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ABSTRACT

PRI SCI LLA JACOBS MAYNOR: Bourdi euds Habitus
North Carolinadbs Amer i c alnvestigatdn an St uden

(Under the direction of Fenwick English)

The purpose of this quantitative study wasto investiBateu r di eudés t heor et
concept of habitug determine whether it was predictive of #uucational achiement
patterndor American Indian stdents in North Carolinalf affirmative, then it would
suggest the entire system of changes, interventions, and other reforms schools employed in
the past decades have not changed the pattern of low achievement or the likelihood of a
better quality of fie for the American Indian population. If affirmative, it would also
suggest, as Bourdieu would argue, that the role of the school in reproducing the exiting
social order will not change until and unless it is confronted in the context of the larger
sociapolitical system. More specifically, the study focused on the academic proficiency for
a cohort of 1,495 American Indian students entering third grade in 1998 and examined their
progression through the st at e sllegeudbehtiorc s c h o
for those students entering a higleelucation institution in the UNC system following their
graduation from high school. The researcher applied the theoretical concept of habitus as
the lens addressing the major research question far thel d vy ADo school s m
significant difference in the educational achievement patterns for American Indian students,
more specifically those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds who attend public

schools in North Carolina?do



Based orthe results, patterns of proficiency shopmovide evidence that over time
schoolsin North Carolinadid not make a significant difference in the educational
achievement for the cohort of Amencéndian students in this studitdighersocic
economic stats SES American Indian students shedhigher rates of academic
proficiency on standardized math, readiagd highschool assessments than students from
lower SES backgrounddHowever, the proficiency of the higher SES students lagged
behind the profiency of White studentsin terms of school densitihere werao
significant differences found in the percentages of proficiency for both higher and lower
SES American Indian students on state assessments in math, raadimgh-school
assessmentResults also showed that American Indian students entering college are less
likely to be retained after their freshman year in comparison to theiNatwe peers.SES
was the only strong predictor of freshman retention for American Indian studengs in th
UNC SystemThest udent s proficiency hadthssome ef f ec
st ud e n.tDendity & Eh& American Indian student pagitdn in the school district
fromwhi ch student sd c¢ o mpolsignifieadteffdctionfreshgre h o o | rev
retention
Using pairedsample itests chi-squardests and croswbulations and a logistic
regression analysiéindings support existing literatuedoutthe academic achievement of

American I ndian students ambitusBour di euds t he
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Bourdi euds Habitus aenvde niechnet BEodfu cNaotritohn ada rAocl hiil
Indian Students: An Empirical Investigation

(Under the direction of DiFenwick English)

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION
The contemporary world system did not emerge naturally, and it was not the
inevitable result of technicainovations It was an intentionally designed
framework of social institutions and cultural symbols and beliefs constructed
by particular individuals to maximize their social power in all its forms; ideological,
economic, military, and politicalThroudhout world history, opportunistic
individualshave successfully designed and used cultural meanings, social institutions,
governmentsand business organizations for their own purpo&gises took political
power, butpeople also gave them poweddndersanding how this came about, who
the designeraiere, and what their objectives were is crucial if we, as citizens, are to

regaincontrol and assume an active role in creating better, more humane societies and
abetter world (Bodley, 2003, [79).

The brader society must address the social injustices of allowing only certain people
to succeed educationallyrhe formal educatiaal institutions in the United States are
supposd to provideall citizens their free, democratic right to a sound basic educaiih
opportunity to fully achievéheir potential. Yet, imeality, as reflected in the research
literature, a long history and tenderexistsof schools to connect best with, and work best
for, students of middlelass, Anglo, male backgrounds (Mills@ale, 2007) The literature
also documents a long history of minority students not fairing as well in the American
institutions that pledge equal opportunity for all (Coleman, 1966; Tyack, 1974; Spring,
1976; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Jencks & Phillips, 1998le, 2001; Price, 200Harvard
Civil Rights Project, 2005; Harris & Herrington, 2006; LadsBillings, 200§. i De s pi t e

frequent good intentions and abundaat rhet ol



Tyack (1974) stateschools have rarely taugthildren of the poor effectivety and this

failure has been sysftlgmati c, not i diosyncr al
The equalizing factor against poverty and social inequality often cited is education

attainment (Allen & Hood, 2000; Lee & Bowen, 2006; M8lsGale, 2007; Hrrington

2010) Yet, for American Indiang he nati ondés system of public

history and in present time continues to poorly educate,twéih further diminishes their

way of life and the economic position of their communities (F@chiavighurst, 1973;

Butterfield & Pepper, 1991; Jeffrie003; Deyhle& Swisher, 1997 Yazzi, 2000; Tharp

2006) Senator Robert Kennedy (1969) summed it up by statifnge A Fi r st Amer i c

become the last Americans with the opportunity for employpeshication, a decent

income, and a chance foandstaedf urt hkekri hpgaandie:

education | ies at t heTheKermedy Repoft.3)aThiy | asti ng

continues to be a realitypespite recommendation®fm numerous investigative reports

and studies the federal governmeommissionegincethe early nineteenth century

examiningthe failure of the education system to work for American Indians {ehg.

Meriam Report1928); The Kennedy Repoit969;Indian Nations at RiskL991), poor

performance persistshe perpetual educational and economic inequalities American

Indiansexperienceontinue to be profound argpear to mirrothe past But why? To

address the dismal state of Indian education, thelyleenbeddd historic, cultural

perceptiondiases neetb be directly addresse&chools have served to promote

mainstream cultural values and expectationBeyhave disregarded the experiences,

languages, and cultural understandings of American Isdiad other underrepresented

groups (Noley, 1992; Noll, 19). Insteadthroughout much of history, the cultures of



American Indians have been perceived more as an obstruction to the educational process
(Coggins, Williams& Radin, 1997) Yazzi (2000) agued that identifying the power
structures that determine the purpose of education is essential to overcoming the unequal
positioning and marginalization of American Indians and their cultGadonization,
Lomawaima (1999) purported, explains the steqaoal beliefs about the culture and
capabilities of Native Americandgl'he creation of new communitiebyough colonization,
aimed to imposenilitary, political, economicand social powefTherefore, according to
Lomawaima, the rhetoric of civilizaticegainst savagemgontained the extension of power
and domination over Native nationBourdieu, a French social scientist, contends that those
power structures can be identified when exploring how cultural resources, processes, and
institutions hold indilduals and groups in competitive and gefpetuating hierarchies of
domination (Swartz, 1997, 6). According toLomawaima (1999), Native people
participateunknowinglyin maintaining the life circumstances within such hierarchlas
accepting certaidominant ideas and worldviews as natural conditions and the way things
naturally are Much worse, ourchools are key agents in ensuring this social order.
Purpose of the Study

Throughout the history of American Indian education, Native students have
persistently performed significantly lower than their White peers and have dropped out of
school in record numberdmproving educationakchievement and increasing graduation
ratesis critical for American Indianbecauséigher levels of educational attanent are
directly linked to better incomes and quality of liféet, it appears that numerous
educatioalr ef or ms have done |l ittle to | mpheove

purpose of this quantitati ve timltcanceptofwas t

A me



habitus to determinehethert was predictive of the educational achievement patterns for
American Indian students in North Carolinéaffirmative, it would suggest the entire
system of changes, interventions, and other reforms schogi®yedn the past decades
have not changed the pattern of low achievement or the likelihood of a better quality of life
for the American Indian peopldf affirmative, it would also suggest, as Bourdieu would
argue, that the role of the school in @giuicing the existing social order will not change
until and unless it is confronted in the context of the larger gualitical system This
study focuse@n the academic proficiency afcohort of American Indian students entering
third gradein1998ah exami ned their progression throuoc
through 2007, including the college retention for those entering a keglieation
institution in the UNC System following their graduation from hsghool. The analysis
servedo broaden ad deepen the understanding of both the experiences of economically
di sadvantaged Amer i can I|heorktical concept ofl lchlgtmstared and |
to motivate researchers to conduct more quantitaindgualitative studies that reveal the
deeprooted dynamics involved in American Indian education
Significance of the Problem

Lagging Educational Achievement

Some American Indian students perform well academically, graduate from school,
attend collegeand successfully enter the workforce (Faitiel& Tippeconnic, 2010)
However, ingeneral American Indiansinderachieve and drop out of school ighi
numbers. .For example, only 46 percent of American Indian/Alaska Natives takind"the 8
eighthgrade National Assessment of Educational Progi¢8&P) reading test in 2009

scored at or above the basic leweld only 166 scored at or above the proficient reading



level. In comparison, 8% of White students scored at or above the basic,lanel39%

scored at or above proficienci]d o r t h G @&mesidan Indad students also lag behind
significantly on national educational achievement reading measOrethe sameighth

grade NAEP reading test, %6scored at or above the basic level and onB6 $6ored at or

above the proficient reading levdh comparison, 8% of White students scored at or above

the basic level and 39 percent scored at or above proficiency (National Center for Education
Statistics, 2009)In 2006, American Indian/Alaska Native young adults nationally had a
highe dropout ate (156) than any other ethnic group with the exception of Hispanics

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2008)

Similar to these trends, American Indian students in North Carolina, in disproportionate
numbers, are choosing to leave school witlgyaduating In 200304, the dropout rate for
American Indian students wa%9 Although slight improvements have occurrgd2007
08, American Indian students, both male and female, dropped out of school at a higher rate
than the state average and kfhool 1.4 times more ofteéhanother students (State
Advisory Council on Indian Education, 2009,2Y). American Indian males, with a rate of
7.89%, have the highest dropout rate of any ethnic or gender group (NCDPI, Annual
Dropout Report 200D8). Since 2005, théour-year cohort graduation rate for American
Indians has consistently remained significantly lower than that of White studentell as
the rate for the statdn 200809, the 4year cohort graduation rate for American Indians

was 606 compared to 7& for White students and the statde of 72%.

A

Academic indicators from North Carolinads
results for American Indian student&n analysis of trends in achievement between 1993

and200Q whichthe Noth Carolina Commission on Raising Standards and Closing Gaps

5



conductedrevealed that the gap in reading achievement between American Indian students

and White students decreased more than any other racial/ethnic &aumpath, the gap

closed at a greet rate followingthe 1996 7 i mpl ement ati on of the s
Education accountability program (N.Bepartment of Public Instruction, Division of
Accountability,2001). However, in 20086, the overall percentage of all students in the
statedeemed proficient significantly decreaselden the state standard was raised,the

dropin proficiencywas much greater for American Indian students (State Advisory Council

on IndianEducation, 2008, p. 7). Recatdta from the 20089 school year real that only

49% of American Indian students sconpbficientin math and reading compared to B6.7

of White students
Little Impact of Educational Reforms and Initiatives

There is little evidence that fedesadtate, and districtlevel education eform
initiatives advocatingoals of eliminating disparities and improving the academic
achievement of minority students are making a difference for American Indian students
The most notable federal initiativettse No Child Left BehindAct (NCLB), which has been
lauded for its noble intent of making sure all students regardless of race, etlnicicpme
achieve at high standardslowever, it has received significant criticism from opponents
who argue it has negatively impacted Native Americandcbitand edeators Further,
NCLB has not made much difference in the instructional practices and education
achievement for these students since its implementation (McCarty, 2008; Beaulieu, 2008;
Wantanbe, 2008; Winsteagt, al, 2008) In 2005 and 200%he National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES$) its National Indian Education Study (NIES) provided

insightsregardingN CL B 6 s i Anpeacantindiarstudent achievemen@he NIES is
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the only nationally representative assessment of Americaanstlident performance and
consists of two partsPart | of the study analyzed the performance of Native students on the
National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), a national assessment of reading and
mathematics for gradesand8. In 2007, the ational sample included 10,000 students from
11 statesincluding North Carolinayith significant numbers of Native studentsindings
revealed that reading mean scores in both grades between 2005 and 2007 did not change
significantly, and in some casgscores declined while the performance for-Natives
increased For mathematics, the findings were the saMi&g, 2007)the achievement of
American Indian students had not been narrowed since the implementation of IR@itB

Il of the study was a suey regarding curriculum, standards, and assessnirart llwas
administered to students, teachers and principals in schools serving Indian students and
provided information related to the extent to which American Indian culture and language
was incorpoated into classroom instructiod growing body of research studies provides
evidence of the importance of Native languages and culture in school success for Indian
students (Lipka & McCarty, 1994; Smith, LeakeKamekona, 1998; Demmert, 2001)

The totd number surveyed in North Carolina was 963, representing students from 110
public and charter school§ he survey data suggested that NCLB and other accountability
programs linked to state standards and assessments presented barriers and/or eliminated

Native language and culture instructional practices

Statelevel statistics lead tsimilar conclusion# relation to the effectiveness of
education reformsFor example, Garcia (2008) conducted a study usinglsteté
achievement data from 20@D06and examined the academic progress of American Indian

students, Whitesand other minority groups in Arizona before and since the implementation



of NCLB. His initial findings showed that American Indian students made significantly
greater gains in thereading and mathematics proficiency when compared to all other
groups except for White studentdowever, in a more walepth analysis, Garcia found that
the greatest gains occurred in 2005 when state policymakers lowered the standard for
proficiency in Aizona In fact, when the scores for that year were omitted, Garcia
concluded that the achievement rates for American Indians dropped dramatizaibtya
concluded that the guise of reporting was misleadinghec aut i oned, AThe ad)]
passing sores may work as a shderm strategy so that more schools make adequate yearly
progress (AYP), but. .[i]f the underlying purpose of accountability systems is to provide
assistance to students who are not meeting standards, then manipulatiomgfszassis
could deny American Indian/Alaska Native students the very academic assistance that
NCLB was intendle®. to provideo (p

Likewise, the &ate interventions in North Carolina have had little impact on improving
the achievement of American Indiatudents Approximatelyl0 years ago, stateducation
officials initiated a plan to narrow the racial achievement gap by the year 2(dt@te
commission formednda Closing the Achievement Gap sectwas createdi the
Department of Public Instructon t o suppor t. Intadd#ionsschadl e 6s i ni t i
districts in the state formed similar committees at the local levdirect strategies aimed in
closing achievement gaps of minority studer2espite the targeted emphasis at both the
state ad local district levels, an analysis conducted by the North Carolina Justice Center
(2010) concluded the state had been successful in increasing performance levels for all
studentsbutin closing the academic achievement gap for its minority stutigigs

progress was madd.he American Indian students, in particular, consistently achieved



lower on standardized test scores on state assessiete students also experienced
higher dropout rates, overrepresentation in suspensions and expusibns
underrepresentation in gifted progranihe average SAT score for American Indian
students increased slightly from 20@However, performance gaps in comparison to White
students have remained the same
Minimal Empirical Studies

Most educational researaboutAmerican Indian education and student achievement is
gualitatve, ethnographic descriptiomeaking quantitative analysis particulay minimal.
First, the representation of American Indians in the general population is often an
explanation fothe marginalized attention (Tippeconnic, 2000; Demnetid).,2006) The
small population of Natives in comparison to other racial and ethnic groups, geographic
isolation and limited resources complicates matters and often hinders collections tf quali
data and empirical studies (Demmettal.2006; Faircloth & Tippeconnic, 2010Existing
researctaboutthe achievement of Native Americans is often smaller scale, rarely isvolve
sample sizes larger than 500 individu&s;onfined to specific tribs or subgroups of
Native Americansand prohibits comparative analysis with other minority groups or even

within different tribes (Demmerét al).

In North Carolina, 18chool districts received federal funding to support Indian
education programs digned to meet the unique, cultural needs of Indian stud&éhts
funding is intended to support American Indian/Alaska Native students in meeting the
s t a tedodmancestandards and the unique cultural aspéthe populationOne district
in the sate is the largest single grantee of federal funding for Indian education in the nation

However, no current empirical studies and/or evaluations of these programs are available to



determinewhetherspecific instructional practes and/or programs havdedtedthe
educatomlout comes for the stateds American | ndi e

Another point is thamerican Indians are not differentiated often as a separate cohort
in data collections and regimg (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997), therefdmiting in-depth
aralyses. Howevemlorth Carolina began its accountability program, the ABCs of Public
Education, in 1996 Fortunately, this prgram has afforded the stdtee capability to
maintain a longitudinal database of student recondfuding test scores and degraphic
variabless i nce t he pr ogr.&snyaniquerstpderd ideatifytngnurnbera
assigned randomly to individuledovestmedlient s, s
alsopermits the comparison of trends in student achievement u§ixepacohort of
students This study examined the educational achievement of a cohort of Amerigan Ind
students acquired fromthe &3t e 6s | ongi tudi nal dat abase and
educational reseeln that is underdeveloped in North Carolina

Theoretical Framework

How does a stratified social system of hierarchy and domination persist and reproduce
intergenerationally without powerful resistance and withoatcibnscious recognition of its
members? (Swartz, 1997,503) Bo ur d i e u Ongs thatahe ¢dacationalanequality
existing in public schools can only be explained by examining both economic and cultural
relations His concept of capital refers to the amount of economic, cultural, sacdl
symbolic resources an individual hds contrastthe concept of habitus explains how
individuals internalize their objective chances of succeeding based on their economic and
cultural backgroundas well as what is common for their social claBse education field,

as in shoolsfi r e i as fathar than redistributes the unequal distribution of cultural
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capital o ( Sclhowar tazn,d 1MNMAe7A,l epct s attention fro
mi srecognition of it s .¥b)clnothérwords,schootsare t i on f |
central to tis production and reproduction processuaohg the social stratificatioand the
sustaining of dominantpoweBour di eudés t heoretical framewor
between habitysapital and the field explain the differentiated social relations oietp
These relations are culturally arbitrary, meaning that the differential power relations in
society are arbitrarily constructed to reflect the interest of the dominant (hteib, 2002).
By habitus, one internalizes dispositions to the degradehor shéoecoms part of
the way one perceives and thinks about the social worlthiarat herplace in it These
dispositions form through early social training and past experiences including experiences
that occur within the family, social peer gps and in schoolltee & Bowen, 2006; Mills,
2006) As a result, students from lowgrcome homes, often marginalized, tend to view
their situation in the world as natural and fitting to thdomfortunately, this view confines
their perception of possiliies and future aspirations to those they see taiiialde to the
social group of which they belorfiylills 2006). According to Bourdieu (2000), it is
because of their habitus that children from families with parents who have occupied
relatively privieged positions within the socielass hierarchy have tended to move to
similar positions, while children from families with parents who do not possess a privileged
position in the sociatlass hierarchy have tended to remain in a relatively dominated
postion (p.31). Indirectly by acepting this symbolic violence @edagogic actioas
Atr ut h, geopte playd mbe i reproducing their own subordination through the
gradual internalization and acceptance of those ideas and structures thastdrardmate

them(Connolly & Healy, 2004, pl5, cited in Mills, 2006) Further Mills (2008),in citing
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Webb, Schiratipand Danahesuggegss uch compl i city with Adomin
world [occurs] not because we necessarily agree with [thebgaause [they are] in our
interest but because t her e.88)oFordBounded, seem t o
schools by nature reproduce existing seclaks hierarchies and social inequalities rather
than promoting change (Swartz, 1997; WeblaleR002; Mills & Gale, 2007; Grenfell,
2007, 2008) This brings to question the effectiveness of current education reforms in
making significant changes in the outcomes students experience in schools.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
To examine this issuéhe major research question for this studyiado s c h ool s
make a positive, significant difference in the educational achievement patterns for American
Indian students, more specifically those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds,
who attendpublc s chool s in North Carolina??o Thi s
achievement for American Indian students by examining their performance on North
Car ol i nads s Wdhin¢he magosressascinquestion, five guiding questions
emerged to see as integral components of the study:
Guiding Questions
1. To what extent do patterns of American Indian students scoring proficient and
nonproficient in reading and math on No
1997 98 to 200203 (grades 138) and 200804 to 200607 in high school reflect
a positive change in position that is sustainable over time?
2. In a comparison of proficiency, do statistically significant differences exist in
student achievement across time between low SES American Indian students and

higher SES American Indian students?
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3. Do the relationships found bet ween SES
district density?

4. How does the freshman retention of American Indian students who graduated
from North Carol i naosllegpiuthel UNC Syktemgirhthes ¢ h o o
fall of 2007 compare to the retention of the population of-Aorerican Indian
students enrolled in the system during the same period of time?

5. How do studentsd SES, school densi ty, z
retertion for American Indian students?

Hypotheses
The major reseah hypothesis for this study yidothesis 1, was that over tigne
schools would not make a significant difference in the educational achievement patterns for
the American Indian student populatiattending public schools in North Carolina
Foll owing Bourdieub6s | ine of argument, it w;
studentswith higher SESvould consistently and ovéime maintain greater academic
proficiency on standardized math, reragl and highschool assessments thamerican
Indian students wittower SES (Hypothesis 2and the density of the American Indian
student population in a school district (Hypothesis 3) would make little difference in the
proficiency of students witltower SES An examination of freshman retention for those
American Indians who chose to pursue a higédrcation degree would reveal similar
patterns to those found at the elementary and secondary education liewels
hypothesized (Hypothesis 4) thatn&rican Indian students who graduated from North
Carolinadés public high schools and entered |

would be retained at a lower rate when compared to the retention-#fmercan Indian
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students who entered tBgstem during the same period of timEurther, it was
hypot hesized (Hypothesi s 5swouldhffed their tretentient ud e n
in highereducation institutions more than thpastlevels of proficiency and the density of
the American Indin student popation in the school district from which they graduated
from high schoal
Methodological Overview

Because proficiencygf students is a cagorical variable, aanalysis was performed
at an alphdevel of 0.05. To test the hypothespair-sample ttests,crosstabulations and
crosstabulationdor each yegrand a logistieregression analysisere conductedThe data
for the study wreacquired from the administrative records of the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI)cithe UNC General Administration (UNC
GA). The State Board of Education requires all students to take standaadiznedement
tests, the Endf-Grade (EOG) Tests for grades33n reading and matland the Enebf-
Course (EOC) Tests in high schodélor this study, achievement data, including the
individual scale scores and proficiency levels, for a cohort of students identified as
American Indian in grades 3 through 8 and high school spanning the schodl9@&&9
to 2008 09 were obtainedThis datasealso included the socioeconomic status (SES) for
each student as determined by eligibility in the National School Lunch Progiaen
NCDPI studentevel files included matched student datafreshman retenticinom the
administrative records of the UNGeneral AdministrationAdditional data on the
percentage of American Indian students enrolled in each school and district generated from
student enrolimentecords (199€2009) was accessed frahe website of the North

Carolina Department of Public Imsttion The Freshman Retention Report used to provide

14



A

information to North Carolinads principals
performance of their students during their freshman year at a UNC institution was an
additional source of information exéned This informationwas availabldor all schools
on the public website of UNGA.
Assumptions

The study included the following assumptions:

1. It was assumed thatuslent achievement data, iemdof-grade, enebf-course, and
free and reduced lunch orimation, acquired from the North Carolina Department of
Accountability Services were accurate for all districts and American Indian students
included in the study.

2. It was assumed that measures of school achievement are not neutral measures, which
are appkable in the same way to all studeniather, such measures are culturally
skewed toward closer alignment to those individuals in the more powerful and
wealthier social classes.

3. It was assumed that differences in school attainment atgenatise oihborn,
genetic qualities, budreratherbecause ofactors of sociatlass differences that
operate internally and externally to inhibit the achievement of laeess or

culturally different learners.

