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Abstract

Drawing from the support of Culturally Relevant Pedagogy to diminish disparities in
academic achievement across students of ethnically and racially diverse background, this study
aims to support future empirical research by first documenting if and how cultural variations can
be observed. Through participant observations in Head Start classrooms of ethnically
homogenous classrooms, this study found that it is possible to document the extent to which
classrooms reflect students’ home culture. Additionally, the documented cultural variations
found in this study suggest that more research needs to be realized to specify what constitutes
effective incorporation of culture in the classroom, in comparison to passive incorporation of
culture, in order for CRT goals to be achieved.
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Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms

One of the most commonly discussed topics in the developmental and educational fields
is the disparity in educational performances between students from different ethnic backgrounds.
This “achievement gap” can be seen across diverse education measures, which consistently show
middle-class white students performing greater than their low-income minority peers (Kober,
2001). Over the years, many theories have proposed factors as to why this trend permeates our
society, but one commonly overlooked factor is the mismatch of culture between western
schooling and ethnically diverse students. While this paper does not claim that this mismatch is
the sole factor for the widening gap, it focuses on understanding how culture within a classroom
can be empirically studied and examined.
Although the United State’s school system claims to promote equal educational
opportunities for all students through free public education, there are considerable advantages for
students raised in white middle-class communities because their cultural background is well
aligned with that of the school. Just as our ways of thinking and behaving are culturally situated,
so also teaching and learning is culturally based. So, when the culture of school and the culture
of ethnically diverse students are not well aligned, discontinuities can interfere with academic
achievement (Gay, 2000). With the dominance of white middle class culture within our school
system (Boykin, 1994), ethnic minority students are often put in educational settings where their
culture is not valorized or acknowledged, creating obstacles to their academic success. Research
suggests that for ethnic minority children, affirmation and strengthening of their ethnic identities
is a critical factor in their school achievement (Mistry, Contreras, & Pufall-Jones, in press).
Although there has not been clear empirical evidence on mismatch of culture in schools
as a potential barrier to ethnic minority students’ academic achievement, much focus has been
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given to Culturally Relevant Teaching (CRT), which proposes an alteration to the culture of

classrooms to draw on the cultural strengths of all students (Gay, 2000). CRT aims to use the
“cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of references, and performance styles of
ethnically diverse students” to create more effective learning environments (Gay, 2000). The
assumption is that with a culturally validating and affirming classroom setting, CRT enables
students to use their cultural strengths and knowledge to succeed in educational settings.
While this research study does not claim that this mismatch is the sole factor for the
widening gap, I argue that before we can examine if cultural mismatch does in fact contribute to
the achievement gap, it is necessary to first determine if it is possible to assess the extent to
which children’s cultural heritage is reflected in the classroom environment and curriculum.
Overview of Study
This research project seeks to examine how children’s home and community
backgrounds and experiences can be brought into the classroom-learning environment. Research
suggests that children learn best when pedagogical practices connect with the children’s prior
knowledge, experiences and family activities (Beyer, 1991). As demonstrated above, this is not
an issue for white, middle-class children because of cultural continuity between home and
school. However, children from varying ethnic and cultural backgrounds find themselves less
connected to with school practices due to a discontinuity between home and school culture.
Culturally Relevant Pedagogy aims to address this discontinuity, but lacks empirical research
documenting if and how a bridge between cultures facilitates learning. One major obstacle in
executing this research is the difficulty in measuring the implementation of culturally relevant
practices. To begin to address these difficulties, this project seeks to examine if and how we can
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document variations in the extent to which children’s cultural backgrounds and experiences are
represented in classrooms.
Methods
This study will be conducted as part of the Readiness Through Integrative Science and

Engineering (RISE) project directed by Professors Christy McWayne and Jayanthi Mistry in the
Eliot-Pearson Department of Child Development. With access to five different Head Start
classrooms at two different sites serving children and families from different ethnic backgrounds,
data will be collected from a variety of classrooms, teachers, and ethnic groups. This variation
will allow a more complete view of possible CRT implementation. Although it is not explicitly
stated that CRT is used within classrooms, Head Start claims to be a leader in incorporating the
home, cultural, and ethnic backgrounds of the community into the classroom (Washington,
1995).
The data for this senior thesis will consist of data being collected for the RISE project.
Data that is being currently collected for RISE consists of ethnographic participant observations
in the preschool classrooms. Every week, members of the RISE research team spend two 3-hour
blocks of time in one of the five classrooms of the RISE project. The participant observers take
on the role of student volunteers in the classroom, and conduct a series of observations following
specified guidelines. Significant amounts of time are being allocated to classroom visits so that
the researchers become accepted members of the classroom community while fulfilling
observational needs. The focus of the observations are being guided by the objectives of RISE as
well as the proposed focus of this senior thesis, that is to document if and how culturally relevant
practice can be observed in classroom practice. Data collected by the end of December consists
of field notes of two months of visits as well as three formal participant observations completed
6
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by each member of the 14 person RISE research team. Thus, it is possible to examine variations
in the extent to which cultural relevance exists in the five different classrooms at the two
different sites.
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Literature Review

In order to offer more equitable educational opportunities to ethnically and racially
diverse populations, our school system needs to recognize the important cultural differences
between different ethnic groups, and the importance culture plays in learning. When the culture
of school can match the home and community culture of students, more effective pedagogies can
be used to facilitate higher academic achievement. Currently our school system only recognizes
the white-Eurocentric culture of schools, and denies validation of all other cultures (Gay, 2000).
To confront this problem, much research has centered on Culturally Relevant Teaching (CRT),
which centers instruction around the lives of students and their own culture to further facilitate
academic achievement. Although there is limited research that has shown the importance of
cultural responsiveness in learning (see Jordan, 1995 and Vogt, Jordan, and Tharp, R. 1987),
there is little empirical research to support its claims. It is not until valid and accurate measures
of CRT are created that the potential benefits of this pedagogy can be determined.
Disparity in Educational Achievement
The disparity in educational performances between students of different ethnic
backgrounds can be seen across diverse education measures, which consistently show middleclass white students performing greater than their low-income minority peers. The National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) highlights the persistence of this gap in reading and
mathematic achievement over the past 40 years (Coley, 2002). This gap is present as early as the
second year of the child’s development, and persists through early childhood education
(Shonkoff &Phillips, 2000). Currently, the NAEP reading scores show that White students
continuously score significantly higher than all other racial groups of students (Rampey, Dion &
Donahue, 2009). In the fourth grade, on average, they score 27 points more than their Black and
8
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Hispanic peers, and in 12th grade, they score, on average, 23.5 points more than their Black and
Hispanic peers. On a broader note of academic achievement, ethnic and racial minorities are
more than twice as likely to drop out of high school before graduation. These disparities can be
seen across students at all grade levels in multiple assessment forms (Lee &Burnham, 2002).
Over the years, many theoretical explanations have been proposed as to why this trend
permeates our society. A very common explanation is the fact that many minority students live

below the poverty line, and thus their low academic achievement is due to lack of resources and
assumed unstable home environments. Studies have found that differences in family income
contribute to the achievement gap, but it does not entirely explain this phenomenon (Duncan,
Young, Brooks-Gunn, &Smith, 1998; Phillips, Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Lebanon &Crane, 2008).
Other explanations suggest that a combination of school influence and after-school influences
add to the achievement gap, including rigor of curriculum, school safety, teacher preparation,
and student nutrition (see Barton, 2003). The achievement gap issue is particularly pertinent for
children from immigrant families. Drawn by the service sector of the US economy, many
immigrants come with less than a ninth grade education and end up living in poverty and in
racially segregated communities (Suarez-Orozco, 2001; Orefield, 1998). Because of the social
barriers associated with low educational attainment and poverty, many experts attribute the lack
of academic success of immigrant students to schools that promote a “culture of violence”
(Collier, 1998). This, combined with the students’ lack of English skills, leads schools to put
them in the lower-track classes that are not challenging, and thereby relegate these students to
low achieving tracks.
In response to these growing disparities, there have been many proposed intervention
techniques. Changes in curriculum, more challenging academic situations, and teacher
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professional development are common proposals (see Cornier &Heckman, 2003 for metaanalysis of proposed interventions). One major focus of research on ameliorating the

achievement gap, and one that is consistent with the focus of my research project is the access to
quality preschools for children living in low-income families. After Steinhart and colleagues
demonstrated the importance of pre-school education to facilitate future academic achievement
in low-income communities, early childhood education became a strong focus of intervention
(Steinhart, Monties, Xiang, Barnett, Beifield &Nores, 2005). Nationally, this route was taken
during the 1970s to address the achievement gap. During this time, African American and
Hispanic students made substantial gains in achievement while the achievement of children of
European descent stayed relatively constant. Many researchers attribute this change to the
implementation of Head Start Preschool classrooms, which offer free preschool education to
children who meet low-income requirements established by the government (Kober, 2001). By
increasing the school readiness of low-income and minority students for school, Head Start is an
important player in the reduction of the achievement gap.
Head Start is a government-funded program that provides services to children of lowincome families (Washington, 1995). Implemented during the War on Poverty, Head Start’s goal
is to improve the cognitive and social skills of disadvantaged youth to close the gap between
them and their more affluent peers (Aughinbaugh, 2001). The overarching goal was to provide
children from economically impoverished homes with early learning experiences so that they
could enter school at the same level as their middle-class peers (Zigler & Styfco, 2004). Viewing
the child in a holistic manner, Head Start provides health, educational, and social services to
eligible children and their families.
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The Role of Culture

One commonly overlooked factor in addressing the achievement gap is the mismatch of
culture between western schooling and ethnic minority students. Although the public school
system in the United States claims to promote equal educational opportunities for all students
through free public education, there are considerable advantages to students raised in white
middle-class communities because of their white middle-class culture. As culture supports how
you think and behave, it also supports how you teach and learn, and when the culture of school
and the culture of ethnic minority students are not coordinated, discontinuities can interfere with
academic achievement (Gay, 2000). With the overwhelming presence of white middle class
culture within our school system defined as “normal” and “right” (Boykin, 1994), ethnic
minority students are often put in educational settings where cultural discontinuities interfere
with academic achievement.
Effects on Academic Achievement
When this mismatch of culture is present, schools devalue the culture of non-white,
middle class culture, and in turn force assimilation to white, middle class norms. Without this
assimilation, standard education success is difficult, if not impossible, to achieve. In a study of
the school achievement of Mexican-American students, Valenzuela (1999) found that schools’
subtraction of cultural identities contributes to academic failure. Manifestations of this include
negative views of home language and lack of acknowledgement of home culture. When asked to
navigate the tensions between the culture of the school as well as the culture of the home,
children are “torn between contradictory values” (Li, 2008, p. 161), leading to psychosocial
stress and problems with identity formation (Valenzuela, 1999).
Role of Family Culture
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One important aspect of the greater dominant culture present within classrooms is its

synchrony with the particular culture and experiences of a student’s family. When a student’s
home culture is situated outside of the dominant context, the social process of learning becomes
disrupted (Englert & Palincsar, 1991). Learning is enhanced when it reflects the realities of
individual students, particularly when instruction is contextualized in the students’ real world
experiences (Shantz, 2005; Caine, Caine, McClintic, & Klimeck, 2008; Gay, 2000). By building
off of the “official knowledge” of student’s home and family life, learning can occur in a more
effective and validating manner.
Parents, as well as students, are negatively affected by this mismatch of culture. Villenas
and Dehyle (1999) argue that parents are “kept out” of schools because of policies and programs
that disregard or devalue their culture. When parents are excluded from school life, students are
denied the many important benefits that come from a positive school-home connection.
Increased academic achievement, educational aspirations and attitudes towards school are
common occurrences when families are involved in their child’s learning (Hidalgo, Bright, Sui,
Swap & Epstein 1995; Matuszny, Banda, & Coleman, 2007). Additionally, this involvement can
act as a buffer to low socioeconomic status (Levine & Lezotte, 1995). With national recognition
of the importance of home-school connections (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), it is vital
that parents of non-white, Eurocentric cultures are not forcibly excluded from their children’s
educational careers.
Culturally Relevant Teaching
The strong research evidence that supports the need of home-school connections has led
to the focus on matching the home culture to the school culture to further facilitate academic
achievement. Culturally Relevant Pedagogy or Culturally Relevant Teaching (CRP or CRT)
12
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proposes an alteration of the culture of classrooms to draw on the cultural strengths of all

students. It is assumed that the academic achievement of these students will increase if schools
and teaching methods are changed so that they reflect and draw on their cultural and linguistic
strengths (Gay, 2000). It is important to note that the terms culturally relevant, responsive,
sensitive, centered, and contextualized teaching/pedagogy are all used throughout current
research to describe the same perspective.
Characteristics of CRT
There are six main characteristics of Culturally Relevant Teaching: validation of cultural
heritage, multidimensional, comprehensive, empowering, transformative, and emancipatory
(Gay, 2002). First, CRT uses cultural knowledge, prior experiences, and frames of references to
make learning more relevant and effective. By bridging the home to the school, instructional
strategies are altered to legitimatize students’ culture. Second, CRT is multidimensional, in that it
is embedded into all aspects of schooling, including curriculum content, classroom climate,
student-teacher relationships, and assessment techniques. Third, CRT involves teaching in a
comprehensive manner that addresses the needs of the whole child to help students of color
maintain their identity. The fourth characteristic is a pedagogy that is empowering. CRT should
focus on empowering students to lead to academic competence and personal confidence to
enable students to become more successful learners. Additionally, CRT is transformative in that
it defies the traditional ways of teaching by respecting other cultures and using them as valid
forms of knowledge to empower marginalized populations. By changing curriculum to develop
social consciousness, intellectual critique and personal efficacy, CRT combats cultural
hegemony’s oppression and exploitation. The sixth characteristic is the emancipatory nature of
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CRT. By validating the intellect of these populations, their views and values are no longer
oppressed by mainstream knowledge and culture.
Effectiveness of Culturally Relevant Pedagogy
Because CRT is a relatively new approach in the fields of Child Development and

