as a measure of culture or cultural resources and argued that school rewards are a product
of teacher judgments about students’ non-academic (e.g., work habits, disruptive behavior,
gender, race, and SES) and academic performance. In the study, data were analyzed for a
sample of 486 seventh and eighth graders from 22 schools. Students were 49.2% Black, 20.5%
White, 28% Latino (almost all were Mexican American), 1.9% Asian, and 4% Native American.
School records and questionnaire data were obtained from teachers of a random sample of
students, stratified by race to reflect the racial proportions of the study population. Researchers
employed a multiple regression analysis of the effects of some identified variables on the
teachers’ assignment of course-grades.
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Findings suggested the most important predictor variable to be teachers’ judgments of
students’ work habits and cognitive performances on both basic skills and course-work mastery.
The racial hierarchy of scores from high to low was Asian, White, Latino, and Black. Student and
teacher ethnicity was found to be highly significant in that absenteeism decreased greatly
between Black students and Black teachers, and work habit scores were higher. Farkas and
colleagues suggested this indicated more positive interactions in the classroom when a Black
student and a Black teacher were present. Although not statistically significant, Black teachers
reported slightly better work habits for Black and Latino students than for White students. White
teachers reported slightly poorer work habits for Black and Latino students than for White
students. Teachers’ judgments of students’ disruptiveness revealed males to be judged more
disruptive than females; the poor were found to be less disruptive than the less poor; Black
students were identified as much more disruptive than White students; and Asian students were
considered much less disruptive than White students. Students’ characteristics did not affect this
picture. However, Black teachers judged Black students to be more disruptive than the White
teachers judged Black students to be disruptive. Farkas et al. suggested that this was perhaps
due to more intensive interaction or due to Black teachers having had higher aspirations for Black
students than White teachers and, therefore, Black teachers held Black students to higher
behavioral standards. Another possibility offered by the researchers was that Black teachers were
disproportionately assigned to classrooms with disruptive students. Overall, the positive effects of
basic skills and cultural variables on course-work mastery were large and significant. Basic skills
and teachers’ judgments accounted for much of the positive effect. They were measured
independently, which served to support the validity of the findings. Basic skills and non-cognitive
variables explained at least half of the negative difference in scores for poor, Black, and Latino
students on course-mastery. Farkas et al. surmised that, for individual students, course-work
mastery is affected by cultural skills, habits, and styles which might be summarized by “a positive
orientation toward schooling” (1990:136). Also, in this analysis, group differences in learning were
partly explained by group differences in basic skills and non-cognitive attributes, as asserted by
Ogbu (1986) and Swidler (1986).
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To further explicate the findings of the Farkas et al. (1990), Farkas (1996) identified
language, family linguistic culture, and literary or oral discourse styles as significant variables in
educational achievement. Farkas (1996) reported family linguistic culture as the key determinant
of cognitive skill development in children and in the race-gap in cognitive skills, entirely explaining
the wage gap. He found student culture (viewed in economic terms as skills, habits, and styles)
as key to understanding differentials in cognitive achievement. Considering the interaction
between variables, Farkas, et al. (1990) and Farkas (1996) concluded the data indicated no proof
that White teachers discriminated against minority students when assigning grades. However, the
positive effects of teacher perceptions or biases about students’ cultural resources in the form of
work habits and basic skills and the negative effects of absenteeism were found to be the most
important in determining course grades. Therefore, it was concluded that the differential
performance on the cultural resources of student skills, work habits and styles and basic skill
variables explained the difference in course grades.
Consistent with cultural resource theory, Alexander, Entwisle, and Thompson (1987) and
Farkas (1996) identified an interaction between the personal backgrounds of the teacher and the
student, and suggested that “teacher bias” included the teachers’ perception that lower income,
Black, and female students perform at lower levels. Further, he argued that the mechanism of a
self-fulfilling prophecy included a communication process which affected students’ behavior,
teachers’ expectations, and teaching strategies (giving less challenging work, for example)
resulting in reduced cognitive achievement. He suggested that Black students who wish to
succeed must utilize two sets of skills - one set for Black community interaction and cultural
survival, and another set of mainstream skills, habits, and styles that some associate with
academic and social success, and “whiteness.” Related to this analysis, previously, Clark (1965)
viewed urban ghettos as “institutionalized . . . self-perpetuating pathology” and highlighted the
attempts of those in power keep negative effects of the ghetto from reaching society at-large.
Clark (1989) rejected the notion that Black children’s educational difficulties result in “cultural
deprivation” and pointed to the White society’s responsibility for its damage to Black Americans
through ghetto life. Clark advocated for social change as opposed to student conformity.
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Using personality theory, Lohnes (1966) argued conformity is one’s adherence to
mainstream societal mores. In this view, conformity is the self-concept that includes attributes of a
solid, mainstream middle-class American youth (Lohnes, 1966). A 150-item conformity scale was
constructed by Lohnes to include ten personality scales. Of thirteen performance-motive
variables, the conformity variable was the largest (11.1%) explicator of educational performance,
deeming it to be a primary variable in educational measurement (Lohnes, 1966). Some features
of conformity included a fondness for sociability, avoidance of hurting others feelings or
expressing one’s own affect, maintenance of self-control, and a certain ordered directness of
one’s activities (Porter, 1974. p. 308).
Porter (1974) explored the effect of race on educational and occupational attainment in
light of works showing race (blackness) as a limitation to a boys’ mobility (Blau and Duncan,
1967; Duncan, 1969; Siegel, 1970). Porter argued that social-psychological models of attainment
must address the issue of race because analytical models as applied to data obtained on White
people do not explain data obtained on Black people. Porter’s findings were generated from a
stratified sample of approximately 19,000 twelfth-grade high school males (435 Black males) in a
longitudinal study in the United States. Social-structural and social psychological variables
included the socioeconomic status of the family of origin, creativity (as assessed by problemsolving tasks using cultural materials), intelligence (as assessed by academic aptitude
instruments), frequency and influence of significant parents and friends, conformity (using
Lohnes’ 1966 personality scale), occupational aspiration and expectation, school grades,
educational attainment, and occupational attainment. Porter used a multiple regression model to
analyze the data.
Findings indicated that conformity and ambition had direct impacts on Black and White
grades with ambition having the largest effect for Black students, while White students’ grades
were impacted more by conformity. It was concluded that Black grades were a function of
personality while White grades were a function of both intelligence and personality with the
combined influence of personality being greater than the influence of intelligence. He suggested
that in the case of Black students, school sanctions operated only in consideration of the visible
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racial-being of the pupil; while in the case of Whites, a secondary reference to academic ability
was made. While conformity positively affected Black education, there was a direct negative
effect of conformity on Black occupation. To further clarify his findings, Porter used Turners’
(1960) thesis of the two systems of mobility to explain the racial distinctions. Findings, with
regards to ambition and conformity, considered in terms of Turner’s concept of mobility
structures, indicated that in the case of Black pupils, significant others influenced conformity and
conformity influenced educational attainment. Although for Whites, significant others influenced
conformity and ambition, and it was ambition that influenced their educational and occupational
attainment. On the other hand, grades and education influenced Black occupational attainment.
Porter contended that the difference represented the presence of two distinct socialization
messages to Black youths. The data indicated a positive effect of significant others on
educational attainment for White youths in contrast to no effect of significant others on
educational attainment for Black youths. Finally, he suggested that education may be a matter of
competition for White students and sponsorship for Black students. However, he argued that
discrimination has made educational attainment less relevant in the world of Black occupation,
which results in a lack of occupational reward for the educational investment of Black students.
Given the pervasiveness of socially-reconstructed inequality throughout social
institutions, it is important to analyze the role of cultural conformity in American schools. It is
important to determine whether cultural conformity is advanced in our schools at the expense of
multiculturalism or cultural pluralism. Identification of racial and cultural dynamics within
educational institutions and between students and teachers may help dismantle structural
obstacles to effective instruction necessary to improve academic achievement of students of
color. Therefore, this study of race, culture, and academic achievement is informed by the
historical and social-political context within which it is inextricably rooted. This study has the
potential to scientifically depict racial and cultural dynamics, as well as student and teacher
characteristics that are active in multi-ethnic learning environments and contribute to the continual
racial/ethnic gap in academic achievement within the institution of American education.
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Students’ and Teachers’ Sociocultural Views and Practices
Edmonds (1979) stated that the big problem with schools is that educators know how to
keep students from learning and choose this course with the children of the poor. Clark (1989)
argued that the perception of students as racially or culturally inferior results in educational
neglect through inferior educational environments that extend and broaden socio-economic
cleavages, while negatively affecting the children’s motivation to achieve academic success.
(Ogbu (1974, 1978) defined the self-defeating mentality of involuntary cultures and the selfaggrandizing mentality of voluntary cultures as mentalities that together produce a self-fulfilling
prophecy that result in school officials classifying students as failures or successes, often, from
the onset. Ogbu (1978, 1987, 1991a, 1991b) delineated the mentalities of subordinate minorities
to explain why some minority students are successful while others remain at the losing end of
educational pursuits.
The terms “voluntary” and “involuntary” cultures have been used to categorize different
historical conditions under which cultural difference become salient (Ogbu, 1974, 1987, 1991a,
1991b; Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi, 1986). Ogbu focused on the pessimistic psychological
adaptations of involuntary cultures and the optimistic psychological structures of the voluntary
cultures. Students who possess an involuntary culture take on pessimism about themselves and
their opportunities of dominant culture White youths. Finally, he suggested that voluntary
“minorities” have retained more of what Karenga (1980) termed “national” or traditional culture
while those possessing involuntary cultures have developed what Karenga (1980) called
“popular,” reactive or contemporary culture in response to their experiences in a dominant cultural
environment. Ogbu identified “cultural inversion” as one phenomenon that is apparent when
“minorities” come to see school success as acting like Whites and internalizing (or acting) “White”
in style of speech and general expression. Ogbu contended that a willingness to conform to
“White” standards often depends on one’s cultural perception (involuntary or voluntary) of having
access or having only blockages to school and career success.
School success requires a belief that school achievement is, personally, a promising
prospect that will support one’s self-esteem (Steele, 1992). Too often the “minority” student is
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rejected or punished for his/her language style or overall cultural capital (Hilliard, 1991; Ogbu,
1986; Shujaa, 1994). The student, in many cases, comes to internalize this as a rejection of self
or a rejection of their extended-self, race, or cultural group (Akbar, 1884a, 1984b; Ani, 1994; Au,
1991, et al.; Hale, 1994; Hale-Benson, 1986; Kambon, 1992; Nobles, 1980b; Trueba, et.al, 1981;
Tyler, et al., 2008).
Many theorists espouse the notion that not only does each child who enters the American
educational system deserve high-quality educational resources, but every child deserves the
opportunity to utilize her/his natural abilities in the process of acquiring information, knowledge,
skills, and resources to help them along their academic journey (Akbar, 1984b; Au, 1980; Au &
Mason, 1981; Hale, 1994; Hale-Benson, 1986; Hare & Hare, 1991). Multicultural and culturespecific curricula, pedagogical perspectives, and instructional practices in educational programs
have been implemented to confront the racial achievement gap in American education (Akoto,
1992; Farkas, 1996; Hollins, 1990; Hollins & Spencer, 1990; Howard et al., 1987; Trueba, et al.,
1981). To support learning, children educated through multicultural and culture-specific
paradigms are linked culturally with the implemented curriculum, course content, teaching
strategies (Allen & Boykin, 1992), and learning assessments (Hilliard, 1991). Educators have
endeavored to integrate student-centered strategies which explicitly value students; including
Black students who are often devalued in the school environment, as an extension of the racial
and cultural devaluation of Black people in this society based on beliefs of Black racial inferiority
(Steele, 1992).
Hollins (1996) states that cultural mediation in education is characterized by the use of
culturally mediated cognition, culturally appropriate social learning factors, and culturally valued
knowledge which is integrated into curriculum content and materials. Further, Hollins argues that
excellence in the academic performance of students of color requires the following:
1. Legitimizing the knowledge the children bring to school.
2. Making meaningful connections between school learning and cultural knowledge or
knowledge or knowledge acquired outside of school.
3. Creating a hybrid culture in school that is congruent with many of the values and
practices children bring from the home and peer culture.
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4. Creating a community of learners where collaboration is the norm rather than
competition.
5. Balancing the rights of students and teachers.
6. Providing curriculum content and pedagogical practices that support consistent and
coherent core identity and intergenerational continuity with the past (p. 106).
As good instructors, teachers not only provide important curricular information but also
actively create a cultural community perspective which is necessary for high quality learning
(King, 2005; Robertson & King, 2007). It seems apparent that classrooms within which the
strategies espoused by Hollins are employed provide important alternatives to classrooms
wherein students of color contend with biases that favor Western mainstream cultural values.
Furthermore, cultural mediation in teaching counteracts the perpetuation of the historical
mainstream belief that American culture is superior to other cultures. In culturally mediated
arenas, all students’ cultural tools are encouraged and engaged. This allows students who have
been acculturated within and outside of the European American culture to celebrate and utilize
their cultural capacities as a part of learning. Institutionalization of pedagogical insights consistent
with the practices Hollins delineated can help to remove the advantage mainstream learners
typically have over children of other cultural groups. The subjugation of cultural repertoires in the
learning process would be replaced with educational beliefs and practices that support the
empowerment of students of all cultures by promoting learning environments most advantageous
for students’ learning. Efforts to address the cultural alienation of students of color are necessary
at all levels including the classroom, school-wide, district-wide, state-wide, regional, national, and
international arenas. Furthermore, education policy must be informed by research of the
successful outcomes generated by culturally-sensitive, culturally-mediated instruction.
Consistent with the purpose of culturally-mediated instruction, in 1999, under the
leadership of Joyce E. King, the American Educational Research Association (AERA) Council
created the Commission on Research in Black Education (CORIBE) specifically to address
national and international concerns of African Americans as an historically marginalized
community in American educational systems (Commission on Research in Black Education,
2001). CORIBE’s goals are:
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1. Enhance the work of the AERA Research Focus in Black Education Special Interest
Group,
2. Support change within AERA so that the association will become more responsive to
issues in Black education,
3. Stimulate funding opportunities for research in this area to increase the capacity to
legitimate issues concerned with Black education,
4. Identify, stimulate and support interests in research in Black education across AERA and,
5. Pay more attention to the international and different U.S. contexts of Black education
(p. 3).
To resolve crises in pursuit of high quality education for African Americans, CORIBE committed to
uphold the best interests of humanity as the paramount objective of transformative research and
action in Black education. The Commission asserted the notion that “transformative Black
education for human freedom . . . can be expected to: expand human understanding; nurture
cultural consciousness; support resistance to hegemony, domination, and dispossession
culturally; and make use of a cultural orientation as analytical and pedagogical tools” (p. 3).
CORIBE’s agenda was firmly grounded within African and African American history and culture.
The current status of the committee could not be ascertained. However, the work of committee
members continued at least through conference presentations in 2010.
The African-centered framework that shaped this review of literature required an
historical view of the problem. Cultural foundations and preceding historical events are often
ignored in analyses of current and historical phenomena, such as the Black-White achievement
gap. However, there may be nothing more informative and instructive than subjects’ cultures and
histories. History is known to repeat itself or, at the very least, to inform the present. Therefore,
the historical events which precede, include, and follow enslavement and racial segregation were
highlighted in this chapter to offer a spectrum of analyses from which to draw informed
conclusions with regard to students’ contemporary experiences in public education. From this
perspective, this research summarizes the work many scholars. Some scholars couched their
analyses solely in terms of academic differences or deficits of the subjects, while others
considered the intricacies of the insidious contextual factors that impact student achievement
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outcomes. This research illuminated a variety of contributory racial, sociopolitical, and cultural
factors that are paramount in understanding the root of the problem.
The comprehensive, deep-structural conceptualization of culture and cultural phenomena
that this study applies to race and cultural factors in American education reveals the magnitude of
cultural and social dissonance involved when the cultural imperatives of two cultural groups are
incompatible or are in opposition, such as Black/African American culture and Anglo/European
American mainstream culture. The literature presented in this chapter addresses the primary
function of institutions within a nation-state, such as the United States, which is acculturation or
assimilation to ensure the perpetuation of the nation-state and its progeny. This chapter uncovers
the core issue of the African American in particular. America has not viewed African Americans
as her own progeny to nurture and to help thrive. The history chronicled in this chapter provides a
context to better understand the opposition Black people have experienced and have rigorously
fought in America, in general, and within its public education institutions, specifically.
This chapter also reveals the nature of the intricate role of culture in the cognitive
development of all individuals, which is a key aspect in the social process of teaching and
learning that further complicates the problem of culture in student achievement in this multi-ethnic
society. The chapter illuminates the pervasive roles, impacts, and consequences of culture,
cultural congruence and non-congruence, and conformity and non-conformity within American
institutions and, therefore, within public school classrooms today. Overlapping cultural theories,
educational studies, and related empirical analyses are presented to depict the preponderance of
relevant and complementary research on cultural and socio-political factors and dynamics that
are active in the learning environments of all students and affect their perceptions of opportunity
and coping strategies and, ultimately, impact their academic achievement. These factors have
been found to bear upon African American students in particular ways. The interdisciplinary
research presented on the socio-politics of race and culture in American public education
highlights the insidious, yet powerful and unmistakable role that culture plays in teaching and
learning in multi-ethnic and multicultural learning environments.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODS

Study Participants
District, school, teacher, and student recruitment procedures
An accessible urban public school district in the southwestern region of the United States
was identified for study implementation8. Public school enrollment in the state was nearly 4.7
million students. The school district was among the ten largest independent public school districts
in the nation. The study was conducted during the 2007-2008 academic year. That year, the
district employed more than 12,000 teachers and enrolled over 200,000 students, which included
29% African American, 3% Asian, 60% Latino, and 38% White students, with 80% of them
economically disadvantaged, and 65% at-risk students. The district was chosen because it
comprised schools with diverse populations of students and teachers. A multi-ethnic sample was
necessary for race and cultural match/mismatch comparisons. High school students and teachers
were chosen to accommodate the eighth-grade academic skill level at which the Social Outlook
Survey was designed.
Of the school district’s approximately 21 high schools serving grades nine through twelve,
six schools met two study criteria which were: (1) enrollment of a demographically diverse student
body as indicated by at least 13% African American and White students on the campus and (2)
attainment of a campus accountability rating of at least “academically acceptable” for two years
immediately preceding study implementation as determined by the state’s governing body for
public education. Potential accountability ratings were “academically unacceptable”,
“academically acceptable”, “recognized”, and “exemplary,” based on a variety of student
participation and student achievement factors.
Permission to conduct the study in a high school was obtained from district- and schoollevel officials. Approvals to conduct the study included a specified set of parameters defined by

8

See Appendix G for Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval.
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the school district’s administrators. All campus English language arts (ELA) and mathematics
teachers were recruited for study participation.

Teacher and student participation
A total of 40 teachers and 428 of their students were included in the study, with 23
teachers and 308 students involved in all aspects of the analyses.

Variables and Measures
Race, cultural values, cultural match between student and teachers, and cultural match
between students and mainstream culture (conformity) were the primary independent variables in
this analysis. Students’ perceptions of their social opportunities, coping strategies with regard to
education, the school’s learning environment, and their teachers’ views of their own pedagogical
views and practices were secondary independent variables in this study’s analysis. Dependent
variables in this analysis included students’ academic achievement scores which include 20072008 academic year mathematics and English language arts (1) course grades, (2) standardized,
state-mandated criterion-referenced assessment of knowledge and skills scale scores, and (3)
national norm-referenced Stanford 10 normal curve equivalent scores.

Race/Ethnic Match
Racial/ethnic match and mismatch between the student and teacher were determined for
students and their identified/non-participating and participating teachers. Students who shared
the same ethnicity with their teachers were coded = 1. Students who did not share the same
ethnicity with their teachers were coded = 0.

Culture
Consistent with literature previously presented in this investigation, culture is employed
as a representation of the context (Geertz, 1973b, p. 14) or organizing framework within which
teachers and students live their lives. Grounded in definitions of deep-structural cultural
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phenomena as represented by factors and cultural capital that are not necessarily observable
(Ani, 1994; Benedict, 1945, 1989; Chomsky, 1957, 1968; D’Andrade, 1984; Hollins, 1996; Nobles,
1985a), culture in this analysis was measured by the degree to which participants espoused core
values, attitudes, and behaviors that shape the perspectives and priorities of the African cultural
legacy or cultural group. Communalism, as the cornerstone of the African social ethos (Mbiti,
1970), was measured to determine the extent to which subjects valued a commitment to the vital,
shared essence of all things or social interdependence (Boykin, 1983, 1986; Boykin et. al, 1997;
Herskovitz, 1958; Moemeka, 1998; Nobles, 1974, 1980b). Students’ and teachers’ communalistic
cultural views were measured using the Social Outlook Survey (SS) (Appendix A). It was the first
of its kind developed by Boykin, Jagers, Ellison, and Albury (1997). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
for initial studies conducted on this scale ranged from .84 to .87.
Given the incongruence between the worldviews of the linear, individualistic, competitive
Euro-American culture and the holistic, African-based cultural system of communalism and
interdependence (Akbar, 1979; Azibo, 1985; Boykin, 1986; Dixon, 1976; Nobles, 1976, 1980a), it
was expected that higher scores on the SS measure would indicate communalistic perspectives,
while lower scores would represent the absence of the Afrocultural ethos. Moderate scores
revealed responses both consistent and inconsistent with communalism. In this way, scores on
the SS measure were analyzed on a continuum and did not require respondents to achieve a
particular cut score as an indicator of cultural type.
The SS consists of forty items arranged in a Likert scale format with response choices
that range from “1” (“completely false”) to “6” (“completely true”). “Communalism” or holism was
indicated by higher scores on the SS. Moderate scores reflected mixed cultural values.
Mainstream “individualistic” or linear cultural attitudes and values were indicated by lower scores
on the SS. The percentages possible on the SS ranged from 16.66% (31 points) to 100.0% (186
points) and could be grouped from lowest (16.7–44.4%) to moderate (44.5–72.2%), and highest
(72.3–100.1%). This method to group of SS scores (Strategy1) was based on almost identical
intervals of 27.7 or 27.8 points within each of the categories (low, moderate, and high).
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Cultural Match
To avoid rigidity in determining cultural match, several strategies were employed. The
first strategy allowed more distance between teachers’ and students’ raw scores (27.7- 27.8
percentage-points), the second strategy allowed less distance (21.1 percentage-points) than the
first strategy, and the third strategy allowed very little distance (10.0 percentage-points) between
teachers’ and students’ raw scores to consider them cultural matches.

Students’ Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies (POCS)
Students’ voluntary (dominant) or involuntary (subordinate) cultural perspectives on race,
social issues, and school opportunity and practices were measured using a twenty-three item
questionnaire addressing students’ perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies (Appendix
C). The “yes” (score =1) or “no” (score = 0) option questionnaire was developed by the primary
researcher, based upon works by Ogbu (1991a, 1991b) on immigrant and involuntary cultural
types and Hollins’ (1996) factors necessary to successful learning environments, particularly for
students of color. A total of 307 (99.7%) of the 308 student-participants responded to the
questionnaire.
Students’ percentages of points scored on the measure were placed in categories
ranging from low (0–34.7%) to moderate (34.8–69.5%), to high (69.6–100.0%) to produce final
codes for total scores, cultural factors, school’s environmental learning factors, students’ coping
strategies and mainstream views and experiences. Separate and combined subsets of the factors
were analyzed. Higher percentages indicated (1) students’ cultural views, perspectives,
experiences that were voluntary, or optimistic, and compatible with their social surroundings; (2)
students found the school’s learning environment inclusive and collaborative, (3) students
reported positive education-related activities, perspectives, and coping behaviors, and/or (4)
students’ views and experiences compatible with mainstream social politics and the school
environment. Lower percentages (code = 3) reflected students whose cultural views and
perspectives were involuntary or pessimistic, less compatible with their school’s social
surroundings, students found the school’s learning environment exclusive and non-collaborative,
or indicated students who reported less productive or negative education-related activities,
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perspectives, and behaviors. Moderate percentages (code = 2) indicated moderate or mixed
cultural perspectives, views of the school’s environmental learning factors, students’ coping
strategies, or mixed views and experiences of compatibility with their school’s social environment
and optimism regarding their opportunities.
Total POCS scores (A) to include all items were calculated. Further, the following 14
questionnaire items (numbers 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16, 18, 19, and 23) measured
POCS (B) Sociocultural and School-Related Coping Factors - students’ voluntary (optimistic) and
involuntary (pessimistic) sociocultural perspectives and school-related coping strategies
(productive and unproductive):
2. Whether or not I succeed in school, this society usually sees people of my race as being
qualified for success.
1. I take my schoolwork very seriously.
5. It is harder for those who are not white to “make it’ in America.
6. When the values that I learned at home don’t fit in, I hide them.
8. Even when my schoolwork is really difficult I keep trying until I understand it.
10. It does not matter to me if I do well in school.
11. The higher rate of school failure among non-white students proves that white students
are usually smarter.
12. Honestly, most of the time I do not try to succeed in school.
13. I have learned to follow the examples of others who do well in school.
15. White people are usually more intelligent than other people.
16. Doing well or not doing well in school won’t really affect my life.
18. White Americans do not have a better culture than others in America.
19. I have learned to use characteristics that people of other races use to get a better
response from teachers.
23. Some school work is so hard that I don’t even try to do it.
The following list of six items (n=6) provides a subset of the previous items to encompass POCS
(C) Sociocultural factors (numbers 2, 5, 11, 15, 16, and 18) which measured voluntary (optimistic)
and involuntary (pessimistic) perspectives of opportunity:
2. Whether or not I succeed in school, this society usually sees people of my race as being
qualified for success.
5. It is harder for those who are not white to “make it’ in America.
11. The higher rate of school failure among non-white students proves that white students
are usually smarter.
15. White people are usually more intelligent than other people.
16. Doing well or not doing well in school won’t really affect my life.
18. White Americans do not have a better culture than others in America.
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POCS (D) School-Related Coping Strategies were measured by the following nine (n = 9) items
(numbers 3, 6, 8, 10, 12, 13, 16, 19, and 23) to reveal students’ perceptions of their (productive or
non-productive) school-related coping strategies:
3.
6.
8.
10.
12.
13.
16.
19.

