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How Do We Know What We Know About Teaching Students from Low-Income and Other 
Minoritized Cultural Communities?  

 
Abstract 

 
Researchers have explored the theory-practice gap in education for decades, noting that 

teachers are often unequipped to reconcile the gaps between the knowledge, skills, and abilities 

they realize are required for the job while in-service and those they are taught through formal 

preservice training. We know much less about the gap between what teachers think they know 

about how to work effectively with students from low-income and other minoritized cultural 

communities in theory, and how these subjective assessments shape their strategies for delivering 

culturally responsive care through their teaching and classroom management styles in practice. 

This dissertation features three papers rooted in a set of fundamentally epistemic inquiries: 

Which sources of knowledge do teachers working with students from low-income and other 

minoritized ethnoracial communities rely on to assess and respond to the challenges their 

students face both in and outside the classroom? How do these sources of knowledge influence 

the ways in which teachers assess their students’ challenges and make decisions in response to 

them?  

 Paper One is a narrative literature review that surveys what we currently know about teacher 

thinking in schools serving this student demographic. I repurpose a conceptual framework from 

the organizations literature to identify and examine root causes of some persistent challenges to 

double-loop learning for teachers working with students from low-income and minoritized 

ethnoracial communities. Papers Two and Three are empirical studies based on interviews with 
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62 part- and full-time faculty on one campus of the largest urban university in the country. I 

asked faculty to describe in detail how they would respond to challenging circumstances and 

situations that commonly affect their students. In Paper Two, I found that late career faculty were 

less likely to use culturally responsive classroom management strategies than their early career 

peers, and draw from developmental research to explore suggestive evidence that many of these 

differences correspond to various psychological experiences teachers have across their career 

lifespans. In Paper Three, I find that all faculty employ a mixture of espoused values associated 

with both single- and double-loop learning in developing their on-the-job responses, and that 

mixture varies by situation. 
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Introduction 

Research on teaching students from low-income and minoritized ethnoracial communities 

has demonstrated that the most effective teachers for this group are those who develop and 

integrate a personal understanding of students’ home cultural norms into their teaching and 

classroom management practices. This literature also makes clear that fostering the development 

of this personal understanding is difficult for teachers for many reasons. In this dissertation, I 

unpack if and where this difficulty emerges by examining decades of literature in education and 

organizational theory and by engaging in two field-based studies that examine the beliefs and 

assumptions of teachers who are working at the largest urban university in the country. Together, 

these three papers provide a richer understanding of the sources and types of challenges teachers 

face along with their beliefs that undergird their practice.  

We often assume that because teachers enter urban schools and communities with their 

best intentions for making a positive impact on their students, they are prepared to do exactly as 

they have planned (Agarwal et al., 2010; Bondy, Ross, Gallingane, Hambacher, 2007). However, 

as organizational psychologist and unconscious biases expert Dolly Chugh makes clear in her 

recent work, even with the best intentions, all of our everyday actions are colored by implicit 

biases that shape our interpersonal interactions (Chugh, 2018). Teachers rarely enter the 

profession with the full sets of cultural knowledge and understandings they need in order to 

effectively engage students and families from communities unlike their own (Grant, Strong, and 

Popp, 2008; Milner, 2010; Olsen, 2008; Villegas and Lucas, 2002). Research has also 

demonstrated that the forms of cultural knowledge and understanding teachers do use to assess 

their students are influenced by many factors that have little to do with students themselves; 

these factors include their own experiences as students, as parents, and with children in their 



 
 
 
 2 

personal lives, and through media representations of teaching (Askell-Williams, Murray-Harvey, 

and Lawson, 2007; Gershenson, Holt, and Papageorge, 2016; Hampton, Peng, and Ann, 2008; 

Kunesh and Noltemeyer, 2019).  

Like many humans who realize a gap in their knowledge base in moments they need to 

make important decisions, teachers often fall back onto their personal beliefs and frameworks to 

make sense of their students’ challenges under pressure (Holcombe and Kezar, 2018; 

Richardson, 2003; Schön, 1984; Zeichner and Liston, 2013). This can be especially problematic 

when student challenges are resultant from systemic inequalities related to race, class, or 

ethnicity, which the teacher does not have experience with or cannot identify with. Absent an 

awareness that they lack the forms of knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to connect with 

their students more personally, teachers in these contexts are often left blind to how different 

their own cultural logics and perspectives can impact students in the classroom (Gandara, 2012; 

Mahiri, 2011; Ward, Strambler, and Linke, 2013).  