Education, there is little empirical research on its effects on student achievement, and most
research is strictly descriptive rather than experimental. Here I will discuss a few important
studies that have set a foundation for future empirical research. The first is the Kamehameha
Elementary Education Program (KEEP) implemented to increase the achievement of Native
Hawaiian children. In a two-step intervention, Jordan (1995) found that when curriculum was
changed to reflect the students’ Hawaiian culture, personal experiences and background
knowledge, their reading skills improved significantly. This was one of the first interventions
that focused on bringing culture into the classroom to improve achievement.
Inspired by KEEP, the Educational Research Center set out to increase achievement
within classrooms of students of Navajo backgrounds (Vogt, Jordan, and Tharp, R. 1987).
Implemented in a Navajo community in Arizona, the Rough Rock Community was the first to
achieve control of the local school to include native culture and language in the curriculum. The
important findings of these two programs were the differences in how students preferred to work
and how they worked more efficiently. Because the Rough Rock School was based off of
KEEP’s success, Vogt and colleagues first implemented many of the same techniques that
worked well with the Native Hawaiian children. Findings showed that although KEEP was
successful with the Native Hawaiian children, it was not having the same effect with the Navajo
children. It was not until the management routines were tailored specifically to the Navajo
culture that improvements began to show. The success of the KEEP and Rough Rock schools
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shows the importance of culture specificity and validation for the academic improvement of
students (Underwood, 2009). Unfortunately, the main outcome studied was classroom

management rather than a measurable academic gain, like reading comprehension, so there is no
clear proof if the CRT implemented at Rough Rock led directly to improved academic
achievement.
One important empirical study produced by Hugh, Cowley, Copley, Finch, Meehan,
Burns et al. (2005) gives substantial evidence to the importance of CRT and academic
achievement. With four different classrooms employing different levels of culturally responsive
teaching, Hughes and colleagues found that the teachers with the most use of CRT were more
likely to keep students on task and facilitate participation. They also improved their ability for
anti-discriminatory teaching to create an environment that supports all students. Once again, this
study found no empirical links of CRT to improvements in academic achievement, but it found
benefits of CRT that have indirect affects on student achievement, like increased participation
and a more welcoming environment.
Finally, Underwood’s (2009) research is one of the few experimental research designs
that measure the relationship between CRT and vocabulary and reading achievement. She found
that students who received vocabulary interventions that focused on the combination of CRT and
comprehensive strategies had higher test scores than those who had vocabulary interventions that
were not focused on CRT. Although on a small scale, Underwood’s work gives the foundation
for empirical evidence that supports the use of CRT to improve academic achievement.
Measures of CRT Implementation
The previous studies described above are important for understanding the positive effects
of incorporating the culture of students into the learning environment. However, they also expose
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the weaknesses that lead to the lack of research, that is, the challenge of defining and assessing
CRT. There is no standard, universally accepted measure of CRT implementation. Without the

ability to measure and assess the degrees of CRT, it is difficult to empirically measure its effects
on achievement. This research study focuses on this gap to more clearly define how we can
assess and measure the extent of CRT in classrooms.
Currently, there are a few proposed measures for CRT, but none that has been empirically
tested for accuracy and validity. The most basic, comprehensive measure is the Culturally
Responsive Instruction Observation Protocol, or the CRIOP. Rebecca Powell, Elizabeth
Campbell Rightmyer and colleagues (2011) developed the CRIOP to present a framework for
implementing CRT. With a focus on literacy instruction, their book Literacy for All Students
draws on research, theories, and different perspectives to create a comprehensive, detailed, and
efficient instrument for assessing culturally responsive literacy instruction. After detailed review
of research in the field, eight themes were identified as main components to CRT; Teacher
Caring/Disposition; Classroom Climate/Physical Environment; Parent Collaboration;
Assessment; Curriculum/Planned Experiences; Pedagogy/Instructional Practices;
Discourse/Instructional Conversation; and Sociopolitical Consciousness/Multiple Perspectives.
Each of the eight themes can be divided into two overarching categories: Sociocultural Context
or Core Instructional Values. Table 1 defines the eight main themes and their distinct elements.
Table 1: Key Components of CRIOP
COMPONENT

ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS

Sociocultural Context
1. Classroom
Caring/Teacher



Students and teacher show respect for themselves and
other

16

Disposition

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 17

2. Classroom



Students and teacher show compassion and empathy



Teacher and students are helpful to each other



Teacher shows a commitment to teach all students



The physical surroundings of the classroom reflect an

Climate/Physical
Environment

3. Parent Collaboration

appreciation for diversity


Peer collaboration is the norm



The physical space supports collaborative work



Students work together productively



The teacher establishes genuine partnerships (equitable
relationships) with parents/caregivers



The teacher uses parent expertise to support student
learning and welcomes parents/caregivers in the
classroom



The teacher reaches out to meet parents in positive,
non-traditional ways

Core Instructional Values
4. Assessment



Formative Assessment practices are used that provide
information throughout the lesson on student
understanding



Students are able to demonstrate their learning in a
variety of ways



Formative assessment practices are used that provide
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information on the learning of every student



Authentic assessments are used as the primary means
for assessing literacy for development



Students are evaluated within the context of scaffolded
instruction to determine their potential for learning



Teacher sets high standards and students understand the
criteria by which they are being assessed



Students have opportunities for self-assessment



Assessment practices promote the achievement of the
group, and not just the individuals

5. Curriculum/Planned



Experiences

The curriculum and planned learning experiences use
the knowledge and experiences of students and their
families in order to facilitate connections between
students’ cultural knowledge and the knowledge of the
school



The curriculum and planned experiences integrate and
provide opportunities for the expression of diverse
perspectives



Literacy skills are taught in meaningful contexts in
which students are engaged in purposeful literate
activity



The curriculum and planned learning experiences
provide opportunities for the inclusion of issues
18
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important to the classroom, school and community

6. Pedagogy/ Instructional



Practices

Instruction is contextualized in students’ lives and
experiences



The teacher learns with the students



The teacher allows students to collaborate with one
another



Students engage in active, hands-on literacy tasks



The teacher gives students choices based on their
experiences, values, needs and strengths



The teacher balances instruction using both explicit
skill instruction an reading/writing for meaning



The teacher focuses on developing students’
vocabularies

7. Discourse/ Instructional



Conversation

The teacher encourages and responds positively to
children’s use of home/native language/dialect and
culturally specific discourse styles



The teacher shares control of classroom discourse with
students and builds upon and expands upon student talk
in an authentic way



The teacher promotes student engagement through
culturally responsive discourse practices



The teacher promotes equitable discourse practices



The teacher provides structures that promote student
19
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collaborative talk



The teacher provides opportunities for students to
develop linguistic competence

8. Sociopolitical



Students are allowed to question the way things are

Consciousness/



Students take action on real world problems

Multiple Perspectives



Instructional materials that demonstrate negative
stereotypes are deconstructed



Students uncover biases in popular culture



Students have the opportunity to learn about differing
discourse patterns in varied social contexts

The CRIOP has been developed, field tested, and revised to include the most accurate
research on culturally relevant teaching, and is still undergoing further revision. This framework
combines essential components of CRT to provide one of the first instruments for assessing CRT
implementation within a classroom. Although it has a main focus on literacy achievement, most
themes can be applied to a variety of student achievement categories. As seen by Table 1, this
framework does not provide any specific checklist of practices to look for, but rather provides
detailed descriptions and lists of the elements of each of the eight components and what one
would expect to see in a classroom employing these elements (See Appendix A for the complete
tables).
Besides the CRIOP, there are few, if any, field-tested measurements for CRT
observations. Because of this, some researchers have devised their own measurements and
protocols. One important example is the Culturally-Responsive Teaching Practices Assessment
20
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Instrument (CRTPAI) developed by Underwood (2009). After a comprehensive review of

literature and classroom observations to gain a more complete understanding of CRT in practice,
Underwood created the CRTPAI (See Appendix B) to measure the amount of culturally
responsive behaviors in classrooms. These behaviors include the “incorporation of students’
personal culture, experiences, and background knowledge into instruction, and the recognition of
students’ home language as a contribution” (Underwood, 2009, p. 42). Additionally, to
supplement participant observations, Underwood also developed a Culturally-Responsive
Teaching Practices Checklist (CRTPC, See Appendix B) to use with video clips of the
classrooms. This checklist was later translated to the CRTPAI fidelity ratings. Although
Underwood used this measure to comply with her research goals, she makes no note of testing to
ensure her measurements are reliable and valid for further use in other research projects.
Although I will not be using any of these measures in my research study, the dimensions
of CRT that have been delineated in these measures were pertinent to the foci of the observations
that constitute the data set I am using for this study.
Head Start and CRT
Head Start preschool classrooms are particularly relevant sites for the implementation of
CRT primarily because of the population targeted, the overall mission, and the organization’s
philosophies. The main population served through HS is families with children between the ages
of three and five who live below the poverty line. Because of the nature of our country’s
relationship between race and income, two thirds of the students served by Head Start are of
color with a high range of linguistic diversity. Perhaps because Head Start serves a very diverse
population, there are many aspects of the program that are consistent with CRT principles.
Although it is not explicitly stated that CRT is used within classrooms, it claims to be a leader in
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incorporating the home, cultural, and ethnic backgrounds of the community into the classroom

(Washington, 1995). Some examples of means to connect the home community to the classroom
community are the implementation of curriculum that shows respect of each child’s heritage,
accepting the child’s home language, and forming strong relationships with parents to facilitate
classroom involvement (Washington, 1995). Head Start website states that all services are
“designed to be responsive to each child and family’s ethnic, cultural, and linguistic heritage”.
To ensure cultural and linguistic responsiveness, Head Start designed a Culturally and
Linguistically Responsive Checkout worksheet (See Appendix C for complete document) for
staff to evaluate resources provided for the classroom. Once again, although it is not specifically
labeled as CRT, Head Start claims to implement many common themes and elements.
Scope and Focus of Present Study
Because of the importance of culture in the learning process and the pervasive nature of
the white-Eurocentric culture within our own school system, CRT has the potential to challenge
the dominant culture to provide more just learning opportunities for racially and ethnically
diverse students. However, in order to test this hypothesis, there needs to be a way to assess how
students’ background culture is reflected in the classroom environment. With guidance from
proposed measures of CRT, the goal of this study is to determine if it is possible to measure the
reflection of children’s cultural heritage in the classroom environment.

22

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 23
Methods

This study is situated within the larger context of the Readiness through Integrative
Science and Engineering (RISE) project directed by Professors Christy McWayne and Jayanthi
Mistry in the Eliot-Pearson Department of Child Development. The main focus of RISE is to
create a preschool curriculum that builds on family experiences. Funded by The National Science
Foundation and the Brady Foundation, the RISE project is working with Head Start classrooms
to create a curriculum that reflects the experiences of dual-language-learner (DLL) students.
With a focus on science, technology and engineering (STE), and home-to-school collaborations
(HSC), RISE hopes to facilitate parent-school discussions that will result in a co-constructed
curriculum that build off of families’ funds of knowledge.
The three-year long project is being implemented in two different Head Start sites serving
children and families from different ethnic backgrounds. One program site serves primarily
immigrant families from Central America and is located in what will be referred to as
“Immigrant Town” for the purpose of this study. The other program site serves primarily
immigrant families from China and is located in a community what will be referred to as
“Immigrant Enclave”. Three classrooms from the Immigrant Town Head Start site and two
classrooms from the Immigrant Enclave site are serving as pilot classrooms for the project.
This particular senior thesis attempted to build on RISE’s HSC component to facilitate a
curriculum that reflects the students’ home and community environments. In order to bridge the
classroom and the home and community environment, the family culture of students must be
reflected across multiple dimensions of the classroom culture. However, the first step is to
discern how cultural heritage is reflected in classrooms. With significant cultural differences
between the demographics of Immigrant Town and the community of Immigrant Enclave, this
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study hopes to compare the observed cultural variations (if any) between the sites and individual
classrooms, to further facilitate the creation of an effective HSC. To document these variations,
the PI and RISE research team were guided by Spradley’s (1980) participant observation
protocol and focused analytical questions of the overarching RISE project to document cultural
aspects of each respective classroom.
IRB Approval and Funding
This study was granted Exempt Status (Category 1) by the Internal Review Board of
Tufts University on September 13, 2012 (See Appendix D). Because of the partnership with the
RISE project, all funding and transportation costs were covered by the overarching project.
Site Selection and Description of RISE Head Start Settings
Access to the two different sites was granted due to the PI’s partnership with the RISE
project. Sites were selected to meet the criteria of the RISE project’s focus on dual language

learners (DLLS) situated in relatively homogenous ethnic minority communities. There is a total
of 5 classrooms between the two sites, each with a head teacher, assistant teacher, and 15 to 20
students. For the purpose of this study, the Head Start classrooms and locations will be referred
to as HS-A, located in Immigrant Town, and HS-B, located in Immigrant Enclave1.
Immigrant Town
Immigrant Town is a large urban town that is part of a large city in the Northeast that
began developing in the 1830s. An increase in employment opportunities led to large-scale
immigration into the area that led to constant demographic changes. Over the 1800s, Canadians,
Irish, Russian and Eastern European immigrants were the first to settle, and were later followed

All references in relation to program sites and locations have been changed in the service
of anonymity unless otherwise noted
1
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by Italian immigrants in 1915 (Immigrant Town, n.d). The most recent demographic change did
not begin until 1990 when the Latino population went from 10.8% of the surrounding city’s

population to 16.9 in 2007. The majority of these immigrants moved into either Immigrant Town
or another comparable town to the north, making up 17% of their respective communities. What
attracted Latino immigrants to Immigrant Town specifically was the area’s affordable housing
and low-wage job opportunities. In addition, a significant departure of the white population
occurred because of the perceived status of Immigrant Town as an immigrant and low-income
area (“Neighborhoods”, 2011). This led to a dramatic demographic shift in the Immigrant Town
neighborhoods.
The Hispanic population of Immigrant Town has continued to grow significantly and was
estimated to make up 52.9% of the neighborhood population in 2011 (“Neighborhoods”, 2011)
and is sometimes regarded as the heart of the larger city’s Latino community. In comparison to
the total Latino population of the surrounding city, which is predominantly Puerto Rican or
Dominican, Immigrant Town’s population is extremely diverse and includes immigrants from all
over Central and South America, and the Caribbean.
In terms of economy, Immigrant Town is one of the larger neighborhoods in it’s area that
has not made a significant real estate jump, although it is predicted this will happen in the near
future. Currently, the average per-capita income in just $15,167 and close to 20% of all residents
live below the poverty line ("Immigrant Town", n.d.). In comparison, the per capita income of
the surrounding city is $57,893 (“Northeastern City”, 2013).
Head Start A (HS-A).
HS-A has five different locations with a total of 12 classrooms. The culture of the
classrooms reflects that of the surrounding Central and South American community; majority of
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the families (73%) and a large proportion of teachers (40%) identify as Latino. Additionally,

over half of the teachers are bilingual (52%), mostly speaking both Spanish and English. The
majority of teachers (72%) have credentials beyond high school (i.e., 28% certificate, 32% AA
degree, 12% BA degree) as well as 5+ years of teaching experience (68%) (McWayne RISE
Proposal, in press). The RISE project was allowed access to three classrooms in three different
locations, referred to as HS-A1, HS-A2, and HS-A3. Each classroom had one lead teacher, one
assistant teacher, and 15-20 preschoolers (3-5 years old). Occasionally, classrooms would have
temporary teachers or parents to help out around the classroom.
Immigrant Enclave
Immigrant Enclave is a small neighborhood located in the center of the same city
surrounding Immigrant Town. Historically, Anglo-Americans first settled this area, but railroad
development quickly made it a popular area for immigrants during a construction boom in the
1880s (“Immigrant Enclave History”, 2013). Although there was a mix of Irish, Jewish, Italian,
Syrian and Chinese immigrants, it quickly became known as a Chinese colony of the area due to
the vast number of Chinese immigrants (predominantly from the south speaking Cantonese
region of China). Because of the type of available jobs, the majority of Chinese immigrants were
men and most children and wives were not able to join their husbands and fathers in Immigrant
Enclave, and the US as a whole, because of the Exclusion Act of 1882. This federal law
suspended Chinese immigration due to the decline in success of the gold rush and a perceived
threat of unlimited foreigner immigration. It wasn’t until 1930 that the Act allowed women and
children of laborers to immigrate to the US, and it was post WWII that large scale Chinese
immigration began to occur once again. In the 1960s and 1970s, a significant amount of land was
allocated to the a citywide construction project, which eliminated many businesses and homes. In
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response, many advocacy groups and governing associations helped create important changes to
ensure the rights of Immigrant Enclave residents (“Neighborhoods”, 2011).
Immigrant Enclave continues to be the center of Asian American life of the surrounding
city (“Immigrant Enclave History”, 2013). Over 76.8% of the neighborhood population is
Chinese with the reaming percentage consisting of individuals of white, black, and Hispanic
race. The median household income is $14,829 and an estimated 37% of Immigrant Enclave
residents are living in poverty (“Neighborhoods”, 2011). Currently, this neighborhood is facing
gentrification as more luxurious residential buildings are becoming available.
Head Start-B (HS-B).