I take my schoolwork very seriously.
When the values that I learned at home don’t fit in, I hide them.
Even when my schoolwork is really difficult I keep trying until I understand it.
It does not matter to me if I do well in school.
Honestly, most of the time I do not try to succeed in school.
I have learned to follow the examples of others who do well in school.
Doing well or not doing well in school won’t really affect my life.
I have learned to use characteristics that people of other races use to get a better
response from teachers.
23. Some school work is so hard that I don’t even try to do it.

Item 16 was included in cultural factors and coping strategies. The following nine (n = 9) items
(i.e. numbers 1, 4, 7, 9, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 22) measured POCS (E) School Environmental
Learning Factors - students’ perceptions of the schools’ environmental learning factors (inclusive
and collaborative or exclusive and non-collaborative):
1. In my classes students are encouraged to work or study together.
4. Many of my teachers use different ways to teach things to students if it is needed.
11. My teachers make connections between the things they want me to learn and information
that I already know from home or my community.
9. I am able to use the knowledge that I have been taught at home to learn at school.
14. My teachers make sure that things and people from my culture are a positive part of the
lessons.
17. I am made to feel that I am a positive part of the student body at this school.
20. I do not feel that I play an important part in determining how I learn something at school.
21. I usually feel good about the messages my teachers send about my race.
22. Even when my values from home don’t’ fit in at school, I proudly practice them.
Finally, POCS (F) Mainstream Views and Experiences were measured by six items (n=6). They
were items 2, 9, 11, 15, 17, 21 which assessed students’ views and experiences of compatibility
or incompatibility with mainstream views, practices, and opportunities; including compatibility or
incompatibility with the school’s socio-political environment:
2. Whether or not I succeed in school, this society usually sees people of my race as being
qualified for success.
9. I am able to use the knowledge that I have been taught at home to learn at school.
11. The higher rate of school failure among non-white students proves that white students
are usually smarter.
15. White people are usually more intelligent than other people.
17. I am made to feel that I am a positive part of the student body at this school.
21. I usually feel good about the messages my teachers send about my race.
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Raw scores were calculated by adding one point for each “yes” response for completed items.
Each raw score was divided by the maximum points possible based on the total number of items
answered by each student. Separate raw scores and percentages were calculated for items
pertaining to sociocultural factors and school-related coping factors, sociocultural factors, schoolrelated coping strategies, school environmental learning factors, and mainstream views and
experiences. Instrument validation was not an aspect of this exploratory study. However, initial
exploratory Cronbach alpha coefficient and factor analysis results for the POCS are provided in
Appendix Q.

Teacher Pedagogical Views and Practices (PVP)
Teachers’ instructional styles reflect their sociocultural values, perspectives, attitudes,
goals, and educational strategies. Teachers’ instructional styles were measured by a 36-item/39response questionnaire based on Hollins’ (1996) pedagogical types of cultural mediation in
education (with item number-one having four parts). The questionnaire (Appendix D), a “yes” or
“no” dichotomous option questionnaire, identifies three types of instructors’ pedagogical types
(Appendix F).
Pedagogical Type-1 which corresponds with teachers’ with traditional educational views
and practices and is measured by items 1a or 1c, 2, 3, 4, 8, 13, 14, 19, 20, 23, 29, 34, and 36.
1. “Culture” is best defined as:
a. rituals, ceremonies and food of people from various lands.
c. arts, culinary creations, and clothing of people from various lands.
2. Dealing with a lot of cultures in America actually pulls the nation apart.
3. Generally, I support the American way of life.
4. I support a school curriculum for this nation that preserves the language, knowledge, and
values that have historically been taught in the U.S.
8. Tight control of the classroom is necessary for a good learning environment.
13. Valid information for educational purposes often comes from a common perspective.
14. Students are different but it is not necessary to use different teaching strategies.
19. I try to insure that all my students get the same instruction.
20. I find that it is better to require students to work independently on assignments.
23. The primary focus of classroom instruction should be preparing students for acceptance
into American society.
29. For the most part, the cultural needs of students are not a teacher’s responsibility.
34. Teachers should not teach about social ills that need to be remedied.
36. Generally, the school curriculum should be focused on a rich, common American heritage
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Pedagogical Type-2 corresponds with teachers’ multicultural educational views and
practices and is measured by items 1b, 3, 6, 9, 10, 15, 22, 24, 26, 27, 31, 32, and 33.
1. Culture” is best defined as:
b. history, values, traditions and worldviews of people from various lands.
3. Generally, I support the American way of life.
6. If teachers did not use students’ cultures to help them learn, some students’ needs would
be left out of the learning environment.
9. Many students fail in school because the environment is inflexible.
10. Different races or ethnic groups of people have different perspectives of history that are
legitimate.
15. I am not sure about the best ways to teach different types of students, but I believe it
takes more than one approach.
22. Student differences in learning styles may require different instructional materials and
strategies.
24. Learning activities should support the patterns of learning that each student acquires in
their home-culture.
26. Culture may affect a student’s ability to adapt to instructional processes.
27. It is the teacher’s responsibility to find and use what works with different students.
31. The inclusion of knowledge about other cultures is not consistent with the typical
American school curriculum.
32. Classrooms should prepare students to live harmoniously in a culturally diverse society.
33. Teachers should relate student cultures to the subject matter.
Pedagogical Type-3 which corresponds with teachers with pluralistic educational views
and practices and is measured by items 1d, 5, 7, 11, 12, 16, 17, 18, 21, 25, 28, 30, and 35.
1. “Culture” is best defined as:
d. feelings, thoughts, and behaviors of a people.
2. Education should help bring about an equal society for all racial and ethnic groups.
7. Education should empower students in knowledge, skills, and values for determining
their social responsibilities.
11. Collaboration among students is crucial in a good learning environment.
12. Meaningful school learning links with the cultural knowledge and skills that students
already have.
16. Overall, Affirmative Action is good for this country.
17. Students have the right to be taught with strategies that use the cultural information that
they possess.
18. I generally do not require students to get my permission to interact with each other
during class time.
21. I have looked into the connection between teaching strategies and students’ cultural
learning.
25. I find it unproductive to plan traditional lessons in remedial skills for some ethnic or
language minority students.
28. School curriculums inevitably include cultural knowledge.
30. Knowledge about racial and cultural groups is necessary to understand their
perspectives, values and practices.
35. A good approach to including other cultures into instructional strategies requires more
than adding the contributions of ethnic minorities the main curriculum.
Some statements were consistent with two pedagogical types. The underlined item (item 3) is
indicative of pedagogical Type 1 or Type 2. Teachers’ “yes” responses within each pedagogical
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type were counted to calculate total responses for each pedagogical type. Affirmative responses
to Item 3 were counted within both Type 1 and Type 2. The modal number of responses was
used to determine the pedagogical type assigned to the teacher for purposes of this analysis.
Instrument validation was not an aspect of this exploratory study. However, initial exploratory
Cronbach alpha coefficient and factor analysis results for the PVP are provided in Appendix Q.

Student Academic Achievement Scores
Measures of students’ mathematics and English language arts academic achievement for
the 2007-2008 academic year included the norm-referenced Stanford Achievement Test Series,
Tenth Edition (Stanford 10) and the state-mandated criterion-referenced Assessment.
Achievement tests were administered during the spring of 2008. Additionally, teacher-assigned
course grades for each semester within the corresponding school year were analyzed as
indicators of academic achievement. All student achievement results were obtained from
administrative personnel as retrieved from district-level, centralized databases.

Analytic Procedures
Descriptive statistics are presented on all independent and dependent variables.
Violations to assumptions of normal distributions are quite common in larger samples (100 or
more) and in analyses involving social science measures, due to the nature of the fundamental
constructs upon which the measures are designed (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2000; Pallant, 2005).
Therefore, histograms and Komogorov-Smirnov hypothesis tests were constructed to determine
whether or not students' Social Outlook Survey scores and academic achievement scores were
normally distributed. Due to violations to assumptions of normality on students’ Social Outlook
Survey scores and measures of students’ academic achievement except Stanford 10 reading
scores, non-parametric techniques were employed to determine whether statistically significant
differences at the .05 level or better existed between students’ scores. Student-groups with fewer
than five students and student-group sizes that did not satisfy minimum cell frequency
requirements were excluded from analyses that determined levels of statistical significance.
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The Chi-square technique was used to explore relationships between categorical
variables and Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation were used to calculate the direction and
strength of relationships between continuous variables. Correlations greater than 0.7 were
considered strong, less than 0.3 were considered weak and correlations between 0.3 and 0.7
were considered moderate with positive and negative values indicating positive and negative
relationships, respectively.
Mann-Whitney U Tests were employed to assess differences between two groups.
Sample means were used in Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis tests to produce mean ranks to
calculate group differences. Kruskal-Wallis Tests were used to assess differences between three
or more groups. Outliers were removed from the data to accommodate criteria for multiple
regression analysis which was conducted to explore the amount of variance in student
achievement that could be explained by key variables in the study. Statistical techniques were
employed using all achievement measures in the study (i.e. course grades, Assessment scale
scores, and Stanford 10 NCEs). Though the data were not normally distributed, analysis of
variance (ANOVA) techniques were also employed to explore the capacity of the data for
interpretation using more rigorous, parametric techniques to isolate the impact of individual
variables on the dependent variables using multiple regression analyses. ANOVA results were
sufficient to warrant multiple regression analyses (See Appendix Q). However, results from the
parametric techniques reported in this study must be considered with caution. Standard multiple
regression analyses were employed to explore the amount of variance in students’ tests scores
and course grades that could be explained by the individual and combined impact of identified
independent variables.
The following descriptions summarize the statistical procedures utilized to address each
research question.
Q1:

Does student culture correlate with course grades and standardized tests scores?
Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation was employed to ascertain the significance of

relationships between students’ cultural scores as measured by adjusted raw scores on the
Social Outlook Survey and academic achievement scores as measured by English language arts
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and mathematics scale scores on state-mandated assessments, NCEs on Stanford 10
standardized assessments, and numeric course grades.
In addition, Chi-square tests were conducted to further explore relationships between
students’ Social Outlook Survey (SS) scores (from Strategy 1 - potential grouping) and students’
levels of academic achievement as measured by students’ SS codes or categories (i.e., high,
moderate, and low) on the SS and students’ academic achievement level as measured by (1)
whether they met the passing and commended standards on the criterion-referenced, statemandated assessments; (2) their level of performance (above-average, average, or belowaverage) on norm-referenced national assessments; and (3) types of course grades achieved
(ranging from excellent to failing) in English language arts and mathematics for specific
correlation coefficients and significance levels]. The minimum cell frequency required for this
technique was met only by data for the state-mandated assessment on commended performance
in mathematics. Chi-square tests were repeated with students’ Social Outlook Survey (SS) scores
obtained using Strategy 2 (natural grouping).
To explore achievement differences between students who scored in different categories
(high, moderately, or low) on the Social Outlook Survey (SS), one-way between-groups analyses
of variances were conducted with Kruskal-Wallis Tests for each achievement measure. Also,
descriptive analyses showed achievement differences between students of different
races/ethnicities. Therefore, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was used to explore specific associations
between race/ethnicity and culture. In addition, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was employed to explore
racial/ethnic differences in students’ SS scores. The research was extended to explore students’
achievement for teachers of different cultural types using the Kruskal-Wallis Test.
Q2:

Do students who share a common race and culture with their teachers have higher
student achievement?
Students' and teachers' raw scores on the Social Outlook Survey were calculated,

categorized, and coded for three cultural types. In addition, each student and teacher was coded
to reflect her/his racial/ethnic group as identified in the district data file. For each course grade
(reading/language arts and mathematics), the grading-teacher (both identified and participating
teachers) and student were coded to represent the racial/ethnic match between the student and
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teacher. A “1” indicated a racial/ethnic mismatch and a “0” indicated a racial/ethnic match
between student and teacher. Students and participating teachers for whom SS scores were
available, were then placed in four groups according to (a) matches on both race/ethnicity and
cultural type, (b) match on race/ethnicity and a mismatch on cultural type, (c) mismatch on
racial/ethnicity and match on cultural type, (d) mismatches on both race/ethnicity and cultural
type.
This research question was approached in two phases. First, means were calculated for
all matched and mismatched groups of students and teachers with regard to student achievement
variables. Second, non-parametric techniques were employed to determine whether statistically
significant differences at the .05 level (or better) existed between students’ scores on ELA and
mathematics standardized assessments and course grades for students who matched their
teachers versus those who did not match their teachers with regard to race/ethnicity and culture.
In addition, the Mann-Whitney U Test technique and Kruskal-Wallis Test were employed to
analyze group differences.
Q3:

Do students who have optimistic perceptions of opportunity make higher grades
and test scores than students who have pessimistic perceptions of opportunity?
Students' adjusted raw scores on the Perception of Opportunity and Coping Strategies

(POCS) questionnaire were calculated and coded high (1), moderate (2), and low (3) for scores
reflecting subordinate, less extreme dominate, or strong dominate cultural perspectives,
respectively. The Mann-Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis Tests were utilized to determine the
statistical significance of group differences. In addition, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to
explore racial/ethnic differences in POCS scores.
Q4:

What are the pedagogical views and practices of teachers whose students have
higher student achievement?
Teachers' scores on the Pedagogical Views and Practices (PVP) instrument were coded

for the three pedagogical styles including Type-1 for more traditional teachers, Type-2 for
teachers with multicultural approaches, and Type-3 for teachers with pluralistic approaches to
education. Kruskal-Wallis Tests were conducted to determine whether students’ achievement
differed statistically significantly, depending on teachers’ pedagogical types.
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Q5:

What is the impact of cultural match or cultural mismatch, cultural conformity,
students’ perceptions of opportunity, and teachers’ pedagogical styles on course
grades and tests scores?
Standard multiple regression analysis was employed to explore the amount of variance in

students’ tests scores and course grades that could be explained by the identified independent
variables. The regression technique determined the unique and combined effects of the
independent variables on dependent variables. For effective use of the procedure, extreme
student achievement scores (outliers) within each measure were identified through descriptive
statistical procedures and omitted from the data prior to employing this parametric technique. This
resulted in the inclusion of 308 distinct students in the analyses. The number of allowable
independent variables within each multiple regression analysis was limited to one (1) independent
variable (dichotomous or continuous) for every 15 cases of student achievement (continuous)
data included in the analysis.
Based on analyses conducted regarding research questions one through four, three
independent variables found to show statistically significant differences in students’ achievement
were included in multiple regression analyses. They were students’ and teachers’ cultural match,
students’ POCS Mainstream (subset F) scores, and teachers’ Pedagogical Views and Practices
(PVP) Type-2 or Type-3. The measure of cultural match utilized reflected actual the percentagepoint difference between students’ and their teachers’ SS scores (Strategy 3). Independent
variables were analyzed to rule-out highly correlated variables. The standard multiple regression
procedure was repeated for each achievement measure. However, the parametric results must
be considered with caution.

87

CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH RESULTS

Study Participants
District, school, teacher, and students
Student enrollment at the participating high school was 3,352 students, with
approximately 150 teachers, during fall 2007 through spring 2008. Table 1 compares the
percentages of students and teachers at the state, district, and school during the 2007-2008
academic year when the study was conducted. The distribution of students of different
races/ethnicities was more balanced at the school than the state and district levels. While most
students in the state were Latino followed by White and Black students, most students in the
district were Latino, followed by Black, with far fewer White students; and most students at the
school were predominantly White, followed by Latino, then, Asian students. The percentages of
economically disadvantaged students were larger at the district and state levels than at the
school. Percentages of at-risk students were larger at the district and school levels than statewide.
The proportions of teachers of different races/ethnicities were more balanced at the
district than the state and school levels. Teachers at the state level were overwhelmingly White
followed by Latino and Black teachers. In the district, teachers were predominantly Black,
followed by White and Latino teachers. However, teachers at the school were overwhelmingly
White, with far fewer Black teachers, followed by comparable proportions of Latino and Asian
teachers. At the district level, only the proportions of Asian students and Asian teachers were
comparable. However, within the school, only the proportions of Black students and Black
teachers were comparable. Fortunately, the study’s sample of teachers (from largest to smallest
ethnic group as shown in Table 6) was consistent with teachers throughout the school. This held
true for the sample of students as well (as shown in Table 3); except Asian students comprised a
larger group than Black students school-wide and their groups were equal proportions in the
study’s sample. Also, proportions of at-risk and economically disadvantaged students in the
study’s sample were nearly equal in proportion to school-wide proportions. The state’s and
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district’s demographics reflect patterns of intense-segregation. On the other hand, the schools’
students’ demographics are consistent with the demographics of students in U. S. schools that
are not considered intensely-segregated and serve many African American and Latino American
students (Orfield, 2009). A multi-ethnic sample of students and teachers is necessary to ensure
racial and cultural diversity among the groups of matched and mismatched subjects. Finally, a
successful, multi-ethnic school environment allows the identification of best practices for
heightened student achievement for all students.
The participating school was one of only two schools in the district to participate in the
prestigious International (IB) Diploma Programme for students in 2007-2008. The school had a
stable, district-wide reputation of high academic achievement among a diverse student-body. Onsite school materials indicated that in 2006 the school ranked 109th out of 20,000 high schools in
the U. S., which placed it among the top 0.5% high schools in the country. In 2008, the school
ranked 100th.
Table 1.
School, District and State Students’ and Teachers’ Race/Ethnicity and Student
Characteristics, 2007-2008
State
District
School
Students Teachers Students Teachers Students
Teachers
Race/Ethnicity
%
%
%
%
%
%
African American
14
10
28
39
15
15
Asian
3
1
3
4
19
7
Latino
47
21
60
22
29
8
White
35
68
8
33
38
70
Native American
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
0
Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
Economically
disadvantaged
55
At-risk
17
Source: District and School Profiles, 2007-2008

79
65

-

28
37

-

Table 2 illustrates students’ achievement in mathematics and English language arts at
the school, district, and state levels, confirming higher academic performance on all identified
measures at the school when compared to their state and district peers.
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Teacher and student participation
Survey and questionnaire data for a total of 23 (57.5%) of the 40 identified ELA and
mathematics teachers of the 309 participating students were included in study analyses.
Table 2.
Students’ Performance by Level and Subject, 2007-2008
*SMA
Grade 9
Grade 10
Grade 11

State
Mathematics
64
66
80

ELA
87
89
91

District
Mathematics
51
57
78

ELA
77
83
89

School
Mathematics
73
77
93

ELA
89
90
96

^SAT
State Average
District Average
School Average
% Tested
53
84
Math
505
477
582
Reading
488
466
561
Writing
480
465
566
*State-Mandated Assessment (Assessment). ^ Stanford Achievement Test – average results
for 2008 graduating classes.
Source: District and School Profiles, 2007-2008; District College Board Report, 2008-2009 and
the state educational governing agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System report.
Participants’ Background Characteristics
Demographic and educational data were available for at least 306 (99.0%) to 309 (100%)
of the student-participants on characteristics including race/ethnicity, gender, free/reduced lunch
status, academic track (regular, gifted and talented, and special education), at-risk, career &
technology, bilingual, English as a second language, and primary home language.
Table 3 depicts characteristics of participating students. Eleventh-grade students
comprised the largest group of approximately 37% of the study’s student-participants, followed by
10th and 12th graders who consisted of nearly 26% and 23%, respectively. There were about 10%
more female (45%) than male (55%) students in the study. Additionally, White students
comprised almost 40%, followed by Latino students at nearly 27%. Black and Asian students
each comprised about 18% of the students in the study.
Table 4 presents students’ instructional programs and their participation in other
subgroups. More than one-third of the students were identified as gifted and talented and less
than 3% were identified to receive special education instruction. There were about 10% fewer
students enrolled in Career and Technology (C.A.T.E) courses (44%) than were not enrolled in
C.A.T.E courses (55%). Additionally, over one-third of the students were identified for having at
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least one risk-factor that could potentially inhibit their academic success due to personal, familial,
social or school-related performance concerns.
Table 3.
Participating Students’ Characteristics
Grade level
N
9
38
10
79
11
115
12
77
Total
309
Ethnicity
African American/Black
54
Asian
54
Latino
82
White
118
Native American
1
Total
309
Gender
Female
169
Male
140
Total
309

%
12.3
25.6
37.2
22.9
100.0
17.5
17.5
26.5
38.2
<1
100.0
54.7
45.3
100.0

Table 4.
Students’ Instructional Programs and Subgroups
Gifted and Talented Instructional Program
Yes
No
Total
Special Education Instructional Program
Yes
No
Total
Career and Technology Program
Yes
No
Total
At-risk of Dropping Out of School
Yes
No
Total
Economically Disadvantaged
Yes
No
Total
Physical Handicapped
Yes
No
Total
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N
108
201
309

%
35.0
65.0
100.0

9
300
309

2.9
97.1
100.0

137
169
306

44.3
54.7
99.0

103
203
306

33.3
65.7
99.0

89
217
306

28.8
70.2
99.0

8
301
309

2.6
97.4
100.0

Nearly 29% of the students were eligible for free or reduced meals or other benefits
available to students identified as economically disadvantaged. Among the participating students,
less than 3% had been identified for having a physical handicap. Most of the students were
American born (<1% immigrant and migrant combined) and nearly 70% spoke English as their
primary language. Over 30% of the students’ spoke languages other than English as their primary
language at home, indicating the potential for additional cultural influences within their
residences. Spanish was the language spoken at home by the second largest group of students.
Students’ languages ranged from Cherokee (Native American), and Amharic (Central Ethiopia) to
various Asian languages (e.g. Mandarin, Vietnamese, Arabic, and Urdu).
Table 5 shows information relevant to students’ ethnicities.
Table 5.
Student Factors Related to Ethnicity
Limited English Proficient (LEP)
Yes
No
Total

N
5
301
306

%
1.6
97.4
99.0

4
302
306

1.3
97.7
99.0

0
306
306

0.0
99.0
99.0

6
300
306

0.3
98.7
99.0

1
305
306

0.3
98.7
99.0

213
56
9
7
4
3
6@2 each

68.9
18.1
2.9
2.3
1.3
1.0
2.0

8@1 each
306

2.6
99.1

English as a Second Language (ESL)
Yes
No
Total
Bilingual
Yes
No
Total
Immigrant
Yes
No
Total
Migrant
Yes
No
Total
Home Language
98 English
01 Spanish
4A Mandarin
02 Vietnamese
1P Cantonese
06 Korean
1H Arabic, 2X Hindi, 99 “other”
08 French, 1F Amharic, 1L Bengali, 1T Cherokee,
2K Farsi, 4P Pilipino, 4W Russian, 5V Urdu
Total
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Data regarding teachers’ background characteristics included race/ethnicity, gender, and
years of teaching experience. Teachers’ subject area and the educational programs of students
taught by teacher (regular, gifted and talented, at-risk, special education, career & technology, or
English as a second Language) were also included. Table 6 presents data for 40 teachers who
taught ELA or mathematics to participating students during the academic year and the subset of
23 teachers who consented and participated in the study by completing surveys and
questionnaires.
Table 6.
Teachers’ Characteristics and Instructional Information
Gender
Female
Male
Total

Identified
N
30
10
40

Ethnicity
African/Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
Total
Professional Years Teaching
0-3
4-6
7-10
11-15
16-20
21-30
31-40
Total
Subject Area
Math
English language arts
Total
Instructional Program
Regular Education
Gifted and Talented
Honors
English as a Second Language (ESL)
Total

%
75.0
25.0
100.0

Participated
N
%
18
78.3
5
21.7
23
100.0

6
4
3
27
0
40

15.0
10.0
7.5
67.5
0
100.0

6
2
2
13
0
23

26.1
8.7
8.7
56.5
0
100.0

8
3
8
3
5
3
9
39

20.5
7.7
20.5
7.7
12.8
7.7
23.1
100.0

5
2
3
2
1
3
6
22

22.7
9.1
13.6
9.1
4.5
13.6
27.3
99.9

27
13
40

67.5
32.5
100.0

14
9
23

60.9
39.1
100.0

20
8
10
2
40

50.0
20.0
25.0
5.0
100.0

14
3
4
2
23

60.9
13.0
17.4
8.7
100.0

Within each category, the rank order (from largest to smallest percentage) for each
subset of teachers generally remained consistent between the group of 40 identified teachers
(who taught participating students) and the group of 23 participating teachers (who taught
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participating students and completed surveys and questionnaires for the study). This pattern was
consistent with the exception of proportions of Asian and Latino teachers’ and proportions of
teachers with various durations of professional years of teaching experience. Specifically, female
teachers outnumbered male teachers about three to one (3:1) in both groups. The percentages of
White teachers far exceeded others, followed by African/Black, Asian, and Latino teachers.
Although there was a larger percentage of Asian compared to Latino teachers among identified
teachers, Asian and Latino teachers comprised equal proportions of participating teachers.
Mathematics teachers comprised about 60-68% of the teachers and about 50-60% were regular
education teachers, followed by 17-25% of teachers who taught honors and gifted and talented
students. Teachers with more than 30 years of experience represented the largest groups of
identified and participating teachers. Teachers with 0-3 years of experience comprised the next
largest groups of teachers in both categories, and the proportion of identified teachers who had 710 years of teaching experience was equal to those with 0-3 years of experience. Additionally, the
third and fourth largest groups of participating teachers had 21-30 or 7-10 years of experience, as
these groups were equal in proportion.