In this dissertation, I explore differences between the forms of cultural knowledge and 

understanding teachers possess and those which have been posited to be most useful in 

delivering culturally competent care through teaching and classroom management as a 

“knowing-doing gap” (Pfeffer and Sutton, 2000). The knowing-doing gap is an appropriate 

conceptual framework through which to consider teacher thinking in such contexts because it 

was initially developed to focus on the underlying philosophies guiding peoples’ behavior rather 

than the task responsibilities they are assigned to in their roles (Pfeiffer and Sutton, 1999). While 

the knowing-doing gap has been explored as an analogy for the theory-practice gap in the 

education literature (Ball, 2012; Donovan, 2013; Marsh and Farrell, 2015), the three papers that 

compose this dissertation devote attention to the intrapsychic knowing-doing gap that exists 
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between what teachers “know how to do” to work effectively with this demographic of students 

and what they believe they are able to do in terms of delivering culturally responsive care 

through their teaching and classroom management styles.  

 

 

In Figure 1 above, I model this knowing-doing gap in a way that makes this analogous to the 

notion of a person-organization fit (Kristof, 1996; Chatman and Caldwell, 1991), by considering 

how teacher-level characteristics match the competencies required to teach students from low-

income and other minoritized ethnoracial communities (LIOMCCs) effectively.. Specifically, I 

am interested in how teachers’ personal backgrounds and experiential knowledge interact with 

the contextual factors in their school workplace environment to influence their design of 

effective teaching and classroom management strategies. Ultimately, I am interested in how the 

Figure 1 
Knowing Doing Gap for Teachers Working with Students from LIOMCCs, with effect of an interaction between 
mediating variables 
 
Know 
 



 
 
 
 4 

implications of this research connects to the education literature on which strategies are more 

effective than others for promoting students’ success both in and outside the classroom. In this 

way, I take as given the possibility that teachers can and do make choices that influence their 

effectiveness in the classroom based on their inferential thinking, and that these choices stem 

from factors related to teachers’ inferential thinking that can be studied.  

K-12 researchers who have focused on teachers’ employee experiences have been mostly 

preoccupied with contextual factors in the workplace environment (Cucchiara, Rooney, and 

Robertson-Kraft, 2015; Kraft et al., 2015; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009; Mirra and Rogers, 2020; Ni, 

2012). However, much less attention has been paid to the influence of teachers’ individual 

background and personal influence as it relates to their interpretation and design of culturally 

competent strategies (Perie, 1997). In addition, most of the work that has been done on the 

interaction between teacher background and contextual factors in these schools has focused on 

the experiences of teachers of color (Achinstein and Ogawa, 2011; Pizarro and Kohli, 2020), 

which is insufficient given that White teachers compose two thirds of the teaching workforce 

(Festritzer, 2011). Only recently have there been attempts to develop frameworks and typologies 

for integrating White teachers’ critical reflection processes into the design of their work (Gorski 

and Dalton, 2020; Liu, 2015). In the higher education literature, an analogous void exists – 

instructors’ personal backgrounds are largely ignored in discussions of the challenges they face 

at work with students both in and outside the classroom. Higher education research on this topic 

features a deficit lens on student-teacher conflict through which student behavior is described as 

“disruptive” and “uncivil” (McNaughton-Cassill, 2013; Morrissette, 2001; Seeman, 2009). Some 

research on factors contributing to student-teacher conflicts in college contexts serving low-

income college students refers to this demographic as students with social disabilities (Bhabha, 
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Giles, and Mahomed, 2020; Freda, Gale et al., 2010; González-Monteagudo, and Esposito, 

2016). Therefore, here, I am interested in studying teachers’ interactions with and influence 

within their contexts, considering as well how teachers vary in these ways based on their 

teaching experience and positionality within their schools 

Without exploring how teachers’ personal backgrounds and positions within their schools 

impact their work design, we leave out critical insights on their capacity for learning how to 

better relate to students from backgrounds different than their own. We also may be setting 

teachers up to burnout and eventually leave their jobs, given research on teachers’ professional 

resilience in urban schools, which has found that resilience relies heavily on the interaction 

between individual characteristics and organizational supports (Day and Hong, 2016; Sammons 

et al., 2007; Yonezawa, Jones, and Singer, 2011). By better understanding the factors influencing 

teachers’ inferential thinking, we may be better positioned to both focus from designing the 

organizational supports teachers need at the systems level and develop the personal supports they 

need to traverse cultural differences more effectively at the individual level.  