Limitations

The study included the following limitatien
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1. The study was limited to cohorts of American Indian students in gréa@es@ high
school who attended public schools in North Carolina during the time period of
1998 99 through 200809.

2. The study was limited to school districts with sufficient datmrdingAmerican
Indians

3. The study was a clustef students from stateecognized tribes and students from
federally recognized tribes together.

4. The researcher is an American Indian from North Carolina and diligently worked to
maintain objectivity. @&en that the study was quantitative, any potential for bias in

the interpretation of the results and findings was limited.

Definition of Terms

An American Indian, as defined by thenited StatesCensus, is a person having
origins in any of the origingdeoples of North and South America and who maintain tribal
affiliation or community attachmeniThe termsAmerican IndianNative Americanindian
andNativeare used interchangeably in this study to avoid repetitioMNorth Carolina,
affrmed bythe NC. Commi ssi on of I ndian Affairs to hor
tribes,AmericanIndian s used when referencingAlkohe st at e
the inclusion of and reference American Indian/Alaska Native based upon the unique
legal relationship with Indian tribes and a special relationship with Alaska Native entities as
provided in the Constitution of the United States, treatiesfedatal statute Other

terminologies referenced in the study incldide following:

1 No Child LeftBehind Ac{NCLB)i was reauthorized in 2001, a number of federal

programs developed to improvel®R schools by increasing the accountability
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standards for states, schodtdicts, and schools (U.S. Department of Education,
200)).

1 ABCs of Public Educain Accountability Prograrii s Nor t h Ca-basedi nad s
management and accountability program ena
1996 In 2002 03, the ABCs program was expanded to incorporate the new statutory
accountability requirements dICLB. The ABCs accountability program sets growth
and performance standards for each elementary, middle, and high school in the state
Endof-Grade (EOG) and Enrdf-Course (EOC) test results and other selected
components ar e us e cdhwth and paoaance (HCD®1, 20O9h oo | 6 s

1 Endof-Grade Test$EOG)i are standardized exams administered to all students in
grades B8 in the areas of math and reading in North Carol&ehievement is
measured on a scale &1V, with 11l and above considered be proficient (NCDPI,

2009)

1 Endof-Course TestEOC)i are standardized exams administered to-Bigjool
students to assess the st udrelated éoaceptsmo wl e d g
specified in the North Carolinatandard Course of Studgurrently, students enrolled
in the following courses are required to take the North Carolina EOC tests: Algebra |,
Algebra 11, Biology, Chemistry, English I, Geometry, Physical Scigand Physics
(NCDPI, 2009).

1 Freshman Performance Report (FPRinclude summary reports for each NC public
high school, each NC public higdthool district, and all NC public high schools
combined, and all high schools (public, private, andaftgtate) combinedThe

report includes the count of fall fiemen at each UN@stitution whograduated in a
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specific year from a given high school and the percentage of students who returned the
following fall. (UNC-GA, 2007).

Four-year cohortratei reflects the percentage of ninth graders as a cohort who
graduated from high scbhbfour years late(NCDPI, 2009).

Studenproficiencyi is measured on a scale of\f, with Il and above considered to

be proficient on North Carolinads state
Economically disadvantagéddis used for the purpose of this studydescribe the
socioeconomic status of American Indian studefitse indicator, included in NCDPI
reports, used for socioeconomic status
lunch eligibility (NCDPI, 2009).

Cultural arbitrary 7 a term Bourdieu useto suggest that the differential power

relations pertaining to our culture have no necessary basis but are rather arbitrarily
constructed to reflect interests of dominant groups (Webb, 2002)

Cultural capital 1 is the knowledge, experienand conneabnsindividualshave

through the course of theivbés that enables them to succeed more so thasefrom

a less experienced background the field of education, an academic degree would

be cultural capital (Webb, 2002)

Doxai a set of coevaluesand discourse that a field articulates as its fundamental
principlesthattend to be seen as true and necessary (Webb,.2002)

FieldT any structure of social relationfie social space where interactions,
transactionsand event®ccur(Webb, 2002)

Misrecognitioni the process whereby power relations are perceived not for what they

objectively are but in a form that renders thegitimate in the eyes of the beholder
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(Webb, 2002)

1 Pedagogic action (PA) (education in the broadest sense, enconipgigsore than the
process of formal education) the imposition of a cultural arbitrary (an arbitrary cultural
schemehatis actually, though not in appearance, based upon power) by an arbitrary
power. All pedagogic action is, objectively, symbolic violeniosofar as it is the
imposition of a cultural arbitrary by an arbitrary poWafebb, 2002)

1 Symbolicviolencei is the imposition of categories of thought and perception upon
dominated social agents who then take the social order to b& husincoporation of
unconscious structures that tend to perpetuate the structures of action of the dominant
The dominated thenkae t hei r p o s ilttincledes saft@ioldnee, siich i g ht .
actions that have discriminajomeaning or implications, i.gencer discrimination,

racism (Webb, 2002
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CHAPTER TWO

LITER ATURE REVIEW

This literature review explores the theoretical framework of habitus by Pierre
Bourdieu in relation to the persistent problem of loaeademic achievement and
educational attainment ofmAerican Indian students attending public schools. The review
also presents a brief overview of American Indian education. Following the introduction,
the first section presents the educational achievement and socioeconomic cooflitions
contemporary Amecan Indians and their communitieShe next section provides a review
of Bourdieuds t heor dncludnagd brief diseussmmod scHoolsca$ h a b i |
reproduces of the social stratificatiom American society For context, the subsequent
sections address the history of American Indiandtheir educational experiences and
struggles within the social, politicand cultural practices that surround them.

Introduction

Despite the intent dheNo Child Left Behind Ac{NCLB) of 2001 and other
accountability measures and reforming inter:
debate concerning the effectiveness of public schools in educating all students remains
controversial English (2002) assextit hat t he fiachi evé&ament gapo b
American and Latino students and the gaps between these ethnic groups and their White
counterparts continues to evoke national cries of consternation and condemnation of public

schools Some have argued that the broader society must address théngusti@es of
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allowing certain people to succeledsed on their cultural experiences, social tied the
economic resources they are able to access (Wacquant, 1998, pited in Mills & Gale,

2007) Less visible, and somewhat dismissed, have teznries from the perspective of
American Indians concerning the education of their children and advocacy for a critical
inspection of the current system of public education (Lomawaima, 1995; Deyhle & Swisher,
1997; Yazzie, 20Q0Tharp, 2006) Schools a& the primary institutions relied upon by the
general public to offer every student a free, democratic right to a sound basic edasation
well as an opportunity to fully achieves or herindividual potential The reality, as

reflected in the literatay, is a long history and tendency of schools to connect best with, and
work best for, students of middtgass, Anglo, male backgrounds and a long history of
minority students not fairing as well in the American institution that pledges equal
opportunity br all (Coleman, 1966; Tyack, 1974; Spring, 1976; Tyack & Cuban, 1995;
Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Hale, 2001; Price, 2083arvard Civil Right Project, 2005; Harris

& Herrington, 2006; LadseBillings, 2006;Mills & Gale, 2007.

A review of the researchtdéiratureclearly demonstrates that Indian education has
been guided by degpoted ideology that Isdittle regard for other cultures outside that of
Euro-Americans An insensitivity to Native culture and dismissal of their existence in
America was prevaht in schools Mission societies charged with educating Natives
enforced use of English and discouraged the use of Native language and traditional cultures
(Perdue and Green, 2010,84.). Several studieshillips, 1983; Deyhle, 1992letail the
presetrday failure of most schools to provide culturally appropriate and relevant curriculum
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for American Indian studentsSo generally speakingcisools have served to promote
mainstream cultural values and expectations and have disregarded the experiences,
languages, and cultural understandings of American Indians and other underrepresented
groups (Noley, 1992; Noll, 1998Pespite the fact that supporting ethnic and economically
di verse popul ations is a fundamesetpastandaspect
current educational reform models seem to have done little to improve student outcomes and
educational attainment, particularly for American Indian youshproving student
performance and educational attainment ratesuding access to delge for American
Indians is one solution to reversing the cycléis also key to advancing this population
from the lowest levels of poverty to the realization of-selfficiency (Harrington2010).

In the research literature, educational attainnmseaften cited as an equalizing factor
against social inequalities and poverty (Allen & Hood, 2000; Lee & Bowen, 2006;Mills
Gale, 2007; Harringtqgr2010) For the most part, those who attain higher levels
educationally make more money and achieve gebguality of life For example, in 2002,
the average earnings by highest level of educatvbich the United StatesCensus Bureau
releasedwer e: f or those with advanced degrees, {
$51,194; for higkschool graduate$27,280; and for negraduates$18,826. Without
guestion, these data reflecpositive correlation between educational attainment and
income.

Socioeconomic status (SES) and social class are used in research interchangeably to

describe the social and@omic characteristics of studen®r{n, 2005). SES refers to a
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p e r srank @f Berarchy in terms ofocid status. SES, according to Sirin (2005),

positively impacts academic achieveme8tren explained that racial and cultural

background is a trcal factor linked to both socioeconomic status and academic

achievementA couple of studies validating this link between SES and academic

achievement for American Indians involved the Ganado (Arizona) Unified School District

No. 2 and the Seminole bie The Ganado (Arizona) Unified School District Nb

analyzed available informatidrom six academic subtests for a representative sample of its

American Indian student population from the reservation in grades 3, 6, 8, and 12 and found

that socioeconuic status was the most consistent variable, showing a strong relation to

academic achievement in all tested areas (Boloz & Varrati, 1983heir case study,

Greene and Kersey (197%)ted in Demmert (20013lso found that social and economic

statusof the Seminoles Indian tribe influenced academic performancgeneral, minority

students, including American Indians, who consistently perform below\tete peers are

more likely to be reared in lower income hom&tore often than neminority Sudents are

also reared in singlparent families and hom&swhichthe parents are less educated

ASociety may be failing in one of bhe great:

conten@dSiren (20059 thatisit he r es ponsi bi énalbpportaniesfor ovi de

each student regardless of4550cial and econol
In the research literature, it is also argued that schools, from kindergarten to college,

have been designed to Asorto st Bdwes& s by so

Gintis, 1976; Giroux, 1981; Aronowitz & Giroux, 1993yor example, Bowles and Gintis
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(1976) argued a direct relationship exists between schools and the demands of the.economy
Therefore, schools sort individuals in relation to their sociogeon status According to

the authors, schools offer lowgrcome students the possibility to advance their
socioeconomic status through educational attainment, while they simultan&yusigir

design perpetuate inequalityThis is done through thadilitation of students into
occupational positions aligned with their class backgrouBa@sed on this assertion, the
American system of public educatiore. schools, serves as a key agent in reproducing the
existing inequalities If this is the caseheir argument would support that schools do little

to impact the transition of minority students from poverty and lower economic statuses by
the time they reach adulthoo®ierre Bourdieu, a French sociologist, also argued that
schools sustain the sotgratifications that exist in socief$wartz, 1997).His focus was

on schools as fostering reproductidtie contended that low@ncome students fail to

achieve in schools in comparison to mid@lad upperclassWhite students because schools
rewardthose who possess the dominant cultural capitals schools by design allocate
privileges to those students wimitially come to school with the right social and cultural
capital as a result of their middland uppeiclass family statusLower incomestudents
particularly those from minority groups, then fall short in achieving in school because they
lack the cultural capital the school rewardarther, he states that individuals and/or groups
of people participate in their own subjugation unknayras a result of habitudn this

context, and coupled with the historical context of Indian education in America, it is

conceivable that there is little to debate in terms of whether public schools have produced
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positive changes in the educational agleiment patterns for Native students duee.
Whether American Indians contribute to sustaining their current status and quality of life
requires further investigation
Educational Achievement and Social Status of American Indians

The poor qualityof-life conditions of American Indian families and communities
and the appalling history of their children:
well documentedOne conclusionis consisteiihe nati onds system of p
throughout Istory and in present time continues to poorly educate many American Indian
students and further ercgltne way of life and the economic position of Indian people
(Fuchs & Havighurst, 1973; Butterfield & Pepper, 1991, Jeffries & Singer, 2003; Deyhle &
Swisher, 1997; Lomawaima, 2000; Yazzi, 2000; Tharp 20@6body of research suggests
Indian education is centered within a framework where larger-siegied practices,
assimilativeidegand pol i tical forces are enaqleged wit
for power o (Lomawai ma, 1999; Brayboy& 2005;
Castigno, 2009) American Indians throughout history have frequently struggled with local,
state and federal governments to preserve their cultural iderifityey hae consistently
advocated for meaningful learning environments for their yotithbe meaningful, it is
important that learning environments are respectful of the cultural heritage and languages of
the American Indian peopléNative communities, Native edatorsand some noiNative

educators firmly believe that this cultural context is absolutely essential if Native youth are
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to succeed academically, improve their quality of, bfied contribute to society (Cleary &
Peacock, 1998; Demmert & Towner, 2008arp, 2006)

Although the experiences of American Indians are somewhat similar to other
minority groups who fair poorly in American schools, DemmEotvner, and Grissmer
(2006) notehat significant differences exjsts well One significant differece is that
educational achievement gaps and other inequities confronting American Indians are
generally not at the forefront of the educatmlicy discourse of mainstream society
AThere has been a | ot of interceadti oaand st dl kas:
Ti ppeconic (2000) but, ndit ohnalwdingleca, state; ed | i t |
national, and even tribal levelsk-or a variety of reasons, explaining the achievement and
social challenges American Indiafagehas bee difficult. The availability of quality
educational research and data focused on measuring and explaining the education
performance of American Indians is less extensive (Demmert, Grissmer & Tower, 2006)
Second, according to Ross (1999), American Imsl@do not fit into the accepted racial
categoriesTherefore, they are more difficult to study than Blacks and Whitesi@mdore
apt to be ignored by the larger societyZp9) Last, the representation of American Indians
in the total population is@&quently cited in the literature (Tippeconnic, 2000; Demneért,
al. 2006,) American Indians, as counted in the 200@ted StatesCensus, represented
approximately 0.% of then a t i popuolétien, whereas, minority groypsichas African
Americans (18%) andmore recentlyHispanic or Latincs (12.5%) made up a larger
percent of the total populatioryet educationally, thpercentage of X&hrough 24year
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olds who dropped opare not enrolled in schaand have not earned a higbhool diploma
is higher for American Indian/Alaska Natives than any other ethnic grdongrican
Community Survey, 2007)

In 2007, esults for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) for
students in grades 4 and 8 showed in both reading and mathethatiogerall scores for
American Indian/Alaska Native students were significantly lower than the scores for non
Native studentsEconomically, according to the National Center for Education Statistics
(2005), a larger percentage of American Indian indivglaad families in comparison to
White individuals and families lived in povertyhe unemployment rates for the American
Indian/Alaska Native population was three times the rate of unemployment for the White
population, with the median income for Nativeuseholds lower than that of the total
population For the most part, statevel performance results reflect similar results to the
national statistics on American Indian studeghile examining the achievement gap
based on st ude ntatesa8segsmeents$, he Gemrtar foreeducation olicy
(2009) in its analysis of gaps in the percentages of students scoring proficient or above on
state tests at three grade ledetdementary, middle school and high school for all
subgroups, i.eAfrican American, Latino, and Native American students and White
studentd and between students from lamcome and noiow income families, found that
since the implementation &fCLB in 2002, achievement gaps across all subgroups have
narrowed in most states at alidle grade levelsHowever, the trajectory lines for 2@of

t he s ub g rsshowedgaps videaimgd all subjects and grade levels analyzed in
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the Centerod6s analysis, gaps narrowed more o0f
than for NativeAmericans or lowincome subgroups (R).

In North Carolina, the educational and economic statistics for American Indians are
no different from the trends previously statéd 2008 09, 20,777 American Indian
students wer e edu csahodsdStateAdvisdnyeCoundil antinglidns p ub |l i
Education, 2009,.d423). The performance results fiourth andeighthgraders orthe
National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) reflected significant gaps in
comparison to other group3he reading scosefor American Indian students in grades 4
and 8 had an average score lower than White stu@lents ¢ Dhere wgas a difference of 26
points forfourth graders and 34 points ferghthgraders (NCES, 2007)n 2009, the NAEP
mathematics results showedtfourth graders had an average score that was 22 points
lower than that of White studentBor eighthgraders, the average score was 41 points
lower. American Indian students have consistently, for the past decade, achieved lower on
standardizedest gores on state assessmerfibese students also experienced higher
dropout rates, overrepresentation in suspensions and expugsidnsnderrepresentation in
gifted programs (North Carolina Justice Center, 20F@y a number of years, American
Indian gudents, particularly males, have haldigher dropout rate than any other racial
group in the stateState Advisory Council on Indian Education, 2002 .

On measures of income and educational at:
population, which mads up about 1% of the total population, did not fair any better
Statistics tended to be at the lower end of the sddle poverty rate in 2000 for American
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Indians, according to the N.Rural Economic Development Center, wa% @@ mpared to
8.4% for Whites and 12 % of the total populationThe poverty rate for American Indians
residing in rural areas was 2233nd 15.46 for Indians residing in urban areaSor
Whites, the rural poverty rate was &%&nd P4 for those residing in urban ared@obesn
County, one of 37 largest rural counties in the sthge the highest poverty rate at 3®.8f
al. The stateds | argest popul ation aoDvewlmeri car
the educational attainment of American Indians lags significaetind, as well.
According to the 20088 United States Censiésnerican Community Survey results,%8
of American Indians 25 and older had at least a-btool education compared to%8@or
Whites and 8% for the total populationTwelve percent oAmerican Indians had at least
bachel orcamparat o @ fer §/hites and 2& of the total population
Higher-educationEnrollment andRetention

Significant disparitie®existbetween rates of initial enrollment and rates of graduation
for student ppulations in postsecondary institutions in the nation, as reported by the
National Center for Education Statistics (200Bpwever, the disparity is greater for
minority students Recent reports indicate that the enrollment of minority students in
postecondary institutions has significantly increas@ata reported iStatus and Trends in
the Education of Racial and Ethnic Minoriti€2010) reveals that between 1976 and 2008,
the total undergraduate fall enrollment in a degyesnting institution in@ased for each
racial/ethnic group American Indian/Alaska Native enrollment more than doubled,

increasing from 70,000 to 176,000 during this period of tiffleese statistics appear
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promising for the future of Native communiti¢dowever, dataegardingfirst-year retention
of American Indians presents a different pictuirarrington (2010) reporthat
underrepresented minority students have loweryestr retention rates than their ron
minority peers Using dataaboutthe retention and graduatiortea for entering
baccalaureate degreseeking freshman cohorts, 1999 through 2005, from 438 colleges and
universities, he further concluded that American Indians had the lowest rate (68.8%) of first
year retention rates than any other ethnic grduwasestimated that the attrition rates for
American Indian students in higher education range frovh {6593% (Larimore &
McClellan, 2005).

From 20032008, American Indian students in North Carolina enrolled in the UNC
System at a rate of 34, a higher ratéhan the state average of80However, similar to
national trends, too many American Indian students who enrolled are not retained and do not
graduate Graduation rates for American Indian students in the UNC System lag behind
those in the general stuttgpopulation Thefour-year graduation rate for freshman entering
the UNC System in the fall of 2001 wasa8ompared to 3% for all students in the UNC
System (State Advisory Council on Indian Education, 2008) stated by Larimore and
McCellan (2005)for Native American student8 | eavi ng col |l ege prior
degree signals delayed or foregone personal aspirations and often diminished or deferred

opportusr)ti eso (p
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Bourdieub6s Theoretical Framewor k
If members of theower middle and working classes take reality as being equivalent
to their wishes, it is because, in this area as elsewhere, aspirations and demands are
defined in both form and content by objective conditions which exclude the
possibility of hoping for thenobtainable (Bourdieu cited in Swar{z997, p111)

The principal theoretical proposition of
to impose meanings and to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power relations
which are the basis of iferce, adds its own specifically symbolic force to those power
relations (Bourdieu & Passeron, 20004p. In other words, the dominant patterns of
thought are the ideologies of the dominant glasd the actual dominant patterns of thought
reinforce tle hegemony of the dominant clagshe dominant class is the group that controls
the economic, socighnd political resourcesBy virtue of its greater power, the dominant
class imposes its cultural values as the blueprint of society for others to.fittirs
successful in doing so by establishing these patterns of thought as legifithate
acceptance of this |l egitimacy by others is
power to rule is perpetuated and sustainBge legitimacy is migcognized andn turn, is
accepted as the way things naturally. @eurdieu describesisrecognitioras being when
an individual or grous subjected to forms of symbolic violence such as racism, being
treated inferiorpeingdenied resourcesy beirg limited in social mobility and aspirations,

but they do not perceive it that walnsteadtheir situation seems to be the natural order of

things as it applies to them
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From this principal proposition, Bourdieu and Passeron (2000) formulated adtitio
propositions applicable to social formations that they contend are securely positioned to
reproduce culture and societiiabitusis a central concept of these propositiohss
fundamental to Bourdi euds ex pdflaenaschyiamdn of h o
domination persist and reproduce intergenerationally without powerful resistance and
without the conscious recognition of their members? (Swartz, 1990@3jp.

What isHabitus?