Participants’ Data Records
Table 7 shows the number of records included in initial analyses for each of the 309
participating students.
Table 7.
Number of Participating Students by the Number of Records Included in the Study

Students with 1 Record
Students with 2 Records
Students with 3 Records
Students with 4 Records
Total

Students
N
24
265
18
2
309

%
7.8
85.8
5.8
0.6
100.0

Records
N
24
530
54
8
616

%
3.9
86.0
8.8
1.3
100.0

Only 24 students (7.8%) of the 309 participating students had data for one teacher (and
therefore, one record) in the study’s database. This indicated the remaining 285 (92.2%) of the
309 students were represented in the database by more than one teacher. A total of 86% of the
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309 students had two teachers represented in the study. Another 20 participating students (6.4%)
had records in the database for three or four teachers.
Table 8 presents the number of students by the number of their ELA and mathematics
teachers included in the study. Specifically, 309 distinct students and their ELA teachers and
course grades were represented by 316 records.
Table 8.
Number of Participating Students by the Number of Subject-area Teachers
Students
English Language Arts (ELA)
N
%
Students with 1 Teacher
303
98.1
Students with 2 Teachers
5
1.6
Students with 3 Teachers
1
0.3
Total
309
100.0
Mathematics
Students with 1 Teacher
Students with 2 Teachers
Students with 3 Teachers
Total

270
15
285

94.7
5.3
100.0

Records
N
%
303
95.9
10
3.2
3
0.9
316
100.0
270
30

90.0
10.0

300

100.0

Racial/Ethnic Match
Table 9 shows the number of records of students whose race/ethnicity matched their
teachers as well as the number of records of students whose race/ethnicity did not match their
teachers’. Two-thirds (n=200 or 66.0%) of the 303 ELA records reflected a mismatch between the
student’s and their ELA teacher’s race/ethnicity. The remaining one-third (n=103 or 34.0%) of the
records contained data of students and their ELA teachers who shared the same race/ethnicity.
Similarly, of the 270 records, almost four-fifths (n=214 or 79.3%) of the records reflected a
mismatch between the student’s and their mathematics teacher’s race/ethnicity. The remaining
one-fifth (n=56 or 20.7%) of the records contained data of students and their mathematics
teachers who shared the same race/ethnicity.
Furthermore, Table 9 also shows some continuation of this trend with regard to
identified/non-participating teachers and teachers who participated in the study. Generally,
percentages of records reflecting racial/ethnic mismatches between students and their
participating and non-participating teachers (56.7-87.5%) far exceeded the percentage of records
showing racial/ethnic matches (12.5-43.3%).
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However, for students and their non-participating ELA teachers, the difference in
proportions between records that showed racial/ethnic matches versus the proportion of records
which showed racial/ethnic mismatches (13.4 percentage-points) was much smaller than the
difference within any of the other groups of students and their teachers (32.0-75.0 percentagepoints).
Table 9.
Number of Records by Subject for Whom Students’ and Their Teachers’ Race/ethnicity
“Matched” or “Did not match”
Non-Participating Teachers
Participating Teachers
Total Records
ELA
N
%
N
%
N
%
Matched
45
43.3
58
29.1
103
34.0
Did not match
59
56.7
141
70.9
200
66.0
Total Records
104
100.0
199
100.0
303 100.0
Mathematics
Matched
Did not match
Total Records

N
1
7
8

%
12.5
87.5
100.0

N
55
207
262

%
21.0
79.0
100.0

N
56
214
270

%
20.7
79.3
100.0

Culture
Students’ Social Outlook Survey results revealed that raw scores ranged from 64 to 182
points. Students’ percentages of points scored on the SS ranged from 34.4% (64/186 points) to
97.8% (182/186 points). Rank-ordered divisions based on students’ actual SS percentages were
grouped from lowest (34.4–55.5%) to moderate (55.6–76.6%), and highest (76.7–97.8%). The
lowest percentages indicated students’ responses that were compatible with individualistic
cultures (code = 3), moderate percentages indicated a mixed cultural type (code = 2), and the
highest indicated a communal culture type (code = 1). This was the second method used to group
of SS scores (Strategy2). Descriptive statistics indicated one percent of the 308 students (or three
students) scored 34.4% to 40.9% of the total points possible. Another 13.6% (or 42 students)
scored between 44.6% and 60.2%. An additional 72.1% (or 222 students) scored between 60.8%
and 80.1%, while the remaining 13.3% (or 41 students) scored between 80.6% and 97.8% of the
total points possible on the SS.
Teachers’ results for the Social Outlook Survey revealed raw scores that ranged from 97
to 169 points. Teachers’ percentages of points scored on the SS ranged from 52.2% (97/186
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points) to 90.9% (182/186 points). Additional descriptive statistics indicate 17.4% (or four) of the
23 participating teachers scored 52.2% to 59.7% of the total points possible. Another 21.7% (or 5
teachers) scored between 63.9% and 70.4%. An additional 30.4% (or 7 teachers) scored
between 71.5% and 80.1%, while the remaining 30.4% (or 7 teachers) scored between 83.9%
and 90.9% of the total points possible on the SS.
Table 10 shows the numbers and percentages of students’ and teachers’ SS scores by
category. Relatively few students (1.3-7.5%) and teachers (0.0-8.7%) scored low on the SS scale
to indicate mainstream “individualistic” or linear cultural attitudes and values. Also, more low
scores were apparent for both students and teachers with the natural grouping strategy than the
potential grouping strategy. Aside from this, overall, students and teachers scored very differently
on this measure, regardless of the grouping strategy employed. Specifically, far more students
scored moderately than scored high or low, regardless of the strategy of analysis (i.e., potential or
natural groupings).
Table 10.
Students’ and Teachers’ Scores on the Social Outlook Survey
Students (N=308)
Raw Scores
Number
64-182 points
Potential Grouping
(Strategy1)
1-High
(72.3–100.1%)
2-Moderate (44.5–72.2%)
3-Low
(16.7–44.4%)
Total
Natural Grouping
(Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

117
187
4
308

65
220
23
308

%
-

38.0
60.7
1.3
100.0

21.1
71.4
7.5
100.0

Teachers (N=23)
Raw Scores
Number
97-169 points
Potential Grouping
(Strategy1)
1-High
(72.3–100.1%)
2-Moderate (44.5–72.2%)
3-Low
(16.7–44.4%)
Natural Grouping
(Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)

%
-

13
10
23

56.5
43.5
100.0

10
11
2
23

43.5
47.8
8.7
100.0

This indicated more students reported mixed cultural values. However, proportions of teachers
who scored high and moderately were more similar than the proportions of students who scored
high and moderate. This revealed the proportion of teachers who reported communalistic or
holistic cultural views and values was similar to the proportion of teachers who reported mixed
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(individualistic or linear and communalistic or holistic) cultural views and values. Table 10 also
depicts percentage-point differences for proportions of teachers who scored high and moderately
were roughly 13 (potential grouping), and four (natural grouping), as compared to differences of
roughly 22 and 50 percentage-points, respectively, for students who scored high and moderately.
[Note: Students appear more consistently conflicted than their adult counterparts who scored
communal or mixed.]

Cultural Match
The following tables depict findings for the three strategies for assessing the race and
cultural match and mismatch between students and teachers. Table 11 shows Strategy 1 and
Strategy 3, resulted in about 10% more students and their teachers who did not share cultural
views than students and teachers who did share cultural views, unlike findings for Strategy 2
which identified about 6% more students and teachers with similar cultural views. Additionally, the
percentages of students and teachers who comprised match and mismatch groups for Strategy 1
and Strategy 3 were highly comparable. However, students who comprised Strategy 1’s
subgroups were not the same students who constituted Strategy 3’s subgroups.
Table 11.
Number of Records by Students’ and Teachers’ Match or Mismatch on
Social Outlook Survey Scores
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
Match
Mismatch
Total

Number
199
262
461/573

%
34.7
45.7
80.5/100.0

Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
Match
Mismatch
Total

Number
246
215
461/573

%
42.9
37.5
80.5/100.0

Percentage-Point Difference (Strategy3)
Match
(less than 10%)
Mismatch (more than 10%)
Total

Number
204
257
461/573

%
35.6
44.9
80.5/100.0

Table 12 shows regardless of the strategy applied, the largest two groups of participants
were (1) mismatched - those who did not share race and did not share cultural views and (2)
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mixed match and mismatch - participants who did not share race/ethnicity, but did share cultural
values. Again, the percentages of students and teachers in the subgroups for Strategy 1 and
Strategy 3 were highly comparable, with the largest groups comprised of mismatched students
and teachers, followed by mixed (matched and mismatched) students and teachers. However,
the students in these subgroups were not the same.
Table 12.
Combined Match or Mismatch on Race/Ethnicity and Social Outlook Survey Scores by
Number of Records for Students and Teachers
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
Match
1- same race and cultural values
Mismatch
0- different race and cultural values
Mix (Match and Mismatch)
7- same race and different cultural values
8- different race and same cultural values
Total
Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
Match
1- same race and cultural values
Mismatch
0- different race and cultural values
Mix (Match and Mismatch)
7- same race and different cultural values
8- different race and same cultural values
Total
Percentage-Point Difference (Strategy3)
Match
1- same race and cultural values
Mismatch
0- different race and cultural values
Mix (Match and Mismatch)
7- same race and different cultural values
8- different race and same cultural values
Total

Number

%

43

9.3

192

41.6

70
156
461/573

15.2
33.8
80.5/100.0

Number

%

59

12.8

161

34.9

54
187
461/573

11.7
40.6
80.5/100.0

Number

%

44

9.5

188

40.8

69
160
461/573

15.0
34.7
80.5/100.0

Students’ Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies (POCS)
Descriptive statistics indicated 16.3% (or 50) of the 307 participating students scored
23.8% to 50.0% of the total points possible. Another 42.3% (or 130 students) scored between
52.1% and 69.6%. The remaining 41.4% (or 127 students) scored between 72.7% and 95.3% of
the total points possible on the POCS. Students’ responses are summarized in Table 13.
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Students’ total (subset A), sociocultural/school-related coping strategies (subset B),
environmental learning (subset E), and mainstream (subset F) scores revealed the largest
proportion of students reported moderate or mixed perceptions of the school’s social culture,
environmental learning factors, the students’ own school-related coping strategies, and
compatibility with and optimism about their school experiences and opportunities, respectively.
For mainstream factors (subset F) the second largest proportion of students reported
incompatibility with the school’s social environment. [Note: This seems consistent with cultural
conflicted-ness. This also indicates not all students experienced the school environment as
inclusive.].
Table 13.
Students’ Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies
A) Total Scores (23 items)
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total
B) Sociocultural and School-related Coping Factors (14 items)
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total
C) Sociocultural Factors (6 items)
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total
D) School-related Coping Strategies (9 items)
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total
E) School Environmental Learning Factors (9 items)
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total
1-High
(69.6–100.0%)
2-Moderate (34.8–69.5%)
3-Low
(0–34.7%)
Total

Number

%

127
177
3
307

41.4
57.7
1.0
100.0

90
210
7
307

29.3
68.4
2.3
100.0

8
148
151
307

2.6
48.2
49.2
100.0

208
86
13
307

67.8
28.0
4.2
100.0

131
145
31
307
15
176
116
307

42.7
47.2
10.1
100.0
4.9
57.3
37.8
100.0

On total POCS (subset A), sociocultural/school-related coping strategies (subset B),
environmental learning (subset E), the second largest proportion of students reported views and
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perspectives compatible with individualistic, voluntary cultures, productive and engaged schoolrelated coping strategies, and conveyed perceptions of the school’s learning environment as
inclusive and collaborative.
On items specific to sociocultural factors (subset C), most students reported involuntary
or pessimistic cultural views and perspectives, followed closely by mixed cultural views and
perspectives. The smallest group of students indicated voluntary or optimistic cultural views and
perspectives. On this subset, the largest group is less compatible with mainstream or
individualistic cultures, followed by mixed in their cultural views and values, and the fewest were
individualistic and more-compatible than less-compatible with mainstream culture. This agrees
with SS scores.
On school-related coping strategies (subset D), most students reported more-positive,
productive, or engaged education-related activities, perspectives, and coping behaviors. The
second largest proportion of students reported moderate or mixed perceptions regarding schoolrelated coping strategies. This was followed by students (37.8%) who reported views and
experiences that reflect a low level of compatibility with mainstream or individualistic cultures.
Only 15 (4.9%) scored in the upper range on this measure to indicate compatibility with
mainstream or individualistic cultures. Perhaps it makes sense with the school’s reputation of high
achievement that students in the study were consistently voluntary/dominant in their approach to
school culture and their related coping strategies.
Also, most of them experienced self-friendly learning arenas which may have contributed
to their comparatively high achievement when compared to district students. This means that
scores on items assessing mainstream sociocultural views and experiences indicative of
compatibility with or amenability to mainstream activities and practices (subset F) indicated most
students (57.3%) conveyed moderate or mixed views and experiences that indicate compatibility
with mainstream or individualistic cultures. This is consistent with their SS scores. Also consistent
with their SS scores, the largest group scored moderately. But this finding was somewhat unlike
their SS scores which showed low scorers as the smallest group (Strategy 1 or Strategy 2).
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Differences between SS and POCs may be attributed to the school context of experience versus
the larger social context.

Cultural Conformity
Low scores on the Social Outlook Survey (SS) were indicators of cultural views and
values reflective of conformity with mainstream cultural views and experiences. Only 1.3% or four
students scored low on the SS scale when Strategy1 (potential grouping) was employed. A total
of 7.5% or 23 students scored low when Strategy2 (natural grouping) was employed. None of the
teachers scored in the “low” category on the SS scale when Strategy1 (potential grouping) was
employed and 8.7% or two teachers scored low on the SS scale when Strategy2 (natural
grouping) was used. Also, student perceptions and strategies indicative of conformity with
mainstream cultural views and experiences were indicated by high total scores or high subset
scores on POCS subsets Sociocultural and Mainstream Factors. High POCS scores indicated (1)
students’ responses were consistent with voluntary, individualistic cultural perspectives and
views, (2) students who viewed their school learning environment and experiences as inclusive
and collaborative, as well as (3) students who reported productive or positive education-related
activities, perspectives, and behaviors. Students who scored low on the SS or high on the POCS
measure reported values, views, and experiences compatible with mainstream perceptions and
experiences. Table 14 through Table 19 depict the cross-sections of students’ SS and POCS
scores, based on the identified POCS subset and strategy of analysis employed to interpret SS
scores. Two to 11 students were identified with low scores on the SS and high scores on the
POCS.
As indicated in Table 14, when potential grouping (Strategy1) was employed, two
students scored low on the SS and high on the POCS questionnaire total score. This compared
to eight students’ scores when the natural grouping method was used (Strategy2).
Table 15 shows six students’ scores were low on the SS and high on POCS items
pertaining to culture and school-related coping strategies when the natural grouping (Strategy2)
method was employed. No students’ scores met the criteria using potential grouping (Strategy1).
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Table 14. Social Outlook Scores and Total Score on Perceptions of Opportunity
Coping Strategies (POCS)
Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total
Social Outlook
Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307

N
65
219
23
307

and

Total Score – POCS
1-High
2-Medium
62
53.0
54
46.2
63
33.9
121
65.1
2
50.0
2
50.0
127
177
-

3-Low
1
0.9
2
1.1
3
-

Total Score – POCS
1-High
2-Medium
32
49.2
32
49.2
87
39.7
130
59.4
8
34.8
15
65.2
127
177
-

3-Low
1
1.5
2
0.9
3
-

Table 15. Social Outlook Scores and Sociocultural Perceptions of Opportunity and
Coping Strategies
Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total
Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307
N
65
219
23
307

Sociocultural Perceptions of Opportunity
1-High
2-Medium
3-Low
40
34.2
76
65.0
1
0.9
50
26.9
130
69.9
6
3.2
4 100.0
90
210
7
1-High
23
35.4
61
27.9
6
26.1
90
-

2-Medium
42
64.6
151
68.9
17
73.9
210
-

3-Low
7
3.2
7
-

When the potential grouping (Strategy1) was employed as presented in Table 16, two
students’ scores were low on the SS and high on POCS questionnaire items pertaining to school
learning environment and perceptions of opportunity. This compared to nine students’ scores
when the natural grouping method was used (Strategy2).
Table 17 reveals when the potential grouping (Strategy1) was employed, one student’s
scores were low on the SS and high on POCS questionnaire items pertaining to school-related
views and coping strategies. This compared to 11 students when the natural grouping method
was used (Strategy2).
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Table 16.
Social Outlook Scores and School Environmental Learning Factors and Perceptions of
Opportunity
Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total
Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307
N
65
219
23
307

School Factors/ Perceptions of Opportunity
1-High
2-Medium
3-Low
67
57.3
40
34.2
10
8.5
62
33.3
103
55.4
21
11.3
2
50.0
2
50.0
131
145
31
1-High
37
56.9
85
38.8
9
39.1
131
-

2-Medium
22
33.8
112
51.1
11
47.8
145
-

3-Low
6
9.2
22
10.0
3
13.0
31
-

Table 17.
Communalism/Social Outlook Scores and School-related Coping Strategies
Communalism/Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307

Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
65
219
23
307

Coping Strategies – POCS
1-High
2-Medium
84
71.8
31
26.5
123
66.1
52
28.0
1
25.0
3
75.0
208
86
1-High
46
70.8
151
68.9
11
47.8
208

2-Medium
19
29.2
56
25.6
11
47.8
86

3-Low
2
1.7
11
5.9
13
3-Low
12
5.5
1
4.3
13

Table 18 shows one student’s SS scores were low with a high score on POCS items
pertaining to culture and school-related coping strategies with the natural grouping of Strategy2.
No students’ scores met the criteria using Strategy1.
As shown in Table 19, when the potential grouping (Strategy1) was employed, none of
the students’ scores were low on the SS and also high on POCS questionnaire items pertaining
to views and experiences reflecting compatibility with mainstream or individualistic cultures. This
compared to two students identified in these categories when the natural grouping method was
used (Strategy2).

104

Table 18.
Communalism/Social Outlook Scores and Sociocultural Perceptions of Opportunity
Communalism/Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307

Coping Strategies – POCS
1-High
2-Medium
3-Low
2
1.7
59
50.4
56
47.9
6
3.2
88
47.3
92
49.5
1
25.0
3
75.0
8
148
151

Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
65
219
23
307

1-High
7
3.2
1
4.3
8

2-Medium
34
52.3
102
46.6
12
52.2
148

3-Low
31
47.7
110
50.2
10
43.5
151

Table 19.
Communalism/Social Outlook Scores and
Opportunity

Sociocultural Mainstream Perceptions of

Communalism/Social Outlook
Potential Grouping (Strategy1)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
117
186
4
307

Coping Strategies – POCS
1-High
2-Medium
3-Low
7
6.0
71
60.7
39
33.3
8
4.3
102
54.8
76
75.0
3
75.0
1
25.0
15
176
116

Natural Groupings (Strategy2)
1-High
(76.7–97.8%)
2-Moderate (55.6–76.6%)
3-Low
(34.4–55.5%)
Total

N
65
219
23
307

1-High
6
9.2
7
3.2
2
0.0
15

2-Medium
35
53.8
126
57.5
15
65.2
176

3-Low
24
36.9
86
39.2
6
26.1
116

Teacher Pedagogical Views and Practices (PVP)
Table 20 shows none of the teachers reported sufficient agreement with items reflecting
traditional educational views and practices to warrant Pedagogical Type-1 categorization. The
largest group of 10 teachers (or 43.5%) conveyed pluralistic educational views and practices
consistent with Pedagogical Type-3. The next largest group of nine teachers (39.1%) provided
responses that reflected multicultural educational views and practices indicative of Pedagogical
Type-2. Two (8.7%) teachers’ modal number of points for “yes” responses occurred in two
categories (Type 2 and Type 3) and two (8.7%) teachers’ modal number occurred in three
categories (Type 1, Type 2, and Type 3). The latter group’s pedagogical type may be considered
more eclectic than their peers. Their instructional styles were viewed in combined terms.
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Table 20.
Teachers’ Pedagogical Views and Practices
Pedagogical Type
Type 1 traditional views and practices
Type 2 multicultural views and practices
Type 3 pluralistic in views and practices
Types 2 and 3 multicultural/pluralistic
Types 1, 2, and 3 (eclectic)
Total Teachers

Number
9
10
2
2
23

%
39.1
43.5
8.7
8.7
100.0

Academic Achievement Scores
Shown in Table 21, reading and mathematics scores of students tested on the Stanford
10 revealed higher percentages of students scoring above average (50.0% and 54.6%,
respectively) than the percentages of students who scored in the average range (46.9% and
44.1%, respectively). About 3% in reading and 1% of students in mathematics scored below
average.
Table 21.
Stanford 10 Scores by Subject
English Language Arts (Reading)
Above average (65.6 or more NCEs)
Average (34.4-64.9 NCEs)
Below average (1-33.7 NCEs)
Subtotal
No Score

Number
113
106
7
226/308
82

%
50.0
46.9
3. 1
73.4/100.0
26.6

Mathematics
Above average (65.6 or more NCEs)
Average (34.4-64.9 NCEs)
Below average (1-33.7 NCEs)
Subtotal
No Score

124
100
3
227/308
81

54.6
44.1
1.3
73.7/100.0
26.3

In Table 22, twelfth-grade seniors accounted for 87 of the 91 students with no ELA
scores and 61 of the 88 students with no mathematics scores on the Assessment. Table 22 also
depicts Assessment reading scores which reveal over 96% of students who were tested met the
passing standard. About 34% achieved commended status. In mathematics, over 90% of
students tested met the passing standard and 32% performed at the commended level.
Compared to state, district, and school performance on this measure (Table 22), study
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participants outperformed district and state peers and performed, and performed on par with their
school-based peers in ELA; but slightly lower in mathematics.
Table 22.
Participating Students Who Met and Did Not Meet Assessment Standards by
Subject
English Language Arts (Reading)
Met passing standard (=>2100 Scale Score)
Did not meet passing standard (<2100 Scale Score)
No Score
Subtotal

Number
209
8
91
217/308

%
96.3
3.7
29.5
70.5/100.0

Met commended standard (=>2400 Scale Score)
Did not meet commended standard (=>2400 Scale Score)
No Score
Subtotal

74
143
91
217/308

34.1
65.9
29.5
70.5/100.0

Mathematics
Met passing standard (=>2100 Scale Score)
Did not meet passing standard (<2100 Scale Score)
No Score
Subtotal

Number
199
21
88
220/308

%
90.5
9.5
28.6
71.4/100.0

Met commended standard (=>2400 Scale Score)
Did not meet commended standard (=>2400 Scale Score)
No Score
Subtotal

71.4
149
88
220/308

32.3
67.7
28.6
71.4/100.0

Table 23 reveals, overall, 40% of students who participated in the study achieved “good”
course grades and 25% achieved “excellent” course grades. Thirty percent of the students
received “fair” or “passing” grades, while less than 5% received a “failing” grade in their ELA or
mathematics courses.
Table 23.
Participating Students’ Course Grades
Academic Level
90 – 100 Excellent
80 – 89 Good
75 – 79 Fair
70 – 74 Passing
0 – 69 Failing
Total Students