The first paper “Up the Ladder: 50 Years of Educational Research on Teachers’ Implicit 

Thinking in Schools Serving Students from Low-Income and Minoritized Ethnoracial 

Communities” repurposes a conceptual framework from the organizational behavior literature – 

the ladder of inference (Argyris, 1993). The ladder of inference was developed to examine the 

ways in which the “evaluations or judgements [individuals] make automatically are not concrete 

or obvious [but] abstract and highly inferential” (p. 89). I review evidence in the extant 

educational literature on which factors have been identified to be influential on teachers’ 

inferential thinking about their students, and how these factors have been shown to impact their 

capacity to engage in learning from their mistakes while working with students from low-income 
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and other minoritized ethnoracial communities. I also explore the extent to which the literature 

on teacher thinking in schools serving this demographic of students has considered the 

preconditions for what Argyris (1982) called “double-loop learning” - that is, learning that stems 

from reconsidering one’s assumptions along with one’s behavior. Teachers’ abilities to enact 

double-loop learning would be evidence of their capacity to evaluate the cultural meanings they 

ascribe to students’ behaviors and performance in the classroom, and thus, this literature review 

provides a basis from which we might develop opportunities for significant change in teachers’ 

self-evaluations and reflective processes at work. Through this review, I find that there are 

unaddressed root issues concerning the validity of cultural understandings teachers form in 

response to their students at lower rungs of the ladder of inference; these issues appear to persist 

at every step along the way of their inferential thinking and can diminish the efficacy of their 

individual and collective actions, as well as their capacity for productive learning.  

The second and third papers are based on 62 interviews with part- and full-time faculty 

working on a four-year (senior) college campus of the City University of New York (CUNY). 

Using a combination of the critical incidents and situation sampling techniques (Flanagan, 

Kitayama and Cohen, 2010), I asked faculty to detail how they would respond to six situations 

representative of common challenges facing students from low-income and other minoritized 

cultural communities on campus. Both papers build upon the backdrop established through the 

literature review provided in Paper 1 and they contribute by providing empirical analyses and 

findings regarding teacher values and behaviors that promote double-loop learning (Paper 2) and 

the enactment of culturally responsive classroom management strategies (Paper 3).  

Specifically, in the second paper, “Culturally Responsive Classroom Management in the 

Urban College Classroom: How College Faculty Career Stages Matter for Their Use of CRCM 
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Strategies at Work,” I explore what it looks like in practice when faculty use culturally 

responsive classroom management practices (Weinstein, Curran, and Tomlinson-Clarke, 2003; 

Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran, 2004) in response to student challenges in this 

context. This inquiry is framed as an exploration of what Gay (2006) described as an interactive 

relationship between culturally responsive teaching and classroom management. Gay’s seminal 

work has explored how “Multicultural curriculum content and teaching techniques make it easier 

for teachers to maintain classroom environments that are conducive to learning, and build 

positive relationships with ethnically, racially, socially, and linguistically diverse students” (p. 

343). Despite its popularity in practice, a limited number of culturally responsive classroom 

management (CRCM) research studies exist, and operationalization of its components has not 

been standardized. Here, I shift the lens from evidence regarding teacher values to evidence 

regarding their hypothetical behaviors in response to six situations representing common 

challenges faced by CUNY students both in and outside the classroom. 

Further, to my knowledge as of this writing, no one has explored how faculty behaviors 

in school contexts serving low-income and minoritized college students reflect the specific 

dimensions suggested by this seemingly relevant aspect of culturally responsive teaching. I find 

that faculty vary by career stage in terms of their use of CRCM strategies; specifically – and 

counterintuitively – late career stage faculty were less likely to use culturally responsive 

classroom management strategies than their peers who were new to the profession or early on in 

their careers. Drawing on developmental research on teacher career phases, I find suggestive 

evidence that many of these differences correspond to various psychological experiences 

teachers have across their career lifespans, suggesting important areas for future research. In 

particular, implications are discussed for research that compares consequences for teachers’ 
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learning experiences at work between those who adopt culturally responsive classroom 

management strategies versus those who do not. 

