	NEA RACIALIZATION 
RACIALIZATION OF HISPANIC AND ASIAN STUDENTS: EXPLORING BELIEFS THROUGH DATA

	Objective

To gain insight on how racialized processes impact academic achievement and experiences of Hispanic and Asian American Students
Audience

NEA members: activists and the not yet engaged; school and district level administrators and policy makers
Time Management

1 hour

Vocabulary

· Culture of Poverty 
· Deficit-oriented thinking

· Dysfunctional cultures

· Institutional barriers

· Model minorities

· Multicultural curriculum

· Racial inferiority

· Racial superiority

· Segregation

Materials

· Index Cards for participants to write on
· Pen / Pencil 
· Printouts of PowerPoint (PPT) slides, to be distributed at the end
· Printout of the enclosed Racialization paper excerpt. 
· PPT projector & laptop 

· Timer and/or clock , or see: www.online-stopwatch.com
	Description

A) Provide an analytic and data framework to understand racialization in the educational system and the impact it has on the social development and academic achievement of students.

B) To begin a dialogue among administrators, teachers and parents on the role of racialization in schools and how to promote policies, practices and analytic frameworks towards the creation of a supportive environment for all students

Concept(s)
· Racialization

· Color Blind Ideology 
· Legal & Social Construction



	
	Before You Begin

Contact your local or state association prior to presenting the workshop to ask for any local or state data that has been gathered that reflects academic outcomes of students by race/ethnicity AND economic background. Data can include exam scores on local or state assessments; graduation rates; college-prep and AP course taking patterns and completers. Data can often be collected via state, county or district level web-sites. Attempt to add a local, relevant example in the PowerPoint (PPT).  
Read over the entire lesson plan (beginning on the next page). Most of the details are on the PPT notes.

Print and have ready all the materials for the workshop.

	
	1. Set up PPT projector, laptop, and screen.
2. Place sets of index cards at each table

	15 minute low-tech delivery option prior to attendance at workshop:  Email or have as short reading before beginning workshop introduce and read excerpt “Local Level” pg. 20 and “Classroom Pedagogy and

Management” pg. 24 from  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Racialization of Hispanic and Asian Students in the Educational System:Training Administrators, Teachers and Parents for Policy Changes and then ask participants to define adequate and equitable funding.  Follow up by revealing our definitions pre-written (and covered up) on chart paper.  


	NEA Racializatoin
LESSON OVERVIEW

	TIME
	ACTIVITY/NOTES
	MATERIALS/
SLIDE #

	2 minutes
	· Introduce yourself and review the objective.

	PPT 1–3

	3 minutes
	· Review the norms

· Cartoon 
	PPT 1–4 and 1-5


	10 minutes
	· Icebreaker: “find someone you do not know in the room that has the same color shirt” and pair up.  Per PPT slide 6 Ask participants that paired up to share and introduce themselves e.g. name, where from, occupation, favorite cartoon character of all time.  Lastly Ask  Pairs  to share with each other two moments in their educational journey—one when they felt they did not belong and where they felt they did belong
	PPT 1–6  



	15 minutes
	· Engaging in cultural knowledge and sources of knowledge in the room
· What 3 things do you know about Asians and Hispanics and how do you know it? (each participant writes on index card with questions displayed on ppt slides) Give up to 2 minutes per ethnic group
· Participants at each table are asked to share what they wrote with each other and up to 3 volunteers are asked to share their “knowledge”

· Briefly debrief with the group where cultural knowledge of groups comes from and how it might impact everyday lives and practice


	PPT 1–8


	15 minutes
	· Display Data Slides outlining Demography and Racial Achievement Gaps (CST Scores; Grad Rates; and College Prep completion rates)
· Ask each table to discuss amongst themselves to discuss why these gaps exist? 
· Read Intro excerpt from Racialization 