HS-B has a total of 6 classrooms located in one site. The school reflects the culture of the
surrounding community with 98% of the families and all of the teachers identifying as ChineseAmerican. The predominant language is Cantonese with few Mandarin speakers. All lead and
assistant teachers are bilingual in Chinese and English and have been working in the program for
over 10 years. Six percent have attained a BA degree, 72% hold AA degrees, and the remainders
are about to receive an AA (McWayne RISE Proposal, in press).
Entering the Classroom
The main approach for data collection for the purpose of RISE and this senior thesis was
through ethnographic participant observation realized by the student volunteers from Tufts
University. In it’s entirety, these volunteers make up a group of 14 research assistants (RAs):
three doctoral RAs (DRAs), five master RAs (MRAs), and six undergraduate RAs, including
myself (URAs). All of the master and undergraduate RAs were assigned to a single classroom at
one of the sites to realize their POs, and two of the three doctoral RAs were assigned as
supervisors to one of the two sites. Table 2 shows the site and classroom assignments of each
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RA.

Table 2: RA Classroom Assignments
Classroom

Doctoral RA

Master RA

Undergraduate RA

ML

JW

JS

Immigrant Town 2 (HS-A2)

BL

MVM

Immigrant Town 3 (HS-A3)

AG

AM and CG

LWL

AZ

SD

CA

Immigrant Town
Immigrant Town 1 (HS-A1)

Immigrant Enclave
Immigrant Enclave 1 (HS-B1)

SH

Immigrant Enclave 2 (HS-B2)

Starting the week of November 8th, 2013, members of the RISE research team have spent
two 3-hour blocks of time in their assigned classroom each week. Thus, students spent
significant amounts of time in the classroom so that they could become accepted members of the
classroom community. On a day-to-day basis, the RAs help teachers with setting up activities,
play with students during activities, facilitate transitional routines, and lead small group tasks.
Over time, the RAs have become familiar faces within the classroom so that students, teachers
and other administration can identify them by name.
Participant Observation
Ethnographic participant observations (POs) were used to guide RAs in their
observations in order to fulfill the objectives of RISE, as well as the proposed focus of this senior
thesis. Before observations began, all RAs were taught as a group how to become successful
ethnographers guided by Spradley’s method (1980). This included assigned readings (Frank,
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1999; Spradley, 1980) that were further discussed and analyzed as a group. The main ideas

covered were: the role of an ethnographer as a leaner of culture and how to be aware of incorrect
assumptions; Spradley’s description of implicit culture and how we are able to study it through
observations of social situations and recorders of artifacts, language and behavior; how to
become a participant and learn the implicit rules of a particular social situation by encountering
mistaken assumptions, breaking one’s frame of reference, and being alert to implicit knowledge;
and what are the main features of participant observation, including making the strange familiar,
dual focus, grand and mini tours, etc.
Primary Field Notes
Before participant observations began, RAs were first asked to write field notes on the
process of entering classrooms and their role as student volunteers and participant observers.
From these trial notes, RAs brought up issues and questions that came up during their first
experiences in the classroom. For example, a few HS teachers thought that student volunteers
were present to specifically aid with the STE curriculum, rather than a general aid. In the weekly
RISE meeting, RA’s were able to clarify their role as well as address any questions or concerns.
Additionally, these trial notes provided an analysis frame to begin to generate questions. Notes
on what activities they engaged in and at whose initiation provided information regarding the
different roles each RA took.
After this general introduction to entering the classroom, individual Participant
Observation (PO) instructions were handed out and discussed during the research team’s weekly
meeting. Here, the RISE co-PIs would explain in detail what they were looking for, as well as
answer any questions or concerns. After receiving PO instructions, RAs had about two weeks, or
four to six classroom visits, to complete their own PO.
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Over the first two months of the RISE project, three different POs were completed.

Guided by Spradley’s grand tour observational method, the first PO (PO#1) instructed RAs to
map the classroom environment. More specifically, they were to prepare a physical map of the
classroom and highlight how space was organized. Additionally, they were instructed to
document how spaces were labeled and what main artifacts were present. For the complete PO#1
instructions, see Appendix E.
After activity settings were documented in PO#1, the second PO was designed to direct
the participant observers’ focus on language use in the classroom within different activity
settings. The overarching instruction was to describe language use and special terms used in
classroom and speech routines. Furthermore, it specified a focus on both Head Start specific
language as well as culture specific language. For the original copy of the PO#2 instructions, see
Appendix E.
The third PO had an explicit focus on culture in the classroom. The main guiding
question was to observe in what ways children’s home and community lives are reflected or
represented in the physical environment of the classroom, and how they are reflected in
classroom activities. The instructions highlighted a particular focus on behaviors, language and
artifacts. For the complete instructions for the Culture PO, see Appendix E.
Guided by the PO instructions, RAs took field notes following each class session. To
ensure their participation in the classroom was not interrupted, RAs were asked to write all field
notes outside of the classroom after their time commitment was complete. Usually, RAs would
write quick, key points after leaving the classroom, and later expand these notes after they
arrived back on campus. When completed, all POs were uploaded onto the RISE hard drive and
organized into the Atlas computer program. Using Atlas, PO sets were analyzed with different
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coding guidelines developed by the RISE research group.

For this particular study, only the second and third assigned POs were used because of
their explicit focus on culture within the classroom.
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Results

This project seeks to examine if and how we can document variations in the extent to
which children’s cultural backgrounds and experiences are represented in classrooms. With
access to POs from two sites serving different homogenous communities, it was possible to
compare how the different community cultures were brought into each classroom.
Observations of culture were guided using Spradley’s (1980) operational definition of
culture: language, behavior and artifacts. Spradley claims that through ethnographic
observations, a researcher can infer implicit cultural knowledge, with a specific focus on
language, behavior and artifacts. Through the analysis of two specific POs using these
definitions, cultural variation was captured. From PO#2, language use and ways of addressing
others constituted relevant data, and from PO#3, data on artifacts representing home and family
culture and how these artifacts were being used, constituted another set of relevant data. More
specifically, the analysis of language was based on data of language use in regards to children’s
first and second language (L1 and L2, respectively) and the language students use to address
others. Data for artifact analysis was based on the presence of artifacts that represented the home
culture of students and surrounding community. Finally, cultural behavior data constituted
observations on how language was used to address people, and how cultural artifacts were
integrated into the classroom. To see if cultural variations were observable, each cultural
component was analyzed by Spradley’s (1980) domain, taxonomic and componential analysis
processes.
Language Use
As part of the Pilot Analysis, the analysis of Language Use was completed by the entire
RISE group. Co-PI Jayanthi Mistry prepared a sample analysis of PO#2 to provide general
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guidelines on how to document the three steps of Spradley’s analytic method, specifying the
outcomes of each step and delineating how each step leads to the next.
Domain Analysis
Domain Analysis, also known as the open coding phase, is the generative phase of
analysis to see what is in the collected data. Staying close to the data, it captures what was

observed in response to the analytical question. In regards to PO#2, the goal of domain analysis
was to capture language use, specifically the use of L1 and L2. To realize domain analysis goals,
each RA was instructed to read their own PO#2 field notes to generate categories that are driven
by the analytical questions (special terms used and how these terms were being used, specific
speech routines, and topics children discuss in different activity settings). This step resulted in a
set of codes for various domains, which were further categorized into: speech routines, functions,
L1 & L2 language use, terms for classroom activities and spaces, and ways of addressing adults.
These domain categories facilitated the transition to taxonomic analysis to further the analysis of
each category.
Taxonomic Analysis
The objective of taxonomic analysis is to review and organize the codes that emerge from
domain analysis, and then organize the codes into conceptual and taxonomic categories.
Duplicate or infrequent codes are deleted, redundant codes are merged, and related codes are
organized into levels of specificity. Once organization is complete, the next step is to look for
patterns that demonstrate particular categories or distinctions that seem useful to pursue in the
context of the analytic objective. This can lead to three possible outcomes: (1) Noting emerging
patterns, (2) finding evidence that prompts the need for more focused observations, and (3)
informing the next step of analysis, componential analysis.
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For the sample analysis of PO#2, all RAs were involved in creating taxonomies of the

codes for each of the analytic questions. This included codes across all PO#2s in all classrooms.
The group then examined all taxonomies for particular distinctions that seemed interesting and
pursuable in componential analysis.
It is through the taxonomic analysis of PO#2 that an interesting pattern of contrasting
language use was noted. Taxonomic analysis captured the different uses of L1 and L2 in regards
to their purpose (e.g. social conversations) and to the settings in which language was used (e.g.
academic settings). This pattern highlighted the need to focus more on comparative analysis
between the two sites, or to analyze how the use of L1 and L2 differs across the two sites.
Through pattern analysis we determined that the distinctions of differing use of L1 and L2 across
sites was worth pursuing for componential analysis.
Componential Analysis
The purpose of componential analysis is to examine and make explicit basis for the
distinctions between coding categories that are identified as worth pursuing to answer the
analytic question of interest. In terms of language use, componential analysis aimed to explore
the dimensions along which uses of L1 and L2 differed across sites. To capture these differences,
a componential chart was created that recorded how L1 and L2 were used across classrooms.
Decision Rules and Operational Categories.
For this specific componential analysis, it was decided that there would be a focus on
only teacher-child interactions. The analysis chart recorded both teacher proficiency in the
children’s native language, and the setting of the language exchanges. Teacher and teacher
assistant (TA) proficiency was operationalized into a four-point scale: a score of 0 denotes that a
teacher or TA does not know any of the language; a score of 1 denotes that few words and
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phrases are known; a score of 2 indicates simple sentences can be spoken; a score of 3 indicates
that a teacher can hold conversations in the children’s native language. Setting was defined by
the number of people involved in an interaction: a teacher working with a single child, a small
group of children (less than one half of the class), or with a large group of children (more than
half the class at one time).
The dimensions of contrast were operationalized by the different functions of language
that were established by taxonomic analysis. Six different language functions were created:
Social Language, Curriculum Related Instruction, Behavioral Language, Classroom Routines,
Clarification, and Translation. Social Language was defined as interactions involving social

conversations. For instance, children having informal conversations about what they are wearing
or what they did over the weekend. The next type of oral language use, Curriculum Related
Instruction, is defined as interactions that involve curriculum-related conversation, like the
teaching of a new concept. Classroom Routine was defined as language used to guide children
regarding classroom routines, including rules and common transitional procedures. The next two
categories, Clarification and Translation are very similar, but differ in a few important ways.
Translation was considered to be the use of language to facilitate word-to-word translation, or
simply translating a word or phrase into another language. On the other and, Clarification was
language use to explaining in more detail what a concept or word is in another language. The last
category of language use was Social and Emotional Language, or language used to express,
manage, or encourage certain behaviors and emotions (e.g. expressing one’s happiness to
another).
After categories and decision rules were created, and the componential chart was
organized, RAs were instructed to fill out the componential analysis chart based on their POs,

35

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 36

along with knowledge gained from previous participation in the classroom. If the situation

occurred on a regular basis within their classroom (occurring in at least three occasions), they
filled in the chart with a “yes”. If they had not observed the situation during their past visits to
the classroom, or not on a regular basis, a “no” would be recorded. To verify the answers, each
RA completed the charts separately using the guidelines and operational definitions provided.
Once completed, all discrepancies between RAs in the same classroom were discussed until a
consensus was reached. Tables 3 and 4 display the results of this componential analysis.
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Table 3: L1 Language Use By Classroom
Classroom
T Proficiency Settings

Social
Conversation

HS-A1

HS-A2

HS-A3
HS-B1

HS-B2

T- 1
TA - 3
T- 1
TA - 0
T- 3
TA – 1
T- 3
TA - 3
T- 3
TA - 3

Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group

DIMENSIONS OF CONTRAST
Curriculum
Classroom
Translation
Related
Routine
Instruction

T- No, TA – Yes
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
T-Yes, TA-No
No
No
T –Yes, TA - no
T –Yes, TA - no
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

T – No, TA- Yes
T – No, TA- Yes
T – No, TA- Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes

Clarification

T – No, TA- Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes

Table 4: L2 (English) Language Use By Classroom
Classroom
T
Settings
Proficiency
Social
Conversation
HS-A1
HS-A2
HS-A3
HS-B1
HS-B2

T- 3
TA - 3
T- 3
TA - 3
T- 3
TA - 3
T- 3
TA - 3
T- 3
TA - 3

Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group
Individual
Small Group
Large Group