According to Bourdieu, social structures are producede@meduced through habitus

More specifically habitusdefinedis defined as:
a system of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures predisposed to
function as structuring structures, that is, as principles which generate and organize
prectices and representations that can be objectively adapted to their outcomes
without presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an express mastery of the
operations necessary in order to attain them (Bourdieu, as cited in Swartz,.1997, p
100).
Apersono groupobés dispositions are developed th
their homes with their familyThese early experiences are internalized and develop the
broad parameters and boundaries of what is possible or unlikely for Teemefore,
habitus sets structural limits for actidyut on the other hand, it generates perceptions,
aspirations, and practices that correspond to the structuring properties of early socialization
Specifically put, h a, whichshapesithsactmns,mpercegtions 6 s wo r |

and attitudesSt at ed another way, habitus shapes t he

and whathe or sheviews as common sense foim or heror the way things are dond his
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suggests that given a certain social clpssplecan be subconsciously driven to behave in

certain ways that align to their perception of what they can aspire to based on their level of

resources and/or their soci@ass. Behaviors are, as referenced in Gre(#608), relations

bet weenboneédsahd oneds current circumstance:

concept to Bourdiebhd) s theory of practiceo

For Bourdieu, simply stated,

Habitus focuses on our ways of acting, feeling, thinking and beiragptures how
we carry withinus our history, how we bring this history into our present

circumstances, and how we then make choices to act in certain ways and not others

This is an ongoing and active procg@d#/e are engaged in a continuous process of
making history, but not under editions of our own makingWhere we are in life at

any one moment is the result of numberless events in the past that have shaped our

path We are faced at any moment with a variety of possible forks in that path, or
choices or action and belief$hisrange of choices depends on our current context
(the position we occupy in a particular field), but at the same time which of these

choices are visible to us and which we do not see as possible are the result of our past

journey, for our experiences halelped shape our visioiwWhich choices we choose

to make, therefore, depends on the range of options available at that moment (thanks

to our current context), the range of options visible to us, and on our dispositions
(habitus), the embodied experienoésur journey Our choices will then in turn

shape our future possibilities, for any choice involves foregoing alternatives and sets
us on a particular path that further shapes our understanding of ourselves and of the

world. (Grenfell 2008, p52)
Different classes of people have different habitugespiration and practices of a person or

a group of people tend to correspond to the conditions of their respective habituses

Therefore, economic and soci al ri ngergaunatleidtoy

acceptance of the fundamental conditions of existeBoerdieu describes fundamental
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conditions of existence as those that determine materially, socially, and culturalig what
probable, possibj®r impossible for a given individual or gro®wartz, 1997)Bour di eu 0 s
line for argument is supported by Lomawaima (1998)o purports that the pervasive
influence originally crafted by EutA mer i cans sti | | perpetuates
stereotypic ideas about American Indians that have despted, by both Indians and non
Indians,asselé vi dent n atdd Sekxplaindurthehf@®hurfapm beings, we
take for granted much of what we think, exp:
perceptions are taken as natéirah other wods, not as artificial or mamade but as
unexceptional components of thematal or der of things. 0

The unconscious acceptancelosxa which Bourdieu describes as the natural beliefs
that aretakenforgrantesdnc |l udi ng bel i ef s pgsidéanihgai ni ng t o o
Experiences of oneods hboka, astefereneede Genfel ondi t i o
(2008), involves the natwural order of tradi!
without sayingb c aus e it c¢ o mardthesefote leooutside sha scopaa 0
guestioning (p120) but instead is accepted as the natural order of things by all

Habitus does not actinisolatoBour di eubds approach to exan
workings of society is by looking at the interlocking nature aakion of habitus with field
andcapitalThe foll owing sections explain both fi

habitus.
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Habitus and Field

A field defines the structure of the social setting where habitus operates, more
specifically, the arenad struggle for control over valued resources such as cultural or
economic capitalsin other words, how successful a person is in a particular field depends
on how appropriatéis or hetabitus and capitas for the game played in that fieléFields
are arenas of struggle for legitimacy or the right to monopolize the exerggenbblic
violence Symbolic violenceasdefined by Webb (2002), is not a physical form of violence
but instead a symbolic form imposed on an individual or grdugan be irthe form of
people being denied resourchsjngtreated as inferigior beinglimited in terms of
opportunity Interactions between habitus, social relatj@msl fields involve power
relationships The interactions between field and habitus are meddwy power possessed
by those in the field in a way that those with lower capital (status) will have less power in
relation to those with higher capital (statuBpwer differences cause behaviors or ways of
acting that align to the existing social st&s Subsequently, those in the lower status with
less power do not gain access to the same resources, inforroatigportunities as those
with higher status, more power and capital

Bourdieu (1984) asserted that subordinate classes are forcedrbgdkef power
to adjust their expectations because their lack of cultural, san@leconomic capital
confines their ability to see opportunities for advancemkins easier to accept their
subordinate positionsTherefore, the subjugated contribuo their subjugation through
unconscious submission to conditions that Bourdieu asserts are arbitnaeyson or group
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accepts dominant norms and attitudes (symbolic violetioa) they internalize them as the
ungqguesttrandoa)l 16 thdgsubsequent sectiomapital, another essential part of
Bourdieuds framework of habitus, is discuss:
Habitus and Capital

Bourdieu refers taapitalaseconomic (money), cultural (knowledge of the fine
arts), social (connections), and symbolic (expresadbmeat is valued at a given timeAll
types of capital work to create and distinguish different gro@pgartz (1997) stressed that
economic capital is the most important type of capitbdwever, Bourdieu perceives capital
beyond a simple economisse} but also as a social commodity that can be exchanged in
many different forms For him, cultural capital is equally importar@ultural capital is a
power source that consists of different forms: embodied, objec¢@metinstitutionalized
In its embodied form cultural capital is the acquisition of dispositions gained through
socialization, primarily through the family and home, and constitutes appreciation and ways
of thinking about and understanding lifEarly socialization creates a stratifgi dimensia.
According to Swartz (1997), a sense of a pel
from the goods, persondape, and so forth from which the perssmexcluded

Cultural capital also exists in an objectified form referring to dbjestich as books,
works of artandinstruments that require a specialized cultural ability to dext, cultural
capital exists in an institutionalized formror example, the credential system in education is
capital in an institutionalized formEducational credentials increasingly have become
necessary for gaining access to desirable positions in the job miadkehis reason,
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parents who are abte invest in a good education for their children do so in order to
position them future profit botbducationally and economicallyhis process of investment
involves the conversion of economic capital into cultural capital, which is a strategy more
accessible to the affluenCultural capital, according to Bourdieu, is becoming more and
more the nevbasis of social stratificationThe unequal distribution of cultural capital

across social classes fisr Bourdiey one of the key dimensions of social inequality in
modern societies perpetuated by schools.

Schools as Social Reproducers

Bourdieu challengs the liberal perception that schools are instruments of social
reform and equality (Nash, 1990pespite ideologies of equal opportunity and meritocracy
in modern society, Mills and Gales (2007) contend that the dominant class calls upon few
s ¢ h o odoainythirig @ther than reproduce the legitimate culture as it stands and produce
agents capabl e of mamM385p The educatiorgsysiemn cohtmlgthet i ma t
allocation of status and privilege and contributes to the maintenance of amlscmal
system by allowing cultural differences to shape academic achievement and occupational
attainment (Swartz, 1997, p90)

According to Bourdieu, the education system performs three central functions
(Swartz, 1997).First, schools perform a d¢utalreproduction function They are directly
involved in the transmission of technical knowledge and skifisvell as socialization into a
particular cultural traditionSecond, schools perform a sogi@production function They
reinforce sociatlass relations and the unequal distribution of cultural capital rather than
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redistribueit. Last, a function of schools is to provide legitimady general, the
educational system maintains the preexisting order of thifgegher, by misrecognition,
thosewho are engaged with the schodasich as teachers, students, parents and the
communitiesare involved in perpetuating this social order unknowingly

Bourdieu and Passeron (2000) contend that schools accept only the cultural orientations
of the dominant class; generallthis is the middle classWith this said, schoolegitimize
the worldview of the middle class by establishing acceptance of their rfoenee, the
pathway to educational attainment, economic suce@sissocial mobility The wealthier
inherit and/or acquire the appropriate cultural capital (high status), social capital
(connections)and habitus (predisposed ways of acting) that permits them to easily fit in,
particularly in schools (field) that are designed to reward the domglass values and
perpetuate inequitable power relatioi@ontrary, the cultural capital of minorities and other
marginalized groups is devaluetdareau (2003) provides an example to demonstrate the
interactions of those from differing social classl &ow it plays out in schoald areau
refers to interactions of the middttass habitus asoncerted cultivatiomnd that of lower
class habitus as faccomif)l Nidllh classrhabgus expecthr at ur al
equality that results in a senskentitiement In terms of concerted cultivation, middle class
parents encourage their children to advocate for themsaiete question and articulate
their concerns Teachers are not viewed as authority figures but ingepdrtners in the
educaibn process Children from middle class backgrounds also participate in a number of

activities that are carefully chosen to ensuren@inded developmeniThe socialization
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of middle class children tends to match the expected interactional styledufrtineant
class, including language patterns, mannerisimg attitudes that are expected in schools
and institutions of powerFor lower class families, the interaction pattern differs
significantly in that children are taught to respect adults as awytfigures and questioning
authority is considered disrespectfidarents of lower class children tend to accept and
defer to the expertise and authority of schools and other powerful institu@disiren with

lower class backgrounds seldom partitgoia extracurricular activities aimed at advancing

their development, but instead are all owed

growtho Becauséhe interactional pattern of the dominant class is institutionalized in

schools, lower class ddren are placed at a disadvantage in not knowing the dominant class

values and expectations scho@guire(p. 1).

Grenfell (2008) concl vedge sword:ifit Eghligltealt i ©
oneds idiosyncrasies; attohescame oneés
sur r oun.d7)ntgsuled dy papital values that are legitimized by governmental
intentions to shape policies that align with economic drivBtadents who are not from the
capitalist class have differing habitus andsindiscard their ideologies in favor of capital
values to move up in class statunot, the consequence is permanent positioning in their
traditional class of societyThis result is why Bourdieu (1977) argues that educational
institutions legitimiz¢ he domi nant ¢l assés definitio

t hat school s, Afensure the transmissi on
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preexisting differences in inherited cultural capital with a meritocratic seal of academic
consecation by virtue of the special symbolic potency of the title g9A0).
Critical Perspectives

CritcsofBour di eu6s habitus portray his work
because of his characterization of the social world in terms of competitivar pelations,
dominanceand subjugation, and the unconscious willingness of the subjugated to concede
power to the dominant class (Nash, 1990; Moon, 2003; Nill86) Jenkins (2002) argues
that despite his attempt tweepnobjdivissmmaslicend t he
subjectivism. . .[he] remains caught in an unresolved contradiction between determinism
and voluntarism with the bal an2lgBotrtdi suésg!

perception of the social world confronts criticisncéese it does not give credit to an

individual 6s potential to advance in status
reproductonHi s soci al worl d Aultimately remains
rather than a world in whichtheycasnt er vene in their individua

(p. 91). HoweverMills (2008)c ont ends t hat Bourdi euds wor k
misinterpreted According to Mills, habitus lends itself to reproduction rather than
transformationHowever, trasformation is not excludedMills also refutes this criticism by
pointing out the appropriateness of MAsome t
projecting onto them identities wi.td®out r eg:
Nash (1999 noted another cr i pointingtomhefactthaBour di e

in some cases the educational and occupational destinations of family members are often
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different despite their familial capitalThis challenges the strength of familial capivethich
i's critical to Bour di e uKosexamplg ititnegerformgmneeioft ai ni |
siblings in school and their eventual pursuit of careers lead to differing income levels that is
similar to others outside their home environment, thenngilie fact they have acquired the
same familial cul tural capital, Bourdi euds
educational success can be questiorigmlirdieu addresses this criticism by contending that
a certain fraction of individualsoggsessing a certain economic and cultural capital have a
certain probability to not succeeth other words, according to Nash, it is always possible
within Bourdieww framework to argue that within the culture of subordinate claases
distinctive subculre with a cultural trajectory similar to the dominant class exists
critics, his explanation appears arbittayye t it i s an argument consi
theoretical assumptions to begin with4g1).

Kingston (2001) contended that schoolsaed hard work and any student can
achieve success regardless of socioeconomic backgrdurttier concluding that cultural
capital was limited in its ability to explain why students from privileged backgrounds
performed better than those from disadvaethlgackgroundsKingston argued that other
variables such as personality, ,agnddassnt 6s i nt
influence school success but did acknowledge, however, that more affluent homes prepared
children better academicalbgecause ofheir exposure to privileged opportunities

Nevertheless, Kingston strongly supported that school success should not be linked entirely
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to conformity to the norms of the dominant class and argued that some cultural practices
help students succgevhether rich or poor.

In summary, Bourdieu assedthat students from lower status backgrounds are
forced to concede to the dominant class rules in order to succeed or permaceEgtyeir
traditional social positions unknowinglyrhrough habitusrad its relational interacting with
capital and field, a natural acceptance of the way things are is produced and perpetuated in
power institutions such as schedbwartz, 1997)In the next section, the research literature
pertaining to the history of Aarican Indian education reveals that persistent lower
achievement and otheducational and economic inequalities have prevailed in many Native
communities over timeAlso, the sectiomeveas that American Indians continue to struggle
to maintain their gltural identity and to overcome the power and domeegust as they did
in the past.

American Indian Education: Past and Present

Deyhl e and Swi sThestructgrd @ €hool and soaidtyahat,harliors
institutional racism and an assimilatisihmodel limits both educational and economic
opportunities and must be analyzed as a critical problem to be addressed in the education of
Amer i can | n.d39 Accuturationih definddms a process of assuming the
values, language, and culipractices of a new culturd he end point of this process,
defined asassimilation is whan the dominated group adopts customs and attitudes of the
dominant culture Through forced assimilation practicesdafculturalization interventions

by the fedeal government decimated Native communities (Spring, 208&¢ording to
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Butterfield and Pepper (1991), the federal
the way of life and the economic position of trib&ucation was an intentional act of
intellectual and community genocide used to estrange Indian children from their culture,
their parentsand community (Butterfield & Pepper, 1991; Deyhle & Swisher, 1997;
Lomawaima, 2000; Yazzi, 2000)

It was the belief of European Americans that edunatias the key to civilization,
social contraland improvement of societyl herefore, Indian tribes were targeted for
deculturalization through schooling he Office of Indian Affairs advocated for legislation
to create tribal school systems and clairtiesl would culturally transform Native
Americans By 1819, Congress passed the Civilization Fund Act to provide support for
schools among tribes adjoining the frontier settlements of the United States (primarily
Choctaw and Cherokee tribed)he act subgdized White missionary educators to teach
Native Americans children and authorized the instruction of reading, wtntarithmetic
(Spring, 2001, p19). Some tribes operatddeir own schools. By 183€he Indian
Removal Act further enforced deaulallizatonb ecause of the gover nmen
acquire Native landsThe focus of education policy shifted to the removal of children from
reservations and their families to boarding schotisl868, as a result of a reptmdm the
Indian Peace Comission, major education policies involving American Indians consisted
of replacing use of native languages with English, destroying Indian cystocthieaching
allegiance to the hited Statesgovernment (Spring, 2001, p8). Boarding schools became
thetool for accomplishing thisand through boarding schools experiences, generations of
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American Indian children separated from their parents, extended farane$ribal
communities losexposure to traditional Native cultures, languages values (Buérfield

& Pepper, 1991; Deyhle & Swisher, 1997; Lomawaima, 1999; Demmert,.2001)

The educational philosophy of.IRichard Henry Pra A Ki | I t he 1 ndi an
ma @ alominated the approach to educating American Indians during this time (Perdue &
Green 2010, p 82). By the nineteenth centurfederal policies of assimilation were
prominent and deeply infiltrated American thought and practibean alternave
perspective, Lomawaima (1999) contended that colonization motivated the coercive federal
pdlicies. Colonial education, as described by Lomawaima, was an unnatural history
involving the reculturing and reeducation of American Indians by the secular and religious
institutions of colonizing nationsColonial education consisted of four tenetg:tftt
Native Americans were savages and had to be civilized; (2) that civilization required
Christian conversion; (3) that civilization required subordination of Native communities,
primarily achieved through resettlement efforts; and (4) that Nativdgpbad mental,
moral, physicalor cultural deficiencies that made certain pedagogical methods necessary
for their education Lomawaima posited that tenets of colonial education were not based on
natural truths but were culturally constructed and serpedific agendas of the colonizing
nations Lomawaima further stated that desgated ideas and practices were accepted as
natural by past colonizers and continue to undergird contemporary stereotypes about

American Indians

Brayboy (2005) argued there® poi nt by stating, Ac®l oni
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He contended that European American thought, knowledge, and power structures dominate
preserdday society Both scholars concluded that colonizing agendas have evolved into a
naturalized racism #t warrants critical inspection
Americads First Tragedy

There are numerous studies and investigative reports documenting the tragedy of
Indian educationIn the literature, two notable comprehensive reports on American Indians,
theProblem on Indian Aahinistration referred to as thieleriam Reporbf 1928 andindian
Education A National Tragedy National Challengeteferred to as thKkennedy Report
(1969) documented the failed schooling of American Indians and the little improvement in
their economiconditions TheMeriam Reporof 1928 was instrumental in focusing
attention on the social, educatiormhd economic conditions of American Indians in the
United States The report questioned many governmental pedigiertaining to tribes and
outlinedsignificant deficiencies in American Indian education that were negatively
impacting tribal communities (Brayboy and Castagno, 2009)o key points outlined in
the reporwere (1) Indians were excluded from management of their own affairs; and (2)
Indians were receiving a poor quality of services, especially in health and education from
public officials According to the report, Athe most
v i e(m 846) It called for an acknowledgement that the American Indaanilf and
social structure required strengthening instead of destructiba report recommended a
major reformation of American Indian educatiorcluding the engagement of tribal family
and community members at all levels of the education protessessed the significance
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of education being tied to the Indian communities, the need to reform boarding schools, and
the need to incorporate Indian language and culture in the development of currigtiem
Meriam Reports one of the most cited reportsthe research literature, including present
day studies, and is viewed asatalyst for what was expected to be a major shift in
American Indian policy in the United States
Another seminal report, THadian EducationA National Tragedy National

Challenge referred to as thEennedy RepoiLl969) and releasetD years after th&leriam
Report continued to affirm that government and schools were not doing a good job in
educating Indian student®roblems included poor facilities, irrelevant curreand
indifferent or hostile teachersndian involvement and participation in education decision
making in schools was ci theeferercimgtipdaoteanda | | y fAn
statistics pertaining to Indian Affairs, Senator Robert Kennedgdsta

These facts and cold statistics illuminate a national tragedy and a national disgrace

They demonstrate the fAFirst Aswikhthecanso ha

opportunity for employment, education, a decent income, and a chance for a fulfilling

and rewarding lifd --but clearly effective education lies at the heart of any lasting

solution. And it must be an education that no longer presumes cultural differences

mean cultural inferiorityThe Kennedy Reparii969, p. 3).

More than20 years late reports includingndian Nations at Risk: An Educational
Strategy for Actiorfindian Nations at Risk Task Force, 1991) leadinglte Final Report of

the White House Conference on Indian Educati®92) exposed again that many Indian

education reformwere producing little significant changéccording to the Indian Nations
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at Risk Task Force (1991), Indian children needed to overcome a number of barriers if they

were to succeed in schodbome barriers mentioned included:

T

T

limited opportunities to eroh their language and developmental skills during
preschool years;

an unfriendly climate that fails to promote appropriate academic, social,
cultural and spiritual development among many Native students;
curriculum presented from a purely Western perspedgnoring the
historical perspectives American Indians have to contribute;

low expectations and relegation to low ability tracks that result in poor
academic achievement;

a loss of Native language ability and wisdom of the older generations;
high droput rates;

economic and social problems in families and commu@itgsverty, single
parent homes, family violence, suicide, and substance abuse; and

limited access to colleges and universibesause oisufficient funding.

To improve the educational @mames and success of American Indian students, the Indian

Nations at Risk Task Foreeport (1991) offered an educational strategy for action with

recommendations for parents, school officials, educators, tribal governments and

communities, local governmemnand schools, state and federal governmantscolleges

and universitiesIn addressing school reforms, taskforce statd:
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Improvement cannot occur with fragmented refarffike transformation of our
schools must be comprehensive if we are toteraachool system that addresses all
aspects of childrends | e d changsmigimpemehted e v el o
piecemeal, we end up with pockets of excellence that serve the few and a flawed
education system that does not work for the maimndianNations at RiskAn
Educational Strategy for Actiod991,p. 21)
Numerous reports and findings since keriam Reportincluding
recommendations that followed, all remain relevant tq@aynhart, 2001) Current
national statistics and trendsopide evidence that the educational progress of American
Indian students and the economic challenges faced in adulthood remain somewhat the same
as those documented historicalljribal leaders and communities continue to argue that the
American educatiosystem in the past and in the present continues tatiducating
American Indian youthThis is validated by existing conditions in Native communitiss
well. American Indians drop out of school at higher rates than other ethnic groups
Persistensocial problems, including suicide, drug and alcohol addiction, poverty, teen
pregnancy, unemployment and violence reflect the ills that permeate tribal communities
Tribal leaders have repeatedly challenged the goverrabenitthe dismal state of
American Indian education and its educational reforms that have continually dismissed or
threatened the Native identity, languaged cultural survival Unfortunately, the Native
voice and attempts to engage in the education of their children are oftenathaegi or met

with resistance as the repetitive cycle of poor educational, saotkconomic conditions

of tribal communities persist
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American Indians have been studied more than any other ethnic group by the United
States in search for an answethe persistent failure of its system to educate (or assimilate)
the Indian population (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997The general response of the federal
government to its ineffective Indian education policies when challenged was to commission
more investigatie reports and proposals calling for Indian education refgksVine
Deloria, an American Indian scholar in his 1991 bdo#ljan Education in America
asseedt hat government tended to Atalk about ed
this terdency,hestatk i t he i nk will hardly be dry on
organization, or another federal agency has the urge to investigate and the cycle will begin
agai.wd. (p
Reforming Indian Education

EuropearAmericans have attempted toacige and assimilate American Indian

peoples through various forms of educatiéitempts by wellmeaning groups to

reform Indian education have generally ignored the cultural validation necessary for

American Indian children to succeed in American scholksa result, Indian

children frequently are at risk of school failuf&rayson Noley, 1992)

Government initiated reforms are not new to American Indians or Indian educktion
1934, major pieces of legislation, the Indian Reorganization Act (IRA}l@e Johnsen
O6Mal l ey Act ( JThisinitiatee progranes moeused endoroviding Indian-self
determination in economic development, social seryared educationIRA was significant in
enacting political seljovernance and economicfsd&termination provisions thatlowed
tribes to organize and incorporate in an attempt to counter economic destruction resulting from
previous years of treaty negotiations and land allotment paolidi@# initiated a new
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approach to American Indian educatiand authorized the Secretary of Interior for the Bureau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) to negotiate contracts with state, territoallocal agencies to provide
federal funds to help defray the cost for educating American Indians (Barnhart, 2001; Delong,
19%8; Fuchs & Havighurst, 1972)Theact fAr eaf fi rmed the continui
both the federal government and the states to provide education for édvaile the federal
responsibility was based on tylayendheiyobligaticshtost at |
educate all resi.ddnt so (Delong, 1993, p
In the 1960s and 1970s, concerns regarding the increasing economic and academic

disparity between different groups on the basis of race, ethnicity, gender, rediggosocial
classt ri gger ed t he U nrefdrneeaffort§ Tha €iwl Rights &dvanteat ted to n
new legislation and court decisions that directly or indirectly benefited all ethnic and cultural
minority groups For American Indians, according to BarnhartQ2)) it presented another
opportunity to address the ineffectiveness of both federal and state education policies
pertaining to the education of Native youffribal communities organized and applied
pressure to government agencies and Congress to ssgaecontrol and responsibility for
Indian educationIn response, a tited StatesSenate subcommittee investigation was
launched to examine Indian educatidrhe final U.S Senate Report of 1969, tkennedy
Report discussed in the previous sectiospatommented on family, communignd schools
relations and concluded:

At the heart of the matter, educationally at least, is the relationship between the Indian

community and the public school and the general powerlessness the Indian feels in

regard tohe education of his childrerThis relationship frequently demeans Indians,
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destroys their selfespect and setfonfidence, develops or encourages apathy and a
sense of alienation from the educational process, and deprives them of an opportunity
to devebp the ability and experience to control their own affairs through participation
in effective local governmeni{Kennedy Report, 1969, g4)

In the context of the political climate that had been set with the passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, Conrgss responded to tikennedy Repornd passed the 1972 Indian
Education Actwhich provided grants to Indian tribes, institutipasd organizations or
states tdl.) develop and implement programs to improve educational opportunities for
Indian childrerand address their unique education and culturally related needs) and
establish adult education progranthe act strongly emphasized and required parental and
community participation in education programmirdowever, in critique of the legislation,
Barnhart (2001) statithat theact did little other tharto shift the focus of Indian
involvement from nonparticipation to nominal involvement when implemented in the Euro
American schoolsIn 1975, the Indian Sebetermination and Education Assistarass
were passednd all subsequent Native efforts to improve the quality of education since this
time, according to Demmert (2001), have focused on improving the traditional knowledge
(heritage languageand cultures) and academic performance of Americdian youth.