	PPT
1–9 through 1–12
Excerpt from Introduction of Racialization paper

	25 minutes
	· In Mini-lecture format display slides defining ‘racialization’, ‘color-blind ideology’ and ‘legal and social constructions’
· Discuss historical, legal and educational roots of racialization and reflect with the group how they displayed that in earlier exercises of cultural knowledge and hypothesis development of why we have racial gaps in academic achievement

· 
	PPT

1-13 through 1-20


	20 minutes
	· Display slides showing race/ethnicity AND economic background pointing to outcomes of lower income Asians and White in comparison to Non-Lower Income Latinos and African Americans—pose the question for discussion—If racial gaps are simply a function of poverty, why would see lower income students from one group outperform higher-income students from other groups in Graduation Exam passage rates; College-prep course completion rates; and State Exam Scores in English and Math?
· Reflections (emphasize that key is to have dialogue with an analytic framework that includes understanding of ‘racialization’ and with data that allows for such analyses
· Resources  (You may choose to open a hyperlink to showcase additional resources).

	PPT
1–21 through 1–26


Background for Trainer on  SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Racialization of Hispanic and Asian Students in the Educational System: Training Administrators, Teachers and Parents for Policy Changes
By Victor M. Rodriguez Domínguez, John N. Tsuchida and Jose F. Moreno

California State University, Long Beach
Pg 2…GENEALOGY OF THE RACIALIZING FUNCTION OF EDUCATION

European immigrants who came to the shores of what today is the United States encountered the indigenous people and developed notions of difference that created hierarchical frameworks of racial and cultural inferiority and superiority. These ideas would further develop and dictate how decisions would be made as to who were worthy of inclusion in civil society and who were not. Education was an important tool that delineated the boundaries for Euro-Americans and people of color, as well as for citizens and non-citizens.  Indigenous people were initially excluded from education and society, and it was not until 1924, when the Snyder Act (43 Statutes-at-Large 253, ante, 420) was enacted to grant them citizenship in the United States.  Enslaved Africans were also excluded from education and citizenship; they were prohibited from becoming U.S. citizens until the Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was ratified in 1868.   



Although American-born Asians automatically became U.S. citizens under the Fourteenth Amendment, Asian immigrants had long been denied the right of naturalization until the McCarran-Walter Act of 1952  (66 Statutes-at-Large 163) made all foreign-born Asians eligible for naturalization after meeting residency requirements.  However, the U.S. Congress had previously accorded the privileges of naturalization to the Chinese in 1943 (Chinese Exclusion Repeal Act of 1943, 57 Statutes-at-Large 600), and to the Filipinos and Asian Indians in 1946 (Luce-Celler Act of 1946, 60 Statutes-at-Large 416), due to their countries’ military alliance with the United States during World War II.  The denial of naturalization rights to alien Chinese and Japanese for 61 years and 30 years, respectively, coupled with their physical differences and the media misrepresentations of Asian Americans as a whole, was no doubt responsible for many White Americans mistaking or misidentifying U.S.-born Asian Americans as foreign-born.

Hispanics, particularly people of Mexican descent, experienced a different relationship with the United States.  After the Mexican American War of 1846-48, close to 100,000 Mexicans became U.S. citizens as a result of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, which also ceded more than 500,000 square miles of Mexican national territory to the United States.  While education, when available, was not denied to the new citizens of Mexican descent, increasingly a system that segregated Mexican students from their white counterparts became the educational norm.  In Orange County, California, for example, some small school districts segregated Mexican American students from white public schools through the late 1940s, allegedly by reason of their limited English proficiency.  Led by Gonzalo Mendez, a group of Mexican parents filed in 1945 a class action in the U.S. District Court in Los Angeles, against the Westminster, Garden Grove and El Modeno School Districts, and the Santa Ana city schools, because their children were required to attend segregated schools allegedly on account of their limited English proficiency.  The court held in 1946 that such segregation was prohibited by California’s Constitution and Education Code (Mendez et al. v. Westminster School District of Orange County et al., 64 F. Supp. 544 [1946]).  When the school districts appealed, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals affirmed the district court decision, holding that “respondents have violated the federal law as provided in the Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal Constitution by depriving them of liberty and property without due process of law and by denying to them the equal protection of the laws (Westminster School District of Orange County et al. v. Mendez et al., 161 F.2nd 774 [1947]).”  Severn years prior to the Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, Kansas, the Mendez case invalidated all school segregation throughout the Ninth Circuit Court States of Alaska, Arizona, California, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington, as well as the Territory of Hawaii. 