Number
145
229
83
88
28
573

%
25.3
40.0
14.5
15.4
4.9
100.0

Table 24 shows in English language-arts (ELA) courses, nearly 48% of students who
participated in the study achieved “good” course grades and slightly more than 28% achieved
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“excellent” course grades. Almost 23% of the students received “fair” or “passing” grades, while
less than 2% were “failing” ELA courses. Nearly 54% of students who participated in the study
achieved “good” or “excellent” course grades in mathematics. Almost 38% of the students
received “passing” or “fair”, while less than 9% received “failing” grades in mathematics courses.
Table 25 indicates disaggregated by race/ethnicity, Asian students’ mean NCE was three
points higher than the mean score of White students in ELA and 15 points higher in mathematics.
White students’ mean ELA NCE was 11 points higher than the mean ELA score of African
American/Black students and seven points higher in mathematics. Similarly, White students’
mean ELA NCE was 13 points higher than the mean score of Latino students and nine points
higher in mathematics.
Table 26 shows scores disaggregated by race/ethnicity reveal Asian students
outperformed their peers on all achievement measures included in this study. White students
achieved the second-highest scores. Achievement gaps were more apparent on standardized
assessments and less apparent with regard to teacher-assigned course grades. Asian students’
mean ELA scale score was 76 points higher than the mean score of White students and 174
points higher in mathematics. White students’ mean ELA scale score was 26 points higher than
the mean ELA score for African American/Black students and 72 points higher in mathematics.
Similarly, White students’ mean ELA scale score was 34 points higher and 69 points higher in
mathematics than Latino students’ mean ELA scores.
Table 27 reveals students’ disaggregated course grades ranged from 56 to 100 in
reading and from 38 to 100 in mathematics. Course grades were coded one (excellent - 90
through 100), two (good - 89 to 80), three (fair - 79 through 75), four (passing - 74 through 70),
and five (failing - 69 through 0) to reflect levels of students’ academic achievement.
Disaggregated by race/ethnicity, average differences of one to six points were found
between student-groups’ mean ELA grades and one and eight point differences were identified
between student-groups’ mean mathematics course grades. Asian students’ mean course grade
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Table 24.
Participating Students’ Course Grades by Subject
English Language Arts
Academic Level
90 – 100 Excellent
80 – 89 Good
75 – 79 Fair
70 – 74 Passing
0 – 69 Failing
Total Students

Number
85
144
37
32
5
303

%
28.1
47.5
12.2
10.6
1.7
100.0

Mathematics
Academic Level
90 – 100 Excellent
80 – 89 Good
75 – 79 Fair
70 – 74 Passing
0 – 69 Failing
Total Students

Number
60
85
46
56
23
270

%
22.2
31.5
17.0
20.7
8.5
100.0

Table 25.
Participating Students’ Stanford 10 - Mean NCEs by Subject and
Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity
All Students
African American /Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
No Score
Total Students
All Students
African American /Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
No Score
Total Students

English Language Arts
Mean
SD
67
17.7
61
16.4
75
20.5
59
16.6
72
14.2
Mathematics
Mean
70
64
86
62
71
-

SD
17.3
14.7
18.0
15.8
13.1
-

Number
226
44
42
58
81
1
82
308

%
73.4
14.3
13.6
18.8
26.3
0.3
26.6
99.9

Number
227
45
42
58
81
1
81
308

%
73.7
14.6
13.6
18.8
26.5
0.3
26.3
100.0

was four points higher than White students’ mean ELA course grade and five points higher in
mathematics. White students’ mean ELA course grade was one point higher than African
American/Black students’ mean ELA course grade and three points higher in mathematics.
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Similarly, White students’ mean ELA course grade was two points higher than Latino students’
mean ELA course grade and one point higher in mathematics.
Table 26.
Participating Students’ State-mandated Assessment - Mean Scale Scores by Subject
and Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity
All Students
African American/Black
Asian
Latin
White
Native American
No Score
Total Students
All Students
African American /Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
No Score
Total Students

English Language Arts (Reading)
Mean
SD
2337
123.9
2311
119.6
2413
135.4
2303
121.5
2337
107.2
Mathematics
Mean
2309
2238
2484
2241
2310
-

SD
191.3
142.4
206.4
171.1
166.0
-

Number
217
43
39
55
79
1
91
308

%
70.5
14.0
12.7
17.9
25.6
0.3
29.5
100.0

Number
220
44
40
57
78
1
88
308

%
71.4
14.3
13.0
18.5
25.3
0.3
28.6
100.0

Table 27.
Participating Students’ Mean Course Grades by Subject and Race/Ethnicity
Race/Ethnicity
All Students
African American /Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
Total Students
All Students
African American /Black
Asian
Latino
White
Native American
Total Students

English Language Arts
Mean
84
83
88
82
84
Mathematics
Mean
80
77
85
79
80
-
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SD
7.3
6.2
6.4
7.5
7.4
-

Number
303
53
54
80
115
1
303

%
100.0
17.5
17.8
26.4
38.0
0.3
100.0

SD
10.1
9.3
9.0
10.0
10.5
-

Number
270
50
52
66
101
1
270

%
100.0
18.5
19.3
24.4
37.4
0.3
99.9

Research Questions and Related Results
Q1:

Does student culture correlate with course grades and standardized tests scores?
Results from Spearman’s Rank Order Correlation analyses revealed no statistical

significance between students’ cultural scores as measured by adjusted raw scores on the Social
Outlook Survey and academic achievement scores as measured by English language arts and
mathematics scale scores on state-mandated assessments, NCEs on Stanford 10 standardized
assessments, and numeric course grades.
In addition, in cases where the minimum (expected) cell frequency required for the Chisquare technique was met, the analyses revealed no statistically significant difference in
achievement between students with different cultural values on the Social Outlook Survey (SS)
using scores obtained using Strategy 1 (potential grouping) and Strategy 2 (natural grouping).
The Kruskal-Wallis Test revealed no statistically significant differences between students
of different cultural types and students’ levels of achievement with the use of Strategy 1 (potential
grouping) or Strategy 2 (natural grouping).
Descriptive analyses showed achievement differences between students of different
races/ethnicities. In addition, Kruskal-Wallis Test results revealed students of different
race/ethnicities achieved statistically significantly different χ²(3, N = 216) = 18.41, p=.000)
achievement scores on all measures. Asian students scored highest, followed by White, Latino,
and Black students (listed in order from highest to lowest mean ranks) on all measures except
ELA course grades on which Black students outperformed Latino students. Furthermore, MannWhitney U Test results indicated the achievement gaps between White and Black students and
White and Latino students were statistically significant (p<.05) on all measures except ELA and
mathematics course grades for Latino students and ELA Assessment and course grades for
Black students. Achievement differences between Latino and Black students were not statistically
significant on any measure.
In addition, Kruskal-Wallis Test results revealed higher SS scores among Asian and
Latino students, followed by White and Black students. However, the cultural differences between
students of different races/ethnicities were not found to be statistically significant. Kruskal-Wallis
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Test results also indicated students of teachers coded moderate (mixed cultural type) or low
(individualistic culture) scored statistically significantly higher on the ELA χ²(2, N = 127) = 6.89,
p=.032) and mathematics χ²(2, N = 131) = 18.40, p=.000) Assessments, Stanford 10
mathematics χ²(2, N = 137) = 10.17, p=.006), and ELA course grades χ²(2, N = 199) = 6.70,
p=.035).
Q2:

Do students who share a common race and culture with their teachers have higher
student achievement?
Table 28 shows, in four of six comparisons, students whose race/ethnicity matched their

teachers’ race/ethnicity achieved higher mean scores. In addition, results from the Mann-Whitney
U Test technique indicated the mean ranks of ELA NCEs (MR=125.50, Z=-2.109, p=0.035) and
mathematics course grades (MR=155.91, Z=-2.199, p=0.028) were statistically higher for
students with the same race/ethnicity as their teachers when compared to students who did not
share the same race/ethnicity with their ELA (MR=106.58) and mathematics (MR=130.16)
teachers on these measures.
Tale 28.
Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose Race/ethnicity
“Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
80
2341.61
117.0
82
70.12
15.0 103
83.46
7.5
Did not match
137
2334.55
128.1
144
65.69
18.9 200
84.20
7.3
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
79
2308.47
175.4
82
71.60
14.3
56
82.55 10.4
Did not match
141
2309.69
200.2
145
68.63
18.7 214
79.56 10.0
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation
In all six comparisons (Table 29), students whose culture (Strategy 1-potential grouping) matched
their teachers’ achieved higher mean scores. In addition, Mann-Whitney U Test technique results
indicated the mean rank of ELA course grades was statistically higher for students with the same
cultural values as their teachers (MR=113.43, Z=-2.508, p=0.012) when compared to students
who did not share the same cultural values with their ELA teachers (MR=92.22).
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Tale 29.
Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose Social Outlook Survey
(SS) Scores “Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
55 2318.55
123.0
56
64.36
16.9
73
85.51
6.4
Did not match
72 2317.12
104.0
80
63.79
18.8 126
82.53
7.6
No teacher SS
90
90
104
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
56 2320.89
191.6
56
69.24
17.8 126
79.94 10.6
Did not match
75 2276.11
180.8
81
66.01
16.2 136
79.88
9.6
No teacher SS
89
90
8
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation
In all six comparisons in Table 30, students whose culture (Strategy 2 - natural grouping) did not
match their teachers’ culture achieved higher mean scores. In addition, results from the MannWhitney U Test technique indicated the mean rank of ELA Assessment scale scores was
statistically higher for students who did not share the same cultural values as their teachers
(MR=71.07, Z=-2.118, p=0.034) when compared to students who shared the same cultural values
with their ELA teachers (MR=57.25).
Tale 30. Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose
Social Outlook Survey (SS) Scores2 “Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment Scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
65 2293.20
108.8
68
62.38
16.6
99
83.5
7.1
Did not match
62 2343.47
110.7
68
65.67
19.2 100
83.8
7.5
No teacher SS
90
90
104
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment Scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
Match
66 2273.27
163.8
68
65.43
16.5
Did not match
65 2317.57
205.2
69
69.20
17.2
No teacher SS
89
90
Total Records
220
227
*standard deviation

N
147
115
8
270

Course Grade
Mean *SD
79.5 11.0
80.5
8.7

Table 31 reveals in all six comparisons in the following table, students whose culture matched
their teachers’ culture (employing Strategy 3 – students’ and teachers’ SS scores within +/-10
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percentage points of each other) achieved higher mean scores than students whose culture did
not match their teachers’ culture. In addition, results from the Mann-Whitney U Test technique
indicated the mean rank of ELA course grades was statistically higher for students with the same
cultural values as their teachers (MR=113.89, Z=-2.473, p=0.013) when compared to students
who did not share the same cultural values with their ELA teachers (MR=92.41).
In four of six comparisons in Table 32 students whose race/ethnicity and culture
(Strategy 1 – potential grouping) matched their teachers’ race/ethnicity and culture achieved
higher mean scores. Comparisons of ELA Assessment and Stanford 10 scores revealed the
highest scores were obtained by students whose race/ethnicity (only) matched their teachers’
race/ethnicity, followed by students who shared both race/ethnicity and culture (Strategy 1potential grouping) with their teachers. ELA course grades were highest for students who shared
both race/ethnicity and culture with their teachers, followed by students who shared only cultural
values with their teachers. Analyses of mathematics scores revealed the highest scores were
obtained by students who share both race/ethnicity and culture (Strategy 1- potential grouping)
with their teachers. The highest Stanford 10 and course grades were followed by the scores of
students who shared only race/ethnicity with their teachers. Mathematics course grades for
students who did not share race/ethnicity or culture were also second-highest. Mathematics
Assessment scores were second-highest for students who shared only culture (Strategy 1potential grouping) with their teachers.
Through additional analyses, statistically significant differences were found in mean ranks
for Stanford 10 mathematics NCEs and course grades in ELA and mathematics between
students and teachers who matched on both race/ethnicity and culture when compared to
students and teachers who were mismatched on race/ethnicity and culture. Specifically, KruskalWallis Test results indicated students who matched their teachers on both race/ethnicity and
culture achieved statistically significantly higher achievement scores (MR=89.18, chi-square
(3)=8.091, p=.044) on the Stanford 10 mathematics test when compared to students who
matched their teachers on race/ethnicity only (MR=76.55), students who matched their teachers
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on culture only (MR=68.52), and students who did not match their teachers on race/ethnicity or
culture (MR=58.71).
Tale 31. Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose
Social Outlook Survey (SS) Scores3 “Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment Scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
60 2319.72
121.9
62
65.2
16.1
72
85.3
7.2
Did not match
67 2315.97
103.5
74
63.1
19.4 127
82.7
7.2
No teacher SS
90
90
104
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Match
61 2301.02
193.8
62
68.5
18.8 132
80.03 10.1
Did not match
70 2290.23
180.3
75
66.4
15.2 130
79.79 10.1
No teacher SS
89
90
8
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation

Tale 32. Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose Race/Ethnicity
and Social Outlook Survey (SS) Scores “Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Both Match
13 2320.08
123.0
14
66.8
14.9
16
86.9
7.7
Race only
Match
31 2341.71
99.7
32
69.1
14.8
42
81.6
7.0
Culture only
match
42 2318.07
124.5
42
63.6
17.5
57
85.1
6.0
Neither Match
41 2298.54
104.5
48
60.3
20.4
84
83.0
7.9
No teacher SS
90
90
104
Total Records
217
226
210
Mathematics
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean
*SD
N
Mean *SD
Both Match
14 2329.57
196.8
14
73.9
10.9
27
84.9
9.4
Race only
Match
30 2308.00
178.2
32
69.8
13.5
28
79.9 10.9
Culture only
match
42 2318.00
192.2
42
67.7
19.4
99
78.6 10.6
Neither Match
45 2254.84
181.3
49
63.5
17.5 108
79.9
9.3
No teacher SS
89
90
8
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation
ELA course grades for students who matched their teachers on both race/ethnicity and culture
were also statistically significantly higher (MR=123.97, chi-square (3)=8.530, p=.036) when
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compared to students who matched their teachers on culture only (MR=110.47), students who did
not match their teachers on race/ethnicity or culture (MR=96.73), and students who matched their
teachers on race/ethnicity only (MR=83.19). In addition, mathematics course grades for students
who matched their teachers on both race/ethnicity and culture showed statistically significantly
higher scores (MR=169.06, chi-square (3)=8.951, p=.030) when compared to students who
matched their teachers on race/ethnicity only (MR=135.27), students who did not match their
teachers on race/ethnicity or culture (MR=131.57), and students who matched their teachers on
culture only (MR=120.11).
In four of six comparisons in Table 33, higher mean scores were found for students who
matched only their teachers’ race/ethnicity when compared to the means for other groups.
Table 33. Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose
Race/Ethnicity and Social Outlook Survey (SS) Scores2 “Matched” and “Did not
match”
English Language Arts
Assessment scale score Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
Both Match
23 2316.74
114.3
24
66.9
14.9
30
82.8
8.6
Race only Match
21 2355.67
94.8
22
69.9
14.6
28
83.3
6.4
Culture only match
42 2280.31
104.9
44
59.9
17.1
69
83.7
6.4
Neither Match
41 2337.22
118.6
46
63.6
20.9
72
84.0
8.0
No teacher SS
90
90
8
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment scale score Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
Both Match
23 2272.48
170.0
24
68.9
10.5
29
82.6
11.6
Race only Match
21 2361.29
188.0
22
73.4
14.7
26
82.1
9.1
Culture only match
43 2273.81
162.5
44
63.5
18.8 118
78.7
10.8
Neither Match
44 2296.70
211.8
47
67.2
18.0
89
80.0
8.6
No teacher SS
90
90
8
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation
The second-highest mean Stanford 10 NCEs in ELA and mathematics were found for students
who matched their teachers on race/ethnicity and culture. The second-highest Assessment scale
scores in ELA and mathematics were found for students who did not match their teachers on
race/ethnicity or culture. Showing a clear contrast, the highest ELA course grades were found for
students who did not match their teachers on race/ethnicity or culture, while the highest
mathematics course grades were found for students who matched their teachers on both
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race/ethnicity and culture. Further, students who matched their teachers on culture scored the
second-highest mean ELA course grade. Students who matched their teachers on race/ethnicity
scored the second-highest mean mathematics course grade. In addition, results from the KruskalWallis Test results indicated no statistically significant differences between achievement scores of
the groups of students and their teachers on any of the measures.
In five of the six comparisons in Table 34, higher mean scores were found among
students who matched their teachers on race/ethnicity and cultural type when compared to the
mean scores of the other student-teacher groups. Also, for ELA course grades, the highest mean
score was also found for students who matched their teachers’ on culture only.
Table 34:
Mean ELA and Mathematics Scores of Students and Teachers Whose Race/Ethnicity and
Social Outlook Survey (SS) Scores3 “Matched” and “Did not match”
English Language Arts
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
N Mean *SD
Both Match
14 2340.43
126.8
15
66.9
13.6
18
85.3
9.2
Race only Match
30 2332.93
97.2
31
69.1
15.3
40
82.1
6.5
Culture only match
46 2313.41
121.2
47
64.6
17.0
54
85.3
6.6
Neither Match
37 2302.22
107.7
43
58.7
21.0
87
83.0
7.5
No teacher SS
90
90
104
Total Records
217
226
303
Mathematics
Assessment scale score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N
Mean
*SD
N Mean
*SD
N Mean *SD
Both Match
14 2332.14
207.2
15
72.5
14.2
26
85.9 10.1
Race only Match
30 2306.80
172.7
31
70.3
12.2
29
79.2
9.8
Culture only match
47 2291.74
191.0
47
67.2
20.0 106
78.6
9.7
Neither Match
40 2277.80
187.1
44
63.6
16.6 101
80.0 10.2
No teacher SS
90
90
8
Total Records
220
227
270
*standard deviation
Further, in four of six analyses, the highest and second-highest mean scores were achieved by
students who shared both race/ethnicity and culture OR who shared race/ethnicity only with their
teachers. In addition, Kruskal-Wallis Test results indicated a statistically significant difference
between mathematics course grades for students who matched their teachers on both
race/ethnicity and culture (MR=182.35, chi-square (3)=14.560, p=.002) when compared to
students who did not match their teachers on race/ethnicity or culture (MR=132.77), students who
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matched their teachers on race/ethnicity only (MR=124.52), and students who matched their
teachers on culture only (MR=119.73).
Q3:

Do students who have optimistic perceptions of opportunity make higher grades
and test scores than students who have pessimistic perceptions of opportunity?
Table 35 shows that the student-group with total POCS scores coded 3 or “Low” for

involuntary cultural views and coping strategies contained fewer than four students and,
therefore, was excluded from analyses. In six of six comparative analyses, the highest mean
scores were achieved by students with high total POCS scores.
Table 35. A) Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies (POCS)
English Language Arts
Assessment scale
scores
Stanford 10 NCEs
Course grades

Mathematics
Assessment scale
scores
Stanford 10 NCEs
Course grades
*standard deviation

N

1-High
Mean
*SD

N

86
88
124

2345.80
68.1
84.9

120.2
16.8
7.1

129
136
175

N

Mean

1-High
*SD

N

88
89
111

2334.23
72.5
81.7

205.3
15.0
9.5

130
136
155

2-Medium
Mean

3-Low
Mean *SD

*SD

N

126.9
18.3
7.6

1
1
3

-

2-Medium
Mean
*SD

N

Mean
-

2331.59
66.5
83.3

2289.61
67.9
79.2

179.6
18.5
10.5

1
1
3

3-Low
*SD
-

-

-

Mann-Whitney U Test results indicated students who scored “high” on total POCS scores
achieved statistically significantly higher mean ranks on mathematics achievement measures
than students with “moderate” total POCS scores. Specifically, the scale score mean rank on the
mathematics Assessment for students who scored high total POCS scores was statistically higher
(MR=120.31, Z=-2.082, p=0.037) than the mean rank for students who scored moderate total
POCS scores (MR=102.18). The Stanford 10 mathematics mean NCE rank for students who
scored high total POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=124.02, Z=-2.058, p=0.040) than the
mean rank for students who scored moderately (MR=105.79). The mean mathematics course
grade rank for students who scored high total POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=146.77,
Z=-2.383, p=0.017) when compared to students who scored moderately (MR=124.00).
Table 36 shows the highest mean scores were achieved by students who scored “high”
on POCS Sociocultural Factors and School-related Coping Factors. Kruskal-Wallis Tests results
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indicated students who scored “high” on POCS Sociocultural and School-related Coping Factors
(MR=116.80, chi-square (2)=6.232, p=.044) achieved a statistically significantly higher mean rank
on the ELA Assessment than students who scored “moderate” (MR=107.22) or “low” (MR=45.50).
Table 36.
B) Sociocultural and School-related Coping Factors (POCS)
1-High
English
Language Arts
Assessment scale
scores
Stanford 10 NCEs
Course grades

Mathematics
Assessment scale
scores
Stanford 10 NCEs
Course grades
*standard deviation

2-Medium

3-Low

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

61
65
88

2347.97
67.8
85.2

107.8
18.3
7.7

150
155
207

2335.54
67.5
83.4

130.7
17.5
7.2

5
5
7

2238.80
55.4
84.7

49.2
15.2
5.9

1-High
Mean
SD

N

SD

N

188.3
17.9
10.6

5
5
6

N
64
65
81

2316.67
71.3
80.7

202.1
15.5
9.4

150
156
182

2-Medium
Mean
2305.95
69.4
80.0

3-Low
Mean
2295.00
58.7
78.0

SD
189.5
19.2
8.4

Table 37 shows students’ mean scores for POCS Sociocultural Factors. The KruskalWallis tests indicated ELA Stanford 10 results were statistically significantly higher for students
who scored “high” on POCS Sociocultural Factors (MR=139.20, chi-square (2)=6.528, p=.038)
when compared to students who scored “moderate” (MR=122.59) or “low” (MR=101.64) on the
(MR=139.20, chi-square (2)=6.528, p=.038).
In addition, Table 37 also shows Stanford 10 mathematics mean scores which indicated
students who scored “high” on POCS Sociocultural Factors performed statistically significantly
higher (MR=147.60, chi-square (2)=8.519, p=.014) when compared to students who scored
“moderate” (MR=124.19) or “low” (MR=100.74). However, mean ranks for ELA course grades of
students who scored “moderate” on POCS Sociocultural Factors were statistically significantly
higher (MR=164.71, chi-square (2)=6.497, p=.039) than students who scored “high” (MR=126.50)
or “low” (MR=140.15).
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Table 37.
C) Sociocultural Factors (POCS)
1-High
English
Language Arts
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
Mathematics
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
*standard deviation

2-Medium

3-Low

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

5

2356.20

75.7

107

2350.36

118.4

104

2321.94

130.6

5
8

73.9
82.5

14.1
5.2

113
144

69.7
85.0

17.3
7.7

108
150

64.6
83.0

18.0
7.0

1-High
Mean
SD

N

SD

N

3-Low
Mean

SD

N

2-Medium
Mean

5

2279.80

115.8

110

2335.00

203.5

104

2282.56

178.6

5
6

76.3
83.3

10.1
4.3

113
133

72.7
81.2

16.6
10.0

108
130

66.3
78.9

17.7
10.4

Table 38 shows students’ mean scores used for Kruskal-Wallis Tests which indicated
students who scored “high” on POCS School-related Coping Strategies (MR=117.04, chi-square
(2)=10.188, p=.006) achieved a statistically significantly higher mean rank on the ELA
Assessment than students who scored “moderate” (MR=95.70) or “low” (MR=64.85).
Table 38.
D) School-related Coping Strategies (POCS)
1-High
English
Language Arts
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades

2-Medium

3-Low

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

114

2353.17

177.8

62

2309.92

137.6

10

2267.90

64.3

152
204

68.1
84.1

17.1
7.4

63
85

66.8
83.9

19.7
7.4

10
13

59.7
81.1

13.3
6.0

1-High
Mean
SD

N

2-Medium
Mean

SD

N

3-Low
Mean

SD

Mathematics
N
Assessment
scale scores
146
Stanford 10
NCEs
153
Course grades
180
*standard deviation

2321.55

190.6

63

2288.32

200.1

10

2252.50

136.3

70.3
80.8

16.1
9.9

63
77

69.8
79.1

19.9
10.6

10
12

60.3
76.4

16.6
11.0

Table 39 shows means used for Kruskal-Wallis Tests which revealed no statistically
significant differences in achievement between students whose codes were different on POCS
Environmental Learning Factors.
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Table 39.
E) School Environmental Learning Factors (POCS)
1-High
English
Language Arts
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
Mathematics
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
*standard deviation