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
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DIMENSIONS OF CONTRAST
Curriculum
Classroom
Translation
Related
Routine
Instruction
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
T- No, TA-Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
T – Yes, TA -No
T – Yes, TA - No
Yes
Yes
T – Yes, TA - No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Clarification
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
T- Yes, TA- No
T –Yes, TA- No
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
No

Findings
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This componential analysis illustrated important differences of L1 and L2 use across sites
and classrooms.
L1 Use.
Across sites, there were substantial differences in L1 use. In HS-A, L1 was usually only
used for social conversations, classroom routines, and for translational purposes. Furthermore,
these instances only occurred when teachers were speaking with an individual child, and rarely
in small or large groups. Lastly, L1 was never observed to have been used for curriculum
related instruction. On the other hand, in HS-B, L1 was used prominently across all functions of
language and in all setting contexts.
It is also important to record differences within each site. In HS-B L1 use was relatively
the same across both classrooms, except for small differences in L1 use with TAs. In contrast,
there were significant differences across classrooms at the HS-A sites. HS-A1 used the most L1
language, especially during classroom routines and translation and clarification contexts. HS-A3
also used L1 for classroom routines, but not significantly for any other domains. The main interclassroom difference comes with the L1 use of HS-A2. From PO observations, L1 was recorded
as never being used regularly for any setting or language function. This can be easily explained
with reference to the teachers’ L1 abilities; in HS-A1 and HS-A3, at least one teacher speaks
fluent Spanish, but neither of the teachers in HS-A2 speaks more than a few words or phrase.
Therefore, no Spanish is regularly used in HS-A2 because of the lack of the teachers’
knowledge of L1 to facilitate these conversations.
L2 Use.
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This componential analysis also highlighted important variations of the use of English in
the classrooms. In regards to site differences, HS-A had a more regular use of English. It was
used in all settings and across all language functions, except for translation and clarification.
However, the lack of English translation and clarification actually further supports the idea of
an English dominant classroom because it signifies that English was rarely translated into
Spanish, nor were English concepts clarified in Spanish; it was expected that the children
understood the English. These patterns were relatively similar across all three classrooms.
In HS-B, English was less often used across different activities. It was rarely used for
social conversations or curriculum related instruction. Additionally, it was not used for
clarification purposes, or clarifying English words into L1. In comparison to the lack of
clarification in HS-A, clarification in HS-B wasn’t often needed because of the specific uses of
English for classroom routines, or activities to which children were repeatedly exposed. For
example, an English song that was sung everyday in HS-B while the students were washing
their hands; thus the children had learned the significant on many occasions, and did not need

further clarification. In Immigrant Town, clarification of English words into L1 was unobserved
because L1 was relatively never used, not because English was only used in repeated contexts.
Conclusions.
There was a clear difference between the two Head Start sites in terms of whether L1 or
L2 was the predominant language used. In Immigrant Town, L2 was used in almost every
domain, except for translations in conversations. In contrast, in HS-B, L1 was used
predominantly during all domains of language use. The only times English was used was for
classroom routines and in large-groups for presenting curriculum related content. Although
there are few differences across each classroom, these examples provide concrete evidence that
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teacher child interactions in HS-A are L2-dominant (English-dominant), while teacher-child
conversations in HS-B are L1-dominant (Chinese-dominant).
Further Analysis: Language and Setting Componential Analysis
When reviewing findings of the language use componential analysis, questions arose
about the how language use changed depending on more specifically defined differences in

context. In the previous analysis, we did not focus on student interactions with peers, and nor
did we examine differences in the context of the situation captured. For instance, social
conversations were observed in L1 and L2, but we wanted to further analyze if there were
differences in where the social conversation occurred and if teacher presence made a difference
in the language children chose to use.
This gap in information led to the creation of a second componential analysis chart that
aimed to capture more detail about child language in relation to setting. The two main aspects of
setting captured in this chart were the presence of teachers and the context of the conversations.
Teacher presence was categorized into three categories: TA is present, teacher is present, or
neither is present. To operationalize context of the conversation, settings were first divided into
formality. A formal setting was defined as an academic setting with specific lessons or goals to
be achieved. More specified activities that fell within this category were HS curricular activities
termed “circle time” and “choices”, as well as time spent outside the classroom (e.g.
playgrounds, neighborhood walks). In comparison, an informal setting was defined as a nonacademic setting with no overt academic goals to be achieved. Activities that fell within this
category were free play, meal times and transitional settings.
To complete the Language and Setting componential chart, the MRA volunteering in
each of the five classrooms (see Table 2) was asked to use their POs and past experiences in the
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classroom to complete the chart for their specific classroom. They filled out the chart with L1,
L2, or L1/L2. L1 signified that the child’s home language is primarily used; L2 signified that
English was primarily used; and L1/L2 signified that both languages were regularly used.
Tables 5 and 6 show the final results.
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Table 5: Immigrant Town Language Use of Children in Relation to Setting
Classroom
Teacher
Dimensions of Contrast
Presence
T: With teacher
Formal
Informal
present
(Academic setting with specific lessons/goals (Non-academic setting no overt academic goals to
TA: With TA
to be achieved)
be achieved)
present
Circle Time
Choices
Outside the
Free Play
Meal Times
Transitional
W/O: Without
(Daily large
(Daily
Classroom
(Designated
(Breakfast
Settings
teacher or TA
group
activity time
(Any time
time for
and Lunch
(Periods of time
Present
meeting in
in small
spent outside
children to
times at
where transitions
rug area)
groups with
the
independently
tables)
occurs from one
choices of
classroom)
play within
activity to another)
different
designated
activities)
areas)
HS-A1
T
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
TA
L2
L2
L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1
W/O
L1/L2
L1
L1/L2
L1
L1
L1
HS-A2
T
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
TA
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
L2
WO/T
L1/L2
L1
N/O
L1/L2
L1
L1/L2
HS-A3
T
L2
L2
N/O
L2
L2
L2
TA
L2
L1
N/O
L2
L2
L2
W/O
L1/L2
L1/L2
N/O
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
KEY:
L1: Predominantly use native language (Spanish)
L2: Predominantly use English
L1/L2: Use both languages
N/O: No Observation
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Table 6: Immigrant Enclave Language Use of Children in Relation to Setting
Classroom
Teacher
Dimensions of Contrast
Presence
T: With teacher
Formal
Informal
present
(Academic setting with specific lessons/goals (Non-academic setting no overt academic goals to
TA: With TA
to be achieved)
be achieved)
present
Circle Time
Choices
Outside the
Free Play
Meal Times
Transitional
W/O: Without
(Daily group
(Daily
Classroom
(Designated
(Breakfast
Settings
teacher or TA
meeting in
activity time
(Any time
time for
and Lunch
(Periods of time
Present
rug area)
with choices spent outside
children to
times at
where transitions
of different
the
independently
tables)
occurs from one
activities)
classroom,)
play within
activity to another)
designated
areas)
HS-B1
T
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
TA
L1/L2
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1/L2
W/O
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1
HS-B2
T
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
L1/L2
TA
L1/L2
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1
WO/T
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1
L1
KEY:
L1: Predominantly use native language (Chinese)
L2: Predominantly use English
L1/L2: Use both languages
N/O: Not Observed
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This additional componential analysis chart highlighted important differences of peer
conversations that were not included in the first analysis of langue use, which focused primarily
on teacher-child interactions. Based on the previous analysis, we concluded that English was the
predominant language being used in HS-A classrooms. However, when the focus was on
language use in child-to-child interactions (as evidenced in this componential analysis described
here), the data showed that children speak their L1 quite often. When a teacher is not part of the
conversation, or not in close proximity to a conversation, children predominantly speak their L1
with peers. The only other setting where L1 was consistently used was during informal activities
with the TA in HS-A1. This pattern most likely emerged because the TA in HS-A1 is a native
Spanish speaker, and perhaps the children feel more comfortable speaking Spanish with her, or
she more regularly speaks Spanish to them. It is important to note that children in HS-A never
use their L1 when the teacher is present. In HS-B, L1 peer conversations occur in all settings,
regardless of teacher or TA presence. Without a teacher, peer conversations occur exclusively in
L1, and both L1 and L2 are spoken when teachers are present. This pattern emerged in both
classrooms.
These findings demonstrate important linguistic variations across sites. In HS-A, there is
a significant difference in language use (in terms of L1 vs. L2) when peer conversations occur
with teachers present compared to peer conversations without teacher presence; unless a teacher
is present, children predominantly speak in their L1. On the other hand, the children in HS-B do
not significantly change their L1 linguistic patterns in regards to teacher presence.
Although this variation is present, our analysis does not provide a complete answer as to
why these variations are occurring. In HS-A, even when a teacher was not involved in
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conversations, and was only in close proximity, children chose to speak L2. In comparison,
children in HS-B would carry on conversations in L1 despite teacher presence. Disparity in

teachers’ abilities to communicate in their students’ L1 across sites could be responsible for these
differences, but it cannot explain it completely. In strictly peer conversations, it should not
matter if the teacher can understand the conversation, as they are not the intended listener.
Possible explanations for this are different expectations of language use across classrooms.
Perhaps children in HS-A are expected to speak more English out of respect towards their
teachers’ limited abilities to understand Spanish, or because of the general expectations of Head
Start to learn English over the two years spent in the classroom. It would also be interesting to
note if there are differences in conversations when teachers are not present. Due to the
exclusionary aspect of language, L1 use in HS-A could be used purposefully to converse in
topics inappropriate for the classroom (e.g. dirty jokes, bad words, inappropriate stories, etc.) To
completely answer these question, further analysis needs to occur.
Ways of Addressing Others
The analysis of our second analytic objective was conducted by three members of the
research team, guided by one of the Co-PIs. The responsibilities of this group were to (1)
continue working with the PO#2 domains established by the pilot analysis, and (2) begin the
analysis process of PO#3 using the techniques learned from PO#2.
Domain Analysis
During the pilot domain analysis of PO#2 described for Language Use, an additional
domain code identified was Ways of Addressing Others. From the domain analysis, it was noted
that the word “friend” was used across all five sites when referring to students, as were the
different terms students used to refer to the RISE RAs. The small analysis team worked on this
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particular domain to begin taxonomic analysis.
Taxonomic Analysis

Taxonomic analysis of this particular domain was based on a review of all the ways in
which adults and children addressed each other. One of the first tasks was to examine how ways
of addressing varied across sites and classrooms. Referring to the PO#2 data set, the analysis
team identified all instances where names and roles were assigned to the various members of the
classroom (students, teachers, other adults). More specifically, it was noted that each specific
term seemed to be to convey a certain classroom ideal. For example, the use of “friend” was used
to demonstrate the inclusive nature of HS classrooms, as well as establish the equal power
dynamic of the classroom. This organization highlighted patterns that could be further analyzed
though componential analysis.
Componential Analysis
When organizing ways in which individuals addressed others, each term was further
analyzed across three dimensions of contrast: setting, structure, and function. Setting was defined
using the same definitions used for the Language and Setting componential analysis in regards to
formality or informality; structure signified how each way of addressing reflected the governing
structure of the classroom as either hierarchal or egalitarian; and function signified the
underlying purpose of using this particular phrase: to show affection, respect, and/or
inclusiveness. The MRA and myself were responsible for extracting data from each PO#2 and
personal experiences to complete a chart for each site. Tables 7 and 8 show the results.
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Table 7: Immigrant Town Terms Used to Address People
Classroom
People being Addressed
Dimensions of Contrast
Terms used
Children Teacher/
Other
Settings
Structure
Functions
by Children
TA
Adults
Formal Informal Hierarchy Egalitarian Affection Respect Inclusiveness
Friend

First Name

Nick Name

Miss/Mr.

HS-A1

Y

Y

N/O

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

HS-A2

Y

N/O

N/O

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

HS-A3

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

Y

HS-A1

Y

Y

N/O

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

HS-A2

Y

N/O

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

HS-A3

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

HS-A1

Y

N

N/O

N

Y

N

Y

Y

N

N

HS-A2

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

HS-A3

N/O

N

N/O

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

HS-A1

N

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

HS-A2

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

N

HS-A3

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

Teacher (in
L1)

All Classes

N

Big Sister

All Classes

N/A

Uncle

All Classes

N/A
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Table 8: Immigrant Enclave Terms Used to Address People
Terms used
by Children

Classroom

People being Addressed
Children

Dimensions of Contrast

Teacher/
TA

Other
Adults

Settings

Structure

Functions

Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y
Y
N

Formal Informal Hierarchy Egalitarian Affection Respect Inclusiveness

Friend

HS-B1
HS-B2

Y
Y

First Name

HS-B1
HS-B2

Y
Y

N
N
Y
Y

Nick Name

HS-B1
HS-B2

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

Y
N

N
N

Miss/Mr.