Asian students were also segregated from public schools for a long time, beginning in 1860 when California excluded Asians, Blacks and American Indians from public schools (Ancheta, 1998; Chen, 1982).  Although Mendez had direct impact on the outcome of Brown, Chinese Americans in Mississippi had challenged, albeit unsuccessfully, the unconstitutionality of the “separate but equal” doctrine two decades earlier.  Article 8, §207 of the Mississippi Constitution of 1890 provided: “Separate schools shall be maintained for children of the white and colored races.”  Legally classified as “colored,” Chinese immigrants’ U.S.-born children were barred from attending Mississippi’s public schools.  











Gong Lum was a prosperous Chinese grocer in Rosedale, Mississippi.  When his nine-year-old daughter Martha was not allowed to attend a public elementary school in the Rosedale Consolidated High School District 1924, Lum filed a petition in the State Circuit Court of Mississippi for the First Judicial District of Bolivar County, seeking a writ of mandamus to force the school district to admit his daughter (Loewen, 1971).  Although the trial court issued a writ of mandamus, ordering the school to admit Martha (Rice v. Gong Lum, 139 Miss.760, 104 So. 105), the Supreme Court of Mississippi overturned the lower court’s decision, holding that Article 8, §207 of the state Constitution required Martha to attend a school for colored races (Rice v. Gong Lum, 139 Miss.760 [1925], 104 So. 105).  Undaunted by the Mississippi Supreme Court decision, Lum appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court, which addressed the issue of whether Mississippi accorded Martha the equal protection of the laws by giving her the opportunity to attend a segregated school.  In affirming the Mississippi Supreme Court’s decision, the U.S. Supreme Court relied on Plessy v. Ferguson (163 U.S. 537 [1896]) which established the doctrine of “separate but equal,” and Cumming v. Richmond County Board of Education (175 U.S. 528 [1899]) which held that “the education of the people in schools maintained by state taxation is a matter belonging to the respective states” (Lum v. Rice, 275 U.S. 78 [1927]).  After losing the legal challenge, the Lum family relocated to Elaine, Arkansas, to enable their daughters to attend a White public school.  Some Chinese families with school-age children moved to Memphis, and others bid farewell to the South once and for all.  Lum v. Rice shows that Chinese Americans, though an extremely small ethnic group in the United States before World War II, also struggled courageously to abolish school segregation in the pre-Brown era.  The Lum case was a precursor to Lau v. Nichols (414 U.S. 563 [1974]), a U.S. Supreme Court decision leading to the creation of bilingual education across the country.

Pg. 7…THE PERSISTENCE OF RACIALIZING IDEOLOGIES
Race continues to be the core organizing principle in U.S. society; this is most evident in the educational system.  During the Civil Rights Movement, the struggles of African Americans, Hispanics, Native Americans and Asian Americans gained the moral high ground and led to a national consensus regarding the need for educational reform.   In the post-Civil Rights Movement period, the legal, political and pedagogical discourse around race has shifted dramatically.  This new element that is shaping how we address legal, political and pedagogical issues around race is called by some scholars the “color-blind ideology” (Bonilla-Silva, 2003).  

This “color-blind” ideology is the outcome of major societal changes that took place since the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education held school segregation unconstitutional and abolished the doctrine of “separate but equal.”  This historic decision, coupled with the political and grassroots struggles of communities of color to enhance access to democratic rights, provided a platform for a series of laws enacted by Congress which provided a formal framework for the implementation of liberal ideals about racial justice.  However, the de-mobilization of the Civil Rights Movement, the major social and economic changes that transformed the nature of our economic system, and the demographic changes in the racial and ethnic composition of the nation, have created the illusion that we have now become an inclusive society.   The election of Barack Obama as the 44th President of the United States and his inclusion in his cabinet of three Asian Americans (Secretary of Veterans Affairs Eric Shinseki, Secretary of Energy Steven Chu, and Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke), two Hispanics (Secretary of Labor Hilda Solis and Secretary of the Interior Kenneth Salazar), and an African American (Attorney General Erick Holder) may have added further credence to the popular belief that American society has become more democratic and inclusive.