Goals 2000, a national effort to reform failing schowias initiatedn the early
1990s.. Goals 2000 requirsthtes to set standardthis led to similar goals in addressing
the poor performance of American Indian students and sctiadlserved themGoals

2000 for American Indians mirrored the national goals and reiterated those outlined by the

UnitedStatesDe par t ment of . Eldesoohadifferencedvas the indlusion fos

51



a focus on enriching tribal language and celtBy 1998, withPr esi dent Bi I I CIl i
signing of a Presidential Executive Order and the growing political influence of the National
Indian Education Association (NIEA), some positive direction in federal Indian education
policy came aboutTheorderaf f i r med t he federal government
the education of American Indian/Alaska Native students and commitment to improving
their educational achievemerBeaulieu (2008) stated that the Order transformed Indian
education at the feda level Funding for programs, teacher trainjagd research
increased The national research agenda was establistid#came a catalyst in defining
the central focus for federal Indian education poli€ize central policy focus, Beaulieu
reported was to identify the role and impact of native languages and cultures in the
academic achievement of Native American student84)p Theorder also included
requirements to.}l establish baseline data on academic achievement and retention of
American hdian and Alaska Native students in order to monitor progréssy&uate
promising practices used with those students; anehaluate the role Native languages and
cultures have in the development of educational strategies

In 2004, President GeagdV. Bush signed a secomrtesidentiaExecutve Order that
addedaprovisiohn o fassi st American I ndian/ Al aska Na
challenging student academic standards of the No Child Left Behind Act in a manner
consistent with tribal tradins| anguages, and cul tures.dn ( Exec!
a critical analysis of the 20@tder and its implementation, Beaulieu (2008) adyhat the
language of therder was aligned with language in the previotger President Clinton
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signedand the Indian Education Act (Title VII of NCLB)Both placed an emphasis on the
importance of Native language and culture in schools serving Native students
Consequently, Beaulieu naktéhat theadministration moved away from the central policy
and instad shifted to policies that endorsed the removal of Native language and culture
from schools serving Native studen&sccording to Brayboy and Castagno (2008), this
change was significant amlirectly demonstrated the concern in mamgigenous
communities. This concerrwasthat the government and schools were moving further away
from providing an effective, highuality, and culturally responsive education to Native
students despite what is written in legislative language and education policy concerning
Indian educationIn a less covert manner, dominant power forces continue to exist in Indian
education policy and reforms.

By 2005, he National Indian Education Study (NIES), a {part study conducted by
the National Center for Education Statistics &} was in place to establish a baseline for
monitoring the academic achievement and retention of Native studeessilts of the study
are divided into two partsPart | presents the performance results of American
Indian/Alaska Native (Al/AN) studentt gradegl and8 on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) in reading and mathema#iagt Il provides the results of a
special survey of American Indian/Alaska Native students, their teachers, and their school
administrators, focusingn native language and culture related to the education of AI/AN
students This is the only nationally representative assessment of American Indian student
performance as dhis date and has thus far provided additional evidence that American
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schooling ontinues to fail Native youth.
Little Impact of Educational Reforms
Little evidenceexiststhat federal state, and districtlevel education reform initiatives
with goals of eliminating disparities and improving the academic achievement of minority
students are making a difference for American Indian studéfie most notable federal
initiative istheNo Child Left BehindAct (NCLB), which has been lauded for its noble
intent of making sure all students regardless of race, ethrocilgcome achievat high
standards However, it has received significant criticism from opponeriis argue it has
negatively impacted Native American children and educators and has not made much of a
difference in the instructional practices and education achievemeddafive students since
its implementation (McCarty, 2008; Beaulieu, 2008; Wantanbe, 2008; Winstezd,
2008) Beaulieu (2008) statt hat NCLB was i mpl emented Ain a
almost entirely the role of Native languages and cultures irothath Native students and
to revert federal Il ndi an education .83l icy t:«
According to Patrick (2008NICLB became a facade for assimilatiohe a c lfaé r s 0
Warrior Elementarycomments showed that Westé&rarocentric pedagogy continued to
dominate curriculum, promote hegemony, and alienate the surrounding commun&y (p
The National |l ndi an Education Study (NIES) |
influenceon student achievementhe nationasample included 10,000 students frafn
states with significant numbers of Native studerithis sample includedorth Carolina
The data were analyzed by grade level and by schools including high density (with 25% or
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more American Indian/Alaska NatiyAI/AN ] student enrollment) and low density (with
less than 25% AI/AN student enrolimentih comparing results in 2005 and 2007, findings
revealed that reading mean scores in both grades between 2005 andiz@fithange
significantly andjn some cass scores declined while the performance for-Natives
increased For mathematics, the findings were the same (NIES, 2007) and concluded that
the achievement of American Indian students had not been narrowed since the
implementation of NCLB

Garcia(2008) conducted a study using stkeel achievement data from 20@D06
and examined the academic progres#/bftes,American Indian students, and other
minority groups in Arizona before and since the implementation of NGB initial
findings showd American Indian students made significantly greater gains in their reading
and mathematics proficiency when compared to all other groups except for White students
However, in a more hilepth analysis, Garcia found the greatest gains occurred in 2005
when state policymakers lowered the standard for proficiency in Arizionact, when the
scores for that year were omitted, Garcia concluded that the achievement rates for American
Indians dropped dramaticallyjHeconcluded that the guise of reportingsaaisleading and
cautioned, AThe adjust ment -terinstiatagy soithatg s cor e
more schools make adequate yearly progress (AYP),.b{i{f the underlying purpose of
accountability systems is to provide assistance to studdmtse not meeting standards,
then manipulation of passing scores could deny American Indian/Alaska Native students the
very academic assistance t hl®d&d@. NCLB was int el
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A growing body of research studies provides evidence of the temme of Native
languages and culture in school success for Indian students (Lipka & McCarty, 1994; Smith,
Leake & Kamekona, 1998; Demmert, 2001Rart Il of the National Indian Education
Study 2007 addressed curriculum, standards, and assessi@enents, teacherand
principals in schools serving Indian students were surveyettheyprovided information
related to the extent to which American Indian culture and language were incorporated into
classroom instruction and school environmeftse btal number surveyed in North
Carolina was 963, representing students from 110 public and charter scbwgetsall, the
survey data suggeliCLB and other accountability programs linked to state standards and
assessments presented barriers and/or eliedréative language and culture instructional
practices

In 2001, North Carolina initiated a plan to narrow the racial achievement gap by the
year 2010 A state commission was forme#l Closing the Achievement Gap section
became a part of the organioatal structure of the State Department of Public Instrugction
and an annual report including recommendations to the State Board of Eduegon
presented Likewise, most school districts in the state formed similar committees at the
local level to focs efforts on closing achievement gaps of minority studddéspite the
targeted emphasis at the stated localdistrict levels, an analysis the North Carolina
Justice Center (201@pnductectoncluded that the state had experienced success in
increasig performance levels for all students thatlittle progress had been made in

cl osing the academic achi eve mdorespegificplly,f or
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American Indian students continued to consistently achieve lower standaeBr@bres
on state assessmeniBhese students also experienced higher dropout rates,
overrepresentation in suspensions and expulsemsunderrepresentation in gifted
programs The average SAT score for American Indian students increased slightly from
2001L. However, performance gaps in comparison to White students remained the same
Resiliency in a Biacial Social System

In North Carolina, despite pressure to assimilate and exposure to numerous
discriminatory practices, American Indians have maintaihen identity as the desceards
of the stateds i ndi ge niBulnadditopto federalipaigies,( Oa k | e
the tribes in North Carolina have also struggled with state and local policies of a biracial
social system inherent in the Southhe history of eastern North Carolina Indians, made up
primarily of staterecognized tribes, reflects an ongoing struggle to survive and maintain
their separate identityit also reflects their determination and resiliency in creating
educational oppdunities that allow Indian people to improve their quality of life and
contributein their communities.

Unlike the authority for Indian education previously mentioned, the federal
government did not take full ownership for educating Indians of NorthliGardrhe
provision for formal education for them was left to the discretion of the state, which had the
responsibility and obligation to educate all its resideAtstateconstitutionalamendment
in 1835 had deprived Indians in the state, including=th&tern Band of Cherokee Indians,
the only federally recognized tribe, of a right to citizensHipirty years later, North

57



Carolina established public schools for its citizeniry 1875, an amendment of the state

constitution provided a segregated systof schoolsbut the system was established for

only Whites and Bl acks (r A&pgrovisianwag ontittedoras A c ol «
educating American Indiang o obtain an education, Indians refused to be labeled

Acol oredso anfdochesa imiste@dadacioal. (Qaldeyegory i
2005, p22). The Indians feared losing their separate identity by enrolling their children in

icol or e dAsasesult, Amdrican Indian parents in Robeson County convinced a

local hisbrian and state representative in lath Carolina General Assemlily advocate

for separate schools for Indianks 1885, the General Assembly enacted legislation stating

t hat Robeson I ndians fAshalll have itteepohr ate s
their own race and color, and shall be allowed to select teachers of their own race (Oakley,

2005, p.22). With this provision, Indians were provided control of their schools through

Indian-only school committees but received little monetarypsupfrom the state

However, this action secured the tribal identity for Robeson Indians and a new way for

gaining social influence and political powevlaynor (2010), in summarizing the period,

states that adopting segregation to preserve distincisgaeved to be a doubéelged

sword for t he sThadxaudien ofBEadks andeWhies foom their
community assured Indians control over thei.
power to govern race relatian$o a certain extanindians had to function within the
restrictions of Whitesdé attitudes about the

and legal boundaries.(B7).
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From Uneducated to Educated

North Carolina Indians have seldom attracted scholarlytaiterespecially in
comparison to other tribes across the nation (Oakley, 2008).pTheavailableresearch
|l iterature describes the courageThedsdat ed mi
American Indians led the way in resolving ine@stresulting from restrictive or lack of
public education opportunities for their youtResources for support and maintenance of
the schools came primarily from the American Indian commuriitye initial state
appropriation was $503 to operdténdianschools with a total enrollment ofdD6 children
betweertheagesof 6 and21 (Thompson, 1973)As enrollment numbers grew, a shortage
of qualified Indian teachers presented a new challenge for the commiliiteyacy rates
among Indians were extremdiigh, and the supply of educated, qualified teachers to teach
in the Indian schools was insufficient in meeting the demdim# Robeson County Indians
again through political interventipastablished a centralized institution offering a
curriculum fran the elementargchool level and teacher trainintp 1887, the Croatan
Indian Normal School was created by thertd CarolinaGeneral Assembly to serve as a
teacher training school, which eventually expanded and is now the University of North
Carolina aPembroke. In the early 1906ther state tribes took similar actions to petition
the General Assembly to enact legislation authorizing the establishment of Indian schools in
their communities

The Indian schools in the Indian communities were poaylymoed and funded but

despite the adversity the Indiamgere proud of their accomplishmeniBhe state
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appropriations for school operations remained insufficitmRobeson County, per pupil
expenditure was well below that of schools for White sttglbatwashigher than schools
for Black studentsBy 1930, 536 of Indian children in the state attended school compared
to 55% of White children and 3% of Blacks The median grade level completed for adults
over the age a25was 8.1 foWhites, 5.1 fo Blacks and 4.9 for IndiansThese
educationahttainment levels demonstrated that American Indians continued to be
undereducated when compared to Whites and Blacks, but the difference given the
significant constraints the tribe had to overcome to goedscational opportunities for their
people was insignificant (Oakley, 2005 55).
Identity and Social Mobility

Education enabled the North Carolina Indian tribes to maintain their identity as an
ethnic groupas well as improve their economic stargli The schools became the center of
an ethnic and geographic community (Thompson, 1978)p.Educators became
community leaders and contributed to the advancement of the Indian people and the tribal
communities Community unity was nurtured in scis@nd often served as gathering
places for various social events and celebrations (Oakley, 200B), g°rominent local
citizens, often landownerspmposedhe school committees and controlled admissions,
curriculum, and hiring practiceBecauseachaml positions were among the few whitellar
opportunities available for Indians, these committees assumed a great deal of prestige and
power (Oakley, 2005,.[25). This was significantgiven that during the Jim Crow era,
discriminatory policies prohibked other economic opportunities for Indiarsy 1970, the
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Indian school system in Robeson County had become one of the largest and most important
businesses to the Indian community, providing®&®6 of the White-collar employment for
Indian people (Thongon, 1973, p89). Some Indian families became economically
prosperous through farming
Perspectives on Integration

North Carolinabés American Indiansd views
desegregation were mixe&or those who had invested muaheistablishing and
maintaining Indian schools, integration threatened the Indian identity, responsaoitity
control of thei,ascwel dras dshedtomiadrawith.nc o mmunii
Ross (1999), imterviews with IndianshroughoutNorth Carolina about integration,
especially the tribal communities that had established separate schools reserved for Indian
children, stated that many people expressed the belief that integration and the subsequent
demi se owfhdodlnsd aml tangrelein tabal identity, allreit a negative one
They complained thaalthoughthe altindian schools kept tribes unified, when Indian
children were placed in a larger integrated schibely became a small minority population
whose culture and hegige were given little respect by Whites and BlacKsis resulted in
many Indian children choosing to dropt of school during those early years of integration
On the other hand, integration of the Indian schools was lagi@tie Indians believed
integration would provide opportunities for much more upward mobility in terms of

education ad economics. For exampiategraton would providendians access to better
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equipped schools and all public colleges and universities, which prior to integratmn we
limited.
Unnatural Education

The Coleman reporEquality of Educational Opportunitpresented as one of its
major findings that student background had a far greater impact on student achievement than
did school characteristics (Colemanal, 1969, suggesting that efforts within the school
could have limited influence on student learnifd@ account for lower achievement, three
contrasting positions emerged in the literature on Native American achievement and that of
other minorities:

1.) low-achiesing students, both minority and majority groups, share a common set of
characteristics such as poverty, low parental education, high levels of teen pregnancy
and singleparent families, poor health statasd lower quality schools, factors that
underlietheir achievement cultural differences between the minority group and
majority groupandare a source of explanation for low achievement;

2.) past and present unequal treatment of the minority by the majority group partially
accounts for low achievement; and

3.) cultural differences between minority group and majority group are a source of
explanation for low achievement (Demmert, Grissmer & Tower, 2006

The positions are not mutually exclusive breinterrelatedso it would be difficult to
discuss them septely. In an earlier sections of this chapter, the status of American

|l ndi ansdé educational ascharactenzedrthe povertyglowd s oci o0 e
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parental education leveland living conditions of Native youthwith high levels of
poverty in Indan communities, it is not uncommon to find other characteristics such as poor
health and high levels of teen pregnan8&ych characteristics can be expected aad
Colemanstatedare common across all minority and nonminority groups living in-high
povety conditions Yet, one study concluded that American Indian communities are more
sensitive to difference in income and sustained poverty.

In a deeper examination of family characteristics in relation to American Indian
achievementDemmert, GrissmeandTower (2006) used data from the ECKSa
longitudinal study of a nationally representative sample of kindergarten students, which
included approximately 300 American IndianEhey found American Indian students start
kindergarten with lower reading anahth skills than White, Blaglkand Hispanic children
The study included a number of family, parent, hpamel child characteristicsuch as
family human capitathat were statistically linked to the level of reading and math skills
upon entering kindgarten Native American children did not show consistent differences
from other children in their dependence on most of the factdosvever, Native American
students did appear more sensitive to difference in income and sustained. peugttgr,
an analysis of the extent to which these differences accounted for the gaps in achievement
between Natives and Whites revealed,théien comparing achievement with and without
family characteristics, differences accounted for less than one half of the gaeh&Vhite
and Native studentdn contrast, differences in family characteristics accounted for between

80% and100% of the reading and math skills gap between White and Black students and
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75% of the gap between White and Hispasticdents.The researcBuggests a unique
factor outside family characteristics affected achievemiatiso suggests social capital
was a missing factor given the social capital variables did not further reduce the gaps for
other ethnic groups as it did for Native AmericaAs explanation the authopovidedfor
Nativesd higher dependence on social ,capital
a higher proportion of Natives lived in poor, rural communiti&so, these communities
are isolated and have little saktapital Another finding from this study was that a
substantial achievement gap between Natives who live in rural areas compared to urban
areas existedThe score gap between Whatand Natives was mug@mallerin these areas
as well

In a furtherexploration of the past and present history of unequal treatment, as
presented earlier in this chapter, the subsequent section of this chapter addresses the
unigueness of tribes in relation to other minorities and presents research literature on the

cultural di fferences and misconceptions in rela

The Uniqueness of Native Populations
AOne must Kk n o wand undesstand aun passtargbefare e
understanding ur present and our faldowersaton, ( Gr ay s o
April 2008).
The history of Indian education, for some based on tribal sovereignty and trust
responsibilities, is unique and often misunderstood (Deyhle & Swisher, 19014)p The
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i mpact of the Sout ho6s pactomSouthadsterstobedaelalsos y st e |
complex InTo LiveonThisearth Fuchs and Havighurst (1973)
is broad diversity among the various Indian tribes and communities, there is an erroneous
tendency for Native Americans to be thbtgf as one group and as little different from

ot her disadvant ag3) TheyiderigedHistagsertgnfromthesro ( p
comprehensive research in 1987 regardingAmerican Indian populations and their

education The study consisted @6 American Indian communities add@ schools

including communities in North Carolind&ormal education evolved differently for Indian
populations than it did for other minority grougdsirst, the federal government retained
responsibility for educating Niae tribesalthough for others, thestates and local

communities were responsible for educating Natives along with other minority groups

within their jurisdictiors. Education experiences for American Indians varied and included
mission schools, boardirsghools the Bureau of Indian Affaioperatedtribal schoolsand

public schools In North Carolina, wititheexception of the only federal tribally controlled
school, American I ndians have belUnliketebdsuc at ed
whose education was the responsibility of the federal government and other minorities in

North Carolina, American Indians were the last population of people to be afforded access

to a formal educatianUnrecognized by thgtate as a population, American iads were

forced to make major sacrifices for the sake of their tribal identity and surwalether

federally or state controlled, American Indian education, comprised of both federal and state

government relations and political influencisscharactezed by struggles against Edro
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American power and dominancBlative people have experienced histories of subjugation
and attempts by the dominant class to eliminate their diverse culture and identity (Fuchs &
Havighurst, 1973; Lomawaima, 1999; Yazzi, 2080ring 2001) Presently, American
Indians are the only minority population in the nation required to verify their identity as
Natives through tribal enrollment and carding for documenta#oreview of the literature
reflects that American Indians téf greatly from other minority groups by their refusal to
fully assimilate and give up their cultural identity and distinctive Native characteristics
Wilkins (2002) posits,
For much of this nationdés histogrqups t he
and their members has been to seek inclusion (to become constitutionally
incorporated) into the American social contract; by contrast, the general thrust of
most indigenous nations and their citizens (notwithstanding their American
citizenship) hadeen to retain political and cultural exclusion from absorption or
incorporation in the Americarofity. (p. 201)
Natives Teaching and Learning
Significant educational and cultural differences related to ¢b#ding practices, property
accumulationyork ethic, family structure, religigmnd teaching and learning are evident in
tribal communities (Spring, 2001 American Indian communities tend to be kinship oriented,
united by a place of residence, persoiperson interactions, and a common uni@deding of
their uniqueness as separate peoples (Fuchs & Havighurst, 127.3The communities differ
in their economic, religioysnd social life However, most Indian people share a binding

orientation of kinship and culturéviuch priority is plaed on communal and family

considerations over individual consideratioiative people possess a belief in sharing versus
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accumulating and a respect for spirituality and interconnectedness with the natural world
(Barnhart, 2001) The transfer of knowledgfrom elders to younger generations centers on
survival and includes history, cultynd religion in a manner that is integrated in daily
community life and traditionsParents, extended families, and members of the tribal
community have the respongityi of working collaboratively so all Native children experience
success Through the Native approach of teaching and learning, American Indianfydyth
develop their cultural identity, sense of belongiagd acquire skills necessary for them to give
back to the communityFor t he most part, Native Ameri cat
Western beliefs and ways (Barnhart, 20043 a result, cultural, socigdnd political
interventions brought dramatic changes to the Indian traditional spéteducationand not

all change was voluntary (Demmert, 2006)

Westerners viewed Indian traditional learning as unacceptabkrp (2006) disputed that
the EureAmerican notion that pedagogical methods and Native ways of teaching and learning
were indfective. To support his contentiohe cited the Cherokee Syllabary, a complete oral
language orthography invented by Sequoia, a Cherokee Indiannm#éteenttcentury as one
example Despite the adversity, Cherokee families continued teachingeaming together in
the traditional manner, according to Tharp, and accomplished high reading proficiency for
Native student an intellectual accomplishment American schaaisnot claim(p. 8).