HS-B1
HS-B2

N
N

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

N
N

Y
N

Y
N

N
N

Teacher
(L1)

HS-B1
HS-B2

N
N

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

Mama/Papa

HS-B1
HS-B2

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

N
N

Big Sister

HS-B1
HS-B2

N
N

N
N

Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
Y

N
N

N
N

Y
Y
N/O
Y

N
N

HS-B1
HS-B2

Y
Y
N/O
N/O

Y
Y

Uncle

Y
Y
N/O
Y

Y
Y

N
N

N/O
N

Y
Y

N
N
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The different ways in which people addressed others in the classroom highlighted
important underlying cultural behaviors within the classrooms. At both sites, children addressed
other children as “friend”, demonstrating an inclusive and affectionate relationship. Within a
preschool classroom, it is not surprising that teachers are trying to inculcate these particular traits
among the children. Additionally, in HS-A, children referred to teachers and other adults as
“friends”, representing an implied egalitarian relationship of between teacher and students. In
comparison, HS-B teachers and other adults were never referred to as “friend”. Teachers were
exclusively called by the prefix Miss and their respective first name (Ex. Miss Jessica), which
can be seen as typical of HS practices.
In contrast, it is important to notice the ways in which teachers were not addressed – as a
“friend” of the classroom. The use of friend for addressing a teacher could be seen as
disrespectful, and an important component to Chinese culture is respect towards one’s elders.
This idea is more clearly highlighted in the ways in which other adults were addressed in HS-B.
Rather than using their first or last name, children used terms of respect, such as “big sister” or
“uncle”. These terms did not signify actual familial relationships, but terms of respect that
acknowledged the hierarchy of adult-child relations. It also made a distinction between other
adults and teachers. The specific use of these familial terms gave respect to other adults, but also
placed them on a hierarchy below the teacher. For example, the RISE RAs in HS-A classrooms
were called by their first names, as were many of the teachers. But, in HS-B, RAs were called
“big sister”, which directly differentiated them from the power position of the teachers.
These small differences in ways of addressing underline important cultural behaviors that
were present in the classrooms. With the use of “big sister” and other terms of affection,
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important aspects of Chinese culture were evident. There was no such behavior present in HS-A
classrooms. The reason for this is unclear. Further analysis needs to occur to see if there are
patterns that were missed by observations, or if the presence of teachers from a non-Hispanic
culture makes it difficult to include such implicit cultural behaviors in the classroom.
Cultural Artifacts
The overarching question guiding PO#3 was to focus the observer’s attention to
language, behaviors, and artifacts that reflected the children’s home culture. The analytical
objective that guided the team’s analysis was to document the nature of cultural artifacts and
how they were being used in the classroom.
Domain Analysis

The analysis team that carried out domain analysis of PO #3 consisted of two individuals
(one other RA and myself). Each of us looked at one half of the PO#3 data set to generate
categories that were driven by the analytical question of how home culture is physically
represented within the classroom. This step resulted in a set of codes for various domains, which
were further categorized into: common items that reflect home culture, representations of family
(e.g. photos), physical space where cultural representation is present, and specific times where
displays of culture occur. The creation of these specific domains led to the next step of
taxonomic analysis.
Taxonomic Analysis
While reviewing and organizing the codes that emerged from domain analysis, it was
observed that similar codes were present in the domain analysis of PO#2 and the domain analysis
of PO#3, which led to the combined analysis of both POs to address future analytical questions.
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Therefore, the following taxonomic analysis was created from the PO#2 data set, the PO#3 data
set, and the personal experiences of RAs.
This taxonomic process led to the organization of reflections of culture across three
overarching domains that were listed in the PO#3 guiding question: language, culture and
behavior. All previously established domain codes were revised and organized to create a
systematic representation of home culture reflected in the classroom. To see the complete
taxonomic analysis of this process, see Appendix F. These codes were then entered into the
computer program Atlas for a more comprehensive coding scheme. For the complete coding
manual used for Atlas purposes, see Appendix F as well.
One interesting pattern that was highlighted in the extensive taxonomic analysis process
was the differences in how cultural artifacts were being used in the classrooms. This initiated a
componential analysis to further analyze this pattern.
Componential Analysis
With a particular focus on cultural artifacts, important patterns emerged regarding how
these artifacts were incorporated into the classroom setting and who was responsible for
initiating this incorporation. The componential analysis chart was organized in a way where the
setting and the initiator of object use were highlighted. The initiation category was divided into
two categories: individual and teacher. If the incorporation of an item into classroom activities
were initiated by the teacher, it would go under the teacher category; if the incorporation of an

item into classroom activities was initiated by a child, it would go under the individual category.
Furthermore, the dimensions of contrast were also created to capture the different settings in
which these items were being used. Academic settings were defined as activities that had specific
lessons or goals to be achieved. Items present in this setting were defined as either curriculum
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items (any object used to teach curriculum) or dramatic play items (objects in the classroom’s

dramatic play area). In comparison, non-academic settings were defined as settings with no overt
academic goals to be achieved. Objects within these settings were differentiated between objects
present during meal times (food or utensils used during meal time) or personal items (objects
brought in from home or reflecting the home).
To complete these tables, the analysis team was responsible for extracting examples from
all PO#2s and PO#3s for examples of cultural items and where they were incorporated. Two
members of the analysis team reviewed the data set using Atlas to search and retrieve all
instances of descriptions about cultural artifacts and how they were being used. Tables 9 and 10
are the componential charts that were completed as a result of the analysis process.
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Table 9: Immigrant Town Cultural Artifact Use
Classroom

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 54

Initiation

Dimensions of Contrast
Academic Settings

HS-A1

HS-A2

HS-A3

Individual
Teacher

Individual

Teacher

Non-Academic Settings

Curriculum

Dramatic Play

Meals

Personal

N/O

Sombrero hats (U), dolls
with darker skin color
(U), chop sticks (U)

N/O

Pictures of families (D), home
country flags (D), Spanish phrases
written under flags on walls (D),

Mexican hats (U), two
outfits (U)

N/O

Bilingual signs (D)

Pictures of cultural food
(D), pictures traditional
costumes (D), bilingual
area labels (D), books
reflecting culture (D&U),
books in L1 (D&U)
N/O

Individual Bilingual books (D), books
in Spanish- translations of
English original books (D),
flags of Spanish speaking
countries (D), poster in L1
(D),
Teacher
Bilingual area labels (D),

Key
Displayed (D): passive incorporation of an artifact
Used (U): actively used by teacher or child
Not Observed: (NO)

N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

Family photos and posters (D&U),
family scrapbook (D), home
country posters (D), students’
blankets from home for nap time
(U), toys or dolls from home for
nap time (U)
N/O

N/O

N/O

N/O

Plastic peppers (U),
plastic tacos (U),
sombreros (D)
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N/O

N/O

Family photo albums (D&U), HS
activity photo albums (U), flags of
Spanish speaking countries (D),
photos of students families (D&U)
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Table 10: Immigrant Enclave Cultural Artifact Use
Classroom

Initiation

Dimensions of Contrast
Academic Settings
Curriculum

HS-B1

Individual

N/O

HS-B2

Teacher Books about culture (U)
Pictures of Chinese building
(U)
Individual
N/O

Non-Academic Settings

Dramatic Play

Meals

Personal

Fake culture foods (U)
Instruments (U)

N/O

Art reflecting Chinese
culture (D)
Chinese calendar (D)
Doll clothing (U)
Doll (U)
Cooking Utensil (U)

N/O

Pictures of each child’s family
(D)
Picture of children celebrating
Chinese New years (D)
N/O

Teacher Posters in L1 and L2 (D)
Bilingual books (D)
Books incorporating Chinese
culture (D)
Books incorporating Chinese
holidays and festivals (D)

N/O

Key
Displayed (D): passive incorporation of an artifact
Used (U): actively used by teacher or child
Not Observed: (NO)
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N/O
N/O

Pictures of children with
family (D)
N/O
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The organization of cultural artifacts in the componential analysis tables highlighted
important patterns of the incorporation of these items into classroom activities. In both
classrooms, culture was often displayed through books, posters, pictures and art. These displays
would include aspects of cultural holidays, include text in the children’s L1, or include
depictions of the child’s home life. In HS-A, these displays were passively incorporated into
daily activities, and it was usually left to the child to initiate any interactions with said displays.
For example, books written in the children’s L1would be available in the library, or displayed on
a shelf, but they would rarely be read aloud to the class by the teacher, or available for structured
activities around books. In HS-B, these displays of culture were more often incorporated into
classroom activities, but not overwhelmingly so.
The dramatic play areas of both classrooms were also important spaces where cultural
artifacts could be found. There were clothes children could dress up in (e.g. traditional Chinese
dresses, sombreros) and well as pretend food (e.g. plastic peppers, dim sum). Additionally, dolls
and other figures would physically reflect the culture of the children, either through physical
features (darker hair and/or skin) or clothes. Rather than being predominantly for display
purposes, these items were available for active use by the child.
Validity of Analytical Process and Findings
Many measures were taken by the RISE team to ensure validity of the analytic

process and the resulting findings. From the beginning, all analysis processes were scaffold by
the PIs of the investigation to ensure RAs were creating valid codes. Other RAs and I were

primed during group discussions to be alert to implicit cultural behaviors and how these might
differ from mainstream classroom norms. Of course, we are all owners of our own cultural
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norms and biases, so it is difficult to achieve completely objective data. However, the team of

RAs was made up of individuals from very diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds. At each
site, there were multiple RAs who were of similar cultural backgrounds as that of the community
(Latino in HS-A and Chinese in HS-B), as well as different cultural backgrounds.
All analysis was completed and discussed within groups, either as an entire project team
or as a smaller working team (e.g. Culture and Learning Group). Here, emerging patterns were
discussed, and only those that were consistent across multiple RAs were deemed valid for further
analysis.
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Discussion

The fact that there were variations in how culture is represented in the two project sites
indicates that it is possible to document variations of the extent to which culture backgrounds
and experiences are represented in the classroom.
Main Findings and Their Implications
With specific focuses on language, artifacts, and behaviors, there were observable differences
in how each of these three elements was situated within each classroom.
Language
The situation of language in each classroom was perhaps the strongest example of how
variations can be documented. Across sites and classrooms, language variations occurred in
terms of which languages were spoken, how each language was used, where languages were
predominantly used, and who used each language. In Immigrant Town, the teachers used
English in nearly every domain of the classroom. In contrast, HS-B teachers predominantly used
the students’ L1 during all domains of language use. The only times English was used was for
classroom routines and for large-group curriculum related content. When it came to the language
students spoke, children in HS-A almost exclusively spoke in their L1 when teachers were not in
close proximity. But, whenever teachers were included in conversations, or were nearby, the
children spoke in English. Children in HS-B, on the other hand, predominantly spoke their L1
independent of teacher presence.
These findings highlight variations in the use of children’s L1 within the classroom. In
HS-A, there is a substantial disparity of language preference between students and teacher, and
children, consciously or not, rarely speak their L1 in front of their teachers. On the other hand,
the children in HS-B do not significantly change their linguistic patterns in regard to teacher
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presence, and it seems that teachers and children engage in the same amount of L1
conversations.
Behavior

Although variations in behavior were not as commonly documented throughout this
study, one telling variation is the way in which children addressed others within the classroom
context. In HS-B, the hierarchical terms in which teachers and other adults were addressed
reflected the traditional Chinese value of respecting elders. In comparison to HS-A, teachers in
HS-B were never referred to as “friend”, a term that reflects an egalitarian relationship.
Additionally, other adults were addressed in ways that demonstrated their authority over
children, but that also reflected their status as being below that of the teacher. In HS-A, teachers
and other adults were addressed in the same way, by first or last name, but this was not true in
HS-B. Instead, other adults were addressed as “big sister”, “uncle” or other familial terms that
recognized their authority over the students, but differentiated them from the power and authority
the teachers held. This small variation represents how cultural behaviors can be reflected in some
classrooms, but not others.
Artifacts
When comparing presence of cultural artifacts in the two classrooms, there were not any
notable differences that reflected important cultural differences. However, by comparing the use
of these cultural artifacts with the use of non-culturally specific artifacts, variations of the
incorporation of artifacts can be documented.
Compared to the use of typical HS artifacts, cultural artifacts were only predominantly
present in two situations: in the dramatic play area and as passive displays on walls or shelves.
Very rarely were cultural artifacts included in curriculum related activities or brought into
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classroom wide activities. More typical artifacts were used in every aspect of classroom
activities, and were never limited in areas of incorporation.
Interpretation of Variations

The variations documented in the two sites and their respective classrooms demonstrate
the complexity of incorporating culture into a classroom. There is evidence of cultural relevance
across many domains of the classroom - children speaking in their L1, books depicting important
cultural celebrations, flags of the students’ home countries - but variations of cultural reflections
show the different extents to which culture is actually incorporated within the classrooms. In HSA, the children are typically the only ones speaking their L1, and there is little L1 discourse in
the presence of the teacher, in comparison to the overwhelming use of L1 in HS-B. Cultural
artifacts are never used to the extent of dominant cultural artifacts, except within the dramatic
play area. These variations show us that reflections of culture can occur at different levels within
in the classroom, which may have significance for the potential outcomes of culturally relevant
pedagogies.
Effective Use of Language.
With an in-depth analysis of language use, it is evident that there are two distinct
language experiences between the two HS sites. Children in HS-A are primarily taught in
English while children in HS-B are primarily taught in their L1. These differences demonstrate
the difficult dichotomy that many DLL teachers are faced with today: do we teach students in
their L1 so they can understand the content being taught, or do we teach them in English to
prepare them for our predominantly English-only school policies, while knowing that some
meaningful content will be lost due to language proficiencies? As Head Start is not identified as
a bilingual program, it is difficult to navigate these two binaries especially considering teachers
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are not required to speak the L1 of their students (as observed in HS-A). However, due to the

focus on CRT for this study, the implications of the different linguistic patterns will be discussed
through a CRT lens, especially in regards to the value given to each language.
Whether consciously or not, HS-A students barely speak their native language when a
teacher is present, and their L1 is never incorporated into curriculum. Language is central to our
society’s teaching method (Smith, 1971), so it is necessary for a teacher to adapt discourse to the
students’ linguistic needs (Au, 1993; Delpit, 1988, 1995). As learning takes place across formal
and informal settings as a large group, small group, or individual, it is necessary that teacherstudent discourse supports this process of learning.
In HS-A, the discrepancies in language use show that children were often more
comfortable speaking their L1 (as observed by their preference for L1 when unsupervised), but
they rarely used this language when speaking with teachers. I had many experiences speaking
with children that would start out in English, but end up finishing in Spanish because frustration
would arise when they couldn’t completely express what they had wanted to with their limited
English skills. After switching to Spanish, children rarely, if never, had difficulty communicating
what they had been trying to earlier. From these experiences, I was able to conclude that most of
the children’s stronger language was Spanish, making it easier and more comfortable to
communicate in Spanish rather than English.
In contrast to the monolingual communication with teachers, I believe that the students
felt comfortable speaking with me in Spanish because I was not seen as a teacher, but rather a
friendly volunteer in the classroom. Therefore, after trying in English without success, they
would often resort to their more fluid communicating abilities in Spanish. However, this did not
occur when talking to teachers; if the children had difficulty communicating something in
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English, Spanish translation never followed. This finding supports sociolinguist Michael Stubb’s
theory that children often perceive their home language as inferior by implicit and explicit
actions of the teacher. These preschoolers have already learned that their L1 is not appropriate
for school, inherently valuing English over their L1. If students conclude that their home
linguistic practices are not valued within the academic context, they may distance themselves
from academic situations completely (Wolfram, 1999).
This dominant ideology is often reproduced in schools settings where hegemonic
language policies view bilingualism as a problem, rather than a strength. Although one could

argue that because the children are still speaking their L1, that they still value their language, it is
the absence of authentic L1 use (meaningful conversations and dialogues) that gives the
impression of inferiority (Goldenberg, 1991). Thus, to truly value the home language of the
students to create a culturally responsive classroom, the use of L1 needs to be positively
responded to, as well as encouraged, in all contexts of the classroom (formal and informal).
When their cultural language is confirmed, they are not marginalized from the dominant
classroom context, which allows for more participation in the classroom context.
The linguistic patterns in HS-B show an alternative way to incorporate children’s L1 into
the classroom discourse. As the children are able to speak their L1 in front of the teachers, they
have not learned that this L1 is inappropriate for school. As the componential analysis showed,
the children in HS-B used their L1 across all settings of the classroom. Here, their non-English
abilities were celebrated, rather than erased. In comparison to the experience in HS-A, these
students’ language structure was affirmed, which leads to increased student appeal in academic
accomplishments (Powers, 2002). However, it is important to remember that assuming these
children continue through our nation’s school system, they will inevitably be faced with a future
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school situation where they will be required to speak only English. This begs the question that if
the HS-B student aren’t learning English in preschool, when will they learn it?
The comparison of language patterns in HS-A and HS-B demonstrates the need for
further specifications in the CRT guidelines on how this language can be situated within the
classroom, while also preparing students for the reality of our English-only school system. To

truly value the home language of the students to create a culturally responsive classroom, the use
of L1 needs to be positively responded to, as well as encouraged, in all contexts of the classroom
(formal and informal). When their cultural language is confirmed, they are not marginalized
from the dominant classroom context, which allows for more participation in the classroom
context.
Effective Incorporation of Artifacts.
There was a very interesting pattern noted regarding how children’s home culture was
physically observed compared to its incorporation within the classroom activities. Many times,
culture items were solely a decorative piece rather than a place for learning. Photos of families,
flags of home countries, and labels with L1 were displayed around the classroom, but they were
rarely incorporated into curriculum or daily classroom activities. For example, the labels of areas
are written in both L1 and L2, but during classroom discussions, they are only referred to in L2.
More specifically, these artifacts were not incorporated into learning experiences. Although
cultural artifacts are not the only way to contextualize instruction in students’ lives, they are an
important resource to do so. The fact that there were cultural artifacts present in both classrooms
but rarely used during curriculum related activities creates the impression that these artifacts are
not used effectively to bridge the students’ homes to the classroom.
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One exception to the lack of incorporation of cultural artifacts is the presence of items
reflecting culture in the dramatic play area. Some examples of items available for play in the