It is within this context that this ideology has taken the principles of liberal thinking (work ethic, meritocracy, equal opportunity and individualism, etc.) and turned them into lenses to understand, naturalize or dismiss the persistent inequities that pervade our educational system. Today, those groups in positions of social, cultural and political dominance in our society fail to see race as a factor in the inequities that plague the nation’s educational system. The discourse of racial justice is considered an anachronism given the legal and discursive efforts during the last decades to address racial inequality (Steinberg, 1995).  Therefore, elements of traditional liberalism are used today to discount race from being a factor in the inequities and have guided educational policies that fail to address the persistence of racial inequity.  Instead, racial inequality is seen as the outcome of individual or group deficiencies that can be remedied if individuals and groups adopt the dominant culture. 

This perspective is rooted in the “culture of poverty” theories that became dominant in the 1980s, and still persist today in many liberal attempts to address economic and racial inequalities.  This new form of discourse encompasses a recurrent framework that blames the victim and leaves policies, organizational patterns and structures, economic conditions, and residential patterns excluded from any rigorous, critical examination. This framework is still the dominant perspective being used to understand the challenges of educational achievement and poverty among Hispanics, Asian Americans, and other children of color.  In some educational systems around the nation, frameworks for understanding poverty, like the popular Ruby Payne model, are woven together with efforts to address the gap in educational achievement of students of color (Payne, 2001).  These “new” perspectives, like those of the past, tend to make it difficult for us to accurately diagnose the root causes of the educational achievement gap, thereby further contributing to the perpetuation of the problem (Gorski, 2005, 2007, 2008).  This is particularly troublesome given the large numbers of students of color who attend schools with a higher percentage of students from low socio-economic backgrounds.  

One of the most damaging effects of these ideologies and their pedagogical practices is that like all ideologies, they become powerful instruments that make the process of racialization invisible to policy makers and practitioners (Gorski, 2007).  Its dominance in contemporary educational systems requires sustained efforts to educate and organize faculty, administrators and parents in order to challenge its hegemony (Schoefield, 2001).  This effort is even more urgent today as we face the most dramatic demographic change this nation has ever experienced in its history since the beginning of European immigration.  This is the time for education to be about truth and not about the building of myths. 

Pg. 19…LOCAL LEVEL 
What is often most difficult to process in a color-blind ideological paradigm is the development of data, specifically, quantitative data that may suggest the outcomes of a racialized schooling environment.  Indeed, as school districts and state systems increasingly develop a rhetoric of concern and focus for the “achievement gap” and racial disparities in outcomes, they often confound the gap as a product of language barriers, poverty, negative neighborhood influences, and poor parenting skills or absentee parents.  Educators, along with policymakers and the general public, tend to take a view that schools’ low achievement levels are concentrated in geographic locations that are poverty-stricken or economically marginalized and thus attribute the “achievement gap” as a function of class.  What happens however when we analyze data and achievement patterns within a school site?  How might we explain racial/ethnic disparities within a school?  Typically data is produced that displays racial/ethnic outcomes on one chart and then data is displayed on academic outcomes for students who are socio-economically disadvantaged on another chart, and still further we then display a chart for outcomes for English Language Learners.  In other words, we compartmentalize “deficits.”  In order to understand how racialization may be playing out in schools, one must analyze data across these dimensions as a means of best framing and thus exploring the embedded nature of a racialized school environment.  