2-Medium

N

Mean

SD

89

2330.9

125.1

102

67.9
17.6
84.9
6.7
1-High
Mean
SD

111
144

88
128
N

N

N

Mean

3-Low
SD

N

Mean

SD

2344.1

123.0

25

2328.1

128.0

67.4
83.2
2-Medium
Mean

17.4
7.6

26
30

20.2
8.7

SD

N

65.5
83.6
3-Low
Mean

SD

89

2328.3

210.2

104

2289.04

17.5

26

2321.54

189.0

89
114

71.7
81.3

15.3
9.4

111
126

68.3
79.4

19.0
11.0

26
29

69.1
78.6

16.0
9.2

Table 40 shows means used for mean ranks produced by Kruskal-Wallis Tests which
yielded statistically significant results for students who scored “high” on POCS Mainstream
Factors for standardized ELA and mathematics achievement measures when compared to the
mean ranks for students who scored moderately and low on POCS.
Table 40.
F) Mainstream Factors (POCS)
1-High
English Language
Arts
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
Mathematics
Assessment
scale scores
Stanford 10
NCEs
Course grades
*standard deviation

2-Medium

3-Low

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

N

Mean

SD

13

2378.00

85.6

117

2347.50

131.7

86

2316.03

115.6

13
14

79.8
87.14

14.9
6.3

120
173

68.2
84.5

17.7
7.1

92
115

64.5
82.7

17.4
7.6

1-High
Mean
SD

N

SD

N

3-Low
Mean

SD

N

2-Medium
Mean

13

2393.69

217.0

118

2345.53

205.2

88

2247.09

148.7

13
14

78.5
81.8

14.9
9.5

121
151

73.9
81.5

16.4
9.9

92
104

63.0
78.0

16.6
10.3

Specifically, the mean scale score rank on the ELA Assessment for students who scored high
Mainstream POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=135.77, chi-square (2)=7.132, p=.028)
than the mean ranks for students who scored moderately (MR=114.72) and low (MR=95.92).
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Similarly, the mean scale score rank on the ELA Stanford 10 for students who scored high
Mainstream POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=159.23, chi-square (2)=10.751, p=.005)
than the mean ranks for students who scored moderately (MR=117.78) and low (MR=100.24).
Results were consistent on the mathematics Assessment for students who scored high
Mainstream POCS scores (MR=132.23, chi-square (2)=16.447, p=.000) when compared to the
mean ranks for students who scored moderately (MR=123.23) and low (MR=88.97). In addition,
the mean scale score rank on Stanford 10 mathematics for students who scored high Mainstream
POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=146.23, chi-square (2)=23.626, p=.000) than the mean
ranks for students who scored moderately (MR=129.02) and low (MR=88.47).
Furthermore, the trend continued with students’ course grades. The mean rank of ELA
course grades for students who scored “high” Mainstream POCS scores was statistically higher
(MR=192.04, chi-square (2)=6.261, p=.044) when compared to students who scored “moderate”
(MR=156.90) or “low” (MR=138.45). The mean rank of mathematics course grades for students
who scored “high” Mainstream POCS scores was statistically higher (MR=151.79, chi-square
(2)=9.017, p=.011) when compared to students who scored “moderate” (MR=145.74) or “low”
(MR=117.15).
In addition, the Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to explore racial/ethnic differences in
POCS scores. Results revealed statistically significant differences between students of different
races/ethnicities in total POCS scores χ²(3, N = 306) = 10.96, p=.012) and on three POCS
subsets: Mainstream χ²(3, N = 306) = 41.61, p=.000), Sociocultural and School-related Coping
χ²(3, N = 306) = 14.89, p=.002), and Sociocultural factors χ²(3, N = 306) = 49.84, p=.000). Asian
and White students scored higher on the POCS which generally indicated voluntary cultural views
compatible with seeing themselves as compatible with school and having access to success.
Black and Latino students scored lower on the POCS which is generally indicative of involuntary
cultural views compatible with not seeing school and career success as accessible to them.
Q4:

What are the pedagogical views and practices of teachers whose students have
higher student achievement?
Table 41 shows none of the teachers agreed with items reflecting traditional views and

practices, associated with Pedagogical Type-1. In addition, several teachers reported views and
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practices that represented multiple pedagogical types equally. Therefore, the category for Type-1
pedagogy and (fewer than five) teachers who reported multiple pedagogical styles are not in the
analyses. Kruskal-Wallis Test results presented in Table 41 show the highest and second-highest
mean ranks on ELA assessments were achieved by students taught by teachers with pluralistic
pedagogies and teachers with blended multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical views and practices,
respectively. The mean rank on the Stanford 10 ELA assessment for teachers who reported
pluralistic pedagogies was statistically significantly higher (MR=74.69, chi-square (3)=10.226,
p=.017), followed by teachers with multicultural/pluralistic (MR=72.04) and multicultural
(MR=64.41) pedagogical views. Eclectic teachers’ mean rank was lowest (MR=29.38).
Table 41.
ELA and Mathematics Scores by Type of Teachers’ Pedagogical Views and Practices
English Language Arts
Assessment
Scale Score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N Mean Rank
N
Mean Rank
N
Mean Rank
Traditional
0
0
0
Multicultural
42
58.07
43
64.41
40
98.79
Pluralistic
68
65.02
71
74.69
77
108.66
Multicultural/
Pluralistic
14
63.54
14
72.04
15
114.90
Eclectic
3
8
29.38
67
87.44
Total Records
127
136
199
Chi-square (2)=0.987,
Chi-square (3)=10.226,
Chi-square (3)=5.965,
p=.610
p=.017
p=.113
Mathematics
Assessment
Scale Score
Stanford 10 NCE
Course Grade
N Mean Rank
N
Mean Rank
N
Mean Rank
Traditional
0
0
0
Multicultural
43
51.33
43
69.74
192
137.71
Pluralistic
70
68.76
71
70.62
63
112.98
Multicultural/
Pluralistic
14
79.11
15
77.03
6
105.58
Eclectic
4
8
35.56
1
Total Records
131
137
262
Chi-square (2)=8.637,
Chi-square (3)=6.441,
Chi-square
(2)=5.793,
p=.013
p=.092
p=.055
*standard deviation
Table 41 also reveals the highest mean ranks on the mathematics Assessment and
Stanford 10 were achieved by students whose teachers reported a blended
multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical style. The second-highest performance was achieved by
students whose teachers reported a pluralistic pedagogical style. Teachers who reported

123

multicultural pedagogical views and practices had the highest performing students as measured
by mathematics course grades. Mean rank differences in ELA Assessment scale scores were not
found to be statistically significant. The mean rank on the mathematics Assessment for teachers
who reported blended multicultural/pluralistic pedagogies were found to be statistically
significantly higher (MR=79.11, chi-square (2)=8.637, p=.013), followed by teachers with
pluralistic (MR=68.76) and multicultural (MR=51.33) pedagogical views.
Q5:

What is the impact of cultural match or cultural mismatch, cultural conformity,
students’ perceptions of opportunity, and teachers’ pedagogical styles on course
grades and tests scores?
The following parametric results must be considered with caution. Table 42 contains

results which show 19% of the variance in students’ English language arts course grades was
explained by students’ and teachers’ cultural match or mismatch and 15% of the variance was
explained by students’ compatibility with mainstream views and experiences and seeing
themselves as compatible with school and having access to success.
Table 42.
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Students’
English Language Arts Course Grades (N=303)
Variable
Students’ and teachers’ match/mismatch
on SS scores (Strategy 1)
Students’ POCS Mainstream (subset F)
scores

n

B

SE B

β

199

-2.93

1.10

-.19**

302

5.66

2.69

.15*

Note. R2 = .06** (*p < .05; **p < .01).
Table 43 shows 20% of the variance in students’ mathematics Assessment scores was explained
by students’ and teachers’ cultural match or mismatch, 18% of the variance was explained by
students’ compatibility with mainstream views and experiences and seeing themselves as
compatible with school and having access to success, and 19% of the variance was explained by
teachers’ mixed or blended multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles.
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Table 43.
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Students’
Mathematics Assessment Scores (N=207)
Variable
n
B
SE B
β
Students’ and teachers’ percentage-point
difference in SS scores (Strategy 3)
123
-2.12
.93
-.20*
Students’ POCS Mainstream (subset F)
scores
206
151.74
72.69
.18*
Teachers’ Pedagogical Views and
Practices (PVP) Type-2
123
-74.21
33.23
-.19*
Note. R2 = .12** (*p < .05; **p< .01).
Table 44 shows 18% of the variance in students’ mathematics course grades was explained by
students’ compatibility with mainstream views and experiences and seeing themselves as
compatible with school and having access to success.
Table 44.
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting Students’
Mathematics Course Grades (N=270)
Variable
n
B
SE B
β
Students’ POCS Mainstream (subset F)
269
152.96
73.61
.18*
Teachers’ Pedagogical Views and
Practices (PVP) Type-3
262
-43.91
29.39
.13
Note. R2 = .10** (*p < .05; **p< .01).
Table 45 shows 23% of the variance in students’ mathematics Assessment scores was explained
by students’ compatibility with mainstream views and experiences and seeing themselves as
compatible with school and having access to success and 19% of the variance was explained by
teachers’ mixed multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles. Overall, the regression models for
combined impact of the variables identified in Tables 42–45 were able to explain from 6% to 12%
of the variance in student achievement outcomes.
Table 45. Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Analyses for Variables Predicting
Students’ Mathematics Assessment Scores (N=207)
Variable
n
B
SE B
β
Students’ POCS Mainstream (subset F)
206
195.70
87.58
.23*
Teachers’ Pedagogical Views and
Practices (PVP) Type-2
123
-72.57
34.17
-.19*
Note. R2 = .10** (*p < .05; **p< .01).
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Summary of Key Findings
Demographic data revealed the 309 student-participants were 18% Black, 18% Asian,
27% Latino, and 38% White. More than one-third of the students were eleventh-graders, about
one-fourth were 10th- graders, one-fourth 12th-graders, 12% freshmen, 55% female, about 29%
economically disadvantaged, over one-third at-risk, less than 3% received special education
instruction, and less than 3% had a physical handicap. Almost all students were American-born,
70% spoke English primarily, and more than 30% spoke other languages at home. A total of 308
(99.7%) of 309 students were included in final analyses.
Of the 23 participating teachers, female teachers outnumbered male teachers about four
to one (4:1). White teachers (57%) outnumbered African American (26%), Asian (9%) and Latino
(9%) teachers. Mathematics teachers comprised about 61% and 61% taught regular education
courses. More than 30% taught honors and gifted and talented students. Most teachers
possessed 21 to 40 years of experience, followed by teachers with 0-3 or 7-10 years of
experience.
Q1 Does student culture correlate with course grades and standardized tests scores?
The academic achievement of students of different cultures was not statistically
significantly different. ELA and mathematics Assessment and Stanford 10 mathematics scores
and ELA courses grades were statistically significantly higher for students of teachers with (1)
mixed communal and individualistic or (2) individualistic cultural values than students of teachers
with communal values. Asian and Latino students’ cultural values were more communal than their
peers of other races/ethnicities. White students’ cultural values were mixed (communal and
individualistic), and Black students’ cultural values were more individualistic than their peers of
other races/ethnicities. However, the cultural differences between students of different
races/ethnicities were not statistically significantly.
Q2

Do students who share a common race and culture with their teachers have higher
student achievement?
Four of six comparisons showed higher means for students of the same race/ethnicity as

their teachers than means for students who were not the same race/ethnicity as their teachers.
Mean Stanford 10 ELA scores and mathematics course grades were statistically significantly
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higher for students of the same race/ethnicity as their teachers. Means were higher on all
measures for students with the same cultural values (Strategy 1) as their teachers when
compared to students who were not the same race/ethnicity and/or culture as their teachers. ELA
course grades were statistically higher for students with the same cultural values as their
teachers.
Four of six comparisons revealed higher means for students of the same race/ethnicity
and cultural values (Strategy 1) as their teachers when compared to students who were not the
same race/ethnicity and cultural values as their teachers. Mean differences on the Stanford 10
mathematics test, and in ELA and mathematics course grades were statistically significantly
higher for students of the same race/ethnicity and cultural values. The mean was higher on all
measures for students who did not share the same cultural values (Strategy 2) as their teachers
when compared to students who shared the same cultural values with their ELA teachers. Mean
differences in ELA Assessment scale scores were statistically higher for students who shared the
same cultural values with their ELA teachers. The mean was higher on all measures for students
with the same cultural values (Strategy 3) as their teachers when compared to students who did
not share the same cultural values with their ELA teachers. Mean differences in ELA course
grades were statistically higher for students with the same cultural values as their teachers. Four
of six comparisons revealed higher means for students of the same race/ethnicity and cultural
values (Strategy 3) as their teachers when compared to students who were not the same
race/ethnicity and cultural values as their teachers. Mean differences in mathematics course
grades were statistically significant. Asia and White students’ achievement scores were
statistically significantly higher than Black and Latino students’ scores. Achievement differences
between students of different races/ethnicities were statistically significant.
Q3

Do students who have optimistic perceptions of opportunity make higher grades
and test scores than students who have pessimistic perceptions of opportunity?
Students with voluntary cultural perspectives (i.e. more positive views and experiences

consistent with dominant views and experiences regarding race, social issues, and school
opportunity) scored statistically significantly higher test scores and course grades consistent with
the following:
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Students with “high” total POCS scores achieved higher mathematics Assessment and
Stanford 10 scores, and mathematics course grades than their peers.



Students with “high” POCS Sociocultural and School-related Coping Factors scores
achieved higher ELA Assessment scores than their peers.



Students with “high” POCS Sociocultural Factors scores achieved higher ELA and
mathematics Stanford 10 scores than their peers.



Students with “moderate” POCS Sociocultural Factors scores achieved higher ELA
course grades than their peers.



Students with “high” POCS School-related Coping Strategies scores achieved ELA
Assessment than their peers.



Students with “high” POCS Mainstream Factors scores achieved higher on all
achievement measures - ELA and mathematics Assessment scores, ELA and
mathematics Stanford 10 scores, and ELA and mathematics course grades than their
peers.
Students of different races/ethnicities revealed statistically different (1) perceptions of

their compatibility with mainstream views and experiences and (2) perceptions of their opportunity
and access to school opportunity and career success. Asian and White students more often
perceived themselves having access to school opportunity and career success, while Black and
Latino students less often perceived themselves having access to school opportunity school and
career success. Students of different races/ethnicities did not reveal statistically different views of
the educational environment. Students of different races/ethnicities also did not reveal statistically
significantly different educational coping strategies.
Q4

What are the pedagogical views and practices of teachers whose students have
higher student achievement?
Students of teachers with pluralistic pedagogical styles scored statistically significantly

higher Stanford 10 ELA scores, followed by teachers with mixed (multicultural/pluralistic) and
multicultural pedagogical views. Eclectic teachers’ students’ mean rank was lowest. Students of
teachers with mixed multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles scored statistically significantly
higher mathematics Assessment scores, followed by teachers with pluralistic (MR=68.76) and
multicultural pedagogical views.
Q5

What is the impact of cultural match or cultural mismatch, cultural conformity,
students’ perceptions of opportunity, and teachers’ pedagogical styles on course
grades and tests scores?
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Across the various regression models, students’ and teachers’ cultural match or
mismatch explained 19% to 20% of the variance in students’ mathematics Assessment scores,
mathematics course grades, or ELA course grades. Students’ compatibility with mainstream
views and experiences and seeing themselves as compatible with school and having access to
success explained 15% to 23% of the variance and 19% of the variance in student achievement
was explained by teachers’ pluralistic or blended multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles.

RESEARCH ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE ANALYSIS
The primary assumptions of this research were that students and teachers would present
a range of scores on the measure of culture and the cultural data would sufficiently represent
aspects of the cultural fabric of respondents. However, it was not assumed that students and
teachers from specific racial groups would score a particular way on the assessment of culture.
Although relatively few students and teachers reported individualistic values on the Social
Outlook measure, the data varied sufficiently to assess differences in student achievement with
regard to differences in cultural type. Furthermore, it was assumed that students and teachers in
the sample would provide sufficient variation in cultural match and mismatch to conduct the
analyses. It was also assumed that the ranges of the data would encompass sufficient variance to
explore trends with respect to race/ethnicity, culture, socio-political and school-related
perceptions and strategies, and pedagogical styles. Overall, study findings supported these
assumptions.
Validated instruments based on cultural, socio-political constructs regarding the
measurement of students’ perceptions of opportunity (POCS) and teachers’ pedagogical styles
(PVP) were not available. Instrument validation was not an aspect of this exploratory study.
Utilization of non-validated instruments to measure students’ perceptions and teachers’
pedagogies limited the statistical strength of this analysis. Additionally, the dichotomous response
options on these measures may have contributed to smaller group sizes in the “low” and “high”
categories of the POCS and to an absence of participants who identified with Type 1 on the PVP.
Nonetheless, the results of the analyses are generally reasonable and consistent across
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instruments. For an exploratory study, its findings are sufficient to warrant future analysis of the
potential for the POCS and PVP measures in analyses of student achievement. Initial results
show support for future research to develop and validate these instruments (see Appendix Q).
Dependence on self-reported data from students and teachers may be considered a
primary limitation of this investigation. However, students’ and teachers’ perceptions and
practices are central to a legitimate African-centered analysis of students’ perspectives and
experiences, and teachers’ perceptions and practices. Furthermore, common foci on the SS and
the POCS, as well as common foci on the SS and the PVP and the POCS and PVP measures,
allowed the researcher to consider the reasonableness of the findings in order to determine
whether the results were logical and consistent across measures. Future analysis is warranted to
discern features within communalism and collectivism as well as vertical and horizontal
individualism in relation to race and culture.
Finally, the greatest limitation of this exploratory investigation was the little it could offer to
the immediate needs of the dedicated teachers and students who were necessary for its
completion. However, teachers reported that subsequent, rich interactions were stimulated by
questions introduced during the study. Moreover, it is hoped that study results will help impact
how students and their cultural repertoires are perceived with respect to racial or cultural divisions
in academic achievement.
Parental surveys were not accommodated in this analysis. Future analyses may be
enhanced by the inclusion of parents’ input to deepen the understanding of students’ home
culture and to determine continuous and discontinuous cultural factors present in the home and
school environments. This would require the addition of a measure of specific culture-based
home and school behaviors and activities (Tyler, et al., 2008). Future analyses would also benefit
from analysis of the role of student’s socio-economic status or economic disadvantage or
advantage. Analysis of the POCS Mainstream Views and Experiences items (e.g., 2, 11, 15, 18,
19 and 21) with inclusion of respondents’ race/ethnicity or cultural types and socioeconomic
status would provide greater clarity into cultural and socio-political factors that may be related to
the findings. Finally, future analysis may be enriched by an exploration of how the variables in this
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analysis may differentially impact student achievement outcomes in English language arts versus
mathematics or science, for instance.
Analysis of multiple schools would strengthen the design of the study in future analyses.
Also, to broaden future analysis of school contexts, surveys of principals’ worldviews and
pedagogical beliefs and practices are recommended.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