Contrary to the perceptions and seeming disregard for Nagivple, American Indians do
value education Althougheducational values of language, hist@wyd cultural traditions for
tribal communities are a priority for Native tribes, parents, el@e community leaders do
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realize an education of Western aaxitis equally essential in enabling their children to
successfullyparticipate in both the tribal and global societies
Cultural Misconceptions

Universally defined, according to Germaine (2000), education is the means by which
societies transmit culta totheiryouth However, as reflected in the research literature
regardinglndian education, American Indian families and communities were not permitted

to teach their values, heritage, and customs to their ydutsome cases, such as in North

Caroi na, where I ndians were directly engaged

communities operatedithin the constraints of the dominant clagenerican Indians were
granted authority to engage more in the education process by thedatethcenturywith

the passage of the Indian Education.Adbwever, in a less coercive way, the power and
control of AngleAmerican thought continued to frame the structure and parameters for
interactions between American Indian students, fam#ied schools DeyHe and Swisher
(1997) assert that a defitliought notion has guided the educational experiences foreNat
youth andhave played a role in distorting the reality of Native children and families, their
identity, and culture The authors, in citing Berry 1 9 6 8 ) Thee prabiems of Iidian
education are not entirely situated in the individual or her or his home, community, and
culture but must be s h.4d18kRlycdnoeptumlzingbAmérisan a n d
| ndi an educat i oameithe victinn Beyhte@md tSwishér puopbrt thiatitHe
problem of low achievement will continue to be attributed to factors solely outside the realm

of the schoal
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Collectively, the literaturaboutthe history of American Indian education illustrates
how both past and current education policies grounded in the thought and practice of the
dominant class continue to negatively impact American Indian children, faraiids
communities and their Native culture, languaagel values (Butterfield & Pepper, 199
Beaulieu, 2008) Deyhle and Swisher (1997) posit that educational research until recently
has contributed little to improve the academic achievement of American Indian students
because it has tended to fAbut tieneiesss Intidne as si |
students and familiégp. 116). They claimed this has perpetuated the ideology of
American Indans as intellectually inferi@and therefore, less likely to be academically
successfuNegati ve stereotypes ngochnteit fordNaten s 6 s hapec
students The EureAmerican belief was that Indian students lived in culturally deprived
home environments and required the enriching of Eurocentric experiences from the school
The culturaldeprivation frame perceived Indians a®por impoverished children with
limited backgroundsipon whichschools could expandV. Wax, et al. (1989) referred to
the positions that home environments and the minds of Indian children werea@mpty
meager and thereforequired enriching of Euroceit experiences from the schadthe
Aivacuum iAsmentioneg,yhis inindset clearly fails to acknowledge and value the
existence of cultural differences and places the problem on the Indian student and family

and not the school
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Differences bHome and School

Discipline, attitudes toward authority, disinterest in schaotipoor achievement are
all problems that can be attributed to differences between the values, balitétitudes in
the home culture and school culture (Deyhle & Swish®97) Fuchs and Havighurst
(1972) confirmed in their findings that many Indian children lived in homes and
communities where the cultural expectations were different and discontinuous from the
expectations held by classroom teachers and school aigh@pt299). With this said, the
disposition of the classroom teacher toward American Indian students is a significant
consideration

Research suggests the classroom teacher has more influence on student learning and
achievement than any other schbated factor.In her ethnographic study of cultural
conflict, Susan Phillips (1983) concluded tHat Indian students to have more academic
success, noeindian teachers needed to be much more aware of the differing communication
patterns of differentctures C| eary and Peacock sgoditodbat) af fir
also concluded, following extensive interviews with both Native andNwtdive teachers,
that teachers in schools serving Indian children should see themselves as learners who are
open to mderstanding the reasons children and communities are the way they are, who are
willing to discover and consider the differences between school and home cultures, and who
are willing to change their ways of teaching to give children a better chance @i anbo

life.
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Fuchs & Havighurst (1972) found teachers t
position, maintaining that Indians should acquire skills required for success in Sogiety
they should also maintain their cultur€hey found the teachdrs p o son assinoilation
weremoderate and cautious but not Angioented, and they were not inclined to view the
teaching of Native culture as an objective for them in schiotérestingly, the position of
Indian teachers (11% sampled) on assingtatvas similar to that of the ndndian group,
and the only difference indicated that they were slightly more inclined toward an Anglo
orientation Fuchs and Havighurst noted Indian teachers were often characterized as a group
with close contact to thedlian communities but had a firm Anglo orientation for
themselves and their view on the role of the schadlqp) In other words, they were
Indian, but aspects of Native culture did not play an important role in their orientation in
terms of curriculunand instruction It would be logical to reason that American Indian
teachers, especially those from the same community as the Indian students, would already
possess an understanding and would approach working with Native students differently
Thereforejt would be expected that American Indian students would be more successful
academically in classrooms taught by Indians familiar with the community

Peshkin (1997) investigated why American Indian students in lratiatrolled schools
with high proporibns of welleducated Indian teachers, adequate fun@ing parents who
valued education still performed below national academic achievement averages
findings of his ethnographic study of a boal
Indians preseled a significant conclusiorNative students did not embrace education
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According to Peshkin, the cultural discontinuity (two worlds) theory of academic failure
expl ai ned t he hebsdrvedPeshkinsaitthd fiading aiginated from the
ambivalent attitude of the Pueblo community toward schooligplaining further, Peshkin
pointed out that the Pueblo community described schools, including {odidrolled ones
with Indian administrators and teachers, as afié¢¢h i t e 0 i .nTkeffindings suggest s
Native people and communities continued to harbor a lack of trust as it relates to schools
and teachers regardless of their Native ties.

A growing body of researdiboutAmerican Indian education consistently reflects
the importance of dtural aspects in the schooling of Indian students (Demmert, 2001)
other words, widents with a strong sense of cultural and personal identity were more likely
to have academic successoggins, Williams, & Radin (1997) examined the relationship
between parental identification with traditional Ojibwa cultural values and the school
performance of their childrenThe findings supported the argument that the maintenance of
American Indian cultural identity was critical to the success of Native studémésauthors
concluded that adults who are secure in their identities as American Indians and with
traditional tribal values provided a solid cultural identity core for their childiigrey
further stagéda strong cultural sense of self allowed the Indikildren to explore other
cultures without threatening their basic American Indian iden@yiture was not an

obstacle but a tool to be used to enhance the school performance of Indian students
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Cultural Identity

Newman (2005) describes ethnicntieyasegper sondés sense of bel

ethnic group and part of his/hiinking, perceptions, feelingand behaviobecause of
theirmembershipn the group As a result of mixed messages about the meaning and value,
American Indian youth, in conapison to other minority groups, confront unique and
complex challenges as thacquire social and cultural information about their ethnicity
(Trimble, 2000; Newman, 2005First, in the broader societ&mericanindian people are
both idealized and deva#d Most in societylemonstrate little evidence of actual
knowledge aboutvho they are.Newman stat,
American Indian students in mainstream Ua&blic schools are formally taught
social and political history that omits the Native point of viéificial public
messages using racial stereotypes persist and present a confusing message about the
role of American Indians in contemporary UsBciety It is within this cultural
backdrop that the normative process of psychosocial maturation and eémtityid
formation can be understood for the current generation of American Indian yputh
736)
Second, American Indians are expected to navigate conflict resulting from a school
culture that differs from their home environmetleary and Peacock (18pinterviewed
60teachers to gain a deeper understanding of factors impacting the success of Native

students Referencing the significant differences between school and home cultures, they

argueal , Perfaps the strongest method by which the dominantedias maintained power

has been to construct schools the replicate the value system and language system used in the

culture of the middle class homg. 193)
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Cleary and Peacock summari zedThéKeeto vi ews
producing sucessful American Indian students in our modern educational systamto
first ground these students in th¥l)r Ameri ci;
The perspective of cultural difference is among the most commonly used
explanations fothe differences between American Indians and/Afhée orientation in
schools Differences in the way most Indian parents socialize their children and methods
used differ from chilerearing practices of Anglidmerican families The childrearing
methoddndian parentsisear e mani fested in the childds co
interactional styles, and social valudsdian children enter school with learning and
interactional styles that are inherently differeAs a result, American Indians are faced
with learning new concepts in a new cultural context and new social organization that is not
congruent with their cultural and community norms (Th&afgamauchi, 1994; Deyhle &
Swisher, 1997) As noted in the discussion of ethnic identitye conflict Ameican Indian
youthexperience in schookxtends through their adolescent yeasswel| hence impacting
their success oveime.
Demmert, Grissmeand Towner (2006) referred to the cultural compatibility theory,
which is based on the extent of congrce between Native homes and the schésla way
of addressing the lower achievement of American Indian students in schools, this theory
claims that the more closely the human interactions in the school and in the classroom are
aligned with those of theommunity, the more likely goals of the schantluding
improved student achievemenan be reachedlhe assumption is that culturally based
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differences in the interactional styles of the minority studgmdmes and the Anglo culture
of the school le@to conflicts, misunderstandingsd lower student performancEocused
on the process, rather than the structure of education, the authors concluded that a more
culturally appropriate classroom and school environment respectful of Native culture would
mean a higher rate of achievement and educational attainment for American Indian students
Assessing Achievement
Germaine (2000) poiatoutthatschools, through standards and accountability,
testing and certifications such as diplomas provide sobiety st amp of approval
determining who shall succeed and be awarded status and who shall remain in gdeerty
educational system utilizes a system of widely used cognitive classifications that reinforce
social distinctions Bourdieu and Passeron (20@0guelt hey M@Aconsecrate soc
distinctions by constituting them as academic distinctiod$iese classifications and
symbols including the violence they represeate often misrecognized to be academic and
areaccepted as legitimatéret, as methodfor academic judgmentthey are also social
judgments that affirm and reproduce sodialss distinctions (Swartz, 1997According to
English (2002):
The low success rate of minority students in our schools has too often been portrayed as
individual falures of the students instead of instructional failures of the system based on
false notions of objectivity shr.obheded i n t
shroud of impartiality, rationality, and static mental attributes that are embedadealrin
all testing programs protects them from being examined as tools of class conflict and

hegemony (p306).

Based on the performance of American Indians orelipsychological tests created
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by the middleclass Anglo population, which showed thatiémdstudents consistently
performed lower thalVhite students in schaolAn earlier assumption was thatllans did
not have the ability or intelligence to succeed in sch@aintrary to this assumption,
evidence available from a nonverbal, visual,testh athe Goodenough Dra-Man
Test,revealed exceedingly higher test scores for American Indian childit@s finding
refuted the earlier assumption and concluded that American Indian students were not
inferior or uneducable but had the same innhti#yas Whites (Deyhle & Swisher, 1997,
p. 118) In general, most studiesgardingindian achievement presented in the literagture
such as Coombs (195dited in Fuchs and Havighurst (197&t)d Coleman (1965),
regardless of the instrument or criterged, concluded that Indian students performed
poorly.

In the current context of high stakes accountability measures and the use of tests to sort
students by their academic performance, McCarty (2008) cordéimak current practices of
using highstakesaccountability measures and testing to sort students based on performance
remains blind to racial discrimination and continues to use English standardized tests as the
sole measure of proficiency

Locklear (1996) conducted an examination of test lmaketerminavhetherethnicity
or gender significantly influenced the té&tm responses of students on the North Carolina
Endof-Course (EOC) EnglishTests Loc k|l ear 6s study examined 2,
ninth grade male and female students in a saflistict with a higher enroliment of
American Indian studentd. oc k|l ear 6s findings concluded t h:
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scores of the Black and American Indian groups exidtéd results clearly showed that
some ethnic groups had more difficultyessting correct responsesdicating that tesitem
bias existedas well Results further suggested that EOC tests stigmatize the perceptions
held about certain ethnicitie$n terms of gendet,ocklearalso suggested inherent biases of
the test itemsdwe a negative impact on the academic abilities angtseffdence among
Blacks and American Indians, in particular, male students.
ChapterSummary

The purpose of this chapter was to present the theoretical framework of habitus by
Pierre Bourdieu in retaon to the persistent problem of lower academic achievement and
educational attainment of Americamdianstudents attending public schooBourdieu
attempts to explain the social, politicahd cultural practices so people understand the
meaning of tkir actions and the social world around thdmgaining this understanding,
actions must be examined against the background of social and historical &vents
context of this study is American Indian educatiémom the starformal schooling of
American Indians, as reflected in research literature, has been characterized by power and
dominance Lomawaima and McCarty (2004 their characterization dhdian education
stated Th@ goal has been civilization of American Indian peoplgeplaceheritage
languages with English, replageaganismwith Christianity, replace economic, political,
social, |l egal , an.282pnEvedndeeletarlydllusirates tha nmaonerinons 0 |
which both past and current policies grounded in an adssivel thought, or symbolic
violence as purported by Bourdieu, continue to negatively impact the educational and
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economic status of American Indian children, famjlaasd communitiesin essencehe
dominant clas® attitudes and conceptualizationsreghi ng | ndi ans have def
social space in a manner perceived legitimate and natural to the broader society, including
American Indians

The review of literature on American Indian education also demonstrates that
despite shifts in Indian edugan policy beginning in théwentieth century that empowered
Natives to engage more in the @eideologpti on of |
persists With critical inspection, the dominant ideology surfaces under the guise ef well
meaning legisladn such as the Indian Education Act and other federal and state statutes,
executive orders, and education policies and practivasding recent reform initiatives
such asNCLB. As Bourdieu would purport, the literature on American Indian education
showsthat schools are key agents in perpetuating existing social stratificalibiss
practice ensures the reproduction and maintenance of a certain social hj@smbl as
thatthed o mi n a rstule cah lze steordgly supported in relation to maspeats of
American Indian educationThus far, various reform initiatives have not been effective in
creating a sustainable, positive trend in the educational achievement of American Indians
As evidenced byresentedhational statistics, American Indispersistently fair poorly on
many measures of achievement and educational attainment

Inconclusiont hi s study expl ored whether eviden:q
theoretical framework of habitus in the past and present patterns of academicraehteve
andattainment of American Indians, therefaantributing to the construction of their social
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and economic conditionsThe ideas of Bourdieu provide a framework for arguing that

schools make little difference in the educational achievement of Aamelnclians in North

Carolina, particularly those from economically disadvantaged backgroiiheésnext

chapter presents the methodol ogy for examini

this context
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOL OGY
This chapter re@ws the purpose and rationale for the staildgsummarizes the
t heoretical fr ame w,mskell atle reBearchrquestigrmnd s habi t us
hypothesesNext, the site selection and participants, the datasdtspecific
measurements utilized ta@ore the hypotheses are discussébe analytical techniques
required to test the hypotheses are then provided in detail.
Purpose and Rationale
The purpose of this quantitative study w:
concept of habitus to detemme whetherit is predictive of the educational achievement
patterns for American Indian students in North Carolilmthis contexthabitusmearsii a
particular type of existence, based on shared cultural trajectories ( We b b ,,& Schir at
Danaher,202,p40) or fAan acquired system of genera
the particular conditions i n.9%)hSpeciicallyt i s c ol
this study foasedon the academic proficiency for a cohort of American Indiadesits
enteringthird grade in 1998 and examingekir progression through public schools in North
Carolina through 20Q7Freshman retention was also examinedtfose American Indian
students entering a higher education institution of the UNC Systémsasen irfall 2007,
It is hypothesized that if habitis affirmed as a predictor of the achievement patterns for

these students then the entire system of changes, interventions, and other reforms employed
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by schools in the past decades has not chathgeplattern ofdw achievement or the
likelihood of a better quality of life for the American Indian population.
If affirmative, it could also suggest, as Bourdieu would argue, that the role of the
school will not change until and unless it is confrontethe larger sociopolitical system
What is well documented in the historical literature is,thiace the beginning of the federal
government 6s educational policies and interyv
performed poorly in American schoolsginawaima, 1995; Deyhle & Swisher, 1997; Spring,
2001) More recent literature examining federal and state governmental education reforms in
thetwentiethcentury revealsttle evidence to support that reform efforts to eliminate
disparities, improve acadhic achievemenand enhance equity are making a significant
difference for American Indian studentEhe 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and its implementation
have negatively impded the education of American Indian children (McCarty, 2008;
Beaulieu, 2008; Wantanbe, 2008; Winstea@| e2008) More specifically, as noted by the
National Indian Education Association in Rgeliminary Report on No Child Left Behind in
Indian Cauntry, the statute has diminished the use of culturally appropriate pedagogy and
curriculum that reflects the cultural heritage and languages of Native children; has created
| earning environments that are diffuueennected
connected to attemty school; has caused studetaténternalize system failures as personal
failures by blaming the student for low testscohesi ncr eased ri sks of st
out and has threatened tribal sovereignty and educatitioéde With the exception ch
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few state reportgnformation was limiteen the specific impacts and educational progress
American Indian widents made in North Carolina whdsemal education, for the most part,

began in segregated Indian schools sugal by the tribal community

In North Carolina, in an effort to reform its public schools, education officials in

2000 initiated a plan to narrow the racial achievement gap of its minority students by the

year 2010 However, despite the increased egh, the North Carolina Justice Center

(2010) concluded little progress had been made in closing the academic achievement gap for

t he stateods . Morsspecifically, Anseticandireian ssidents had consistently
achieved lower on state assesstaavhen compared to the White student population

Currently, the annual reports to the State Board of Education by the State Advisory Council

on Indian Education are primary sources of informaéibautthe academic performance

and issues facing Americaknn di an st udents attendowevgr, t he st
the information consists solely of descriptive statistics and static reporting of student
performance This study was designed to further the mission otthacil and add to the
literatureavailableaboutthe academic achievement of American Indian sitsleAn

additional rationale wa® add to the current body of literature for school leaders working
with the stateds Native students and tribal

Overview of Theoretical Framewo
Bourdieubs theoretical framework would al

for the consistent pattern of lower achievement for American Indian students, particularly

those from lower income harenvironments. By habitus, an individugkrnalizs

dispositions to the degree the or she becomes part of the way the indivigeateives

and thinks about the social world amd or herplace in it In other wordsfithe place
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becomes second nator@renfell, 2008, p64). Dispositions form throgh social training

and past experiences including experiences that occur within the family, social peer groups
and in school l(ee & Bowen, 2006; Mills, 2006)As a result, students from lower income
homes, often marginalized, tend to view their situaitiotine world as natural and fitting to
them Unfortunately, this view confines their perception of possibilities and future
aspirations to those they see to be suitable to the social giadpch they are a part (Mills
2006) According to Bourdieu (@00), it is because of their habitus that children from

families with parents who have occupied relatively privileged positions within the-social
class hierarchy have tended to move to similar positemmdchildren from families with

parents who do notgssess a privileged position in the social class hierarchy have tended to
remain in a relatively dominated position 81). Further Mills (2008),in citing Webb,
Schiratig and Danaheisuggestdt hat such compl icity with fAdor
world [occurs] not because we necessarily agree with [them] or because [they are] in our
interest but because t her e.88)olrahernvords, seem t o
participants possessing a specific habitus are complicit in their own statudeanthey
participate in their own subjugatio®nother key premise for Bourdieu is that schobis

nature reproduce existing socialass hierarchies and social inequalities rather than

promoe change (Swartz, 1997; Webbaét 2002; Mills & Gale2007; Grenfell, 2007,

2008) Thesubsequent chaptekploredthe concepts of Bourdieu by analyzing data related

to American Indian achievement patterns, their socioeconomic status, the density of
American Indians within a school distrieind the freshmaretention rates for those

students entering higher education institutioimsdoing so, it sought to explore whether

education patterns can be explained by hajatsisvell as whether American Indian students
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participated in their own subjugation, whichturn is perpetuated by their experiences in

schools.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
To examine this iIssue, the major researc|
significant difference in the educational achievement patterns for Americam Isiidents,
more specifically those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds who attend public
schools in North Carolina?bo This study i nvi
American Indian students by examining their performance on North Carolim st at e
assessmentaVNithin the major research question, five guiding-sulestions emerged to
serve as integral components of the study:
Guiding Questions
1. To what extent did patterns of American Indian students scoring proficient and
nonproficientineadi ng and math on North Carolin
1997 98 to 200203 (grades 138) and 200804 to 200607 in high school reflect
a positive change in position that was sustainable over time?
2. In a comparison of proficiency, did statistically sigraint differences exist in
student achievement across time between low SES American Indian students and
higher SES American Indian students?
3. Did the relationships between SES and

density?
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4. How did the freshman retgan of American Indian students who graduated from
North Carolinads public high schools an
of 2007 compare to the retention of the population of-Aorerican Indian
students enrolled in the system during the samegef time?

5. How do studentsd SES, school densi ty,
retention for American Indian students?

Hypotheses

The major reseah hypothesis for this study,yothesis 1, was that over time
schools do not make a significattference in the educational achievement patterns for the
American Indian student population attending public schools in North Canolora
specifically those students from economically disadvantaged backgroeolsying
Bour di euds | itwaefurtber hypothesizea that Ameridadian students with
higher SESwill consistently and ovettime, maintain greater academic proficiency on
standardized math, reading and hggihool assessments than American Indian students with
a lower SES (Hypthesis 2)and the density of the American Indian student population in a
school district (Hypothesis 3) would make little difference in the proficiency of students
with a lower SES An examination of freshman retention for those American Indians who
chose to pursue a higher education degree would reveal similar patterns to those at the
elementary and secondary education leltelvas hypothesized (Hypothesis 4) that
American I ndian students who graduated from
entered the UNC System as frestmin fall 2007 would be retained at a lower rate when
compared to the retention of nrédimerican Indian students who entered $h&tem during

the same period oftimécur t her, it was hypothesSEed (Hyp
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background will affect their retention in higher education institutions more than their level
of proficiency and the density of the American Indian student population in the school

districtatwhich they attend.

Site Selection and Participants

TheSt at eds Native Popul ati on

American Indian, as defined by thenited StatesCensus, is person having origins
in any of the original peoples of North and South America and who maintain tribal
affiliation or community attachmeniThere are approximately 36ederally recognized
tribes in the United States, not including the number of indigenous communities recognized
as tribes or other tribal entities by individual stat€se representation in North Caroliisa
the largest population of American Indiarasteof the Mississippi and the seventh largest in
the nation According to the Wited StatesCensus 2000, the total population of American
Indian residents was approximately 100,000 | r esi di ng il00coandesh o f
There are ight American Indian tribes officially identified by thedxth Carolina
Commission of Indian AffairsThe counties highlighted in the map on Fig8re
geographically show the areas of the state where American Indians are mostly concentrated
The Eastern Band oft@rokee is the only federally recognized tribe and is concentrated in
Graham, Swainand Jackson countie3he seven stateecognized tribes include the
Coharie concentrated in Sampson and Harnett counties; the H&8apanj concentrated in
Halifax andWarren counties; the Lumbgsoncentrated in Robeson, Hoke, Scotlar

Cumberland counties; the Meherraoncentrated in Hertford County; the Occaneechi Band
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of the Saponi Natiarconcentrated in Orange County; the Sappony concentrated in Person
County and the Waccama®iouan concentrated in Columbus and Bladen counties
The Native Student Population

The enroll ment of American I ndian studen:
representative of these trih@s well as students with tribal affiliatisoutside those tribes
recognized by the statén 2006 07, the number of American Indian students enrolled in
public schools was 19,927, 1.4% of the total population of 1.4 million psbktiool
students American Indian students wenetrepresented iall of the 115 school districts
School districts not reporting the enroliment of Native students were Alleghany County,
Elkin City, Greene County, Hyde County, Miiry City, and Tyrrell County The public
schools of Robeson County enrtiie largest prcent of American Indian students in terms
of concentration of American Indian students (North Carolina Department of Public

Instruction, Statistical Profile, 2007)
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Figure 3.1 North Carolina American Indian tribes and communities.
(Shaded areas repres@rimary counties of residence)

Data

Source and Access

According to Smith (2008), data retrieved from administrative records can be
powerful both in the way they can be used for governmental reporting, but #tgirin
potential forexplainingsocialphenomena (B). The data utilized in this study were
derived from the administrative records of the North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction (NCDPI) and the UNC General Administration (US@). NCDPI, by the
random assignment of unique studieleintifying numbes to individual students, &ble to
mat ch a st ude nt bosgitudieat educatisnal cevords aret maini&ned by
NCDPI. In terms of research studies, longitudinal data allow researchers to look at the
continuity and changaibehavior over time, rather than just focus on brief esestional
snapshots of an i ndi7yiThk $taté Board df Edtication ré&juirest h 2
all students to take standardized achievement tests, thefEagde (EOG)ests for

grades3-8 in reading and math and the EoidCourse (EOCYests in high schoolThis
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makes it possible to compare trends in student achievement data for a fixed group of
students For this study, achievement data, including the individual scale scores and
proficiency levels, for a cohort of students identified as American Indian in grades 3 through
8 and high school spanning the school years 11998 200607, deidentified and
formatted in an Excel file, was obtained directly from the Office of StrategicyParid
Planning at the NCDPIIn addition to achievement data, this studewntl data file also
included informatioraboute a ¢ h s t.)drdeeamdtredligellihch status; 2 grade; and
3.) school district and school in attendan®CDPI, through itsaccess to administrative
records of the UNC General Administration, also provided data for each student in the
cohort who enrolled in one of the institutions in the UNC System in the fall semester
following his or hethigh-school graduation in 2007Thesedata included J the school
district issuing the higischool diploma; 2) those students returningtiespring 2008
semester; 3) those students returningherfall 2008 semester; and 3) those students with a
GPA greater than 2.0 aftérefirst yearof college

A second data file containing information pertaining to schools districts and their
enrollments was obtained from the School Business Administration Office at NODiBI
data file provided the researcher the historgratie race andsex (GRS) data (19982007)
for all 115 school districtsTheseGRS files included dategardingthe gender, racand
number of American Indian students enrolled in each school and district and the total
student population by school and distribtot all variables contained in the two data files
from NCDPI were used in the analysésmother source of information utilized wte fall
2007applications,acceptanceates andenroliments from the 20®7 graduates of North

Carolinapublic high schools, whichwas accessed from the public website of UNE.
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Sample Size

Cohort studies allow a researcher to identify a subpopulation based on some specific
characteristics and study that subpopulation over time (Creswell, 2@¥)p This study
analyzed spedit studertlevel data for a cohort of American Indian students enrolled in
public schools The cohort consisted of the American Indian students who were enrolled in
third grade in 19989 and followed their educational progression through theiZXf06
schml year Becaus¢he numbers are fewer and data were unavailable for 1998, this study
excluded American Indian students enrolled in public charter schobé&s NCDPI student
level data file contained, 327 student recordsT hirty-two duplicate records eve deleted
The sample size of American Indian students who attended public elementary, emddle
high schools beginning with the 1998 school year through 2007, consisté®%fstudent
records In the analyses, the sample size varied for spedfi@bles in a given yeaiThe
information conveyed, for example, missing data or changing numbers within some
variables across timéatcould be attributetber r or s i n data coll ectio
in enrollmentbecause offelocation, withdrawalsotenroll in charter schools or nonpublic
schools, transfers to other stat@sdropping out of school

Measurement
The variables of the study are now presentédst, the dependent variabie

describedollowed by the independent variables.