For example, Figure 5 below displays data from a large urban district in California on the percentage of students who graduate having completed a college-prep curriculum known as the A-G Requirements in California.  These courses are required by the University of California and California State University for admissions eligibility.  By displaying data by race/ethnicity AND socioeconomic background (we use the measure of free/reduced lunch program as districts do not collect data on family income), we can see that there are disparate outcomes by race/ethnicity AND class.  While we can see disparities across racial/ethnic groups and across “class” categories, it is striking to note that a smaller proportion of African American and Hispanic students who are NOT on free/reduced lunch complete the college-prep sequence than all other students including White and Asian American students.  Such district-wide disparities are often explained as a function of housing segregation patterns, which then concentrate low-income and minority families in underresourced neighborhood schools. 
The realities of the negative impacts of housing segregation (themselves a function of racialized housing covenants) are most certainly at play in these district-wide data. However, when we examine College-Prep outcomes within a school site the same pattern holds true.  Figure 6 displays similar disparities across race/ethnicity and economic background.  While this school is a highly racially/ethnically diverse school, with no single group exceeding 30% of the student body, these data certainly suggest that there are processes that intersect race/ethnicity and class which result in disparate outcomes for Hispanic students.  Indeed, while 34% of Non-Low Income Hispanic students complete the College-Prep sequence, over 44%, 37% and 50% of White, Asian American and Filipino students who are Low-Income complete the College-Prep sequence. 
While limited in what can be concluded from this data, there is a developing body of research which suggests that school sites that may appear “desegregated” in their student body make-up, the curriculum and types of courses within the school are highly segregated by race/ethnicity as well as income. While we have known for decades about the curricular tracking that has occurred in schools, disparities that cut across race/ethnicity and economic background are little understood.  So, how might we explain a finding that non-low income Latino students are faring worse than low income White and Asian American students? 





Analyzing Mathematics data from the National Assessment of Education Progress, the Nation’s Report Card under President Bush’s No Child Left Behind law, Lubienski (2003) found that “differences in [instructional] practice are related to students’ race as well as their SES, with high-SES black students likely to encounter many of the practices that low-SES students generally encounter. This provides evidence that, almost 50 years after Brown v Board of Education, schools continue to employ unequal educational practices with students on the basis of race, in addition to SES.” (pg. 28)  In her analysis, Lubienski found that teachers tended to utilize more rudimentary and basic skills teaching practices with Black students regardless of SES, while there was less use of such methods and for shorter periods of time for White students.  In short, a racialized practice wherein expectations, however benevolent, were shaped by the ascription of Black students as a group needing more basic emphases by their teachers, led to lower achievement levels for Black students across SES.  






Conversely, the opposite may hold true for Asian American students vis-à-vis classroom practices.   Asian Americans are often perceived as the “model minority,” a mythology which pervades educator beliefs about this ethnic group.  Consequently, educators may tend to racialize Asian Americans as inherently intelligent and/or culturally superior academically and thus needing greater academically challenging work, thereby further raising teacher expectations.  Greater teacher expectations, fed by the racialization of Asian Americans as more studious and committed to their schooling, may then lead to greater academic outcomes and placement in college prep course sequences.  While the data for this type of analysis is quite limited, analysis of California High School Exit passage rates shows a similar pattern of Non-Low income Latino students (and Black students) passing at a lower rate than low-income Asian American and White students across major urban districts in California.  Additionally, scholars have noted similar disparities across race/ethnicity and SES in SAT and other standardized test scores. 








The lesson from these descriptive data at a local level is that the framework of racialization can help educators frame their analytic questions in such a way as to not be dismissive of racialized processes.  Rather such analyses can move them away from a “color-blind” ideological premise that a Ruby Payne framework or liberal ideologies might otherwise lead them towards.  Therefore, utilizing disaggregated local-level achievement data by race/ethnicity and economic background and then intersecting these data points can lead to powerful findings about the extent to which racialization may be playing out within a district and school sites.  These data may also suggest that racialization works in the interest of some students while simultaneously working against others.  With racialization permeating our public education, we need to explore ways in which a framework of racialization can help us understand disparities in outcomes, challenges and successes within our school systems. 
NEA Racialization