This study explores the multi-faceted nature of academic achievement which involves
the socio-political contexts of schools, the sociocultural heritages of students, educational input
factors within schools, and instructional qualities that are active in classrooms across America.
Specifically, this exploration illuminates (1) the pervasive roles of race and culture in learning, (2)
the presence of contextual structures that permeate public school learning environments and
influence students’ learning and achievement in America, (3) the impacts of cultural biases,
cultural congruence, and cultural mediation in teachers’ pedagogical views and practices on
students’ learning and achievement, and (4) the impacts of students’ perceptions of their
compatibility with their learning environments and of their opportunities for success on students’
achievement. This research explored culturally-based education factors that affect all students’
opportunities to learn and to achieve academic excellence in American public education.
Articulated in numerous ways, many researchers have concluded that sociocultural and
political differences in the everyday experiences of children of different ethnicities and
backgrounds manifest in disparities in public learning environments, learning opportunities, and
academic outcomes. Essentially, the difference between American students’ indigenous culture
and the institutionalized culture generally found in mainstream American classrooms facilitates
structural inequality that is active in classrooms across this nation. Further complicating this
problem of culture in the learning process is the intricate role of culture in cognitive development.
Relevant literature explicates the pervasive role of culture in cognitive development and in social
learning. This reveals a delicate, symbiotic relationship that is necessary to the mutual
construction of culture and cognition. Clearly documented are findings that indicate that the
cultural congruence between the learner, the learning context, and learning activities supports
children’s cognitive development, while cultural incongruence limits or impedes children’s access
to learning experiences and negatively impacts learning outcomes. Therefore, culturally, African
American children and other children of non-mainstream cultures are placed at a constant
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disadvantage when learning structures and environments do not engage, support, and advance
the skills and knowledge these students bring to school. The educational inputs afforded by
schools and classrooms cannot be adequately received by students whose cultural and
intellectual tools are not aligned with the instructional resources and practices, and the learning
objectives and assessments the students are expected to engage and master. This cultural
disadvantage in learning opportunities is a reflection of the historical marginalization of the
cultural “other” in America, which particularly exemplifies America’s disenfranchisement of African
Americans and African culture.
From an African-centered perspective of African American culture and history, this study
pays particular attention to historical contextual factors and cultural nuances that impact African
American students’ educational opportunities, learning processes, and achievement outcomes
because African American students are typically among students receiving the lowest scores.
This study stresses two fundamental realities that have remained constant with regard to “deficits”
in African American students’ academic achievement. They are (1) the incompatibility of the
indigenous cultures of African Americans and European Americans and (2) the presence of
structural inequality in education policy and educational institutions. These two factors have
produced discrepancies between educational opportunities for and experiences of African
American and European American students. Institutionalized inequality in access to American
educational resources and, thereby, inequity in educational opportunity has always co-existed
with observed racial differences in academic achievement.
Particularly with regard to African American children, this study’s review of five eras in the
education of African Americans reveals a structural foundation of inequality that is rooted in
social-cultural politics of race, culture, and academic achievement. American culture and socialeconomic politics have created structural factors in public education that produce unequal and
incompatible learning opportunities and, therefore, disproportionately poor outcomes for African
American children. America’s denial of Black peoples’ constitutional right to equal protection of
the nation’s laws including “equal opportunity” in education, as in society in general, has been
well-documented over many decades. The continuing social processes and impacts related to
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America’s history of Black peoples’ enslavement and America’s ongoing social-political and
cultural marginalization of Black Americans must be considered in scholarly and communitybased discussions of school and governmental policy if we are to remedy these challenges to
academic excellence, which include the seemingly perpetual Black-white gap in academic
achievement.
In America’s classrooms, cultural and social marginalization continues through the
cultural deficit paradigm which produces deterministic conclusions that are drawn by society and
schools’ communities, administrations, and teachers who embody social biases against the
cultural and intellectual capacity of Black children (among other children of non-mainstream
cultures). Through institutionalized extensions of sociocultural biases, children of nonmainstream/European American cultures are less likely than White children (who are typically
acculturated in European American culture at home) to encounter learning environments where
teachers recognize, utilize, and support their intellectual capacity and their cultural knowledge. On
the other hand, White children’s intellectual capacity and cultural knowledge is typically valued
and is often compatible with America’s learning environments, which reflect the societal European
American mainstream culture. In fact, researchers presented in this study have shown that
American educators explicitly and implicitly require the acculturation or cultural conformity of the
cultural “other” to engage mainstream American public educational opportunities and to “achieve”
academically.
Reasonable assertions indicate that this type of cultural suppression and cultural
imposition threatens an ethnic group’s survival thrust, which is contained within its indigenous
culture. In light of this key factor and given the pervasive role of culture in learning, the historical
and current disparities between White students’ and historically marginalized students’ levels of
academic achievement reveal a very deep-seated cultural and political problem that threatens the
likelihood that students who do not possess mainstream culture, will ever achieve academic
excellence through current educational opportunities and standards. The cultural marginalization
of non-mainstream students must be addressed if we are to reverse the declining trend in
America’s capacity for effective, high-quality public education. This is particularly true for African
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American students given America’s history of their oppression without effective legal recourse,
which historically has facilitated African American students’ status among the nation’s lowest
achievers.
Many researchers have examined the insidious conflicts and consequences that cultural
marginalization creates for students of non-mainstream cultures and particularly for Black
students. Comprehensive examination of the structural factors in public education has provided
innumerable reports on the inequality of educational conditions and educational expectations for
non-mainstream children versus White children. These reports bring clarity to the sociopolitical
construction of the historical disparities that are reflected in students’ educational outcomes
based on race and culture. Interestingly, a broad spectrum of reports that address the educational
inequities experienced by African Americans reveals a clear and common understanding of the
longstanding impacts of substandard and unequal educational resources and disparities in
academic achievement. These reports have been generated among divergent Americans like
David Walker, W.E.B Dubois, African American plaintiffs in American courts, the U. S.
Department of Education’s evaluators, Supreme Court Justices, Kenneth Clark, the Secretary of
Education, the U. S. Presidents, and scholars and researchers of culture and education.
It important to note that the NCLB federal education mandate was in place during most of
the last twenty years when our national status in educational excellence plummeted. NCLB’s
punitive focus on school accountability with its unrealistic timelines for the heightened
performance of all students and for performance improvements among historically marginalized
of students of non-mainstream cultures has been highly problematic for many school
administrators, educators, and students. Ultimately, NCLB has been found ineffective in reaching
its stated purpose: to close the nation’s achievement gaps. Like its predecessors (and perhaps its
successor, The Race to the Top), NCLB failed to address the structural inequality that produces
social contexts that perpetuate cultural mechanisms in America’s classrooms that do not support
learning opportunities and successful outcomes for students of all cultures, while continuing
educational practices that produce mediocre academic achievement in America and among the
world’s highest achievers. The recommended practices of education reformers and proponents of
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culturally-mediated instruction are highly compatible. Education reformers and proponents of
culturally-mediated instruction suggests that equitable, student-centered instructional practices
should be tailored to meet the culturally-based social and intellectual skills, learning strengths,
and needs of all students, particularly those historically marginalized.
The variables in this study’s quantitative analysis reflect the sociocultural factors
identified in this study’s examination of cultural factors in learning, and also reflect the socialpolitical factors that have historically produced the structural context that influences cognitive
features which impact students’ learning. Specifically included in this analysis were consideration
of the mainstream European American context of the school, the cultural values and worldviews
of students and teachers, and the match or mismatch between students’ and teachers’ races and
cultures. In addition, educational input factors as represented by students’ views of the
characteristics of the learning environment, as well as students’ views of their compatibility with
mainstream culture and the learning environment, and instructional qualities that are active in
classrooms across America, as represented by teachers’ culturally-based pedagogical views and
practices were analyzed. Overall, the empirical findings of this study support the salience of race,
culture and cultural match, cultural conformity, students’ perceptions of opportunity, and teachers’
pedagogical views and practices in educational achievement.
The multi-ethnic sample of high school students who participated in the study showed
evidence of higher academic achievement when compared to district and state-level students.
This finding served to support the study’s capacity to identify best practices among higher
achieving students of various ethnicities. Consistent with national, district, and state trends, this
analysis revealed statistically significant racial/ethnic achievement gaps between study
participants on all academic achievement measures analyzed. Therefore, the gaps found in this
study parallel the typical racial/ethnic hierarchy of national achievement scores, with Asian
students scoring highest, followed by White, then, Black or Brown students scoring lowest. The
achievement gaps found in this study provide additional evidence that Black and Latino students
score lowest, even among higher achievers.
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Inconsistent with research presented on indigenous cultures, in this study’s multi-ethnic
sample, students’ cultural perspectives did not differ statistically significantly based on their
races/ethnicities. In fact, only 1% to 8% of students of any race/ethnicity reported cultural views
which were categorized as individualistic. The exact percentage of individualistic students
depended on the strategy employed to assess SS scores. However, regardless of strategy, Asian
and Latino students scored the highest mean ranks on the measure of culture, which indicated
their responses more strongly reflected communalistic values than their Black or White peers.
The fact that White students scored the next highest mean rank on the measure of culture
indicated more of a mixture of communal and individualistic cultural values than found among
their Asian and Latino peers. However, unexpectedly, Black students scored the lowest mean
rank on the cultural values measure. This reflected even more of a mixture of communal and
individualistic cultural values, with Black students’ responses revealing more moderately
communal values or more consistently individualistic values than reported by their Asian, Latino,
and White peers. Asian and Latino students’ higher communalism scores may be explained by
links between communalism and collectivism. The latter, collectivism, is central to Asian as well
as to Latin cultures (Kim & Omizo, 2005).
However, the horizontal individualism found among African Americans (Simons, 2003),
which is compatible with Boykin’s expressive individualism and entails non-hierarchical
(horizontal), unique, and distinctive self-expressions (Boykin, 1983) is unlike vertical individualism
which is assessed by this measure and was reflected by lower SS scores. The 1% to 8% of lower
scores that indicated individualistic values was apparently more common among African
American students. Triandis and Gelfand (1998) suggest some African American adults have
reported higher individualism ratings than White peers. However, additional analyses of horizontal
and vertical dimensions of individualism and collectivism revealed African Americans reported
horizontal individualism while White Americans reported vertical individualism. Though results for
SS and race were not statistically significant, future analysis is warranted to discern features
within communalism and collectivism as well as vertical and horizontal individualism in relation to
race.
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Regarding the first research question, students’ cultural perspectives were categorized
and analyzed to explore connections between students’ cultural types and their academic
achievement. No statistically significant relationships were identified between students’ cultural
types and their academic achievement. Because public education has been found to be heavily
influenced by European American culture, it was anticipated that students scoring lowest on the
measure of communalism would score higher grades. However, instead, students of teachers
with lower communal scores, which indicate mixed communal and individualistic and
individualistic cultural values (using Strategy 1), scored statistically significantly higher on two
mathematics assessments and two ELA courses assessments out of the six assessments than
students of teachers with communal values. This result was surprising because relatively few
teachers reported less communalistic (more individualistic) values when compared to the
proportions of their peers who reported other cultural types. Yet, this finding potentially suggests
an achievement bias toward students of teachers who possess individualistic, mainstream culture
or mixed communal and individualistic cultural values. This may suggests some degree of
congruence between achievement standards or measures and the instructional practices of
teachers who possess individualistic values or a mixture of communal and individualistic values.
Perhaps these teachers provided a more effective instructional bridge between the curriculum
and assessments. In fact, the lowest mean rank was associated with students of teachers who
possessed communalistic cultural values. This may indicate a lack of compatibility or less
effective connection between the instructional practices of teachers who possess communalistic
values and the achievement standards or measures, at least with regard to the standardized tests
on which significant differences were found.
Regarding the second research question, students’ cultural values were compared to
their teachers’ cultural values to determine whether cultural matches between students and
teachers supported enhanced student performance on tests and in courses. Through review of
basic descriptive statistics, a clear advantage was apparent for students who were the same
race/ethnicity and/or the same culture of their teachers. Repeated evidence surfaced regarding
students’ heightened performance on standardized tests and course grades when students and
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teachers shared the same race/ethnicity or shared the same race/ethnicity and culture (when
Strategy 1 and Strategy 2 were employed to categorize cultural values). More rigorous analyses
also revealed some statistically significant differences between the groups of matched and
mismatched students and teachers. This finding supports prior research on the enhanced
achievement of students who share race and/or cultural knowledge with their teachers. Perhaps
this finding indicates teachers are more likely to identify with or to effectively communicate with,
support, engage, or validate (rather than marginalize) students who share the teachers’
race/ethnicity and/or cultural type.
Students’ cultural perspectives were also assessed for mainstream cultural features of
individualism to determine connections between the possession of mainstream cultural features
and students’ achievement. Students who scored low on the cultural measure were considered to
be students whose cultural values were more aligned with mainstream culture when compared to
their peers. As indicated previously, students who were more individualistic (based on the
measure of culture) did not achieve statistically significantly different test scores or grades.
However, students were considered to experience mainstream cultural conformity if they scored
highly on the perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies (POCS) measures of (1) voluntary
or involuntary culture and coping strategies and (2) views and experiences of compatibility or
incompatibility with mainstream views, practices, and opportunities; including compatibility or
incompatibility with the school’s socio-political environment.
Repeated results from analyses of POCS scores and students’ achievement supported
prior research which found students who reported voluntary cultural perspectives consistent with
dominant cultural views and experiences regarding race, social issues, school-related coping
strategies, and school opportunity scored statistically significantly higher test scores and course
grades. Students who scored higher on the POCS measure of mainstream views and
experiences scored statistically significantly higher on all achievement measures. Not only did
these students indicate racial and social compatibility with school factors, but in some cases they
were in agreement with a perception of the superiority of White culture and White students’
intellect. The POCS mainstream views and experiences measure provided the strongest series of
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evidence in this analysis of higher academic achievement among students who possess
dominant/voluntary cultural views, optimistic perceptions of their access to opportunity in school
and society, or who experience compatibility with their school environmental factors. Conversely,
students’ incompatibility with dominant cultural views and experiences may reflect cultural
mismatch or discontinuity active in the learning environment and reveal a relationship with lower
academic achievement among students.
Regarding the third research question, students’ coping strategies were assessed to
determine students’ adherence to or rejection of the school’s social learning environment and
associated practices to explore connections to student achievement. It is important to highlight
the fact that students of different races/ethnicities did not report statistically significantly different
views of the educational environment or statistically significantly different views of their
educational coping strategies. However, students of different races/ethnicities did report
statistically significantly different views and experiences of compatibility with mainstream views,
practices, and opportunities; including compatibility with the school’s socio-political learning
environment. It seems likely that students’ differential views and experiences in these areas
affected their perceptions of and perhaps their access to school opportunity and success.
Specifically, Asian and White students who were among the highest performers also reported
more compatibility with mainstream views and experiences, and more favorable perceptions of
opportunity and access than Black and Latino students reported. This finding seems consistent
with the differential achievement scores among these student groups.
However, based on scores that reflect students’ educational coping strategies, Black and
Latino students were not statistically significantly different from Asian and White students, which
may indicate similar engagement in the learning environment across racial groups. This resulted
in higher average achievement scores as a group for the students in this study when compared to
district- and state- level peers, even though Black and Latino students’ scored statistically
significantly lower than their peers in the study. Perhaps Black and Latino students’ engagement
in the less-compatible learning environment explains their relatively successful academic
performances, albeit lowest among their peers in the study.
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The latter findings address issues of educational input and the differential extent to which
students may have received educational resources expended by the school and teachers as a
consequence of students’ differential views and experiences of compatibility with the educational
environment and society in general. Specifically, students of different race/ethnicities viewed the
school’s educational inputs similarly, as inclusive and collaborative learning activities. Students of
different race/ethnicities also reported similar education-related coping strategies. However, on
questionnaire items concerning less tangible factors of race and social politics, including how
students perceived they were viewed by society, how they saw themselves, how they saw their
opportunity to succeed and their compatibility with mainstream views and experiences - students
of different race/ethnicities reported statistically significantly divergent views. This may reveal an
important factor that affects the differential extent to which students of different race/ethnicities
receive educational inputs, even when they view characteristics of the educational environment
similarly. While students across race/ethnicities viewed the school’s resources similarly, Black
and Latino students did not view themselves as being compatible or as experiencing compatibility
with the learning environment, and did not perceive themselves as having access to opportunity
for success as much as Asian and White students viewed themselves as compatible and having
access to opportunity for success. Consistent with research on the optimistic perceptions of
students of voluntary cultures and the pessimistic perceptions of students of involuntary cultures,
the lived-experiences and associated perceptions that were held by Black and Latino students in
this study may have had a negative impact on their academic achievement when compared to
their Asian and White peers.
With regard to the fourth research question, teachers’ pedagogical views and practices
were assessed to explore connections between the implicit cultural features of teachers’
instructional styles and their students’ achievement. Students’ assessments of the school’s
educational learning factors were consistent with multicultural and pluralistic views and practices
that comprise the pedagogical styles primarily reported by their teachers. Furthermore, the higher
achievement among students whose teachers reported pluralistic and multicultural/pluralistic
pedagogical styles supports the work of proponents of educational equity, culturally-mediated
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instruction, and education reformists who suggest students’ achievement is enhanced by effective
teachers who possess pedagogical content knowledge and skills to provide meaningful, inclusive,
and collaborative learning activities aligned with students’ backgrounds, interests, and needs.
Also, this finding supports prior research which found collaborative activities more effective with
students of communal cultures or cultures compatible with communalism (Bailey & Boykin, 2001),
such as the communal or mixed communal/individualistic cultural values reported by most
students in the study.
Results regarding the fifth research question indicate that cultural consistency between
the teacher and the learner is an important factor in students’ academic achievement, with the
potential to explain approximately 20% of the variance in students’ test scores and course
grades. Additionally, students’ compatibility with mainstream views and experiences, seeing
themselves as compatible with school, and having access to success represented another key
variable in this analysis, potentially explaining as much as 23% of the variance in students’
achievement. Finally, teachers’ pluralistic or blended multicultural/pluralistic pedagogical styles
were found to represent about 19% of the variance in students’ achievement, potentially. In
essence, consistent with research previously presented in this analysis, the (1) compatibility of
cultural values between students and their teachers and (2) possession of mainstream views and
experiences, along with perceiving oneself as having access to opportunity for success are
important factors in student achievement outcomes. Additionally, (3) students’ achievement
outcomes were better among students whose teachers’ pedagogical styles were more studentcentered and inclusive.
Based on the results of this exploratory analysis, it is recommended that educational
stakeholders from federal and local policymakers to mothers and fathers pay close attention to
the cultural factors identified in this study. Attention to the insidious dynamics of culture in
learning arenas may improve students’ educational experiences and academic achievement,
particularly the historically culturally marginalized students, such as African American students.
Specifically, it is recommended that education policymakers, administrators, educators, and
parents of all ethnicities remain cognizant of community and school-based contextual factors,
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including policies and educators’ pedagogical views and strategies, that do not support the
cognitive development, sense of inherent value, experience of inclusion in the learning
environment, optimistic outlook, and engagement of the learning style of students of all cultures
and backgrounds.
Furthermore, the findings of this study support vocal and behavioral recommendations of
many Americans to consciously and consistently demand the equal protection of all citizens’
constitutional right to equal protection under the law, including equitable educational resources
(tangible and intangible), opportunities, and experiences in the pursuit of happiness as citizens of
the United States. As valuable and unique citizens in this society, none of us shall accept
deprivation or denial of civil liberties, given our inalienable right to equal protection of the nation’s
laws. Let us remain conscious of the fact that racial/ethnic and cultural inequality in opportunity is
as old as America itself. Let us beware that inequality in this country’s public education system
has been an evitable by-product of American history and its cultural imperatives. Let us, as
Americans, also remain cognizant of the reality that America has long been aware of and is
becoming more informed about the nuances, roles, and impacts of student-, family-, peer-,
community-, school-, and teacher-related sociocultural factors that produce differences in
students’ opportunity and achievement. Let us be motivated to action by the lack of evidence that
the country has come significantly closer than it was more than one-half a century ago to
producing effective, equal, and equitable learning opportunities that produce outstanding and
promising outcomes for all the nation’s students. The awareness, motivation, and action of
Americans’ are particularly important today in light of America’s declining international status and
turbulent national climate in public education, particularly given current trends in federal
legislation.
International educational declines and the onslaught of high-stakes testing policies with
penalties have intensified national spotlights on the inadequate levels of achievement among
public school students, with glaring educational deficits among African Americans and other
students of color. Perhaps these alarms will reawaken Americans in general (particularly those
participating in public education and especially African Americans) and produce within us an
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internal demand for liberty and excellence. Americans’ internal drive will manifest in heightened
individual and collective commitments and efforts to achieve high-quality education. Through
related manifestations and explicit demands from parents, students, and educational
stakeholders throughout communities of all types, America will be required to commit to and to
fulfill its unmet promises of universal, high-quality basic education for all, which is “…essential to
a free, democratic society…that prides itself on pluralism and individual freedom (U. S.
Department of Education, 1983: p. 1-2). Statistically, America’s provision of high-quality
educational resources, opportunities, and experiences (both tangible and intangible) for all
learners through equal, equitable, effective culturally-mediated educational experiences shall
produce a heightened capacity for comparable outcomes of academic excellence for African
American and Hispanic students when compared to their peers in any school, segregated or
multi-ethnic. Excellence and equity in education are necessary, especially in the current
economic climate.
It is recommended that the long, arduous road traveled by Black people in America not
be excluded from discussions of African American children’s academic achievement in American
schools, today. Decades of literature on public education reveal dialectics that have remained
more similar than divergent regarding race, culture, and gaps in academic excellence,
opportunity, and achievement. Research presented in this thesis confirms that much is known
about cultural factors that inhibit or support learning for all students, and particularly African
American students and other students of marginalized cultures. Substantial evidence exists
regarding cultural and socio-political impediments to effective, culturally-mediated high-quality
education resources and experiences. Many scholars have, specifically, identified factors that
inhibit as well as that support academic excellence for African Americans in particular. African
Americans must advance the knowledge that has been gained through time, individual and
collective effort, and experience while conscientiously building collective wisdom for collective
advancement.
This work explores culture-laden factors that affect student achievement in multi-ethnic,
public school learning environments. With great respect for the delicate nature of education in
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American public schools, in general, and in particular as it relates to African American students,
this study clarifies some insidious cultural, socio-political factors often ignored or minimized in
analyses of effective schooling for African Americans in this country today. Review of the
literature suggests that perhaps the underlying social-political issues of liberty and equality are
more problematic in the achievement of international and national education goals and
expectations than community leaders, educators, and parents have considered in recent times.
This study reveals the fact that America possesses adequate educational resources to provide
high-quality educational opportunities for every American who desires to participate. But, to
provide high-quality education for all its citizens has not been America’s apparent desire. Based
on the findings of the historical review in this study, it is highly recommended that African
Americans consistently demand high-quality education and commit to familial and communitybased expectations and efforts supportive of high-quality education as an active individual and
collective expression of Black America’s undying commitment to educational excellence.
In line with the previous recommendation, fundamentally, this investigation highlights the
importance of understanding that every learner enters school equipped with an important,
extensive collection of cultural tools from her or his heritage. When each learner enters a school
or classroom, she or he crosses a cultural threshold which extends far beyond the learner and the
particular learning environment. Socio-economic politics of race and culture are active within,
around, and upon each student, teacher, administrator, school, and community. The socioeconomic politics of race and culture largely determine the experience and efficacy of the learning
process for each particular learner. However, no matter how socially-driven and value-laden the
process of education, it is an intensely personal experience. Schooling experiences become an
integral part of the learner and the learner’s heritage. Regardless of who has gone before the
learner or what has transpired in America’s schools, each learner becomes immersed in the
learning process and determines for herself or himself how she or he feels about the educational
process and experience, if she or he can and will successfully engage the process, and how she
or he engages or disengages from the learning process. The outcome is a manifestation of the
success or failure of the educational process and its direct and indirect participants,
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administrators, and stakeholders. The results of each research question explored in this analysis
illuminate the importance of understanding the culturally latent process that every learner
confronts. It is crucial that policymakers, educators, and parents become a part of the solution to
the American polemic of culture in learning.
Appropriate and equitable opportunities for intellectual discovery and development for
self-actualization and self-fulfillment through the process of public education is the birthright of
every American. Perhaps the collective vision of Americans in general, and particularly African
Americans, regarding social and educational liberties has become blurred or jaded. Historically,
African Americans did not start out and currently do not start out on “even” terms with other
racial/ethnic groups, particularly White Americans, generally. It is not likely that having “equal
footing” will become a common occurrence within this competitive, ethnocentric, multi-ethnic
context. Despite the many factors that impact educational opportunity and achievement, past and
current literature consistently shows educational opportunity equal to or equitable to those of
White students in America have not yet been afforded African Americans, in general. Therefore,
at this juncture in a long history of unequal and inequitable opportunity, experience, and
achievement in American education, educators and researchers remain unable to provide
evidence that widespread equality and equitability in education for the nation’s learners produces
equitable outcomes. Nonetheless, theoretically, equality and equity in education for all of the
nation’s learners will produce equitable outcomes. With all the factors known to support academic
excellence for all students, including diverse populations of students, America has no excuse for
providing substandard opportunity and for producing mediocre international or national
educational performance within any student group.
With a particular urgency, African Americans’ individual and collective vision and passion
for human and civil rights in the United States with regard to inclusion in the equal distribution of
Americas’ resources and opportunities must be revitalized. Revitalization is essential for African
Americans to achieve academic and social excellence which may be afforded (at least partially)
through equitable educational experiences in public education. However, to achieve academic
excellence does not imply closing the racial gaps in educational achievement in America (Hilliard,
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2003). In light of America’s unexceptional world-standing in education, care must be taken to
reach beyond this country’s present standards of academic excellence. For African American
students to achieve excellence in public education, Americans of all races and ethnicities must
force America to elevate its standards, policies, and practices for all students in all schools to
meet international standards of academic excellence.
In light of David Walker’s clarion call to the Black community, which was made 182 years
ago in 1829, it is hoped that this work clarifies some insidious cultural factors in education and
appeals to Black educational stakeholders to join together to improve educational opportunities
and experiences for the Black community and the nation. It is hoped that the historical evidence
presented in this research provides a warning to the Black community against being “neutral
spectators” and becoming discouraged by “lawful attempts” (Walker, 1965: xiii) to maintain
oppressive paradigms and practices in American public education.
In the spirit of Black peoples’ historical high-esteem for educational excellence, at the
grassroots level, Black educational agendas have been established with the help of high-profile
African Americans to address the current status of education as a civil right. Dr. Bill Cosby’s
collaboration with the National Alliance of Black School Educators produced the African American
Educational Civil Rights Agenda and action plan (National Alliance of Black School Educators,
2008). In addition, Tavis Smiley’s Covenant with the Black Community’ includes Covenant II –
Establishing a System of Public Education in Which All Children Achieve a High Levels and
Reach Their Full Potential (Smiley, 2006). These are promising examples of growing communitybased movements to organize supportive, shared leadership to mobilize Black community efforts
to implement realistic solutions to political and sociocultural problems inhibiting the community’s
educational excellence.
Because equity, access, and human rights in education are inseparable, policymakers’
and educators’ responsibility to ensure equality, equity must be advanced to uproot
institutionalized inequities in America’s system of education. Community activist, national
education reformists, and education researchers concerned with issues of race and culture in
learning must promote effective strategies for teaching diverse populations and students of color
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to ensure that students are supported (tangibly and intangibly) to utilize their cultural repertoires
to maximize their educational experiences. This study offers due respect and gratitude to
supporters of educational excellence and equity of all walks of life. We must utilize lessons
learned through history that instruct Americans to collaborate among stakeholders with pure
intentions for the common good to achieve gains beneficial to all concerned.
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APPENDIX A
Students’ Responses
Social Outlook Survey
We are interested in the ways that you feel, think and act toward others. There are no “right” or
“wrong” answers. Your responses will be kept confidential. Please “check” one box marked
“1/completely false,” “2/mostly false,” “3/somewhat false,” “4/somewhat true,” “5/mostly true,” or
“6/completely true.” It is important to respond to every item.
1= completely false
2= mostly false
3= somewhat false

N=308 Students
1. Although I might receive a lot of support
from my close social relations, I don’t
think it is important that I give a lot in
return.
2. In my family it is expected that the elderly
are cared for by the younger
generations.
4. I enjoy being part of a group effort.
5. I believe that I can know myself better by
getting to know my family and close
friends.
6. I don’t mind if my aunts and uncles come
to live with me.
8. For me, increasing the quality of the
relationships with family and friends is
one of the most productive ways to
spend my time.
9. I prefer to concern myself with my own
affairs rather than involving myself with
other people.
10. One big reason why people should own
things is so that they can share with
others.
11. In my family there are close friends
which we consider family.
13. There are very few things I would not
share with family members.
14. I am happiest when I am part of a
group.