Dramatic Play area were kitchen appliances used in the minority culture (e.g. chopsticks and a
bamboo steamer), traditional clothing, and dolls with nonwhite features (e.g. skin color and hair).
These items were available for incorporation into children’s play, but only in child-led activities
where non-classroom roles are supposed to be explored, like being a mail carrier or archeologist.
By situating most cultural items in the Dramatic Play area, minority culture is directly positioned
as outside the classroom context with connotations of nonacademic importance. With cultural
items mainly as decorative pieces or dramatic play items, the culture of the students is not truly
brought into the classroom culture, but rather further separated from the learning environment.
Additionally, it is only with child initiative that these items have the potential to be used at all.
Importance of Cultural Authenticity
The previously discussed implications of variations demonstrate how culture can be
reflected to different extents. Incorporation of culture can occur passively or actively; with the
child’s initiation or the teacher’s initiation; in academic or non-academic contexts; and in
individual, small group, or large group activities. These variations, and others not captured in this
study, demonstrate the difficulty of authentically reflecting the child’s culture in the classroom,
and thus, the difficulty of measuring its presence. If empirical studies are created to measure if
cultural mismatch is a factor in disparities in academic achievement, these measures of cultural
reflections need to be valid in their representation of authentic cultural reflections.
However, it is difficult to operationalize “authentic culture”, as culture is a dynamic
system that is constantly evolving (Delgado-Gaitan & Trueba, 1991). Therefore, it is difficult to
empirically measure if classrooms are truly reflecting the culture of its students. For example,
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Head Start claims to be a leader in culturally responsive teaching (Washington, 1995), but this

study found that there were major discrepancies in the extent to which culture was authentically
and effectively incorporated in the different two sites. Thus, when following these same
program-wide guidelines, why were these discrepancies present? One way to understand the
underlying cause of these differences is to take a closer look at the HS-B and HS-A sites,
specifically the history of their communities, and the administrative staff. Because of the natural
differences in the two Head Start sties, this study was able to capture important differences in
implementing CRT.
Contextualization of Sites.
Both Immigrant Town and Immigrant Enclave are predominant neighborhoods within the
greater surrounding city, but there are significant differences in each community’s history, which
has an important influence on their current situation. These differing contexts of the two HS sites
make for important differences in the HS classroom communities.
The HS-B program is situated in the middle of a thriving Immigrant Enclave. Since the
beginning of Chinese immigration in 1880 (Immigrant Enclave History”, 2013), this area has
created a strong foundation of Chinese culture. It has endured many instances of injustice,
including the Exclusion Act and the depletion of land, and has created a strong supportive base
to help its population succeed. On the other hand, the Latino immigrant population in Immigrant
Town is relatively new. Mass immigration only began in the 1990s; an entire century after
Chinese immigrants began immigrating to Immigrant Enclave. Despite this later migration, the
Latino population has grown exponentially. Compared to the long history of Immigrant Enclave,
it is possible that the Latino community in Immigrant Town has not had sufficient time to create
a strong and supportive environment like that of Immigrant Enclave. Furthermore, the population
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of Immigrant Town is more diverse than Immigrant Enclave, and each respective immigrant
population makes up different percentages of the entire community: 52.9% and 76.8%,

respectively (“Neighborhoods ”, 2011). Each immigrant population is situated within different
contexts, creating different community situations
As well as a different surrounding community, there are notable differences between
teachers and administration in the two different sites. In HS-B, all four teachers are of Chinese
descent and have an L1 of one of the common Chinese dialects, Mandarin and Cantonese. In
comparison, only two of the six teachers in the HS-A are of Latino descent, both of whom speak
Spanish, but only one is a native speaker. Of the remaining four teachers, three are white and
only speak English, and the fourth is from Morocco and speaks Arabic and English. The
differences between these two HS sites are probably a product of the history of the two
communities. Because of the longer history of Immigrant Enclave, as well as the more
homogenous population, it is more likely that there is a larger presence of licensed teachers
living in the community who are available to teach in the HS classrooms.
As teachers are the main providers of educational opportunities within the Head Start
system, the differing teacher backgrounds of the two sites becomes increasingly important within
the teaching context. When the culture of the teachers is congruent to the culture of the students
and family, like that in HS-B, the teachers have a more complete understanding of the culture
because it is their lived experience. The most obvious example of this is language. In HS-B, all
teachers speak the native language of the students and their families, which allows them to talk
comfortably with each other. This is important when it comes to communicating about the
families’ needs, as well as scaffolding the students’ second language acquisition. In HS-A, it
becomes difficult for teachers and families to communicate when parents speak little English,
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and only a small percentage of the teachers speak Spanish. This hinders effective communication
and the formation of close parent-teacher partnerships.
In addition to understanding language, those teachers from similar backgrounds have an
implicit understanding of the students’ home culture, thus making it easier to incorporate it into
the classroom context. This is not to say that those from incongruent cultures of that of their
students cannot understand the homes culture of their students, but rather it is more difficult to
learn about a different culture than the one with which you identify. If CRT goals are to be
achieved, a teacher must critically understand the culture of the students’ in order to counter the
white, Eurocentric culture of the classroom.
The comparison the teacher backgrounds suggest that the implementation of culture
heavily depends on who defines what the culture of the home and community is, and then, who
implements it.
Biculturalism Within the Classroom.
Of course, it cannot be ignored that each HS classroom, disregarding the community in
which it lies, is influenced by the larger societal context. Because of the Eurocentric nature of
our school system, and the minority culture brought in by the families’, a bicultural classroom is
inevitably created; the classroom becomes a point of contact between the two cultures. Of
course, the differences in both cultures will create tensions that need to be navigated, whether
that be differing language use, implicit behavioral differences, or overt prejudice towards
“others”. It is these inevitable oppressive tensions that CRT tries to combat.
Role of Teachers.
Situated within a Eurocentric society, it is hard to imagine that the federally funded
educational system will ever confront this problem of cultural inequality, but the classroom
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culture in HS-B offers a glimpse at the powerful influence teachers can have navigating cultural
tensions. With the use of the students’ L1 across all contexts of the classroom, and smaller

implicit cultural behaviors that reflect the traditional Chinese culture of respecting ones elders, it
was clear that a space had been created within the wider Eurocentric context that valued the
home culture of these students.
But what if the teachers are not from congruent home cultures as their students? Can they
be mindful in creating a space for their students that values their culture within a societal context
that devalues it? This is especially pertinent to our society, as majority of public school teachers
in the United States are from white, middle class communities of privilege, thus possessing the
white, dominant culture (Swalwell, 2012). Because the culture of white-middle class teachers
matches that of the school, their ideas of universal values and beliefs are never challenged. It is
not until an individual can recognize their culture as the dominant culture that they can begin to
understand critical differences of other cultures. When teachers don’t have the opportunity to
understand these cultural dynamics, they continue to be blind to the dominating nature of their
culture. This lack of diversity allows the dominant European lens to be uncritically reproduced to
become the dominant discourse of our society, while punishing those who come from different
backgrounds. Although this study was not structured to document the extent to which the
classrooms reproduced the dominant discourse, the almost exclusive use of English in the HS-A
classrooms, and the superficial use of cultural artifacts into classroom activities suggests that
culturally responsive measures were not achieved, thus neither were CRT goals of empowerment
and validation of cultural diversity.
A key area where this reproduction can be changed is through the teachers themselves. If
teachers possessing the dominant culture can begin to understand their racial and cultural
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identity, they can begin to understand how cultural power structures affect our society to be

better prepared for the increasing diverse children in schools. Furthermore, if they can reflect on
their own intersections of identity, including race, class, gender, and language, they can learn to
teach students of color without asserting their white dominance upon them. Of course, this is no
easy task. With a critical exploration of ones identity, one faces many difficult realizations,
including one’s own biases and role in oppression (Attwood, 2008). This is long and complex
process, but is absolutely realistic.
Therefore, it can be argued that an important underlying aspect of effectively
implementing cultural responsiveness is the presence of teachers and other administrators that
have a critical understanding of cultural relations in our society. This will facilitate authentic
reflections and incorporations of students’ home culture within the classroom.
Future Directions
This study was successful in highlighting how cultural variations can be documented, but
found the need for more research on the specificity of these variations and possible means of
promoting authentic and effective cultural reflections within the classroom. First, we need more
specific guidelines of what constitutes true reflections of culture in the classroom. This study
found that cultural reflections can occur at varying levels within the classroom, but it needs to be
defined at which level culture reflections are used effectively, and how to achieve this. For
example, there need to be further specifications on the use of students’ L1 in the classroom. The
CRIOP lists that a CRT teacher “encourages and responds positively to children’s use of
home/native language/dialect and culturally specific discourse styles”, but does not provide
guidelines in how this is accomplished, only stating it should occur in academic and nonacademic settings, and that students should be allowed to share stories in their first language

69

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 70

(Powell & Rightmyer, 2011). There are no guidelines regarding teachers’ use of the students’ L1
(if it is necessary, when it should be used, how it should be used, etc.), how children can fully

participate when they are emerging dual language learners, or how to properly establish language
situational appropriateness without exerting dominant biases upon the children. Figure 1
illustrates how the general guidelines from CRIOP on L1 use need to be improved.

Figure 1: Improvements on CRIOP Guidelines on L1 Use

“The teacher encourages and responds
positively to the children's’ use of home/native
language/dialect"
Authenticity and
effectiveness

Validation
within
standardization

Specificity
towards DLLs

Navigating
tensions

The guidelines listed in Powell and Rightmyer’s CRIOP offer an important introduction
in how CRT is implemented in the classroom, but these guidelines need to be more specific if we
are to ensure all aspects of CRT are effectively implemented. This is increasingly important to
the future implementation of CRT; in order for the empirical value of CRT to be successful, CRT
needs to be implemented across multiple settings, which all constitute their own unique
representations of culture. Therefore, there needs to be more specific guidelines so CRT goals
can be accomplished across many different contextual situations.
In specific relations to the data gathered in this study, more research needs to be
conducted on the reasoning behind the cultural variations. In regards to L1 and L2 use, further
70
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analysis is needed to discern how children make choices about language use. In HS-A, what
specific events had led the children to rarely speak Spanish in front of their teachers? In the

taxonomic analysis of PO#3, patterns of cultural interactions were highlighted, or interactions
between the community and home culture with that of the dominant school culture. Observations
of these included language interactions like code switching and clarification, as well as exclusion
from activities conducted in English and feelings of discomfort caused by lack of understanding.
With more specific observations on how and where these language intersections occur, we can
perhaps understand more clearly the language patterns of HS-A.
This study also found the important role of teachers as resources in fulfilling CRT goals.
However, more needs to be understood on how a teacher’s personal understanding of culture and
cultural power relations affects their views on what constitutes cultural reflections. Especially in
regards to the significant amount of white, middle class educators, more research needs to be
conducted on how teachers can accomplish a critical understanding of culture.
Limitations
One obvious limitation of this study is the relatively short amount of time spent in each
classroom, and the availability of only two different sites. Ideally, the RAs would want to spend
a significant amount of time in the classrooms to provide a richer data set to support any
conclusions. Additionally, the use of a “control” classroom, or a classroom with predominantly
white, middle class students, would have provided a suitable contrast in which cultural variations
could have been further observed. As this study was situated within the larger RISE context,
many observational protocols were situated to fulfill the RISE project’s analytical questions, and
were not specifically designed for observations of CRT in classrooms.
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A further limitation of this particular study is my personal status within the white

dominant culture. Much of this study focused on countering the dominant narrative within the
school system, a narrative that I am greatly a part of. Do I have any part in fulfilling this role
when my own culture is one that oppresses non-dominant cultures? Furthermore, how would I
educate these students from oppressed communities without affecting them with my inherent
dominant lens? It is easy to critique others instead of oneself on their inability to recognize the
hegemonic powers that affect their behaviors and reactions. If I am to continue working against
the dominant narrative of our current school system, I will have to be mindful of my role as a
white upper-class individual to ensure I do not mirror the dominant biases and discourses I often
criticize. Although I have been provided with opportunities to explore my identity as an upper
class white female, this identity process is certainly not complete.
Concluding Remarks
The focus of this study emerged from the observation of lack of empirical research
supporting the effectiveness of CRT. This eventually led to the discovery of the lack of CRT
measures, and thus the uncertainty in being able to observe cultural variations. Through
participant observation, this study found that it is possible to document these variations, and that
these variations provide an important critique of the current CRT guidelines. Because of the
broad definition of culture, there are many allowed interpretations of how it can be situated
within a classroom, with each interpretation affecting the classroom discourse in different ways.
Before CRT can be measured for effectiveness, there needs to be more specific guidelines on
how culture is effectively incorporated into the classroom to truly achieve the goals of CRT.
Additionally, more guidance is needed on the role of teachers in the CRT pedagogy, and how, or
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if, they can work on achieving CRT goals to successfully counter the dominant narrative of our
school system.
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Appendix A