Dependat Variable
AchievementEducational achievement referred to the proficiency any given student

may demonstrate in the North Carolina Testing Prograhe testing program consisted of
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standardized achievement tests, the-BhR@Grade (EOG) Tests for grasl 38 in reading and
math and the Eneéf-Course (EOC) Tests in high schodlhe NC. End-of-Grade (EOG)

Tests include multipkehoice assessments of reading comprehension and mathematics at
grades 3 through.8The NC. Endof-Course (EOC) Tests includenultiple-choice
assessments in English I, Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebtta Hddition, science EOC

Tests (Biology, Chemistry, Physical Science, and Physics), and social studiéeB6C
(Civics and Economics and U.8istory) were part of the taag program High-school

students were required to score at the proficient level on five EOC tests (English I, Algebra
I, Biology, Civics and Economi¢and U.S History).

As part of the datananagement process and in preparation for analysis, the student
level cohort file and the historicgtade,race andsex (GRS) data files for 1998007 were
purged of variables that were not theoretically relevant to the .stlidgse variables were
dropped for each yearNext, the studerevel cohort file, in Exceformat, was uploaded
and converte to a PASW Statistics 18.0. Becaube focus of the study was to examine
academic proficiency of American Indian students and their socioeconomic gtavas,
necessary toecock variables For example, the four amvement levels for the NC Testing
Program, as determined by the State Board of Education, are the following:

Level I: Students performing at this level do not have sufficient mastery of knowledge

and skills in the specific subject area for successeatét grade level

Level II: Students performing at this level demonstrate inconsistent mastery of
knowledge and skills in the specific subject area and are minimally prepared to be
successful at the next grade level
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Level lll: Students perforing at this level consistently demonstrate mastery of the
Gradelevel subject matter and skills and are well prepared for the next grade

Level IV: Students performing at this level consistently perform in a superior manner
clearly beyond that requd to be proficient at gradevel work (NCDPI, 2009)

In other words, students performing at Level | or Level Il in achievement were considered
nonproficient and students who scored at Level Il or Level IV in achievement were
considered proficient Therefore, for each year, math and reading achievement scores were
recoded in SPSS andere assigned the following values: Levels | andeljualed
nonproficientand wereassigned the value of OLevels Il andlV equaledproficient and
were assigned theralue of 1 Endof-Course (EOC) proficiency was based on the tests
associated with courses takefhe sequence for which a student chose to taker her
high-school courses and the courses taken vatiead the purpose of this study, proficiency
for the highschool years (200407) was calculated as the average proficiency of all EOC
tests taken by the student in a given yfedre n c onv e r t-praficientand@ dor f or n
proficient.
Independent Variables

Socieconomicstatus Inthisstudy, st udent 6s el i gibility for
(FRL) in the National School Lunch Progralefined economic disadvantagéhis
eligibility status is often used as a proxy
Students from families with incomesatbelow 130% of the poverty level are eligible for

free mealsandthose with incomes between 130% and 1&8%epoverty level are
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eligible for reducegprice meals (Sirin, 2005)There are limitations in using participation in

the school lunch prograas a measure of SE&or example, the process for determining

eligibility is open to mistakesnd eligibility in lunch programs often weakly correlates with
academic achievement as grade level increases, possibly as a result of adolescents being less
likely than younger youth talé applications $iren 2005) Given the limitations, eligibility

for schoollunch programs is one of the most commonly used SES measure in the current
literature on academic achievement (Siren 2005)

Using data reported atdtend of the thirdjr ade year, a stwudent os
lunch (FRL) eligibility defined the indicator for SES in this studys Entwisle and Astone
(1994) suggest, information about studentso
they are the ahoritative source on their own socioeconomic staftserefore, assuming a
parent provided student information upon enrollment in third grade {299®r prior, this
became the default source of SES utilized in the stilithg studentevel cohort datéile
contained five codes for FRL eligibility:

1.) not eligible, coded as 0

2.) reducedprice lunch eligibility, coded as 1
3.) free lunch eligibility, coded as 2
4.) no information available, coded as 3

5.) school not participating in the lunch program, coded as 4
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Again, usng PASW Statistics 18,@he original code of 1 was converted to O to specify
students of higheBES; the codes 1 and 2 weeeoded to 1 to specify students of lower
SES Sudents coded 3 and 4 were treated as missing data

Density As definedfor the purpose of this study, an American Indian enrollment of
50% or greater was considered higher densithd school districts with an enrollment of less
than 506 were considered lower densitj frequency analysis on the 115 school districts
identified tha one school district, the Public Schools of Robeson County, maintained a
higher density when compared to the other. ITHe median for Public Schools of Robeson
Count yods e nr%o The mediarn for thearesmaifirdg school districts ranged from
0.0 to 21%. These medians were consistent for each year of dfatzalculating the
density of each school district, the median d¥48as considered higher density and
medians of 2% or less were considered lowerdowever, given the distribution of the
American Indian students in school districts across the state, it could be argued that a district
with 21% of the population enrolled could be considered higher density.

Freshnan retention Annual summary reports on each school district and high
school, ompleted by th&)NC General Administration, provide principals and
superintendents informati@boutthe academic performance of their graduateeshman
retentionis one performance indicatoFor this study, this performance indicator represents
the reshnen who enrolled in a UNC institution in the fall of 2007 after graduating from

high school and returned for a second year in the fall of.2088se students reentering the
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UNC System irfall 2008, in the original cohort file, were coded a 1 anddlvaso did not
ente the system were coded a 0.
Analytical Procedures
Becauséghe proficiency of students in this study is a categorical varipblesd
sample tests anathi-square tests with cro$abulation were performed at an alpheeleof

0.05. Categorical data amata that categorize things and consfdtequenciedor each

category A type ofcategorical variable;alled a nominal variable, is one that has two or

more categoriesHowever, there is no ordering to the categoriBise chisquare test is a
procedure for testing hypotheses when data are categdticahlso, as in this case, used
when investigating whether a distribution of one variable is contingeatsecond variable
(Howell, 201Q. Another technique selected for tetsidy was the pairesample test. The
paired-samplet-test for correlated means is an appropriate statistical analysis to compare
two means on one dependent variable when the two means can be matched or paired on a
particular characteristic (Urdan, 2009 his is a repeatetheasure analysis in which the
same participantsdo scores on a single depen:
VS. posttest)

To establish the general contexiRasearciQuestionl, it was necessary to first
identify whethera pattern of changexistedin proficiency from thid through eighth grade.
Paired sampletests were completdd compare thireyrade proficiency toighth-grade

proficiency. A significant differencevas foundoetween the proficiency at the twaagdes
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Therefore, a series ofapleby-grade pairegample ttestswere performed to identify at
what point the change in position occurred, sucim aghich grade a change occurregor
hypothesis two, the depé@nt variable was proficiency (twategores) and the
independent variable was SES, both high and [@his analysis included a cressbulation
with achi-square tesby year for reading and math aimchigh schoal This analysis
produced an output d2 tables The same type of crogabulaton with chisquare test was
conducted to addres®searciQuestion3. The dependent variable was proficienayd the
independent variables were SES and density, both high andltosvanalysis foResearch
Question3 produced?4 tables of output To addressResearchiQuestion4, a cross
tabulation with a chsquare test was also usebthis analysis did not include a gamma
coefficient A logistic regression was used feesearciQuestion5 to assess the effects of
SES, density and student achievemenfreshman retentioamong American Indian
students.
ChapterSummary

The methodology for this study examined whether schools make a significant
difference in the educational patterns of American Indian students attending public schools
in North Carolina, paicularly students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds
Using secondary data, it explored whether evidence existed to supyatierB o ur di eu 0 s
theoretical framework of habitus offered an explanatitiihe past and present patterns of

academiachievement andttainment of American Indiarad therefore, contributed to the
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construction and confinement of their present social and economic conditions (Mills & Gale,
2007).
This study aimed to further support the mission of the North Carolina/Rfaisory
Counci l on I ndian Education by addressing t|
student populatigras well as providing quantitative analyses of Indian academic
achievementinthestatds st ated by Mil | slogetasuich@Gal es (200
Bourdieu force us to make conscious those things that we might prefer to leave unconscious,
even though some may have a .#44)r tain resistal
The Odum Institute at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Bhlisted the
researcher with cleaning and analyzing data using PASW StatisticsTI8dlgh
analytical procedures such @apairedsample itest, several cksquare analyses, and a
logisticr egr essi on analysis, the.lrwashygpathesizeg r 6s hy
that results of the analyses would be consi
habitus and would offer a possible explanation for the-de@ped inequalities schools help
perpetuate while at the sanmmeé they promotingducaional reforms and policies that
promised a higiguality education for all children regardless of race, incmne/here they
live.
The next chapter will present the results of the analytical procedures and a discussion
of the results in terms of the thetical framework Following a discussion of the results,

the subsequent chapter will address conclusions, implications for further resedrch
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educationrpolicy ramifications as practical implications for school leaders working with

American Indian studés in North Carolina.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

The purpose of this quantitative study w:
concept of habitus to determindnetherit is predictive of the educatiorathievement
patterns for American Indian students inrtloCarolina Specifically, this study
investigated the academic proficiency for a cohort of American Indian students entering
third grade in 1998 and examined their progression through public schools in North Carolina
through 2007 to determirvehetherthere had been significant patterns and changes in the
student s0 ac hi EesEmarereténtionas aso examinedefor those
American Indian students entering a UNC System institution of higher education as
freshmen irfall 2007 In thischaptet he r esearcher describes the
major and guiding question®escriptive statisticare presentefbr the variables associated
with the research questians

The major research question for this stu
significant difference in the educatiorethievement patterns for American Indian students,
more specifically those from economically disadvantaged backgrounds, who attend public
schools in North Carolina?bod F r obguestibne maj or
became integral components of the stuSgcond, the results of the findings related to each
research question and its corresponding hypothesis are presented and described in the

successive sectiond\ll statistical tests were conducted usamgalpha level of 0.05
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Descriptive Statistics

The initial step in analyzing the data involved descriptive statistics for each variable
used in the studyFrequency tables were created for each variasileg PASW Statistics
18.0.. Frequencies and peentages are presented in Tahl&he thousand four hundred
ninety-five American Indian students participated in the stutlye students were tracked
from 1998, when they were in third grade, through 2007, when they were in twelfth grade
For exampleresults for grades-8 show thaB15(57.0%) students were proficient in math
in 1998 and 919 (79.8%) students were proficient in math in 2@ight hundred fifteen
(57.8%) students were proficient in reading in 1998 and 933 (81.5%) students were
proficient in reading in 2003Table 1 also reflects frequencies for the proficiency for high
school and also for SES and schddtrict density. Seventfive percent of the students
were identified as lower SES compared to 25% higher SES. On averagghtredensity
of American Indian students in school districts ranged from 50% to 54%. The range for

lower density school districts ranged from 45% to 47%.
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Table 1

Frequencies and Percentages on American Indian Proficiency,a8Schoacbistrict

Densiy
Proficient Not Proficient
Endof Grade (EOG) and Enraf-Course (EOC) n % n %
Test Scores
Math
Grade 3 (1998) 815 57.0 615 43.0
Grade 4 (1999) 1000  75.1 332 24.9
Grade 5 (2000) 913 71.3 368 28.7
Grade 6 (2001) 909 75.7 292 24.3
Grade 7 (2002) 895 77.6 259 22.4
Grade 8 (2003) 919 79.8 232 20.2
Reading
Grade 3 (1998) 815 57.5 602 42.5
Grade 4 (1999) 782 59.4 534 40.6
Grade 5 (2000) 805 63.4 465 36.6
Grade 6 (2001) 700 59.4 479 40.6
Grade 7 (2002) 749 65.8 390 34.2
Grade 8 (2003) 933 81.5 212 18.5
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High School

Grade 9 (2004) 767 80.7 183 19.3
Grade 10 (2005) 590 67.4 286 32.6
Grade 11 (2006) 401 62.2 244 37.8
Grade 12 (2007) 88 36.2 155 63.8
High Low

SES n % n %
313 24.6 961 75.4

Density of American Indian Students in Distric ~ High Density Low Density

Years n % n %
Grade 3 (1998) 794 541 675 45.9
Grade 4 (1999) 767 54.1 650 45.9
Grade 5 (2000) 739 54.9 606 45.1
Grade 6 (2001) 626 54.2 528 45.8
Grade 7 (2002) 653 52.7 597 47.3
Grade 8 (2003) 637 541 540 45.9
Grade 9 (2004) 527 54.1 448 45.9
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Grade 10 (2005) 455 50.5 446 49.5
Grade 11 (2006) 435 51.8 405 48.2

Grade 12 (2007) 125  50.4 123 49.6

103



Research Question 1

To what extent did patterns of American Indian students scoring proficient and non
proficient in reading and math on8tdorth Car
2002 03 (grades38) and 200B04 to 200607 in highschool reflect a positive change in
position that is sustainable over time?

Fifteenpairedsamples t tests were conducted to test Hypothesis 1 and to determine
whethera statistically significant differenaistedin the percent of American Indian
studets scoring proficientrom1998to2 007 i n reading and math on
assessments from, gradeth®ughl2. Hypothesis 1 proposed, following Research
Question 1, that schools over time would not make a significant difference in the
educaibnal achievement for the cohort of American Indian students in this.study

First, an exploratory analysis was condu:
proficiency in 1998 and 2003 and their higthool proficiency based d&nd-of-Course
Testsin 2004and 2007 Tabl2 showstte results of these testSor math proficiency
comparing 1998 to 200&e pairedsamplet-testwas statistically significant (1,126) =-
13.88,p =.000 as the mean score in 1988 0.60,SD= 0.49) was statistically lowehan
the mean score in 200B1(= 0.81,SD= 0.39) The mean difference wa8.21 with a 95%
confidence interval 0f0.24 to -0.18 For reading proficiency from 1998 V2003 the
pairedsamplet-test was statistically significartt(1,114) =-15.23,p = .000 as the mean
score in 1998N1 = 0.61,SD= 0.49) was statistically lower than the mean score in 2803 (
=0.83,SD=0.38) The mean difference wa.22 with a 95% confidence interval -&.25

to-0.19
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For high school proficiency from 2004.\2007, he pairedsamplet-test was
statistically significantt (181) = 7.98p = .00Q indicating the mean score in 20M €
0.76,SD= 0.43) was statistically higher than the mean score in 206¥@.40,SD= 0.49)
The mean difference was 0.36 wit®@%6 confidence interval of 0.27 to 0.45
Table 2

Paired-sample tTest forMath and Reading Proficiency 1998 2603 and Highkschool
Proficiency 2004 v2007

1998 2003
Variable M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 060 049 0.81 039 -13.8 1156 .001
Reading proficiency 061 049 0.83 0.38 -15.23 1114 .001
2004 2007
Variable M SD M SD t df p

High-school proficiency 0.76 043 040 049 7.98 181 .001

Interpreting the Data

The results of the pilot analysi@ble 2showsrewveal that the proficiency of
American Indian students in both math and reading was significantly highgexda 8 in
2003 than in grade 3 in 1998 hese students showed greater proficiency in reading than in
math These patterns indicated a positive trenachievement in grade$ & However, in
the highschool yearsa comparison of mean proficiencies in 2004 and 2007 reflected a
reversal in this trendAmerican Indian students had a significantly lower mean proficiency
score in grade 1@ 2007 whercompared to grade 9 in year 2004
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Becausehe exploratory analysis revealed a significant difference in proficiency
between 1998 and 2007, a separate analysis for each year was conducted to identify where
the significant differences in proficiency ocaeolr These results are shown in TableFdr
math proficiency from 19989, the pairedsamplet-test was statistically significarit
(1,321) =-13.56,p = .000 as the mean score in 1988 0.58,SD= 0.49) was statistically
lower than the mean scoreif99 M =0.75,SD= 0.43) The mean difference wa8.17
with a 95% confidence interval 0f0.20 to-0.15 For reading proficiency from 19989,
the pairedsamplet-test was statistically significarit(1,306) =-0.48,p = .632 suggesting

mean diffeences did not exist
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Table 3

Pairedsample tTest onMath and Reading Proficiency 199803 and Higkschool

Proficiency 20042007
1998 1999
Grade 3 to Grade 4 M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 058 049 075 043 -13.56 1321 .000
Reading profiency 059 049 0.60 0.49 -0.48 1306 .632
1999 2000
Grade 4 to Grade 5 M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 0.76 0.43 0.72 045 3.68 1265 .000
Reading proficiency 060 049 064 048 -3.40 1252 .000
2000 2001
Grade 5 to Grade 6 M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 0.74 0.44 0.77 042 -2.48 1178 .013
Reading proficiency 0.67 047 0.60 0.49 565 1161 .000
2001 2002
Grade 6 to Grade 7 M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 077 042 078 0.42 -0.88 1137 .337
Reading proficiency 061 050 067 047 -468 1116 .000
2002 2003
Grade 7 to Grade 8 M SD M SD t df p
Math proficiency 079 041 082 038 -3.03 1098 .000
Reading proficiency 0.66 047 0.85 0.36 -13.85 1087 .000
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2004 2005

Grade 9 to Grade 10 M SD M SD t df p

High-schod proficiency 086 034 0.70 0.46 $8.81 744 .000
2005 2006

Grade 10 to Grade 11 M SD M SD t df p

High-school proficiency 0.71 046 065 048 2.32 553 .007

2006 2007
Grade 11 to Grade 12 M SD M SD t df p

High-school proficiency 046 050 036 048 232 169 .021

For math proficiency from 199200Q the pairedsamplet-test was statistically
significant t (1,265) = 3.68p = .000 as the mean score in 1989<0.76,SD= 0.43) was
statistically higher than the mean score in 2003=(0.72,SD= 0.45) The mean difference
was 0.04 with a 95% confidence interval of 0.02 and.OFdf reading proficiency from
1999 200Q the pairedsamplet-test was statistically significartt(1252) =-3.40,p = .001,
as the mean score in 1999 € 0.60,SD= 0.49) was statistically lower than the mean score
in 2000 M =0.64,SD= 0.48) The mean difference wa6.04 with a 95% confidence
interval of-0.06 to 0.02.

For math proficiency from 200€he paireesamplet-test was statistically significant
t(1,178) =-2.48,p = .013 as the mean score in 2000 0.74,SD= 0.43) was statistically
lower than the mean score in 2001 £ 0.77,SD= 0.45) The mean difference wa8.03
with a 95% confidence interval 69.52 t0-0.01 For reading proficiency fim 200G 2001,

the pairedsamplet-test was statistically significart(1,161) = 5.65p = .000,suggesting
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the mean score in 200M(= 0.67,SD= 0.47) was statistically higher than the mean score in
2001 M =0.60,SD= 0.49)

For math proficiency fron2001 2002 the pairedsamplet-test was not statistically
significant t (1,137) =-0.88,p = .337 as no statistically significant differences existedr
reading proficiency from 2002002 te pairedsamplet-test was statistically significarit,
(1,116) =-4.68 p = .000 as the mean score in 2001<0.61,SD= 0.50) was statistically
lower than the mean score in 2002 0.67,SD= 0.47) The mean difference wa8.06
with a 95% confidence interval €.09 to-0.04

For math proficiency from 2@ 2003 the pairedsample #test was nostatistically
significant t (1,098) =-3.03, =0.003 as the mean score in 2002 0.79,SD= 0.41) was
statistically lower than the mean score in 2002=0.82,SD= 0.38) For reading
proficiency from 200R200B, the pairegsample {test was statistically significartt(1,087)
=-13.85 p =.000 as the mean score in 200R< 0.66,SD= 0.47) was statistically lower
than the mean score in 2008 € 0.85,SD= 0.36) The mean difference wa8.18 with a
95% coridence interval 0f0.21 to-0.16.

For highschool proficiency from 2002005 the paireesamplet-test was
statistically significantt (744) = 8.81p = .001, as the mean score in 2004 0.86,SD=
0.34) was statistically higher than the mean sao2005 M =0.70,SD= 0.46) The mean
difference was 0.16 with a 95% confidence interval of 0.12 ta (Fd® highschml
proficiency from 20062006,the paireesamplet-test was also statistically significant
(553) = 2.69p = .007 suggesting the rae score in 20094 = 0.71,SD= 0.46) was
statistically higher than the mean score in 2006-(0.65,SD= 0.48) Again, for high

school proficiency from 203&007, the pairedsamplet-test was statistically significartt
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(169) = 2.32p = .021 as the gan score in 2000 = 0.46,SD= 0.50) was statistically
higher than the mean score in 200/ 0.36,SD= 0.48) The mean difference was 0.10
with a 95% confidence interval 6f02 to 0.18 Figures4.1 and4.2 showthe mean
proficiency patterns for Aerican Indian students in reading and nfatim 1998 to 2003 in
grades B8 and high school from 2004 to 2Q0The numbers in Figurekl and4.2

represent the means for American Indian students fromi 2888 in math and reading, and
high school from 20042007 Each yearthe mean proficiency is presentethe patterns
shown in Figurel.l present an upward trend in proficiendy Figure4.2 the trend tends
downward and supportsypothesis 1, which is that over time schools did not make a
significant dfference in the educational achievement for the cohort of American Indian

students in this study
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For math proficiency, in American Indian students, from gg&de 4, a statistically
significant increaseccurred. For grades 40 5, a $atistically significant decrease in math
proficiencyoccurred. From grades %o 6, a statistically significant increase in math
proficiencyoccurred. From grades % 8, a statistically significant increase in math
proficiencyoccurred, as well.

Forreading proficiency, in American Indian students, grad@&s 4 statistically
significant mean differenaeccurredyearto year From grade4to 5, reading proficiency
statistically significantly increasedrrom grade %0 6, reading proficiency statisally
significantly decreask For grade 68, a statistically significant improvementcurredn
reading proficiency yedp year.