4= somewhat true
5= mostly true
6= completely true

Null*

False
1-CF 2-MF

3-SF

4-ST

True
5-MT

6-CT

0

171

80

20

28

5

4

0
1

20
5

17
9

32
17

90
83

80
105

69
88

0

20

14

46

94

78

56

1

34

48

54

82

49

40

1

2

14

31

92

95

73

0

31

55

65

94

43

20

0

19

40

59

123

44

23

1

3

16

20

51

77

140

1

26

22

34

87

82

55

3

9

13

43

122

65

53
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APPENDIX A (continued)
False
N=308 Students
Null* 1-CF 2-MF 3-SF 4-ST
16. It is family group membership that gives
me a sense of personal identity.
3
13
28
65
118
17. Older members of my family are often
relied on for advice/guidance.
1
19
33
41
84
18. I don’t mind if my cousins come to live
with me.
1
26
29
46
82
19. I would prefer to live in an area where I
know I have family members.
1
8
15
46
96
20. I believe that a person has an obligation
to work cooperatively with family and
friends.
0
5
8
30
106
21. It is not unusual for me to call close
family and friends “uncle,” aunt,” or
“cousin.”
0
53
26
30
62
22. I enjoy helping family members
accomplish their goals.
1
5
11
19
98
24. I take care of my own needs before I
consider the needs of others.
2
26
54
68
108
25. I don’t believe that people should view
themselves as independent of friends
and family.
1
22
26
66
85
27. I am always interested in listening to
what my older relatives have to say
because I believe that with age comes
wisdom.
0
12
28
54
93
28. I prefer to work in a group.
3
8
28
52
86
29. I am more concerned with personal
gains than with my family and friends.
3
46
85
76
68
30. Among my family members, it is
understood that we should turn to one
another in times of crisis.
1
7
13
21
73
32. I place great value on social relations
among people.
2
5
10
28
103
33. I make sacrifices for my family and they
do the same for me.
1
8
12
30
76
34. My first responsibility is to myself rather
than to my family.
1
43
66
85
69
35. I am constantly aware of my
responsibility to my family and friends.
3
4
4
32
94
*Null= no answer; n = 1 or 2 students checked between the two response categories.
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True
5-MT

6-CT

55

26

87

42

56

68

74

67

86

73

60

77

97

77

33

15

75

31

70
74

51
57

21

8

86

107

94

66

92

89

33

11

110

61

APPENDIX A (continued)
False
N=308 Students
Null* 1-CF 2-MF 3-SF 4-ST
37. I believe that when people are “close” to
one another (like family or friends) they
should be accountable for each other’s
welfare.
3
27
29
65
82
38. I place high value on my duty to the
group.
2
9
13
29
111
39. We all must depend on others for our
existence and fulfillment.
0
42
35
66
77
*Null= no answer; n = 1 or 2 students checked between the two response categories.
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True
5-MT

6-CT

71

31

84

60

59

29

APPENDIX B
Teachers’ Responses
Social Outlook Survey
We are interested in the ways that you feel, think and act toward others. There are no “right” or
“wrong” answers. Your responses will be kept confidential. Please “check” one box marked
“1/completely false,” “2/mostly false,” “3/somewhat false,” “4/somewhat true,” “5/mostly true,” or
“6/completely true.” It is important to respond to every item.
1= completely false
2= mostly false
3= somewhat false

N=23 Teachers
1. Although I might receive a lot of support
from my close social relations, I don’t
think it is important that I give a lot in
return.
2. In my family it is expected that the elderly
are cared for by the younger
generations.
4. I enjoy being part of a group effort.
5. I believe that I can know myself better by
getting to know my family and close
friends.
6. I don’t mind if my aunts and uncles come
to live with me.
8. For me, increasing the quality of the
relationships with family and friends is
one of the most productive ways to
spend my time.
9. I prefer to concern myself with my own
affairs rather than involving myself with
other people.
10. One big reason why people should own
things is so that they can share with
others.
11. In my family there are close friends
which we consider family.
13. There are very few things I would not
share with family members.
14. I am happiest when I am part of a
group.
*Null= no answer

Null*

4= somewhat true
5= mostly true
6= completely true

False
1-CF 2-MF

3-SF

4-ST

True
5-MT

6-CT

0

17

5

0

0

1

0

0
0

0
0

3
0

3
0

2
4

5
11

10
8

0

1

0

3

5

6

8

0

1

5

3

2

6

6

0

0

0

0

6

9

8

0

2

5

4

6

6

0

0

0

3

2

8

5

5

0

0

2

2

3

3

13

0

1

0

4

5

6

7

0

0

3

6

5

5

4
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APPENDIX B (continued)

N=23 Teachers
16. It is family group membership that gives
me a sense of personal identity.
17. Older members of my family are often
relied on for advice/guidance.
18. I don’t mind if my cousins come to live
with me.
19. I would prefer to live in an area where I
know I have family members.
20. I believe that a person has an obligation
to work cooperatively with family and
friends.
21. It is not unusual for me to call close
family and friends “uncle,” aunt,” or
“cousin.”
22. I enjoy helping family members
accomplish their goals.
24. I take care of my own needs before I
consider the needs of others.
25. I don’t believe that people should view
themselves as independent of friends
and family.
27. I am always interested in listening to
what my older relatives have to say
because I believe that with age comes
wisdom.
28. I prefer to work in a group.
29. I am more concerned with personal
gains than with my family and friends.
30. Among my family members, it is
understood that we should turn to one
another in times of crisis.
32. I place great value on social relations
among people.
33. I make sacrifices for my family and they
do the same for me.
34. My first responsibility is to myself rather
than to my family.
35. I am constantly aware of my
responsibility to my family and friends.
*Null= no answer

Null*

False
1-CF 2-MF

3-SF

4-ST

True
5-MT

6-CT

0

0

3

7

6

5

2

0

0

0

1

9

8

4

0

2

7

4

4

4

2

0

1

2

1

5

10

4

0

0

1

1

5

7

9

0

3

3

3

6

5

3

0

0

2

0

3

9

9

0

3

6

5

6

2

1

0

1

2

5

6

4

5

0
0

0
1

0
3

1
5

8
8

7
5

7
1

0

9

3

5

4

2

0

0

0

2

3

3

3

12

0

0

2

0

6

7

8

0

0

0

4

5

4

10

0

7

3

6

1

5

1

0

0

0

1

6

6

10
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APPENDIX B (continued)

N=23 Teachers
37. I believe that when people are “close” to
one another (like family or friends) they
should be accountable for each other’s
welfare.
38. I place high value on my duty to the
group.
39. We all must depend on others for our
existence and fulfillment.
*Null= no answer

Null*

1-CF

False
2-MF

3-SF

4-ST

True
5-MT

6-CT

0

0

1

4

9

5

4

0

0

3

1

5

11

3

0

2

3

3

6

3

6
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APPENDIX C

Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies

We are interested in your views about some social issues, your educational experiences and
the impact that you think these things have on you and your education. Please respond to
every item. There are no right or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept confidential.
Please circle “YES” or “NO” for each item.
Yes
1. In my classes students are encouraged to work or
study together.
2. Whether or not I succeed in school, this society
usually sees people of my race as being qualified
for success.
3. I take my schoolwork very seriously.
4. Many of my teachers use different ways to teach
things to students if it is needed.
5. It is harder for those who are not white to “make it’ in
America.
6. When the values that I learned at home don’t fit in, I
hide them.
7. My teachers make connections between the things
they want me to learn and information that I already
know from home or my community.
8. Even when my schoolwork is really difficult I keep
trying until I understand it.
9. I am able to use the knowledge that I have been
taught at home to learn at school.
10. It does not matter to me if I do well in school.
11. The higher rate of school failure among non-white
students proves that white students are usually
smarter.
12. Honestly, most of the time I do not try to succeed in
school.
13. I have learned to follow the examples of others who
do well in school.
14. My teachers make sure that things and people from
my culture are a positive part of the lessons.
15. White people are usually more intelligent than other
people.
16. Doing well or not doing well in school won’t really
affect my life.
17. I am made to feel that I am a positive part of the
student body at this school.
18. White Americans do not have a better culture than
others in America.
19. I have learned to use characteristics that people of
other races use to get a better response from
teachers.
20. I do not feel that I play an important part in
determining how I learn something at school.
21. I usually feel good about the messages my teachers
send about my race.
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No

Null

N

%

N

%

0

190

61.9

117

38.1

0
3

172
240

56.0
78.9

135
64

44.0
21.1

1

213

69.6

93

30.4

3

141

46.4

163

53.6

4

65

21.5

238

78.5

3

199

65.5

105

34.5

1

241

78.8

65

21.2

0
2

272
31

88.6
10.2

35
274

11.4
89.8

1

21

6.9

285

93.1

0

43

14.0

264

86.0

1

240

78.4

66

21.6

3

143

47.0

161

53.0

4

20

6.6

283

93.4

2

45

14.8

260

85.2

1

179

58.5

127

41.5

2

193

63.3

112

36.7

2

133

43.6

172

56.4

1

91

29.7

215

70.3

6

196

65.1

105

34.9

22. Even when my values from home don’t’ fit in at
school, I proudly practice them.
23. Some school work is so hard that I don’t even try to
do it.
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0

241

78.5

66

21.5

1

103

33.7

203

66.3

APPENDIX D

PEDAGOGICAL VIEWS AND PRACTICES

We are interested in the views and strategies that you bring to teaching. Please respond
to every item. There are no right or wrong answers. Your responses will be kept
confidential. Please place “Yes” next to the statements that reflect your basic views and
practices and “No” next to the statements that do not reflect your basic views and
practices. It is important to respond to all statements.
N = “Yes”

#
1.

3

Item
“Culture” is best defined as:
a. rituals, ceremonies and food of people from various lands.

19

b. history, values, traditions and worldviews of people from various lands.

2

c. arts, culinary creations, and clothing of people from various lands.

5

d. feelings, thoughts, and behaviors of a people.

2

2.

Dealing with a lot of cultures in America actually pulls the nation apart.

21

3.

Generally, I support the American way of life.

*20

4.

23

5.

I support a school curriculum for this nation that preserves the language,
knowledge, and values that have historically been taught in the U.S.
Education should help bring about an equal society for all racial and ethnic
groups.

22

6.

If teachers did not use students’ cultures to help them learn, some students’
needs would be left out of the learning environment.

23

7.

Education should empower students in knowledge, skills, and values for
determining their social responsibilities.

*10

8.

Tight control of the classroom is necessary for a good learning environment.

11

9.

22

10.

Many students fail in school because the environment is inflexible.
Different races or ethnic groups of people have different perspectives of history
that are legitimate.

20

11.

23

12.

*17

13.

1

14.

22

15.

Collaboration among students is crucial in a good learning environment.
Meaningful school learning links with the cultural knowledge and skills that
students already have.
Valid information for educational purposes often comes from a common
perspective.
Students are different but it is not necessary to use different teaching
strategies.
I am not sure about the best ways to teach different types of students, but I
believe it takes more than one approach.

Overall, Affirmative Action is good for this country.
Students have the right to be taught with strategies that use the cultural
17.
information that they possess.
16
I generally do not require students to get my permission to interact with each
18.
other during class time.
13
*One missing response.
14

16.
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APPENDIX D (continued)

N = “Yes”
18
6

#
19.
20.

17

21.

23

22.

6

23.

11

24.

7

25.

Item
I try to insure that all my students get the same instruction.
I find that it is better to require students to work independently on assignments.
I have looked into the connection between teaching strategies and students’ cultural
learning.
Student differences in learning styles may require different instructional materials and
strategies.
The primary focus of classroom instruction should be preparing students for
acceptance into American society.
Learning activities should support the patterns of learning that each student acquires
in their home-culture.
I find it unproductive to plan traditional lessons in remedial skills for some ethnic or
language minority students.

19

26.

Culture may affect a student’s ability to adapt to instructional processes.

22

27.

It is the teacher’s responsibility to find and use what works with different students.

11

28.

School curriculums inevitably include cultural knowledge.

*4

29.

23

30.

10

31.

23

32.

For the most part, the cultural needs of students are not a teacher’s responsibility.
Knowledge about racial and cultural groups is necessary to understand their
perspectives, values and practices.
The inclusion of knowledge about other cultures is not consistent with the typical
American school curriculum.
Classrooms should prepare students to live harmoniously in a culturally diverse
society.

19

33.

Teachers should relate student cultures to the subject matter.

Teachers should not teach about social ills that need to be remedied.
A good approach to including other cultures into instructional strategies requires
35. more than adding the contributions of ethnic minorities the main curriculum.
23
Generally, the school curriculum should be focused on a rich, common American
36. heritage for American students.
8
*One missing response.
2

34.
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APPENDIX E
COMPARATIVE CULTURAL WORLDVIEWS SCHEMATICS
Cultural Group
Salient Cultural Values
African American
Communalism
Movement
Verve
Asian American
Collectivism
Conformity to norms
Emotional self-control
Humility
Family recognition through achievement
Filial piety
Deference to authority
Latin American
Collectivism
Spatiotemporal fluidity
U. S. Mainstream
Individualism
Competition
Native American
Sharing and cooperation
Noninterference
Harmony with nature
Present-time orientation
Deep respect for elders
Source: Adapted from Tyler et al., 2008: p. 289
Black/African American Worldview
and Other Communal, Holistic Worldviews

White/European American-mainstream and
Other Individualistic, Linear Worldviews

Ethos
Ethos
Harmony with Nature
Mastery over Nature
Survival of the Group, Communalism
Survival of the Fittest, Possessive
Inclusiveness/Synthesis
Exclusiveness/Dichotomy
Cooperation – Collective Responsibility
Competition – Individual Responsibility
Values and Customs
Values and Customs
Corporateness – Interdependence
Separateness – Independence
Spiritualism – Circularity
Materialism – Ordinality
Complimentarity – Understanding/Relational
Intervention – Oppression and Aggression
Interactive oral tradition
Non-interactive printed tradition
Psycho – Behavioral Modality
Psycho – Behavioral Modality
Groupness
Individualism
Sameness – Commonality
Uniqueness – Difference
Humanism – Religious
European – White Supremacy
Affective in Expression
Expressive of Reason
Interweaving Movement and Rhythm
Linear Movement and Rhythm
Social, holistic, circular time/space perspective
Material, linear, time/space perspective
Person to Person, Interpersonal, High – Context Person to Object, Impersonal, Low – Context
Expressive Individualism – Uniqueness
Expressive sameness/Conformity
Perception/Learning Style
Perception/Learning Style
High – Context, Integrated
Low – Context, Dichotomous
Comprehensive, Holistic approach
Sequential, Linear approach
Cooperative
Individualized, Competitive,
Synthesis of information and phenomena
Separation of information and phenomena
Meaning is extracted from environment.
Meaning is constructed.
Source: Adapted from Boykin, 1986:61-63; Hall, 1989; and Kambon, 1992:11.
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APPENDIX F
TEACHERS’ PEDAGOGICAL VIEWS AND PRACTICES
Conceptualization Of Learning And Perspectives In Pedagogical Practices
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF LEARNING
Type I - Traditional
Definition of Culture

Artifact & Behavior

Political Beliefs

Dominance of Western
Civilization; Common
culture in U.S.;
Assimilation of status
quo.
Universalistic
perspective of EuroAmerican tradition and
theories.

Conceptualization of
Learning

Type II - Multicultural
Social and Political
Relationships
Social Reconstruction;
Cultural pluralism

Influenced by
experiential
background; EuroAmerican tradition and
theories not challenged.

Type III Pluriversal
Affect, behavior,
and intellect
Self-determinism;
Social
Reconstruction;
Cultural pluralism
Culturally
mediated
cognition; EuroAmerican tradition
and theories
challenged.

PERSPECTIVES IN PEDAGOGICAL PRACTICES
Type I - Traditional
Curriculum Content
Instructional
Approaches

Social Context Learning

Type II - Multicultural

Dominant Group
Perspective
Generic teaching
strategies;
Individualization;
Remediation =
Repetition

Multiple Perspectives

Teacher Directed

Teacher Facilitated;
Cooperative learning;
Less competitive

Learning styles;
Background
experiences;
Individualization

Hollins (1996, pp. 3-4). Names of pedagogical types added
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Type III Pluriversal
Culturally Valued
Knowledge
Culturally
mediated
Instruction;
Cultural
accommodation;
Personalization
Teacher
Facilitated;
Collaborative
Learning;
Noncompetitive
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A
G
Temp
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d Approval
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APPENDIX
A
G (continued)
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APPENDIX H

FIGURE 1

Students' Social Outlook Scale Scores: Raw Score Adjusted for Unanswered Items
Descriptive Statistics
Statistic
Std. Error
Mean
70.10982034169 .542686268690
95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
69.04196501800
for Mean
Upper Bound
71.17767566538
5% Trimmed Mean
70.39447963512
Median
70.43010753000
Variance
90.709
Std. Deviation
9.524105362568
Minimum
34.408602150
Maximum
97.849462370
Range
63.440860220
Interquartile Range
11.290322580
Skewness
-.460
.139
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Students' Social Outlook Scale Scores: Raw Score Adjusted for Unanswered Items
Descriptive Statistics
Statistic
Std. Error
Mean
70.10982034169 .542686268690
95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
69.04196501800
for Mean
Upper Bound
71.17767566538
5% Trimmed Mean
70.39447963512
Median
70.43010753000
Variance
90.709
Std. Deviation
9.524105362568
Minimum
34.408602150
Maximum
97.849462370
Range
63.440860220
Interquartile Range
11.290322580
Skewness
-.460
.139
Kurtosis
.973
.277
Tests of Normality

Students'
Communalism/Social
Outlook Scale Scores

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
Sig.
.060
308
.009

Statistic
.984

Shapiro-Wilk
df
308

Sig.
.001

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
The frequency table and histogram of the distribution of students’ adjusted scores on the SS were
analyzed. The tests of normality for the distribution of scores generated a Komogorov-Smirnov
statistic (.060) with as significance value of .009, which indicated a violation of the assumption of
normality. The abnormality is common in the social sciences for scores on scales such as this
one. The abnormality is also common for samples of 100 or more, such as this one. However,
because the mean of the scores (70.1) and the 5% trimmed mean (70.4) were comparable, all
scores were maintained without adjustment. This information will be considered in further
analyses of these data.
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APPENDIX I
FIGURE 2

Teachers' Social Outlook
O
Scale
e Scores: Ra
aw Score Adjjusted for Missing Items
Desc
criptive Statis
stics
Statistic
Std. Errror
Mean
74
4.446781996
696 2.389868
8343
848
95% Confidence Interv
val Lower Bo
ound
69
9.490498402
281
for Mean
Upper Bo
ound
79
9.40306559110
5% Trimme
ed Mean
74
4.750229438
860
Median
75
5.268817200
000
Variance
131.3
364
Std. Deviation
11.4614059399
994
Minimum
52.1505376
630
Maximum
90.8602150
050
Range
38.7096774
420
Interquartile
e Range
19.3548387
710
Skewness
-.3
329
.481
Kurtosis
-.8
850
.935
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APPENDIX I (continued)
Tests of Normality

Teachers'
Communalism/Social
Outlook Scale Scores

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
Sig.
.107
23
.200*

Statistic
.959

Shapiro-Wilk
df
23

Sig.
.438

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.
The frequency table and histogram of the distribution of teachers’ adjusted scores on the SS were
analyzed. The tests of normality for the distribution of scores generated a Komogorov-Smirnov
statistic (.107) with as significance value of .200, which indicated a normal distribution of
teachers’ Communalism Scale scores. The mean of the scores (74.4) and the 5% trimmed mean
(74.8) were comparable. All scores were maintained without adjustment.
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APPENDIX J
FIGURE 3

Students' Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies Scores: Raw Score
Adjusted for Missing Items
Descriptive Statistics
Mean
95% Confidence Interval Lower Bound
for Mean
Upper Bound
5% Trimmed Mean
Median
Variance
Std. Deviation
Minimum
Maximum
Range
Interquartile Range
Skewness
Kurtosis
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Statistic
.63686894340
.62259210581
.65114578100
.63849595269
.65217391300
.016
.127125304448
.238095238
.952380952
.714285714
.173913044
-.216
-.311

Std. Error
.007255424351

.139
.277

APPENDIX J (continued)

Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Students' POCS
Scores

Statistic
.092

df
307

Sig.
.000

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
.986

df
307

Sig.
.004

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

The frequency table and histogram of the distribution of students’ POCS scores were analyzed.
The tests of normality for the distribution of scores generated a Komogorov-Smirnov statistic of
0.092 with a significance value .000. This indicated a violation to the assumption of normality
regarding the distribution of scores. The mean of the scores (63.7%) and the 5% trimmed mean
(63.8%) were comparable. Therefore, all scores were maintained without adjustment.
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APPENDIX K
FIGURE 4

Students' Stanford
d 10 Reading
g Normal Currve Equivale
ent (NCE) Sco
ores
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Statistic
Std. Error
Mean
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Lower Bound
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for Mean
Upper Bound
696.17
5% Trimme
ed Mean
676.69
Median
659.50
Variance
31329.168
Std. Deviation
177.000
Minimum
104
Maximum
990
Range
886
Interquartile
e Range
235
Skewness
-.155
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Kurtosis
-.017
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APPENDIX K(continued)
Tests of Normality

Students' Stanford 10
Reading NCEs

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
Sig.
.054
226
.200*

Statistic
.980

Shapiro-Wilk
df
226

Sig.
.003

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
*. This is a lower bound of the true significance.
Standardized test scores as assessed by Stanford 10 Normal Curve Equivalents (NCEs) were
obtained and ranged from 104 to 990 NCEs. The Komogorov-Smirnov statistics (.052 in reading
and .089 in mathematics) indicated significance values of .200 and .000, respectively, which
suggested students’ Stanford 10 reading scores were normally distributed.
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APPENDIX
A
L
FIGURE 5
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APPENDIX L (continued)
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Students' Stanford 10
Mathematics NCEs

Statistic
.089

df
227

Sig.
.000

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
.961

df
227

Sig.
.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
Komogorov-Smirnov statistics indicated a violation to the assumption of normality regarding the
distribution of students’ Stanford 10 mathematics scores.
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APPENDIX
A
M
FIGURE 6

Students' Reading
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Statistic
Std. Error
2337.15
8.408
2320.58
2353.72
2334.60
2325.00
15341.500
123.861
2041
2777
736
144
.327
.165
.712
.329

APPENDIX L (continued)
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Students' Assessment
Reading - Scale Scores

Statistic
.084

df
217

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Sig.
.001

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
.983

df
217

Sig.
.012

APPENDIX
A
N
FIGURE 7

Students' Assessm
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matics Scale Scores
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escriptive Sta
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S
Statistic
Std. Error
2309.25
12.895
2283.84
2334.66
2301.48
2266.00
36580.316
191.260
1887
2818
931
225
.691
.164
.223
.327

APPENDIX N (continued)
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Students' Assessment
Mathematics - Scale
Scores

Statistic
.136

df
220

Shapiro-Wilk
Sig.
.000

Statistic
.954

df
220

Sig.
.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Assessment scale scores in reading/language arts and mathematics resulted in KomogorovSmirnov statistics of 0.084 in reading and 0.137 in mathematics) with significance values of .001
and .000, respectively, which also revealed violations of the assumption of normality regarding
the distributions of students’ reading and mathematics scores on the Assessment.
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APPENDIX
A
O
FIGURE 8
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Statistic Std. Error
83.94
4
.422
2
83.11
84.77
84.13
84.00
54.013
7.349
56
100
44
4
10
-.422
2
.140
0
-.025
.279
9

APPENDIX O (continued)
Tests of Normalityb

Students' ELA Course
Grades

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
Sig.
.076
303
.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
b. English or math grade for student record = eng
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Statistic
.980

Shapiro-Wilk
df
303

Sig.
.000

APPENDIX
A
P
FIGURE 9
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Statistic S
Std. Error
80.18
.618
78.97
81.40
80.51
80.00
102.974
10.148
38
100
62
15
-.430
.148
.555
.295

APPENDIX P (continued)
Tests of Normalityb

Students' Mathematics
Course Grades

Kolmogorov-Smirnova
Statistic
df
Sig.
.073
270
.002

Shapiro-Wilk
Statistic
df
.978
270

Sig.
.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
b. English or math grade for student record = math
Descriptives for Course Grades
Students’ teacher-assigned, numeric English language arts and mathematics course grades
ranged from 38 to 100. Course grades in reading/language arts and mathematics resulted in
Komogorov-Smirnov statistics of 0.076 in reading and 0.073 in mathematics) with significance
values of .000 and .002, respectively, which also revealed violations of the assumption of
normality regarding the distributions of students’ reading and mathematics scores on the
Assessment.
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APPENDIX Q
Details of the Research Methods and Results
Study Participants
District, school, teacher, and student recruitment procedures
The district was geographically and administratively accessible for study implementation.
In addition, the district’s Superintendent of Research agreed to allow access to its high schools
and to respond to study-related information requests for teacher-level and student-level data.
Preliminary communications between the researcher and educators outside the six identified
schools revealed educators’ collegial relationships with teachers on five of the six identified
campuses. Outside educators believed teachers they knew would agree to participate in the
study and might agree to facilitate the study’s implementation. In addition, the educators believed
the teachers’ relationships with their school principals were strong enough to support the
likelihood of gaining the principals’ approval to conduct the study. Five teachers at five schools
were identified as potential participant-facilitators. They were emailed or called with details about
the study, including a delineation of the timeline and tasks required of them and their students
upon agreement to participate. Three teachers agreed to participate and introduce the study to
their principals. One teacher did not respond to contacts about the study and the fifth teacher’s
relationship with the campus principal deteriorated, leaving skepticism about her stability on the
faculty.
Following the three teachers’ verbal introductions of the study to their principals, the
researcher emailed and called the principals to provide documentation of district-level approval,
describe the study, and ask permission to invite all mathematics and English language arts (ELA)
teachers on the campus and their students to participate in the study. Two of the three principals
responded. One principal declined campus participation because he believed 25 minutes for
survey administration required too much time away from course instruction. The other principal
agreed to the study’s implementation and granted the researcher access to the campus,
teachers, students, and parents. The researcher received permission to the study conduct in a
public high school within a large, urban, school district in southwest USA. Approval included a
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specified set of parameters defined by the school district’s administrators. Two facilitating
teachers agreed to assist the researcher with communication and survey distribution and
collection for 40 additional ELA and mathematics instructors who were identified by participating
students as their ELA and mathematics teachers during the current academic year. All campus
teachers were encouraged to participate in the study through emails from the two facilitating
teachers and the researcher.