Complete CRIOP Tables from Powell & Rightmyer (2011)
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Table 2.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Teacher Disposition and Care
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
Students and teacher Teacher sets the tone for respect
Teacher treats students as objects
show respect for
by treating students as people.
that need to be honed and
themselves and
Students’ attempts to join in the
improved. Teacher focuses on
others.
learning are recognized and
teaching content versus teaching
nurtured. Teacher uses culturally
students.
responsive ways for showing
respect and care
Students and teacher Teacher and students see each
Teacher shows impatience and
show compassion
other as individuals. They
intolerance for student behavior.
and empathy
celebrate each other’s
Teacher blames students and
achievements. They work to
families for poor motivation.
understand each other’s
perspectives
Teacher and students Teacher supplies many scaffolds
Students work on solitary,
are helpful to each
to assist students to perform well.
prescribed assignments. Student
other
Children are encouraged to help
collaboration is discouraged
one another so that all can
experience success. There are
many joint productive activities
Teacher shows a
Teacher is a warm demander who Some students are allowed not to
commitment to teach insists that all students put forth
work or to just “get by.” It’s clear
alls students
their best effort every day. Teacher that the teacher has lower
insists that students do the work.
expectations for some students.
Everyone is included in activities
and discussions.
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Table 3.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Classroom Climate/Physical Environment
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
The physical
There are books, posters, and other There are no or few multicultural
surroundings of the
artifacts reflecting students’ and
texts; posters and displays do not
classroom reflect an others’ cultures; there are positive show an acknowledgement and
appreciation of
and affirming messages and
affirmation of students’ cultural and
diversity
images about students’ racial
racial identities.
identities
Peer collaboration is Students are continuously viewed
There is no or very little peer
the norm
as resources for one another; the
collaboration; the emphasis is on
emphasis is on group achievement; individual achievement
there is a “family-like”
environment in the classroom
The physical space
The seating arrangement is
The seating arrangement is
supports
flexible and supports student
designed for individual work, with
collaborative work
collaboration and equal
the teacher being “center stage.”
participation between teachers and
students
Students work
The teacher implements practices
Students primarily work
together
that teach collaboration and
individually and are not expected to
productively
respect, e.g., class meetings,
work collaboratively; and/or
modeling empathy, sharing
students have a difficult time
families’ histories. Students
collaborating. Lack of respectful
respect one another and know how interaction amongst students may
to work together effectively.
be an issue. Biases and
Biases and discrimination are
discrimination are not addressed
addressed through the formal
curriculum
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Table 4.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Parent Collaboration
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
The teacher
Parents’/caregivers’ ideas are
No effort has been made to
establishes genuine
solicited in how best to instruct the establish relationships with
partnerships
child; there is evidence that the
caregivers; there’s evidence of a
(equitable
teacher has made the effort to get
“deficit perspective” in which
relationships) with
to know the “whole child” (his/her families and caregivers are viewed
parents/caregivers
background, family culture, outas inferior and/or as having limited
of-school activities) by getting to
resources that can be leveraged for
know his/her parents/caregivers,
the education of the child
and families
The teacher uses
Parents’/caregivers’ “funds of
Parents/caregivers are never
parent expertise to
knowledge” are utilized in the
involved in the instructional
support learning and instructional program; parent/
program; their “funds of
welcomes
caregivers are invited into the
knowledge” are never utilized
parents/caregivers in classroom to share experience and
the classroom
areas of expertise
The teacher reaches
Teacher conducts home visits,
Teacher makes phone calls and
out to meet parents
meets parents in the parking lot or sends personal notes to parents for
in positive, nonother “neutral” locations outside of negative reports only (e.g.,
traditional ways
the school, and makes and effort to discipline); when communication
develop a relationship with parents occurs, it is through newsletters or
through planning various social
similar correspondence, where
activities outside of school
parents are asked to respond
passively (e.g., signing the
newsletter versus becoming actively
involved in their child’s learning);
the only interaction with parents is
through formal parent-teacher
conferences that are conducted on
the school grounds
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Table 5.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Assessment
Element
What you would expect to see in
a classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
Formative
Teacher frequently assesses
assessment practices students’ understanding
are used that provide throughout instruction; students
information
may have “talking partners” for
throughout the
reviewing information; students
lesson on student
are able to voice their learning
understanding
throughout the lesson
Students are able to
Students with limited English
demonstrate their
proficiency and/or limited literacy
learning in a variety can show their conceptual learning
of ways
through visual or other forms of
representation
Formative
Teacher uses formative
assessment actives
assessments that determine
are used that provide individual learning
information on the
learning of every
student
Authentic
Students’ literacy is assessed while
assessments are used actively engaged in reading,
as the preliminary
writing, speaking extended
means for assessing
discourse; students’ linguistic
literacy development competence is evaluated while
they are actually using language in
purposeful ways
Students are
Teacher assesses students’ ability
evaluated within the to learn with appropriate support;
context of scaffolded teacher may implement “trial
instruction to
lessons” that use texts at a higher
determine their
level than students’ performance;
potential for learning teacher uses frequent “kid
watching” to determine students’
capabilities
Teacher sets high
Teacher bases feedback on
standards and
established high standards;
students understand
students are provided with a sense
the criteria by which that they can meet those standards
they are being
assessed
Students have
Students are involved in analyzing
opportunities for
their work and in setting their own
self-assessment
goals for learning
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What you would expect to see in a
classroom where CRI practices
are not occurring
Assessment occurs at the end of the
lesson

Most or all tests are written and
require reading/writing proficiency
in English
The primary formative assessment
is whole class review where teacher
class on individual students
(Initiate-Respond-Evaluate pattern)
Assessments measure discrete
isolated skills and/or use short,
disconnected passages

Assessment is solely used to
determine what students already
know or can do

Teacher feedback is subjective;
students do not know the criteria
upon which hey are being assessed;
and/or standards are not rigorous
Assessment is always teachercontrolled
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Assessment practices
promote the
achievement of the
group, and not just
individuals

Teacher encourages students to
work together to learn difficult
concepts, and assesses the work of
the group
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Teacher emphasizes individual
achievement; working together is
viewed as “cheating”.
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Table 5.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Curriculum/Planned Experiences
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
The curriculum and
Learning experiences are designed Classroom literacy activities are
planned learning
consistently to connect to and
largely planned from a script or
experiences use the
draw from students’ knowledge;
adopted program; prefabricated
knowledge and
the sources and products of
texts, worksheets, questions, and
experiences of
classroom literacy experiences
activities predominate
students and their
have authentic links to the
families in order to
students’ lived experiences
facilitate connections
between students’
cultural knowledge
and the knowledge
of the school
The curriculum and
Opportunities to discuss and
The conventional point of view is
planned experiences challenge ideas presented in texts
predominating; few texts are
integrate and provide are plentiful and encouraged; texts available to represent diverse
opportunities for the include protagonists from diverse
protagonists or multiple
expression of diverse backgrounds and present ideas
perspectives
perspectives
from multiple perspectives
Literacy skills are
The language and experiences of
Literacy skills are taught outside of
taught in meaningful the students and the activity of the context of meaningful literate
contexts in which
classroom are used to teach
activity; an adopted or pre-made
students are engaged literacy skills and conventions;
program is used to teach skills in
in purposeful literate students’ own writing and a
isolation according to a prescribed
activity
variety of print materials are used
order
to develop literacy skills
The curriculum and
Students are engaged in
The curriculum and learning
planned learning
experiences that develop
experience present literacy as a
experiences provide awareness and provide
“neutral skill” that ignores the
opportunities for the opportunities to contribute, inform, sociopolitical context in which
inclusion of issues
persuade, and have a voice in the
language and literacy are used; the
important to the
classroom, school and beyond;
focus of literacy instruction is to
classroom, school
literacy is used to explore realteach the skills required to “pass the
and community
world issues
test.”
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Table 7.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Pedagogy/Instruction
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
Instruction is
Literacy tasks and texts relate
Literacy tasks and texts reflect the
contextualized in
directly to students’ lives outside
values and experiences of dominant
students’ lives and
of school; classroom interaction
ethnic and cultural groups; only
experiences
patterns and communication
interaction patterns and
structures match those found in
communication structures of the
students’ homes and communities; dominant group are deemed
the teacher builds on students’
acceptable
existing cultural knowledge in
literacy lessons and activities
The teacher learns
The teacher learns about diverse
The teacher is the authority;
with the students
perspective along with students;
students are not encouraged to
s/he engages students in the
challenge or question ideas
inquiry process and learns from
presented or to engage in further
students’ investigations
inquiry
The teacher allows
Students work in pairs and small
Students read and write in isolation;
students to
groups to read, write and discuss
students are not permitted to help
collaborate with one texts; the teacher works to equalize one another or to work together in
another
existing status differences among
pairs or groups
students
Students engage in
Literacy talks allow students to be Students work passively at their
active, hands-on
physically active
seats on teacher-directed tasks
literacy tasks
The teacher gives
Students have multiple
The teacher selects reading texts,
students choices
opportunities to choose texts,
writing topics, and modes of
based on their
topics, and modes of expression
expression for students
experiences, values, based on preferences and personal
needs and strengths
relevance
The teacher balances Instruction is rigorous and
Instruction focuses on low-level
instruction using
cognitively challenging for
skills; students engage in isolation
both explicit skill
students from all ethnic, linguistic, and repetitive tasks that are
instruction an
and socioeconomic backgrounds;
disconnected from each other;
reading/writing for
the teacher models and explains
students practice skills in ways that
meaning
skills and strategies and provides
are not meaningful or personally
appropriate scaffolding for
relevant to students
students; students apply skills and
strategies in the context of
meaningful and personally
relevant literacy activities
The teacher focuses
The teacher provides explicit
Little attention is paid to vocabulary
on developing
instruction in the meaning of
instruction or new words taught
students’
words and students practice using outside of meaningful contexts;
vocabularies
new words in a variety of
students are not taught independent
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meaningful contexts; students
learn independent word learning
strategies such as morphology,
contextual analysis, and cognates
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word learning strategies

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms 83

Table 8.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Discourse/Instructional Conversation
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
The teacher
There is peer conversation in the
Students are discouraged from
encourages and
home language or dialect during
using their home language or
responds positively
both free and academic time.
dialect. ELL students are
to children’s use of
Students share stories in their
discouraged from using their native
home/native
home language/dialect ELL
language outside of home. The
language/dialect and students communicate together in
teacher views topic-associative
culturally specific
their native language. The teacher discourse, topic-chaining discourse,
discourse styles
accepts students’ home languages and overlapping discourse patterns
and dialects, while also teaching
as rambling talk. The teacher
the standard vernacular. Students
attempts to control and change
are supported in their use of
student communication styles to
culturally specific ways of
match mainstream classroom
communicating, such as topicdiscourse patterns.
associative discourse, topicchanging discourse, and
overlapping discourse patterns.
The teacher shares
Students engage in genuine
There are strict boundaries between
control of classroom discussion versus “guess what’s in personal conversation and
discourse with
the teacher’s head.” The teacher
instructional conversation. Students
students and builds
uses open-ended questions and
rarely have opportunities for
upon and expands
various discourse protocols to
genuine discussions. There are few
upon student talk in
elicit extended students talk. The
or no opportunities for extended
an authentic way
teacher demonstrates active
student talk; rather, talk is
listening and responds in authentic dominated by the teacher.
ways to students’ comments; s/he
encourages the same active
listening from students
The teacher
The teacher employs a variety of
Discourse practices of various
promotes student
culturally appropriate discourse
cultural groups are not used during
engagement through protocols to promote student
instruction
culturally responsive participation and engagement
discourse practices
(e.g., call and response, talking
circle)
The teacher
Students use collaborative,
The teacher controls classroom
promotes equitable
overlapping conversation and
discourse by assigning speaking
discourse practices
participate actively, supporting the rights to students. Students follow
speaker during the creation of
traditional norms in turn taking. Not
story talk or discussion and
all students have the opportunity to
commenting/expanding upon the
participate in classroom
ideas of others. The teacher uses
discussions. Some students are
techniques to support equitable
allowed to dominate discussions.
participation, such as wait time,
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The teacher provides
structures that
promote student
collaborative talk

The teacher provides
opportunities for
students to develop
linguistic
competence

feedback, turn taking, and
scaffolding ideas. All students
have the opportunity to participate
in classroom discussions. There is
a sense of congeniality and
consensus building; students build
on one another’s ideas in a
respectful way.
Structures are used that promote
student talk, such as pair share,
small group work, and partner
work. Students collaborate and
work together to solve problems.
The teacher encourages the use of
a “story like talk” participation
structure to allow children to
produce responses collaboratively.
The teacher articulates
expectations for language use
(e.g., “I want you to reply using
complete sentences. I you to use
these vocabulary words in your
discussion”). The teacher develops
language objectives in addition to
content objectives, having specific
goals in mind for students’
linguistic performance. Students
are engaged in authentic uses of
language (e.g., drama, discussion,
purposeful writing and
communication). Students are
taught appropriate registers of
language use for a variety of social
contexts, and they are provided
with opportunities to practice
those registers in authentic ways
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Students are discouraged from
talking together. Collaborating with
other students is discouraged and
may be regarded as “cheating.” The
teacher does not allow students to
collaborate in producing answers.