For American Indian students in high school, yiearear, a statistically significant
decreaseccurredn mean profieency scores From gradesi9l2, American Indian students
statistically scored significantly lower ye@ryear on proficiency tests

Research Question 2
In a comparison of proficiency, do statistically significant differences exist in student
achievemen across time between low SES American Indian students and higher SES
American Indian students?
Hypothesis 2 is that American Indewith low SES will perform lower on tests than
American Indians with high SESTo examinehis hypothesis, 16 crogsbuldion chr
square tests were conducted to assésther,in a comparison of proficiency, statistically

significant differencesgxistedin student achievement across time between low SES
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American Indian students and high SES American Indian stud@atde4 shows he
results for these cliquare analyses

Figure 3 shows theesults of the tests visually displaying #éneraggpercent
proficienton math and reading for American Indian students 220d7 for low vshigh
SES The chisquare test for thmath proficiency and SE&blein 1998 was significant
c%(1) = 37.15p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be profitiegttended
toward higher SESand as students tended to be nonproficigrety tended toward lower
SES. The chisquarged comparing reading proficiency and SES in 1998 was significant
c? (1) = 42.95p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be profitiegttended
toward higher SESand as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward lower

SES
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Table 4

Chi-squareTestson Math, Readingand Highschool Proficiency 1998007

2

Variable Not proficient Proficient Total G
Grade 3
Math 1998 37.15 .000
88 (28.6) 220 (71.4) 308
High SES (100)
444 (48.5) 472 (51.5) 916
Low SES (100)
Reading 1998 42.95 .000
83 (26.9) 225 (73.1) 308
High SES (100)
438 (48.3) 468 (51.7) 906
Low SES (100)
Grade 4
Math 1999 17.18 .000
49 (15.9) 260 (84.1) 309
High SES (100)
245 (27.7) 641 (72.3) 886
Low SES (100)
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Reading 1999

High SES

Low SES

Grade 5

Math 2000

High SES

Low SES

Reading 2000

High SES

Low SES

Grade 6

Math 2001

High SES

84 (27.3)

386 (44.3)

49 (16.7)

283 (32.9)

64 (21.8)

354 (41.7)

41 (14.6)

224 (72.7)

486 (55.7)

244 (83.3)

576 (67.1)

229 (78.2)

494 (58.3)

239 (85.4)

308
(100)

872
(100)

293
(100)

859
(100)

293
(100)

848
(100)

280
(100)

27.42

28.03

37.16

18.80

.000

.000

.000

.000
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Low SES

Reading 2001

High SES

Low SES

Grade 7

Math 2002

High SES

Low SES

Reading 2002

High SES

Low SES

Grade 8

Math 2003

219 (27.5)

70 (25.2)

364 (46.8)

33 (12.3)

197 (25.7)

55 (20.6)

300 (39.7)

576 (72.5)

208 (74.8)

414 (53.2)

235 (87.7)

570 (74.3)

212 (79.4)

455 (60.3)

116

795
(100)

278
(100)

778
(100)

268
(100)

767
(100)

267
(100)

755
(100)

39.50

20.54

31.86

31.38

.000

.000

.000

.000




High SES

Low SES

Reading 2003

High SES

Low SES

Grade 9

High School
2004

High SES

Low SES

Grade 10

High School
2005

High SES

22 (8.4)

189 (24.6)

22 (8.4)

169 (22.2)

28 (11.7)

138(22.6)

46 (21.0)

239 (91.6)

578(75.4)

239 (91.6)

593 (77.8)

211(88.3)

473 (77.4)

173 (79.0)

117

261
(100)

767
(100)

261
(100)

762
(100)

239
(100)

611
(100)

265
(100)

24.20

12.92

20.75

.000

.000

.000




212 (38.1)
Low SES
Grade 11
High School
2006
49 (29.0)
High SES
181 (44.1)
Low SES
Grade 12
High School
2007
High SES 32 (61.5)
104 (63.0)
Low SES

344 (61.9)

120 (71.0)

229 (55.9)

20 (38.5)

61 (37.0)

556
(100)

11.47 .001

169
(100)

410
(100)

0.04 .846

52 (100)

165
(100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

The chisquare test for theath proficiency and SE@&blein 1999 was significant

c? (1) = 17.18p = .000, suggesting that students who watralow SES tended to be

nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher Bteschisquarded

comparing reading proficiency and SES in 1999 was significarfl) = 27.42p = .000,

suggesting that as students tended to be profj¢leyt tended toward higher SEBd as

students tended to be nonproficighty tended toward lower SES
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The di-squargestcomparing math proficiency and SES in 2000 was significgnt
(1) = 28.03p = .000, suggesting that students who were low SES tended to-be non
proficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher BE&Schisquare comparing
readng proficiency and SES in 2000 was significarft(1) = 37.16p = .000, suggesting
that as students tended to be proficidmy tended toward higher SE&d as students
tended to be nonproficierthey tended toward lower SES

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES in 2001 was significant
c%(1) = 18.80p = .000, suggesting that students who waralow SES tended to be
nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher Bieschisquareest
comparing reading profiency and SES in 2001 was significactt (1) = 39.50p = .000,
suggesting that as students tended to be profj¢lesyt tended toward higher SE8d as
students tended to be nonproficighey tended toward lower SES

The chisquareestcomparing math proficiency and SES in 2002 was significarit
(1) = 20.54p = .000, suggesting that students who waralow SES tended to be
nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher Bieschisquareest
comparing reading proficiency diSES in 2002 was significart® (1) = 31.86p = .000,
suggesting that as students tended to be profj¢lesyt tended toward higher SEd as
students tended to be nonproficighey tended toward lower SES

The chisquargestcomparing math pradiency and SES in 2003 was significarft
(1) = 31.38p =.000, suggesting that students who waralow SES tended to be
nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher BtEeshisquardest

comparing reading proficiency and SED03 was significant? (1) = 24.20p = .000,
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suggesting that as students tended to be profj¢lent tended toward higher SE$d as
students tended to be nonproficighey tended toward lower SES

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool profciency and SES in 2004 was
significant ¢ (1) = 12.92p = .000, suggesting that students who were low SES tended to
be nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher SES

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool proficiency and SES 2005 was
significant c?(1) = 20.75p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be profitient
tended toward higher SE&nd as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward
lower SES

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool proficency and SES in 2006 was
significant ¢ (1) = 11.48p = .001, suggesting that as students tended to be profitient
tended toward higher SE&nd as students tended to be nonproficibety tended toward
lower SES The chisquare comparing higéchool proficiency and SES in 2007 was not

significant ¢® (1) = 0.04,p = .846.

Interpreting the Data

Data in Table 4 reveal that socioeconomic backgrounds make a difference in the
proficiency of American Indian studentrom gradesi3, American Indiarstudents from
higher SES backgrounds tended to score perfian both math and reading, aAdherican
Indian students who tended to score nonproficient tended to be from lower SES

backgrounds Likewise, in high school, for grad®i 11, as the studentsiiged to score
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proficient they tended to be in the higher SES grobjpwever, for grade 12, significant
differenceddid not exist betweeS8ES and proficiency.
The results in Figure$.3 and4 4 illustrate that from 1998 to 2007 American Indian
students fom higher socioeconomic backgrounds consistently reflected greater mean
proficiencies than students of lower socioeconomic backgrouFtus only exception is
results for the last year of high school, which show greater proficiency for lower SES
students Overall, the proficiency of lower SES students is significantly lower than those of
hi gher SES and suggest that Bourdieubs theol
is, Athe habitus is the sourcésabj éobjeebdi v
generative principles produced by the O60bj e
82). As hypothesized, higher SES American Indian students showed higher rates of
academic proficiency on standardized math, readind highschoolassessments than

students from lower SES backgrounds.
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Research Question 3

Did the relationships found between SES
district density?

To examineResearchQuestion 3, 24 chsquardess were conducted to assess
whethera statistically significant relationshexistedbetween math and reading proficiency
scoregqhigh vs low) and SES (high v$ow) by schooldistrict density (high vdow) across
grades and/or year3 he hypothesis (H3)as that the density of a school district in terms
of the percentage of American Indian students it enrolled would not make a difference in the
math, reading and higschool proficiency of lower SES students.
1998

The chisquargestcomparing math profiency and SES with low district density in
1998 was significant?(1) = 17.42p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be
proficient, they tended toward higher SEd as students tended to be nonproficibety
tended toward lower SES he chisquargestcomparing reading proficiency and SES with
low district density in 1998 was significaif (1) = 18.20p = .000, suggesting that as
students tended to be proficigtiitey tended toward higher SE8d as students tended to
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SESable 5 presents thesults of the chi

squardests
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Table 5

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESLfow-density Districtan
1998 (Grade 3)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
17.42 .000

High 40 (24.5) 123 (75.5) 163 (100)

SES

Low 162 (43.5) 210 (56.5) 372 (100)

SES

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total & p
18.20 .000

High SES  38(23.3) 125(76.7) 163 (100)

Low SES 157 (42.7) 211 (57.3) 368 (100)

Note df=1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data
In low-density districts in 1998or both math and readings students tended toward
high SESthey tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low S8y
terded to be noproficient As shown in Table 5, B6 of the thirdgrade American Indian

students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in math @ret@ed
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proficiency in reading In comparison, 5% of the thirdgrade students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in math and reading

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density in
1998 was significant? (1) = 17.86p = .000, suggesting that, in higtensity districts, as
studentdended to be proficienthey tended toward higher SE8d as students tended to
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with high district density in 1998 was signifientl) = 22.27p =
.000, suggesting that, in higlensity districts, as students tended to be proficieay
tended toward higher SE&nd as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward
lower SES Table 6 presents thesults of the chsquareests
Table 6

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and S&SHigh-density Districtan
1998(Grade 3)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

17.86 .000

High SES  46(39.9) 94 (67.1) 140 (100)

Low SES 279 (52.9) 248 (47.1) 527 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total G p

22.27 .000
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High SES  43(30.7) 97 (69.3) 140 (100)

Low SES 277 (53.2) 244 (46.8) 521 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In high-density districtsn 1998 for math, as students tended toward high SE&y
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In high-density districts in 1998 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SES they tended to
be naproficient As shown in Table 6, 83 of the American Indian thirdradestudents
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in paaith 696 scored
proficiency in reading In comparison, only & of the thirdgradestudents from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in math and reading
1999

The chisquargestcomparing math proficiency and SES with low district density in
1999 was significant? (1) = 4.30,p = .038, suggesting that, in ledensity districts, as
students tended to be proficigtiitey tended toward higher SE#d as students tendtx
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with low district density in 1999 was signifioaih¢l) = 7.98,p =
.005, suggesting that, in ledensity districts, students who were low SEfded to be
nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher Bitffe 7 presents the

results of the chsquareests
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Table 7

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESLfow-density Districtan
1999(Grade 4)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total & p

4.30 .038

High SES 29 (17.4) 138 (82.6) 167 (100)

Low SES 97 (25.5) 284 (74.5) 381 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total & p

7.98 .005

High SES 42 (23.3) 124 (74.7) 166 (100)

Low SES  142(37.8) 234 (62.2) 376 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density districts in 1999 for math, as students tended toward hight!&yS
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In low-density districts in 1999 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to

be naproficient As shown in Table 7, 83 of the American Indian fourtlgrade students
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from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in naaith 696 scored
proficiency in reading In comparison, only 4% of the fourthgrade students from lower
socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency irhmaat reading

The chisquardaestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density in
1999 was significant? (1) = 14.41p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be
proficient, they tended toward higher SEd as students tendixdbe nonproficienthey
tended toward lower SES he chisquargestcomparing reading proficiency and SES with
high district density in 1999 was significanf (1) = 17.97p = .000, suggesting that, for
students in higldensity districts, as theyrtded to be proficienthey tended toward higher
SES and as students tended to be nonproficitwety tended toward lower SES able 8

presents theasults of the chsquaregests
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Table 8

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESHah-density Districtsan

1999(Grade 4)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
14.41 .000

High SES 19 (13.5) 122 (86.5) 141 (100)

Low SES 148 (29.3) 357 (70.7) 505 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
17.97 .000

High SES  41(29.1) 100 (70.9) 141 (100)

Low SES 244 (49.2) 252 (50.8) 496 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Interpreting the Data

In hightdensity districts in 1999 for math, as students tended toward hightt&yS

tended to be pfient. Also, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be

nonproficient In high-density districts in 1999 for reading, as students tended toward high

SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SE8y tended to

be naproficient Table 8 shows & of the American Indian fourtigrade students from

higher socieeconomic backgrounds were proficient in matid 726 scored proficiency in
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reading In comparison, only 7 of the fourthgrade students from lower socio@omic
backgrounds scored proficiency in maahd51% scored proficiency in reading
2000

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES with low district density in
2000 was significant?(1) = 14.14p = .000, suggesting that, in ledensitydistricts, as
students tended to be proficigtitey tended toward higher SES aad students tended to
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with low district density in 2000 was sigaift ¢ (1) = 21.00p =
.000, suggesting that, in ledensity districts, as students tended to be proficikay
tended toward higher SE&nd as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward
lower SES Table 9 presentgsults of the chsquaretests
Table 9

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESLfow-density Districtan
2000(Grade 5)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

14.14 .000

High SES 19 (12.4) 134 (87.6) 153 (100)

Low SES 98 (27.8) 255 (72.2) 353 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total G p

21.00 .000
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High SES 24 (15.9) 127 (84.1) 151 (100)

Low SES 127 (36.4) 222 (63.6) 349 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density disricts in 2000 for math, as students tended toward high tBE
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In low-density districts in 2000 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficientAgain, as students tended toward low Sta8y tended to
be naproficient AsTable 9shows 88% of the American Indian fifttgrade students from
higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in math a¥tds8dred proficiencyn
reading In comparison, only 7 of the fifth-gradestudents from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds scored proficiency in mahd64% were proficient in reading

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density in
2000was significantc? (1) = 13.22p = .000, suggesting that as students tended to be
proficient, they tended toward higher SES aad studsts tended to be nonproficietiiey
tended toward lower SES he chisquargestcomparing reading proficiency aisES with
high district density in 2000 was significanf (1) = 13.57p = .001, suggesting that, for
students in higldensity districts, as they tended to be profigidrey tended toward higher
SES and as students tended to be nonproficitwety terded toward lower SESTable 10

presents theasults of the chsquardests

132



Table 10

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESHah-density Districtan

2000(Grade 5)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
13.22 .000

High SES  28(20.9) 106 (79.1) 134 (100)

Low SES 184 (37.7) 304 (62.3) 488 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
13.57 .000

High SES 39(28.7) 97 (71.3) 136 (100)

Low SES 223 (46.4) 258 (53.6) 481 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Interpreting the Data

In hightdensity districts in 2000 for math, as students tended toward hightt&yS

tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be

nonproficient In high-density districts in 2000 for reading, as students tended toward high

SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SE8y tended to

be naproficient As Table 1Gshows 88% of the American Indian fifttgrade sudents from

higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in naatti 846 scored proficiency in
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reading In comparison, only 7 of the fifth-grade students from lower socioeconomic

backgrounds scored proficiency in mgahd64% were proficient in eading

2001

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES with low district density in
2001 was significant? (1) = 4.61p = .032, suggesting that, in low density districts, as
students tended to be proficigtiitey tended toward higher SE8d as students tended to
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with low district density in 2001 was signifioaih¢l) = 12.96p =
.000, suggesting that, in ledensity districts, sistudents tended to be proficighey
tended toward higher SE&nd as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward
lower SES Table 11 presents thesults of the chsquardests
Table 11

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiencyn@ SES fot.ow-density Districtan
2001(Grade 6)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total & p

4.61 .032

High SES 24 (18.2) 108 (81.8) 132 (100)

Low SES 90 (27.8) 234 (72.2) 324 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
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12.96 .000

High SES  33(25.0) 99 (75.0) 132 (100)

Low SES 139 (43.0) 184 (57.0) 323 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density districts in 2000 for math, as student®urth grade tended toward
high ES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low S8y
tended to be ngroficient In low-density districts in 2000 for reading, as students tended
toward high SEShey tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended towapivISES
they tended to be mproficient AsTable 11shows 826 of the American Indian sixth
grade students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient iramd#Bo
scored proficiency in readingn comparison, only 7 of the sixthgrade tudents from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in paath57% scored proficiency
in reading

The chisquargestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density in
2001 was significant? (1) = 11.88p = .001, suggestinthat as students in higlensity
districts tended to be proficierithey tended toward higher SEghd as students tended to be
nonproficient they tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with high district dgty in 2001 was significant? (1) = 20.72p =
.000, suggesting that, for students in hagnsity districts, as they tended to be profigient
they tended toward higher SEBd as students tended to be nonprofictbety tended

toward lower SES Tabk 12 presents thesults of the chsquareests
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Table 12

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESHah-density Districtan
2001(Grade 6)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

11.88 .001

High SES 17 (13.4) 110 (86.6) 127(100)

Low SES 127 (28.4) 320 (71.6) 447 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

20.72 .000

High SES  35(28.0) 90 (72.0) 125 (100)

Low SES 220 (51.0) 211 (49.0) 431 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In hightdensity districts in 2001 for math, as students tended toward hightt&yS
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In high-density districts in 2001 for readings students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SE8y tended to
be nmproficient AsTable 12shows 8% of the American Indian sixtgrade students
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were ipreit in mathand 726 scored
proficiency in reading In comparison, 7% of the sixthgrade students from lower
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socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in naatti49% scored proficiency in

reading

2002

The chisquardgestcomparing math profiency and SES with low district density in
2002 was significant? (1) = 14.68p = .000, suggesting that, in legensity districts, as
students tended to be proficigtitey tended toward higher SES aasd students tended to
be nonproficientthey tendd toward lower SESThe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with low district density in 2002 was signifiosf(il) = 18.75p =
.000, suggesting that, in ledensity districts, students who were low SES tended to be
nonproficient at &igher rate than those who were at a higher.SEsble 13 presents the
results of the chsquareests
Table 13

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESLfow-density Districtsn
2002(Grade 7)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

14.68 .000

High SES  13(9.1)  130(90.9) 143 (100)

Low SES 84 (24.3) 262 (75.7) 346 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
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18.75 .000

High SES 22 (15.4) 121 (84.6) 143 (100)

Low SES 120 (35.0) 223 (65.0) 343 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density districts in 2002 for math, as students tended toward hight!&gS
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low SES they tended to be
nonproficient. In low-density districts in 2002 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, students who weie alow SES tended to be
nonproficient at a higher rate than those who were at a higher &&Bable 13shows
91% of the American Indian seventitade students from higher socioeconomic
backgrounds were proficient in mat#nd 8846 scored proficiency in readingn
comparison, only 7/ of the seventiyrade students from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds scored proiency in mathand65% scored proficiency in reading

The chisquargestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density in
2002 was significant? (1) = 6.92 p = .009, suggesting that students who waralow
SES tended to be nonpi@ént at a higher rate than those who were at a higher $ES
chi-squargestcomparing reading proficiency and SES with high district density in 2002
was significantc?(1) = 12.37p = .000, suggesting that, for students in hifgimsity
districts, aghey tended to be proficierthey tended toward higher SEd as students
tended to be nonproficient they tended toward lower. SEble 14 presents thesults of

the chisquardests
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Table 14

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SBSHigh-density Districtan
2002(Grade 7)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total & p

6.92 .009

High SES 19 (15.3) 105 (84.7) 124 (100)

Low SES 113 (26.8) 308 (73.2) 421 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

12.37 .000

High SES  32(26.0) 91 (74.0) 123 (100)

Low SES 180 (43.7) 232 (56.3) 412 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In hightdensity districts in 2002 for math, as students tended toward hightt®&yS
tended tdoe proficient Also, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In high-density districts in 2002 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SES they tetaled
be naproficient Table 14 illustrates 856 of the American Indian seventirade students
from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in naaith 746 scored
proficiency in reading In comparison, only 7 of the seventigrade students frotower
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socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in patbd56% scored proficiency in

reading

2003

The chisquardgestcomparing math proficiency and SES with low district density in
2003 was significant? (1) = 16.22p = .000, suggesting thah low-density districts, as
students tended to be proficigtitey tended toward higher SEd as studds tended to
be nonproficientthey tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with low district density2003 was significant? (1) = 14.49p =
.000, suggesting that in low density districts, as students tended to be prahagnénded
toward higher SESand as students tended to be nonproficitet tended toward lower
SES Table 15 presentesuts of the chisquareests
Table 15

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESLfow-density Districtsn
2003(Grade 8)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

16.22 .000

High SES  13(9.7)  121(90.3) 134 (100)

Low SES  85(268)  232(73.2) 317 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p
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14.49 .000

High SES  8(6.0) 126 (94.0) 134 (100)

Low SES  65(20.4) 254 (79.6) 319 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Interpreting the Data

In low-density districts in 2003, as students tended toward hightB&stended to
be proficient Also, as students tended toward low SE8y tended to be not proficienin
high-density districts in 2003, as students tended toward hightB&stended the
proficient Also, as students tended toward low S#8y tended to be mproficiert. Data
in Table 15 illustrat®0% of the American Indian eightbrade students from higher
socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in maitid 944 scored proficieay in
reading In comparison, only 7 of the eighthgradestudents from lower socioeconomic
backgrounds scored proficiency in mghd80% scored proficiency in reading

The chisquargestcomparing math proficiency and SES with high district density
2003 was significant? (1) = 16.73p = .000, suggesting that as students in fuighsity
districts tended to be proficierihey tended toward higher SEgd as students tended to be
nonproficient they tended toward lower SEShe chisquargestcomparing reading
proficiency and SES with high district density in 2003 was signifisntl) = 8.92,p =
.003, suggesting that for students in hagnsity districts, as they tended to be profigient
they tended toward higher SEdas students tered to be nonproficienthey tended

toward lower SES Table 16 presents thesults of the chsquareests
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Table 16

Chi-squareTestson Math and Reading Proficiency and SESHah-density Districtan
2003(Grade 8)

Math Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

16.73 .000

High SES 8 (6.6) 114 (93.4) 122 (100)

Low SES 101 (23.2) 335 (76.8) 436 (100)

Reading Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

8.92 .003

High SES 14 (11.5) 108 (88.5) 122 (100)

Low SES 103 (24.0) 326 (76.0) 429 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In hightdensity districts in 2003 for math, as students tended toward hightt&yS
tended to be proficientAlso, as students tended toward low S8y tended to be
nonproficient In high-density districts in 2003 for reading, as students tended toward high
SES they tended to be proficienAlso, as students tended toward low SE8y tended to
be naproficient. Data in Table 16 illustra&3% of the American Indiaeighth-grade
students from higher socioeconomic backgrounds were proficient in anati896 scored
proficiency in reading In comparison, only 7 of the eighthgrade students from lower
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socioeconomic backgrounds scored proficiency in paatti76% scorel proficiency in
reading
2004

The chisquaretest comparing higkschool proficiency and SES with low district
density in 2004 was significant?(1) = 9.04,p = .003, suggesting that in ledensity
districts, students who weed alow SES tended to beonproficient at a higher rate than
those who were at a higher SEBable 17 presents thesults of the chéquareests

The chisquaretest comparing higkschool proficiency and SES with low district
density in 2004 was significant? (1) = 3.84,p = .050, suggesting that in higlensity
districts, as students tended to be proficidray tended toward higher SE&Bhd as students
tended to be nonproficigrthey tended toward lower SESable 19 presents thesults of
the chisquardests
Table 17

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fapw-density Districtan 2004
(Grade 9)

High School Not proficient Proficient Total & p
9.04 .003

High SES 9(7.3)  114(92.7) 123 (100)

Low SES 49 (19.2) 206 (80.8) 255 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Table 18

Chi-sguareTestson Highschool Proficiency and SES féligh-density Districtan 2004
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(Grade 9)

High School Not proficient Proficient Total G p
3.84 .050

High SES 19 (16.4) 97 (83.6) 116 (100)

Low SES 89 (25.2) 264 (74.8) 353 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density districts in 2004, as American Indian nigthde students tended
toward high SE, they tended to be proficier®3%). Also, as ninthgrade students tended
toward low SESthey tended to be nonproficief@1%). In high-density districts in the
same year, as students tended toward high, 8tey tended to be proficiel@406), whereas
the 7346 of the students from low SE&¢kgrounds were not proficient.
2005

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool proficiency and SES with low district
density in 2005 was significarg? (1) = 10.96p = .001, suggesting that as students in high
density districts tended to be proficigtitey tended toward higher SES aad students
tended to be nonproficierthey tended toward lower SES able 19 presents thesults of
the chisquaredests.