Teacher and student participation
Nineteen of the campuses’ 36 ELA and mathematics teachers (52.8%) signed consent
forms, completed the Social Outlook Survey and Pedagogical Views and Practices questionnaire,
and returned the materials in sealed envelopes to one of the two facilitating teachers. However,
students of one of the 19 teachers had been excluded previously due to insufficient data.
Therefore, the teacher’s survey data were excluded as well. The primary researcher coded all
data received from students and teachers. Data retrieval from district records was conducted by a
district-level Application Specialist. The Application Specialist and primary researcher checked
data accuracy. All data analyses were conducted by the primary researcher.
Informational flyers detailing the study, its timeline, and the tasks required of teachers
and students were placed in all 49 mathematics and ELA teachers’ mailboxes at the participating
high school. The mathematics and ELA teachers were invited to participate because students’
grades and test scores in these subjects would be analyzed. Five interested teachers responded
to the invitation by emailing or calling the primary researcher. The primary researcher met with
each of them, as well as the original teacher who introduced the study to the principal, at the
teachers’ availability to discuss details of the study’s procedures and to provide study materials.
Each teacher agreed to follow a specific strategy for consent form distribution and collection,
survey administration, documentation of student identification data, introduction of the study and
survey questionnaires to participating students, and return of survey materials to the primary
researcher. The strategy for the study was delivered to each interested teacher verbally and in
writing. Three weeks after receiving survey materials, one ELA teacher declined participation and
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returned survey materials, stating she had not found sufficient time for consent form distribution
and retrieval of necessary student information.
The five remaining teachers (facilitating teachers), one ELA and four mathematics
teachers, reported adherence to the agreed upon research strategy and administered surveys to
four to six of their regularly scheduled classes, which depended on availability of class time for
study activities. Specifically, the facilitating teachers distributed and collected a two-sided student
assent and parent-guardian consent form, within two weeks before survey and questionnaire
administration. Interested students returned the student assent and parental/guardian consent
form to the facilitating teacher with the student’s signature and name, signature of a
parent/guardian, and the date the form was signed. During one regular class period, consenting
students in facilitating teacher’s classes completed a Social Outlook Survey and a set of
questions concerning their social views and related perceptions of opportunity and coping
strategies, the Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies questionnaire (Appendix C).
Students provided or confirmed their unique student identification number, date of birth, and
name(s) of their other mathematics or English language arts teacher(s) for the academic year.
Facilitating teachers also completed a Teachers’ consent form, Social Outlook Survey and a
Pedagogical Views and Practices questionnaire (Appendix D). Facilitating teachers returned all
study materials to the primary researcher and reported survey administration took approximately
20-25 minutes. This involved survey introduction, distribution and collection of surveys and
questionnaires, and documentation of students’ information. Facilitating teachers also reported
utilizing an additional fifteen to thirty minutes to document and confirm students’ data, depending
on the number of student-participants. Facilitating teachers used school records to obtain or
obtain or confirm students’ dates of birth and unique identification numbers. Student information
was necessary to retrieve demographic and achievement data from district’s files.
Completed surveys and questionnaires for four hundred and twenty-eight students
(N=428) were returned to the primary researcher. However, data were insufficient to associate 98
students’ surveys with their consent forms, student information, and academic data because one
facilitating teacher did not consistently follow the agreed upon study procedures. The 98 survey
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and questionnaire data were excluded from study analyses. Data for the remaining three hundred
and thirty (N=330) students included signed parent consent and signed student assent forms,
completed surveys and questionnaires (placed and sealed in envelopes), students’ ELA or
mathematics teachers’ names, unique academic identification numbers (if known), and students’
date of birth. Thirteen (13) students did not complete any portion of the submitted SS survey or
POCS questionnaire and were omitted from the analysis.
Survey and questionnaire data for a total of 317 students were coded for study analyses.
This included eight duplicate records (two each) for four students who completed study materials
in two different facilitating teachers’ classrooms. The most complete surveys or questionnaires
submitted by students were retained. Survey and questionnaire data for three-hundred and nine
students (N=309) were included in the study. Including the five facilitating teachers, survey and
questionnaire data for a total of 23 (57.5%) of the 40 identified ELA and mathematics teachers of
the 309 participating students were included in study analyses.

Participants’ Background Characteristics
The percentage of African American students on the participating campus grew from 13%
to 15% over the previous two years, while the percentage of White students declined five
percentage points to 38%. In contrast, the district experienced an overall decline in African
American students of two percentage points from 30% to 28% and a decline in White students of
one percentage point from 9% to 8%. Latino student-enrollment increased two percentage points
from 58% to 60% at the district level, as compared to a one percentage point increase from 28%
to 29% at the school. The percentage of Asian student remained constant at 3% at the district
level and grew by three percentage points from 16% to 19% at the school. This compared
statewide to less than one percentage-point decline in African American and Asian students, a
1.7 percentage-point decline in White students and an increase of almost two percentage-points
in Latino students.
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Students’ and teachers’ background information was obtained from the school district's
Public Education Information Management System (PEIMS) files. PEIMS data were used to
demographically describe the study participants and to examine connections between students’
personal characteristics and their scores on measures of their cultural views, learning
environment, opportunities and coping strategies, and academic achievement. In addition, to
explore a primary research question in this analysis, the match or mismatch between students’
and their teachers’ race/ethnicity were examined in relation to students’ academic achievement.
High school students may take two ELA or mathematics courses simultaneously in an
academic year. Therefore, each participating-student originally had data for one to four courses in
the study database. A student’s achievement data potentially included two ELA and two
mathematics courses. Each record represented a student, the students’ teacher, and associated
course grade, the student’s Assessment of Knowledge (Assessment) and Stanford Achievement
Test Series, Tenth Edition (Stanford 10) test scores by subject area, the student’s survey and
questionnaire data, student’s demographic data, and (if the students’ teacher(s) participated in
the study), the associated teacher’s survey and questionnaire data. No students were taught
different courses by the same teacher during the academic year. However, twenty-five (n=25)
students were taught the same course or a two-semester course by the same teacher during the
academic year and received two grades from the teacher. In each case, one record with an
average grade for the course was included in the study. Eleven (n=11) students were taught the
same course or a two-semester course by different teachers during the academic year.
Before further analyses were conducted, a total of 43 records for 20 students with more
than one teacher within the same subject area were excluded from analyses for two reasons. The
first factor that necessitated the exclusion of records was the requirement for independence
between subjects within each study group and across study groups. This means when students
were grouped based on their racial/ethnic and cultural match or mismatch with their teacher in the
content area, they could not be placed in the same study group more than once even if
associated with a different teacher. Nor could students be placed in more than one study group
due to differences in their match or mismatch with different teachers. Having more than one

212

teacher with the same or with different demographic and cultural features would have required
students to be placed in the same group twice or placed in more than one group. Therefore,
records for 20 students with data for more than one teacher within a subject area were omitted
from the analyses to avoid violations of independence between subjects within and between
groups, which could threaten the validity of analyses.
The second factor that supported exclusion of students with multiple teachers in one
subject area was the inability to justify exclusion of a particular teacher or teachers and to
attribute instructional impact for standardized test scores to only the retained teacher. In final
analyses, 43 records were eliminated from the study, which included 13 records for five students
with two ELA teachers and one student with three ELA teachers during the year. In addition, 30
records for 15 students who had two mathematics teachers were eliminated. Data for the
remaining subject area were retained for these students. However, the elimination of all four
records for one 11th-grade, White, at-risk, English-speaking male with two ELA and two
mathematics teachers was necessary, which left 308 (99.7%) of the 309 students. A total of 23
teachers and 308 students were involved in all aspects of the analyses.

Participants’ Data Records
Most of the students (303 or 98.1%) had data for one ELA teacher and ELA course grade
included in the study’s database. Five (1.6%) of the students had data for two ELA teachers and
ELA courses grades and one student (0.3%) had data for three ELA teachers and ELA course
grades. Additional data indicated that of the 309 students with ELA teachers and grades included
in the study, 203 (65.7%) of the students’ had teachers who participated in the study. This
resulted in 106 (34.3%) students whose ELA teachers were identified but did not participate in the
study. Therefore, the students’ ELA course grades were included; but no scores for cultural
values or pedagogical views and practices were provided by their ELA teachers for study
purposes. This limited the extent of the analyses regarding these students and their identified, but
non-participating ELA teachers. Further, of the 309 student-participants, a total of 285 (92.2%)
distinct students, their mathematics teachers, and course grades were included in the study’s
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database. Most of them (270 or 94.7%) had data for one mathematics teacher and mathematics
course grade. For the remaining 15 students (5.3%), data for two mathematics teachers and
mathematics course grades were available. Supplemental findings indicated that of the 285
students with mathematics teachers and mathematics course grades, 277 (97.2%) of the
students had mathematics teachers who participated in the study. This resulted in only eight
students (2.8%) for whom analyses were limited due to non-participating mathematics teachers.

Social Outlook Survey
The typical administration time for this scale was fifteen to twenty minutes, as reported by
the scale’s developers. This was confirmed by facilitating teachers in this study. The SS consists
of forty items arranged in a Likert scale format with response choices that range from “1”
(“completely false”) to “6” (“completely true”). “Communalism” or holism was indicated by higher
scores on the SS. Moderate scores reflected mixed cultural values. Mainstream “individualistic” or
linear cultural attitudes and values were indicated by lower scores on the SS. Nine items (#3, 7,
12, 15, 23, 26, 31, 36, and 40) are fillers and were not scored, leaving 31 scored items. Five
items (#1, 9, 24, 29, and 34) were posited in a negative format, requiring reverse-scoring. The
155-point range for raw scores possible on the SS spanned a low of 31 (for all “1” or “completely
false” responses) to a high of 186 (for all “6” or “completely true” responses).
To avoid misinterpretation of raw scores for respondents who did not answer all items,
the raw scores were adjusted to place them on a common scale. Each raw score was divided by
the maximum points possible based on the total number of items answered by the respondent.
SS percentages were calculated accordingly, using raw scores for numerators and total possible
scores for denominators. This procedure transposed all SS raw scores into percentages which
were comparable, regardless of the total number of items completed by the respondent. The
percentages possible on the SS ranged from 16.66% (31 points) to 100.0% (186 points) and
could be grouped from lowest (16.7–44.4%) to moderate (44.5–72.2%), and highest (72.3–
100.1%). This method to group of SS scores (Strategy1) was based on almost identical intervals
of 27.7 or 27.8 points within each of the categories (low, moderate, and high).
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Two hundred and eighty-six (92.9%) of the 308 students answered all items on the SS.
Results also showed twenty-one (6.8%) of the 308 students failed to respond to one of the 31
scored survey items (180 maximum points), one student (0.3%) did not respond to two scored
items (176 maximum points), and four students (1.3%) did not respond to four scored items (156
maximum points). Twenty-two (95.7%) of the 23 teachers answered all items on the SS. One
teacher (4.3%) failed to respond to one of the 31 scored survey items (180 maximum points).

Race and Cultural Match and Mismatch Coding
For students and participating teachers, the first measure of the cultural match (code = 1)
or cultural mismatch (code = 0) between student and teacher reflected whether the teacher and
student shared the same score code on the Social Outlook Survey using potential grouping
Strategy1. The second measure of the cultural match (code = 1) or cultural mismatch (code = 0)
between student and teacher reflected whether the teacher and student shared the same score
code, using the natural grouping of the Social Outlook Survey scores (Strategy2). The third
measure of cultural match (code = 1) or cultural mismatch (code = 0) between student and
teacher reflected whether the teacher and student shared cultural values as measured by the
percentage-point difference between a student’s and their teacher’s SS adjusted percentage.
Differences in students’ and teachers’ SS adjusted percentages within +/-10 percentage points of
each other were coded “match” (code = 1) and differences greater than +/-10 percentage points
were coded “mismatch” (code = 0), regardless of prescribed SS categories. This was the third
method used to group SS scores (Strategy3).
For the students with participating teachers, a combined measure was calculated for
each of the 461 records using student’s and teacher’s race/ethnic match or mismatch code in
addition to their cultural match or cultural mismatch code as measured by PEIMS race/ethnic
indicators and Social Outlook Survey scores, respectively. The combined measure was computed
using the three strategies for grouping SS scores. Students and teachers who shared the same
ethnicity and cultural values were coded “1”. Students and teachers who shared neither
race/ethnicity nor cultural values were coded “0”. Students and teachers who shared
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race/ethnicity, but not cultural values were coded “7”. Those who shared cultural values but not
race/ethnicity were coded “8”. There were 112 records for students and non-participating
teachers. Non-participating teachers who did not share the same race/ethnicity with students and
who did not complete the SS were coded “9”. Similarly, identified/non-participating teachers who
shared the same race/ethnicity with students, but, who did not complete the SS were coded “10”.
However, obviously, the latter two categories of non-participating teachers were not included in
the Social Outlook analyses for match and mismatch between students and teachers.

Students’ Perceptions of Opportunity and Coping Strategies (POCS)
A total of 307 (99.7%) of the 308 student-participants responded to the questionnaire.
Preliminary analysis revealed 25 students skipped one item, six skipped two items, and two
students skipped three items. Items #5, 6, 10, 12, 16, 18, 19, 20, and 23 were formatted and
scored in reverse. One point was calculated for “yes” responses which were more- versus lessvoluntary, inclusive, collaborative, or more productive education-related activities, perspectives
and behaviors. No points were calculated for responses indicative of less- versus more-voluntary
(involuntary) less inclusive, less collaborative, and less positive perceptions or behaviors. Raw
scores were calculated by adding one point for each “yes” response for completed items. To
adjust raw scores for missing responses, raw scores were placed on a common scale. Each raw
score was divided by the maximum points possible based on the total number of items answered
by each student. Separate raw scores and percentages were calculated for items pertaining to
sociocultural factors and school-related coping factors, sociocultural factors, school-related
coping strategies, with each set of items divided by 14, six, nine, nine, or six, respectively, to
correspond with the maximum score possible.

Teacher Pedagogical Views and Practices (PVP)
Two Type 3 teachers skipped one Type 1 item. One additional Type 3 teacher skipped
two Type 1 items. No points were assigned to skipped items. All other teachers responded to all
items.
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Student Academic Achievement Scores
The Stanford 10 assessment is a norm-referenced test that is based upon student-level
National Percentile Ranks (NPRs) which represent the degree of student learning that occurred
as result of exposure to specific learning environments and experiences. The NPR indicates the
relative standing of a student in comparison to the norm reference group, which is comprised of
other students in the same grade who took the same test at a comparable time. Percentile ranks
range from a low of 1 to a high of 99 with 50 denoting average performance for the grade. The
NPR data were transformed into Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores which are considered
“normalized” and “universal” score with a standard deviation of 21.06. Stanford 10 NCEs range
from 1 to 99 with a mean NCE of 50 that corresponds to the 50th percentile in a NPR scale.
NCEs have a direct and fixed relationship with NPRs. However, NCEs provide an equal interval
scale which is useful for calculating average or mean scores. Stanford 10 mathematics and
reading NCE scores were used in the evaluation. NCE scores that fall between 1-33.7 NCEs are
considered “below average,” NCEs fall 34.4-64.9 are considered “average” and 65.6 NCEs or
higher are considered “above average.” District files provided an NCE of 33.7 formatted as 337.0,
for example.
The standardized criterion-based Assessment of Knowledge (Assessment) of student
achievement used for this study was mandated by the state’s educational governing agency. An
English language arts (reading) and a mathematics Assessment evaluated students on a subset
of the state-mandated curriculum. Raw scores on each subtest were calculated from the number
of items correct. Student’s Assessment scale scores and performance categories (i.e. met
passing standards, did not meet passing standard, or met commended performance standards)
are used in this study. Similar to the Stanford 10 NCEs, scale scores on the state’s Assessment
provide an equal interval scale, useful for calculating average or mean scores. Additionally, the
cut-score for the scale score (or minimum passing scale score) was identical across subjects and
grade levels. Cut-scores for this assessment were determined annually. For the 2007-2008
academic year of this study, a 2100 scale score or cut-score was required to meet the passing
standard. A scale score of 2400 or more indicated commended performance in a subject area
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(reference). A passing score on the exit-level high school assessment is typically achieved by the
eleventh-grade. Therefore, seniors (twelfth-grade students) are usually exempt from taking statemandated assessments in the subject areas they have passed prior to their senior year.

Additional Analytic Procedures
Clear trends emerged in the non-parametric results for (1) students’ and teachers’ racial
and cultural match/mismatch, (2) students’ POCS scores, and (3) teachers PVP types with regard
to differences in students’ achievement outcomes. Though nonparametric techniques were used
initially because the survey and achievement data were not normally distributed (except Stanford
10 ELA/reading scores), analysis of variance (ANOVA) techniques were also employed to
determine the data’s capacity for interpretation using more rigorous, parametric techniques to
isolate the impact of individual variables on the dependent variables using multiple regression
analyses. A two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) technique was used to examine the statistical
significance of differences in students’ achievement between students who matched their
teachers’ racial and/or culture when compared to students who did not match their teachers’
racial and/or culture. Similarly, one-way ANOVA techniques were used for more rigorous
analyses of the POCS results. Considering violations to Levene’s tests for homogeneity of
variances, interaction effects, highest means, ANOVA results showing statistical significance for
were sufficient to warrant multiple regression analyses. Table 46 presents a basic summary of the
findings.
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Table 46.
Summary of Two-way ANOVA Results: Race and/or Culture Match/Mismatch by Score Type
English Language Arts
Neither
Culture
Race
Both
Significant
Match
match
Match
Match
Source
CS1 (potential grouping)
Stanford 10 (n=136)
60.3
63.6
69.1
66.7
Assessment (n=127)
2298.0
2320.0
2318.1
2341.7
Course Grade (n=199)
83.0
81.6
85.1
86.9 **CSmatch
CS2 (natural grouping)
Stanford 10 (n=136)
63.6
59.9
69.9
66.9 *Race match
2280.3
2316.7 *CS mismatch
2337.2
2355.7
Assessment (n=127)
Course Grade (n=199)
CS3 (+/- 10 percentage pts.)
Stanford 10 (n=136)
Assessment (n=127)
Course Grade (n=199)
CS1 (potential grouping)
Stanford 10 (n=210)
Assessment (n=203)
Course Grade + (n=262)
CS2 (natural grouping)
Stanford 10 (n=210)
Assessment (n=203)
Course Grade ^ (n=262)
CS3 (+/- 10 percentage pts.)
Stanford 10 (n=210)
Assessment (n=203)
Course Grade + (n=262)

84.0
58.7
2302.2
83.0

83.7
64.6
2313.4
85.3
Mathematics

83.3

82.8

69.1
2332.9
82.1

66.9
2340.4
85.3

*CSmatch

*CS mismatch

70.7
2356.0

66.4
2252.8

74.1
2339.6

73.5
2299.0

79.9

78.6

79.9

84.9

69.1
2336.1
80.0

68.2
2282.8
78.7

75.2
2345.9
82.1

72.4
2292.6
82.6

68.9
2327.7
80.0

68.3
2282.2
78.6

71.8
2316.1
79.2

76.0
2322.7
85.9

*Race match

*Race match

Note: District files provided NCEs formatted as 337.0, for example.
^Violated homogeneity assumption; +Interaction effect; Highest means; *p < .05; **p<.01.

219

Table 47.
Summary One-way ANOVA Results: Mean Achievement Score by POCS Total/Scale, Score
Type and POCS Category
Sociocultural
EnvironMainSchool
SocioSchool
mental
stream
Total
Coping
cultural
Coping
Learning
Views and
Score
Factors
Factors
Strategies
Factors
Experience
English Language Arts
Stanford 10 (n=225)
68.6
67.8
73.9
68.1
67.9
79.8**
1-High
(16.8)
(18.3)
(14.1)
(17.1)
(17.6)
(14.9)
66.6
67.5
69.7
66.8
67.4
68.2
2-Mod.
(18.3)
(17.5)
(17.3)
(19.7)
(17.4)
(17.7)
55.4
64.6
59.7
65.5
64.5**
3-Low
[n=1]
(15.2)
(18.0)
(13.3)
(20.2)
(17.4)
Assessment (n=216)
2353.2^
2330.9
2345.8
2348.0
2356.2
2378.0
1-High
(120.2)
(107.8)
(75.7)
(11.8)
(125.1)
(85.6)
2331.6
2335.5
2350.4
2309.9^
2347.5
2344.1
2-Mod.
(126.9)
(130.7)
(118.4)
(13.8)
(123.0)
(131.7)
2238.8
2321.9
2267.9^
2328.1
2316.0
3-Low
[n=2]
(49.2
(130.5)
(64.3)
(128.0)
(115.6)
Course Grade (n=198)
83.8
81.2
83.3
84.2
84.8
85.0
1-High
(7.2)
(7.8)
(4.1)
(7.5)
(6.8)
(6.2)
83.2
83.5
82.5
84.6*
84.7
84.8
2-Mod.
(7.5)
(7.2)
(7.5)
(7.2)
(7.3)
(7.0)
82.9
81.7
83.3
82.0*
86.6
3-Low
[n=2]
(5.8)
(7.3)
(4.8)
(8.9)
(7.6)
Mathematics
Stanford 10 (n=226)
1-High
2-Mod.

72.5
(15.0)
67.9
(18.5)

3-Low
[n=1]
Assessment (n=219)
2334.2
1-High
(205.3)
2289.6
2-Mod.
(126.9)
[n=2]
3-Low
Course Grade (n=261)
81.5
1-High
(9.5)
78.9
2-Mod.
(10.3)
3-Low

[n=3]

71.3
(15.5)
69.4
(17.9)
58.7
(19.2)

76.3
(10.)
72.7
(16.6)
66.3
(17.7)

70.3^
(16.1)
69.8
(19.9)
60.3
(16.6)

71.7
(15.3)
68.3
(19.0)
69.1
(16.0)

78.5**
(14.9)
73.9**
(16.4)
63.0**
(16.6)

2316.7
(202.1)
2306.0
188.3)
2295.0
(189.5)

2279.8
(115.8)
2335.0
(203.5)
2282.6
(178.6)

2353.2
(117.8)
2309.9
(137.6)
2267.9
(64.3)

2328.3
(210.2)
2289.0
(174.7)
2321.5
(189.0)

2393.7^*
(217.0)
2345.5^ **
(205.2)
2247.1^ * **
(148.7)

80.5
(9.4)
79.7
(10.4)
78.0
(8.4)

83.3
(4.3)
81.1*
(10.0)
78.4*
(10.2)

80.5
(9.8)
78.9
(10.5)
76.4
(11.0)

81.2
(9.4)
79.1
(10.8)
78.1
(8.9)

81.8
(9.5)
81.4**
(9.9)
77.3**
(9.9)

Note: District files provided NCEs formatted as 337.0, for example. [n<4/group omitted].
^Violated homogeneity assumption; (Standard deviation); Highest means; *p < .05; **p<.01.
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POCS and PVP Reliability
Instrument validation was not an aspect of this exploratory study. However, some of the
initial Cronbach alpha coefficient results for the POCS and the PVP are somewhat promising,
given this exploratory stage of potential instrument development. The POCS and the PVP
questions were compiled by the researcher to use as exploratory tools to assess students’
perceptions of opportunity and coping strategies and teachers’ pedagogical views and practices,
respectively. Due to the questionnaires’ apparent utility in this study, to explore future validation of
the instruments, Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed to assess the overall PVP and
POCS and each of the POCS subscales the for measures’ reliability with the sample. Ideally, the
coefficient of a reliable scale with ten or more items should be above .7. Coefficients for shorter
scales are commonly .5 (Pallant, 2005).
The alpha for the complete POCS questionnaire was .495 (23 items) to .531 with removal
of the least compatible item. The alpha for POCS Sociocultural Perceptions of Opportunity and
Coping strategies (14 items) was .300, which increased to .356 with the least compatible item
removed. The alpha for POCS Sociocultural factors (6 items) was .189, which increased to .264
with removal of the least compatible item. The alpha for POCS School Coping strategies (9 items)
was .533, which increased to .600 with removal of the least compatible item. The alpha for POCS
School Environmental Learning Factors and Perceptions of Opportunity (9 items) was .532, which
increased to .565 with removal of the least compatible item. The alpha for POCS Mainstream
Views and Experiences was .309 (6 items) to .351 with removal of the least compatible item. All
alphas were higher for standardized items.
In addition, the correlation matrix for a preliminary principal component (factor) analysis
showed some correlations of r=.3 or greater, the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant at
p=.000, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was sufficient at .645.
Results for the total POCS measure identified eight components for further analysis in instrument
development.
PVP alphas are reported with caution due to negative values for items that were not
reversed scored. Additional analysis is warranted. The alpha for the complete PVP questionnaire
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omitted nine items (15, 6, 7, 12, 22, 27, 30, 32, and 35) due to zero variance. The alpha for the
remaining items on the total scale was .443 (30 items) to .502 with removal of the least
compatible item. The alpha for the complete PVP questionnaire increased to .453 (27 to 28 items)
with removal of the one or two of the multiple items included under item #1a-#1d, which increased
to .509 with the least compatible item removed. The alpha for PVP Type 1 (14 items) was .590,
which increased to .647 with the least compatible item removed. The alpha for PVP Type 2 (10
items) was .146, which increased to .310 with removal of the least compatible item. The alpha for
PVP Type 3 (8 items) was .419, which increased to .482 with removal of the least compatible
item. All alphas were higher for standardized items. Data were not sufficient for a complete factor
analysis of the PVP due to data limitations. This warrants additional exploration in future analysis.
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