The teacher does not articulate
expectations for language use. The
teacher does not have language
objectives for students; rather, only
content objectives are evident.
Students’ use of language is limited
and they do not use language in
authentic ways. Students are not
taught how to vary their language
use in different social contexts and
for differing purposes.
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Table 9.1 Summary of CRIOP Component: Sociopolitical Consciousness/Multiple Perspectives
Element
What you would expect to see in What you would expect to see in a
a classroom where CRI practices
classroom where CRI practices
are occurring
are not occurring
Students are allowed Teacher helps student’s identity
Teacher teaches to the “norm” by
to question the way
important social issues and
using standard textbooks and
things are
facilities students’ investigation of curriculum. Teacher discourages
the status quo and how to
critical thought or questioning of
challenge it. Students may identify instructional materials or social
issues within their own school or
issues
texts to investigate and question
Students take action Teacher and students identify and
Teacher does not bring community
on real world
discuss issues within the
and social issues into the classroom.
problems
community that are of relevance to Learning occurs only as it relates to
their lives. Teacher facilitates
the standard curriculum
student advocacy for their
communities
Instructional
Teacher facilitates students’
Teacher uses materials in class that
materials that
understanding of stereotypes and
perpetuate stereotypes with out
demonstrate negative their function in society. Teacher
deconstructing their meaning for
stereotypes are
helps students frame differing
students.
deconstructed
viewpoints about accepted roles
(race, gender, age, ethnicity, class,
etc.) depicted in instructional
materials
Students uncover
Teacher helps students identify
When popular culture in used in the
biases in popular
bias in text and media. Teacher
classroom, bias is not identified or
culture
facilitates instruction that
deconstructed
promotes student questioning of
popular culture in various ways
Students have the
Teacher uses students’ discourse
Varied home discourses of students
opportunity to learn
in literacy instruction and
are not validated or employed in
about differing
facilitates students’ understanding instruction. Teacher uses and
discourse patterns in of their own rich discourses and
expects only the discourse of power
varied social
the discourse of power. Students
to be used in instruction and
contexts
understand when varied discourses learning.
are appropriate when engaging in
all domains of language (reading,
writing, listening, speaking)
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Appendix B

Measures of CRT from Underwood (2009)
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Appendix C

Head Start Culturally Responsive Checklist
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Appendix D

IRB Approval

103

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms104

104

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms105
Appendix E

RISE Participant Observation Instructions
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RISE
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION #1
Fall 2012
(To be Completed by Nov. 20th, 2012)

Participant Observer Name:
Classroom:
Date/s of PO:
Date Field Notes Submitted:
Classroom Mapping: Physical layout and key objects and artifacts in each classroom activity
setting
1. Prepare a physical map of the various spaces in the classroom (i.e., how space is
organized).

2. Write field notes briefly describing each space or what you can identify as the various
activity settings. In observing and writing field notes that describe the activity settings,
remember to include the following:
 What is each space/activity setting called or labeled?
 What are the main objects (artifacts in each space)?
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RISE
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION #2
Fall 2012
(To be Completed by December 5, 2012)

Participant Observer Name:
Classroom:
Date/s of PO:
Date Field Notes Submitted:
Language: Description of language use, special terms and meanings as used in class and
speech routines.
3. Identify the activity setting or social situation you are describing. You may do this PO
during multiple visits but please include date when you observed the activity/situation
you describe.
4. Write field notes briefly describing the type of language and how language is used.
Remember to include the following:

 Head Start specific language
o What are some examples of Head Start specific language used? (e.g. special
friend/s, friend/s, buddies, choice time)
o What are some activities/situations in which this language is used?
o Are there particular speech routines you notice? (e.g. song for lining up,
greetings, ways of getting permission, ways of addressing teacher or other
adults)

 Culture specific language (e.g. Mandarin, Cantonese, Spanish, Portuguese etc.)
o Who is using the language?
o How is the language being used?
o Are there children/other people left out because they can’t access the
language?
o When or in what activity setting/social situation are different languages
spoken?
o Do children make attempts to use the different languages in the classroom?

 Other language
What are children talking about in different activity settings?
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RISE
PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION #3
Fall 2012
(To be Complete before you leave Tufts Campus for the holidays!)
Participant Observer Name:
Classroom:
Date/s of PO:
Date Field Notes Submitted:

Culture: In what ways do you see children’s home and community lives being reflected or
represented in the physical environment of the classroom and in the activities?
1. Identify the activity setting or social situation you are describing. You may do this PO
during multiple visits but please include the date when you observed the
activity/situation you describe

2. Write fields notes briefly describing how you see children’s home and community lives
reflected in the classroom. Remember to pay attention to the following:
a. Behaviors (e.g. how children play)
b. Speech/Talk/Language
Artifacts (e.g. food, pictures, objects in the classroom)
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Appendix F
PO#3 Taxonomic Analysis
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RISE
PO2 and PO3 Coding Manual





Language
o Written
 Academic
 Labels
o Items
o Areas
 Posters
 Books
o L1
o Bilingual
o L2
 Non-Academic
o Oral
 Social Language
 Social Conversation
o Chinese New Year?
o Names
 Nicknames
 Familial terms
 Formal
 Roles
 Hierarchical Language terms
 Curriculum related instruction
o Vocabulary
o Instruction
 Behavioral Language
 Expression
 Management
o Rewards
o Punishments
 Classroom Routines
 Clarification
 Transitions
o Signals
o Activities
 Songs
Behaviors
o Interaction of DC and MC
 Mixing of Cultures
 Speech (Code Mixing)
 Actions
 Disregard
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 Ignoring interaction
 Failure to notice
 Exclusion
 Confusion
 Embarrassment
 Discomfort
 Frustration
 Lack of Understanding
 Clarification
 Translation
o Clarification (lack of understanding)
o Scolding (Behavioral aspect)
o Displays of Affection
 For Families
 Acknowledgement in Classroom
o Photos/Photo album
o Circle time sharing
 Reactions to parents leaving
o Hugs and kisses
o Sadness
 For Classroom/Classmates
 Helping friends
 Hugs
 Terms of endearment
o "Friend"
o Nicknames
o Conservative Behavior
 Manners
 Use of words
 Personal Space
 Volume of Speech
 Respect
 Ways of Addressing
o Children to adults
o Adults to children
o Adults to Adults
o Children to Children
 Clothing
Artifacts
o Placed Objects
 Food
 Culture specific
 Non culture specific
 Academic
 Books
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o L1
o L2








Translation
Original

 Culture Specific
 Non-Cultural Specific
o L1&L2
 Puzzles
 Posters
Dramatic Play
 Kitchen
o Food
 Mexican
 Chinese
 Italian
 Japanese
o Appliances
 Utensils
 Chop sticks
 Food Prep
 Bamboo steamer
 Clothes
o Sombrero
o Traditional Chinese dress
 Dolls
o Non-cultural specific
o Cultural specific
 Physical features
 Hair
 Skin color
 Clothing
Personal
 Bedtime comfort items

o Photos
 Personal/Family
 Albums
o Family albums
o HS activities
 With family
 Without family
 Markers of cubbies
 Poster
 Cultural
o Written in L1
o Flags of native countries
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o Labels
 L1
 L2




L1/L2



o Cultural Activity
Academic
o Symbols
 Letters
 Numbers
o Classroom curriculum
Item labels
Teacher material
Area labels
Item labels

117

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms118
References

Attwood, P. F. (2008). Doing the work: Inheriting, reinventing, and sustaining antiracist
multicultural teacher education. Cambridge: Harvard University.
Au, K.H.. (1993). Literacy instruction in multicultural settings. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth
Publishing
Aughinbaugh, A. (2001). Does Head Start yield long-term benefits? The Journal of Human
Resources, 36(4), 641-65.
Barton, P. E. (2003). Parsing the achievement gap: Baselines for tracking progress classroom
(Policy Information Report). Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service,
Policy Information Center.
Beyer, L.E. (1991). Teacher education, reflective inquiry, and moral action. In B. R. Tabachnick
& K.M. Zeichner (Eds.), Inquiry-oriented practice teacher education (pp. 112-129).
London: Falmer
Boston Chinatown history. (2013). Retrieved from http://www.boston-chinatown.info/Boston
Redevelopment Authority, American Community Survey. (2011). East Boston
neighborhood. Retrieved from website:
http://www.bostonredevelopmentauthority.org/pdf/ResearchPublications//EastBostonAC
SNBHD.pdf
Boykin, A. W. (1994). Afrocultural expression and its implications for schooling. In E. R.
Hollins, J. E. King, & W. C. Haymen (Eds.), Teaching diverse populations (pp. 243–
256). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.
Caine, R., Caine, G., McClintic, C and Klimek, K. (2008) (2nd. Ed.). The 12 Brain/Mind
Learning Principles in Action. Corwin Press.

118

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms119

Carneiro, P. and Heckman, J. (2003). Human Capital Policy. IZA Discussion Paper 821.
Coley, R. J. (2002). An uneven start: Indicators of inequality in school readiness. Policy

Information Center Report, Educational Testing Service. Retrieved from http://www.ets.
org/research/dload/Unevenstart.pdf
Collier, Michael. 1998. “Cultures of Violence in Miami-Dade Public Schools.” Working Paper
of the Immigration and Ethnicity Institute, Florida International University.
Delpit, L. (1988). Te silenced dialogue: Power and pedagogy in educating other people’s
children. Harvard Educational Review, 58, 280-297.
Delpit, L. (1995). Other people’s children: cultural conflict in the classroom. New York: The
New Press
Duncan, G. J., Yeung, W. J., Brooks-Gunn, J., & Smith, J. R. (1998). How much does childhood
poverty affect the life chances of children? American Sociological Review, 63,406 – 423.
Englert, C. S., & Palincsar, A. S. (1991). Reconsidering instructional research in literacy from a
sociocultural perspective. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 6, 225-29.
Frank, C. (1999). Ethnographic eyes: A teacher’s guide to classroom observation. Portsmouth,
NH: Heinemann
Gay, G. (2000). Culturally Responsive Teaching: Theory, Research, & Practice. New York:
Teachers College Press.
Goldenberg, C. (1991). Instructional conversations and their classroom application (Educational
Practice Report 2). Berkeley, CA: The National Center for Research on cultural Diversity
and Second Language Learning
Hidalgo, N.M., Bright, J. Sui, S.F., Swap, S. and Epstien, J. (1995). Research on families,

119

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms120

schools, and communities: A multicultural perspective. Handbook of Research on
Multicultural Education, New York: Macmillan, Chapter 28

Hughes, G., Cowley, K., Copley, L., Finch, N., Meehan, M.L., Burns, R.C., et al. (2005). Effects
of a culturally responsive teaching project on teachers and students in selected Kanawha
County, WV, schools.
www.edvantia.org/publications/pdf/MAACKExecutiveSummary.pdf
Jordan, C. (1995). Creating cultures of schooling: Historical and conceptual background of
the KEEP/rough rock project. The Bilingual Research Journal, 19, 83–100
Kober, N. (2001, April). It takes more than testing: Closing the achievement gap. A report of the
Center on Education Policy. (Underwood, 2009)Washington, DC: Center on Education
Policy.
Lee, Valerie E. and David T. Burkam. 2002. Inequality at the Starting Gate: Social background
differences in achievement as children begin school. Economic Policy
Institute
Levine, D. U., & Lezotte, L. W. (1995). Effective schools research. In J. A. Banks & C. A.
McGee Banks (Eds.), Handbook of research on multicultural education (pp. 525-547).
New York: Macmillan.
Li, G. (2008). Culturally contested literacies: America’s “rainbow underclass” and urban
schools. New York: Routledge.
Matuszny, R. M., Banda, D. R., & Coleman, T. J. (2007). A progressive plan for building
collaborative relationships with parents from diverse backgrounds. Teaching Exceptional
Children, 39(4), 24-31. Retrieved from Education Research Complete database.
McClintic, and Karl Klimek. Teaching Theology & Religion, 9: 189–190. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

120

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms121

9647.2006.00283_4.x

Mistry, Contreras, & Pufall-Jones, in press
Orfield, G. (1998). The Education of Mexican Immigrant Children: A Commentary. In SuárezOrozco, Marcelo M. (Ed.). Crossings: Mexican Immigration in Interdisciplinary
Perspective. Cambridge, Massachusetts: David Rockefeller Center for Latin American
Studies/Harvard University Press.
Phillips, M., Brooks-Gunn, J., Duncan, G. J., Klebanov, P., & Crane, J. (1998). Family
background, parenting practices, and the black-white test score gap. In C. Jencks & M.
Phillips (Eds.), The Black-White test score gap (pp. 103 –145). Washington, DC:
Brookings Institution Press.
Powell, R., & Rightmyer, E. (2011). Literacy for all students: An instructional framework for
closing the gap. London, England: Routledge.
Powers, S.W. (2002). Home and school language connections for a struggling Appalachian
writer: Issues of equitable pedagogy for culturally diverse student populations. Reading
Horizons, 43(2), 85-102.
Rampey, B. D., Dion, G. S., & Donahue, P. L. National Center for Education Statistics,
(2009). NAEP 2008: Trends in academic process. NCES 2009-479. Jessup, MD: National
Center for Education Statistics.
Schweinhart, L. J., Montie, J., Xiang, Z., Barnett, W. S., Belfield, C. R., & Nores, M. (2005).
Lifetime effects: The High/Scope Perry Preschool study through age 40. (Monographs of
the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, 14). Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.
Shantz, C. (2006), 12 Brain/Mind Learning Principles in Action: The Field book for Making

121

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms122

Connections, Teaching, and the Human Brain – Renate Nummela Caine, Geoffrey Caine,
Carol Shonkoff, J.P. & Phillips, D.A., Eds. (2000). From Neurons to Neighborhoods: the
Science of Early Child Development. Washington, D.C: National Academy Press
Smith, B.O. (1971). On the anatomy of teaching. In R.T. Hyman (Ed.), Contemporary thought
on teaching (pp. 20-27). Englewood Cliffs: NJ: Prentice-Hall.
Spradley, James P. (1980) Participant Observation. New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston
Swalwell, K. (2012, Fall). Confronting White Privilege. Teaching Tolerance, 42, 1-4. Retrieved
November 8, 2012, from http://www.tolerance.org/magazine/number-42-fall2012/feature/confronting-white-privilege
Suárez-Orozco, C. and M. Suárez-Orozco (2001). Children of Immigration. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.
Underwood, P. S. (2009). Effects of culturally-responsive teaching practices on first grade
students' reading comprehension and vocabulary gains. (Doctoral dissertation).
The Boston Foundation, My Neighborhoods: Boston. (n.d.). East Boston. Retrieved from
website: http://www.bostonfoundation.org/Content.aspx?ID=11802
The Environment Department, Boston Landmarks Commission. (1994). East Boston: Exploring
Boston's neighborhoods
U.S. Department of Commerce, United States Censure Bureau. (2013). Boston (city),
Massachusetts. Retrieved from website:
Valenzuela, A. (1999). Subtractive schooling: U.S-Mexican youth and the politics of caring.
State University of New York Press, 3-32.
Villenas, S., & Deyhle, D. (1999). Critical race theory and ethnographies challenging the

122

Documenting Cultural Variations in Culturally Responsive Classrooms123

stereotypes: Latino families, schooling, resilience and resistance. Curriculum Inquiry, 29
(4), 413-445
Vogt, L., Jordan, C., & Tharp, R. (1987). "Explaining school failure, producing school success:
Two cases." Anthropology and Education Quarterly 18, 276–286
Washington, V., & Bailey, U.J.O. (1995). Project Head Start: Models and strategies for the
twenty-first century. New York: Garland.
Zigler, E., & Styfco, S. J. (2004). Moving Head Start to the states: One experiment too many.
Applied Developmental Science, 8, 51-55

123