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool proficiency and SES with high district
density in 205 was significantc? (1) = 9.23,p = .002, suggesting that for students in high

density districts, as they tended to be profigidmy tended toward higher SEhdas
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students tended to be nonproficighkty tended toward lower SESJable 20 presesithe

results of the chsquareests
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Table 19

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fapw-density Districtan 2005
(Grade 10)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

10.96 .001

High SES 22(18.8)  95(81.2) 117 (100)

Low SES  92(35.8) 165 (64.2) 257 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Table 20

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fetigh-density Districtan 2005
(Grade 10)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total ¢ p

9.23 .002

High SES 22 (22.4) 76(77.6) 98 (100)

Low SES  115(39.4) 177 (60.6) 292 (100)

Note df=1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data

In low-density disticts in 2005, as American Indian terghade students tended
toward high &S, they tended to be proficigi@1%). Also, as tentkgrade students tended

toward low SESthey tended to be nonproficief@4%). In high-density districts in 2005, as
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studentseénded toward high SEthey tended to be proficiem8%). Also, as students
tended toward low SE$ey tended to be mproficient(61%).
2006

The chisquargestcomparing higkschool proficiency and SES with low district
density in 2006 was significarg? (1) = 11.45p = .001, suggesting that as students in high
density districts tended to be proficigtitey tended toward higher SES aad students
tended to be noproficient they tended toward lower SESable 21 presents thesults of
the chisquaretests

The chisquargestscomparing higkschool proficiency and SES with high district
density in 2006 was not statistically significarft (1) = 1.82,p =.178 Table 22 presents
the results of the claquare analysis.
Table 21

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SHS8r Low-density Districtan 2006
(Grade 11)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total G p

11.45 .001

High SES  20(26.3) 56 (73.7) 76 (100)

Low SES  89(49.2) 92 (50.8) 181 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parehgsis are percentages
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Table 22

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fetigh-density Districtsn 2006
(Grade 11)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total & p

1.82 .178

High SES  26(30.2) 60 (69.8) 86 (100)

Low SES  85(38.5) 136 (61.5) 221 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Interpreting the Data
In low-density districts in 2006, as American Indian elevegrdide high SES
students tended to be proficigf4%), andiow SES studets tended to be norgficient
(51%). In high-density districts in 20Q&ignificant differenceslid not exision proficiency
by SES.
2007
The chisquargestscomparing highschool proficiency and SES with low district
density in 2007 was not statistically significarit (1) = 1.02 p= .314 Table 23 presents
the lesults of the chsquardests. The chisquaretestcomparing higkschool proficiency
and SES with high district density in 2007 was not statistically significaft) = 0.41p =

523 Table 24 presents thesults of the chsquareests
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Table 23

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fapw-density Districtan 2007
(Grade 12)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total & p

1.02 .314

High SES 14 (53.8) 12 (46.2) 26 (100)

Low SES  50(64.9) 27 (35.1) 77 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages

Table 24

Chi-squareTestson High-school Proficiency and SES fetigh-density Districtsn 2007
(Grade 12)

Variable  Not proficient Proficient Total & p

0.41 .523

High SES  18(69.2)  8(30.8) 26 (100)

Low SES  53(62.4) 32(37.6) 85 (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
In 2007, a significant differenadid not existin proficiency by SES in highor low-
density schools for American Indian twelfth grade#s shown in the results of the analyses

testing Hypothesis 3, the density of a school district in terms of the percentage of American
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Indian students it enrolled dicbhreveal a significant difference in the percentages of
proficiency for lower SES American Indian students on state assessments in math, reading

and highschoolassessmentResults supported thresentedhypothesis.

Research Question 4

How does thdreshman retentionof American Indian students who graduated from
North Carolinaébés public high schools and en
compare to the retention of the population of+Aanerican Indian students enrolled in the
system dung the same period of time?

It is hypothesized following Research Question 4 that American Indian students who
graduated from North Carolinaés public high
freshnen in the fall of 2007 when compared to the retentibnam-American Indian
students who entered tegstem during the same period of time will reflect a lower
percentage of retentiorData etrieved from the UNC System warsed in this analysis
According to UNGGA records, a total of 2275 students ented thesystem The total
number of students who identified as American Indian was E@ghty-two percent of the
norntAmerican Indian student population returned for a second year in fall 2608able
25 shows the percentage of American Indian studeetirning was 73.3195 out of the
266 American Indian studentsThis reveals a drop out rate of@compared to 1% for
nonAmerican Indian studentsThe percentage of neimerican Indian students returning
was 826. To examine the hypothesis, a-dguare analysis was conducted to examige th
difference between the freshmeetention rate of American Indian students who enroll in

the UNC System and nelmerican Indian students enrolled in the system in 200
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result was statistically significdgtdifferent c?(1) = 4.53,p = .03, suggesting American
Indian students have a lower reenrollment rate thardmoarican Indian students/hich

supported theroposed hypothesis.
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Table 25

Chi-squareTeston Freshman retentiom Institutions of the UNC Stem

Retained Not Total & p
Retained
In Year 2
In Year 2
Variable
453 .00

American Indian Students 195 (73.3) 71 (26.6) 266 (100)

Non-American Indian 18458 4051 (18.1) 22509
Students (81.9) (100)

Note df= 1, Values in parenthesis are percentages
Research Question 5

How di d st ud edensitytandStadent praficemay affidatshman
retentionfor American Indian students?

For ResearchQuestion 5, three logistic regressions were used to assess the effects of
SES, density, and student achievement, separately, on freshman retentioramedogn
Indian students inthecoho®fur t her, it was hypothesized
background would affect their retention in higher education institutions but not their level of
proficiency nor the density of the American Indian student tjoul in the school district
from which they completed high schodResults revealed that SES &hdpercent
proficient were significant predictors of freshman retention separately, so a fourth logistic
regression was conducted with SES #rebercent pratient as simultaneous predictor
variables

152

t



The results of the logistic regression where SES predicted freshman retention was
significant c? (1) = 17.83p = .000, suggesting that the independent variable (SES) was a
significant predictor ofreshman etentionof American Indian studentsThe pseudo (§
for SES alone was 15.8% of the variancé@shman retentiorgnd overallthe regression
correctly predicted 77.3% of freshman retention among American Indian students

The results of the logistiegression with percent proficient predicting freshman
retention was significant? (1) = 5.00,p = .025, suggesting that the independent variable
(% proficient) was a significant predictor of freshman retention of American Indian
students The pseudoR?) for percent proficient was 4.3% of the variance in freshman
retention andoverall the regression correctly predictad9.8%freshman retentioamong
American Indian students

The results of the logistic regression with density predidteshmarretentionwas
not significant c?(1) = 1.33,p = .249 Density accounted for fR1.1% of the variance in
freshman retentionHence, American Indian density is not a significant predictor of
freshman retention.

The results of the logistic regressiorthwpercent proficient and SES predicting
freshman retentiowas significantc? (2) = 19.11p = .000, suggesting that in the overall
mode] the independent variables were significant predictofeeshman retentioof
American Indian studentsThe pseud (R?) for SES and percent proficient was 17.8% of
thevariance in freshman retenticemd overallthe regression correctly predictad8.4%
freshman retentioamong American Indian student§he only significant predictor in the
model was SESHence we go back to model 1 to interpret the effect of SBS students

tended toward high SE8ey were 5.24 times more likely to be retainddble 26
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summarizestte results of the regressioAs hypot hesi zed, ssgudent so
significantly affeced their retention in higher education institutioii$eir level of

proficiency was predicted to show no significanewever, results showed evidence of

some when it was modeled aloriEhe significance shown was not to the degree of the

st ud e n.tDendity & Eh&American Indian student pagtdn in the school district

fromwhi ch studentsd completed high school, as
freshman retentionf this population

Table 26

Logistic Regression of Retention of Amenidadians at UNC System Universities on SES,
Percent Proficientand American Indian Density

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
SES 0.18* 0.19*
Percent 1.02* 1.02
Proficient
Al Density 0.34
Model 17.83(1)* 5.00(1)* 1.33(2) 19.12(2)*
c? (df)

*p<.05
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Interpreting the Data

When modeled alone, SES and percent proficient were both significant predictors of
freshman retentigrmeaning that as the students tended toward high SES or proficiency,
they were more likely to be retasheDensity was not a significant predictorfoéshman
retention. When the significant, independent variables were entered as simultaneous
predictors, the only variable found to be significant was.S&Sthe students tended toward
high SES, they were one likely to be retained

Summary of Results

This chapter presented the results and analysis of data for a cohort of American
Indian students entering third grade in 1998 and examined their progression in North
Carolinads publ i c deseorinevbethsersighificanbpatigrnsadd 0 7 t o
changeoccurred n t he st udent s 6 Maredpecdically,ithe study over t i
focused on American Indian students from lower socioeconomic backgrotods95
students in the cohort entering collegeaftighschool graduation, an analysisfafshman
retentionwas conductedT he results provide evidence and
theoretical framework of habitu®escriptive statistics including frequencies, percentages
and means were used to stately analyze the datarhe patterns of proficiency shown in
the lesults provide evidence that over tiraehools did not make a significant difference in
the educational achievement for the cohort of Americaian students in this study,
particularlythose students from lower socioeconomic backgrauhiiigher SES American
Indian students show higher rates of academic proficiency on standardized math, reading
and highschool assessments than students from lower SES backgrduresnly

exception wa the results showing that lower SES students scored higher in proficiency in
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2007, the last higlschool year In terms of school density, no significant differences were
found in the percentages of proficiency for both higher and lower SES American India
students on state assessments in math, readiddigh schodEnd-of-CourseTests For
students pursuing postsecondary college degtteesesults are similar to those found at the
elementary and secondary level

SES was the only strong predictdrfieshman retention for American Indian
students in the UNC Systernfhes t udent s 0 pr o ffactcbutaot lkeg/theh a s
st ud e n.tDendity & Eh& American Indian student pagitdn in the school district
from which students completed highhsol revealed no significant affect on freshman
retention The following chapter provideonclusions and implications based on the
findings of this study It alsoprovides an explanation and discussion of conclusions based
on the theoretical frameworkid implications for practice for school leaders working with

American Indian populationdn addition,it presentgecommendations for further research
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Following a brief overview of the purpose and methoggl/dhis chapter
summarizes key findings from the results of the study, including explanations and
conclusions based on the theoretical framework app{Bzherally spdang, results of this
study indicate consisteneyi t h Bour di eud s fhabitesandisst i cal conce
predictabilityof the educational achievement patterns for American Indian students in North
Carolina Through habitus, individuals internalize dispositions to the degree that they
become part of the way they perceive and think abowgdbial world and their places in it.
The chapter concludes with implications for school leaders working with American Indian
populations and recommendations for further research related to American Indian education.
Purpose
The purpose of this quantiitee study was to investigaBour di euds t heor et
concept of habitug determine whether it was predictive of #uucationahchiezement
patterndor American Indian students in North Carolink affirmative, then it would
suggest that the entiresggm of changes, interventions, and other reforms schools employed
in the past decades have not changed the pattern of low achievement or the likelihood of a
better quality of life for the American Indian population. If affirmative, it would also
suggestas Bourdieu would argue, that the role of the school in reproducing the exiting
social order will not change until and unless it is confronted in the context of the larger

sociopolitical system.
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This study focused on the academic proficiency for artaicdmerican Indian
students entering third grade in 1998 and e:
public schools through 2007, including the college retention for those entering a higher
education institution in the UNC System following thgiaduation from high school. The
theoretical concept of habitus was the lens applied in addressing the major research question
for the study, fADo schools make a -positive,
achievement patterns for American Indi&undents, more specifically those from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds, who

Five guiding research questions were addressed:

1.) To what extent do patterns of American Indian students scoring proficient and
non-proficient in reading and matin North Carolia 6 s st at e assiessment
98 to 200203 (grades 138) and 200804 to 200607 in high school reflect a positive

changem position that is sustainable over time?

2.) In a comparison of proficiency, dsatistically significant differences exist in

student achievement across time between low SES American Indian students and
higher SES American Indian students?

3.) Do the relationships between SES an
district densy?

4.) How does the freshman retention of American Indian students who graduated
from North Carolinads public high school
2007 compare to the retention of the population of-Aorerican Indian students

enrolled in he system during the same period of time?
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5.)How dos t u d 8ESt sshimolensity, and student proficien@ffect freshman

retention for American Indian students?

The major research hypothesis (Hypothesis 1) was that over time, schools do not
make a sigificant difference in the educational achievement patterns for the American
Indian student population attending public schools in North Carolina, more specifically
those students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. It was further hypothesized

tha:

1 American Indian students with higher SES will consistently and towermaintain
greater academic proficiency on standardized math, reaidghighschool
assessments than American Indian students with a B&8 (Hypothesis 2).

1 The density of the ferican Indian student population in a school district will make
little difference in the proficiency of students with a lower SH$pothesis 3).

T American I ndian students who graduated
and entered the UNC Systemfeeshnen in fall 2007 will be retained at a lower rate
when compared to the retention of ramerican Indian students who entered the
systemduring the same period of tinfelypothesis 4)

T Student sd S Bl abfeatchkirgetentiomim higher e@dation institutions
more than their level of proficiency and the density of the American Indian student

population in the schodlistrict for which they attend (Hypothesis 5).

Review of Methodology
The data analyzed in this study were obtained from tigitiedinal administrative

records of the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) and the UNC
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General Administration (UNGA). Achievement data, the dependent variable in the study,
were the individual proficiency levels each year for aotbbf students identified as

American Indian in graded 8 and high school spanning the school years 1998 2006

07. For the purpose of this study, proficiency for the {sighool years (200497) was

calculated as the average proficiency of allheCourse Tests taken by the student in a

given year. The independent variables wiejesocioeconomic status (SES) based on
studentso6 eligibility for free or reduced |1
di s t Amercandnslian enrolimerdf 50% or greater (high density) or less than 50%

(low density); and 3.) freshman retention, based on the percent of American Indian freshmen
enteringa UNC institution in fall 2007 after graduating from high school and returning for a
second year in faR008.

The sample size of American Indian students who attended public elementary,
middle, and high schools beginning with the 1998 school year through 2007, consisted of
1,495 students, which made up the American Indian student cohort file containing al
studentlevel data. In the analyses, the sample size varied for specific variables in a given
year. The American Indian student cohort file was used to run the analyses for all research
guestions, with the exception of Research Question 4. To addiegsiestion, a separate
file of data from the UNC System and infor m;
analyses. All analyses were conducted ugliedPredictive Analytics Softare (PASW)

Statistics 18.0 application, and all statistical testse conducted using an alpha level of
0.05.
The first step in the data analyses was to explore the data using descriptive statistics.

Frequency distributions for each categorical variable in the study were conducted and
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corresponding tables were creat®text, the major and guiding research questisese
addressed through Pearson-stuare (crostsabulation) statisticsLogisticregression tests
were used in assessing the effects of SES, density, and student achievement on freshman
retention.
Key Findings

To set the context, although this study focused solely on the academic proficiency of
American Indian students, evidence supports that this subgroup in North Carolina has
consistently scored below the state and White student populations for thi& yasrs.
Figure 5.1 illustrates these patterns as reflected in the statewide percent of students at or

above Level Il proficiency in both reading and mathematics, 119®20 200910.
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Figure 5.1 1992 93 to 200910 Endof-Grade Test results statalgi percent of
students \or éowve Level Il proficiency in both mthematics and readingrages 38
8, for American Indian and Whitaubgroups Source:NCDPI, Division of
Accountability Services.

As presented in Chapter 2, research literature relatedh&riéan Indian education

extensively documents that American Indian students on a national scale consistently score

161



lower than other ethnic groups on acadeathievement measures. Figure 5.1 clearly
illustrates the circumstances in North Carolina ardifferent. In reviewing reports about
the academic achievement of American Indian students in North Carolina, such as the
annual reports of the State Advisory Council on Indian Education, the researcher found a
majority of the reporting tended to presstatic data or provide snapshots on the
popul ati onds achievement at a given ti me.
student achievement within the American Indian student subgroup. In light of what is
known about the academic achievemerit Amer i can I ndi ans when co
White student population, this study sought to address this absence in an attempt to better
understand the academic achievement within the population as it relates to socioeconomic
status, density, and fi@®an retention in higher education institutions.
An Exploratory Analysis

As a first step, Rinitial pairedsample ttest wasconducted to compare thigtade
math and reading proficiency in 1998dighthgrade mattand reading proficiency in 2003
to determine whether differences existed within this grade span. There was a statistically
significant difference in math proficiency wheamparing 1998M = 0.60,SD= 0.49)to
2003(M =0.81,SD= 0.39) proficienciest (1,126) =-13.88,p = .000. Theseasults
revealed that American Indian students scored higher proficiency in eighth grade in 2003
than they did in third grade (1998A similar pattern showed in comparing 1998 reading
proficiency in third gradéM = 0.61,SD= 0.49)to the 2003 proficiencin eighth gradéM
=0.83,SD=0.38);t (1,114) =-15.23,p = .00Q In both subjects, American Indian students

appeared to perform better the longer they were in school. However, despite this seemingly
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positive trend reflected within the American ladisubgroup, it is important to note that the
patterns were consistent to those presented in Figure 5.1.

American Indian students from 199803 participating in this study did not fair as
well when compared to proficiency levels of White students.9981the percent of
American Indian students at or above Level Il proficiency on third gradeoEGadade
Tests in math was 57%, compared to 79% for White students, a difference of 22 percentage
points. In reading, 56% of American Indian students weoe above Level Il proficiency,
compared to 81% of Whites. This reflects a difference of 25 percentage points (NCDPI,
Division of Accountability Services, 19998, 200203). By 2003, the proficiency of
American Indian students revealed gains particylarteading, but a discrepancy continued
to exist when compared to White studerfiggure 5.2 shows the statewide percent of
students at or above Level Il proficiency in mathematics, 18983, and Figure 5.3
presents the statewide percent of students above Level Il proficiency in reading, 1998

2003.
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Figure 5.2. 1998 2003 Endof-Grade Test results statewide percentofisntsat or
abowve Level Il proficiency in nthematics, gades 88, for American Indian and
White sibgroups Source:NCDP], Division of Accountability Services.
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Figure 5.3. 1998 2003 Endof-Grade Test results statewide percent of students at or

abowve Level Il proficiency in reading,rgdes 88, for American Indian and White

subgroups Source:NCDPI, Division of Accourdbility Services.

When analyzing higischool achievement, the proficiencyArherican Indian high
school students, 2002007, showed an opposite trend to that in 12983, gradesi3,
where students appeared to excel in their earlier years of schodhedindings from this
initial analysisledtoayedry-y ear i nspection of studentsdo pr
proficiency as they transitioned grade to grade.
Yearto-Year Transitions

Earlier years (gradesi®). Analyses of data from the earliyears of schooling
showed that American Indian students made significant gains in math proficiency at each
gradelevel transition. The greatest gains (17 percentages points) were found in the third
grade to fourtkgrade transition. However, thefolloong year 6 s data reveal
decrease of 4 percentage points from fourth grade to fifth grade. Based on statewide results,

American Indian students were the only group to show a decrease in proficiency during this

grade level transition (North Caroé State Testing Results, 1998, 199900). The year
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by.year analysis in reading showed that Amer.
between each gradevel transition. A significant gain of 29 percentage points occurred
from seventh grade toghth grade. However, a review of statewide results found that
similar gains were experienced by all student subgroups in this given year. When looking at
the fifth grade to sixth grade, a decrease in American Indian proficiency of 7 percentage
points ocarred. However, as in the case previously mentioned, this pattern occurred for all
student subgroups statewide during this grade transition (North Carolina State Testing
Results, 200001, 2002 03).

Test bias, as noted in Chapter 2, could be a potexjdhnation for the sporadic
nature of the observed patterns of proficiency. For example, Locklear (1996) found a wide
disparity between subgroup scores, which revealed some ethnic groups having more
difficulty selecting correct responses. He conduciedtudy in a school district in North
Carolina with the highest enrollment of American Indian children and suggested that test
item bias existed on the North Carolina EofdCourse (EOC) English | Tests and other
state tests. The process used for stahskiting undethe NC Statewide Testing Program
provides an opportunity for test bias to exist. For exanipéeprocess determinindné
academieachievement standards cut scores for each year includes teagh@gment data,
thes t u d acwadl tesBcoresandthetest items Usingan examinedased method of
standardsetting expert judges who are knowl edgeabl e
domains outside of the testing situation categaimdentsnto various achievement levels
These jdgmentar e t hen compared to studentsd actua!
serve as the expert judges in the standard setting process because they are considered able to

make i nformed judgments about studentsd achi
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observed the breadth and depth of the studen
Research about effective teachers supports
knowledge of subject matter, and understanding and knowledge about the culture o student
are all shown to promote improved student performance (Stronge, et al., 2004). Yet, in
North Carolina, a majority of American Indian students are in classrooms taught-by non
Native teachers who are uninformed about the tribes in the state or ther Matve
cultures and heritage (State Advisory Council on Indian Education, 2009). This information
provides a strong indication that test bias could be inherent in the standard setting process as
it relates to the st ataentcse Nant itveea cphoepr uslda tkinoonw
individual students, and, in this case, their limited or-existent expertise of American
Indian communities and their cultures.

Another explanation for the variations in achievemensultsieswithin  our soci ety
unguestionable acceptance of tests as meanirnfgiuland infallible instruments for
improvingstudent learning English (2002) reminded that a powerful metarative exists
that nNtests are neutral and merthatwhenr ati ¢ t o¢
empl oyed to measure school success, they cal
As we have seen in the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act in public schools,
tests are major devices trantrol and manipulate curriculigaching, and learningTests
are not neutral, but instead are embedded in the political, social, and educational contexts
and are often used to define and impose knowledge, create de facto policies, and exclude
unwanted groups (Shohamy, 2007). In otherdsdests create dependence that leads to the
marginalization of studentgho do not pass themShohamy further stated that the power of

tests comefrom the trust marginalized group#o are affectetdy them place in the tests.
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