In the third paper, “Value Judgements: How College Faculty Career Stages Shape their 

Values and Learning Orientations at Work with Students from Low-Income and Other 

Minoritized Cultural Communities,” I explore how teachers express and articulate the values 

guiding their actions and ordering of priorities in response to these posed situations. Based on 

Argyris’ (1982) argument that double loop learning at the individual and organizational levels 

should be studied together because they are intrinsically connected (1985), I discuss the 

implications that faculty “value expressions” may have for individual and organizational learning 

in this context. I also explore possible relationships between participants who espouse certain 

values and those who do not, based on demographic information about their number of years 

teaching experience, their adjunct or full-time status, and the experience they have teaching 

similar students on other campuses of the University. Here, I find that all faculty employ a 

mixture of values associated with both single- and double-loop learning in developing their on-

the-job responses to hypothetical challenging situations posed to them; further, that mixture 

varies from situation to situation (rather than remaining steady across them). I also explore 

implications of the most frequently expressed values of each type for organizational learning, 

and I discuss common elements in faculty expressions of those values. I found evidence that 

values associated with single-loop learning were more clearly expressed by participants who 

were in later stages of their careers, that values associated with double-loop learning were more 

clearly expressed by participants in early career stages, and that those in mid-career seemed to 

hold a mixture of values associated with both single- and double-loop learning. Extending the 
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work of Argyris, then, I end with implications for future research that examines the expressions 

of values and their relationships to consequences for organizational learning in schools. 
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Paper One: Up the Ladder: 50 Years of Educational Research on Teachers’ Implicit 
Thinking in Schools Serving Students from Low-Income and Other Minoritized 

Cultural Communities 
 

In the last 40 years, double-loop learning, which occurs when “error is detected and 

corrected in ways that involve the modification of an organization’s underlying norms, 

policies, and objectives” (Argyris and Schön, 1978), has emerged as a theoretical blueprint for 

improving organizational learning and creativity in schools. While single-loop learning 

involves problem-solving without reflection on how to avoid making the same mistakes in the 

future, double-loop learning takes the additional step of reflection on the assumptions, norms, 

and patterns of behavior that created an issue in the first place. Thus, double-loop learning is 

future-oriented, keeps an organization responsive to opportunities or threats found in its 

context through environmental scanning, and is focused on acquiring the knowledge required 

to deal with opportunities and threats in the environment effectively (Hanson, 2001; Kimonen 

and Nevalainen, 2005).  

Major developments in the education literature over the past decade reflect a growing, 

persistent interest in how to generate double-loop learning at various levels of the school 

system, including: action research (Efron and Ravid, 2019; Mertler, 2019; Stringer, 2008), 

continuous improvement (Bernhardt, 2013; Ingram, Louis, and Schroeder, 2004; Zmuda, 

Kuklis, and Kline, 2004), deeper learning (Conley and Darling-Hammond, 2013; Huberman, 

Bitter,  Anthony, & O'Day, 2014; Mehta and Fine, 2015), and teacher inquiry (Conle, 1996; 

Ermeling, 2010). Despite this growing interest, little reflection has been done in the recent 

education literature on the preconditions for developing double loop learning that are outlined 

in the organizational behavior literature in which the concept was originally developed (e.g., 
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Argyris, 1982). This is important because double-loop learning – which requires identifying 

and evaluating one’s assumptions – is a critical mechanism for moving teachers’ from relying 

on their personal experiences alone when developing deeper understandings of diverse 

students’ cultural backgrounds, as well as the nuanced implications of how students’ 

backgrounds shape their beliefs, behavior, and performance in the classroom. This paper 

explores factors influencing the process by which teachers assign cultural meanings to 

directly observable student data, and how those cultural meanings – along with external 

constraints – may influence the extent to which teachers feel more or less control in their 

efforts to improve student learning. In order to engage in this exploration process through the 

literature, I begin with action science and the work of Argyris and colleagues to ground the 

review and add to this the education research that has proceeded in a parallel fashion; I then 

propose three motivating questions that stem from the integration and synthesis of this 

grounding to more thoughtfully interrogate the literature and offer some themes that emerge 

for our improved understanding of teachers’ inferential thinking in school contexts serving 

students from low-income and other minoritized communities. This review also provides the 

backdrop for the kinds of questions I explore through field-based studies in Papers 2 and 3. 

Action Science, Double Loop Learning, and the Ladder of Inference  

Action science research produces “valid generalizations about how individuals and 

social systems - whether groups, intergroup, or organizations - can (through their agents) 

design and implement their intentions in everyday life” (Argyris, 1982, p. 469; Coglan and 

Brydon-Miller, 2014). It is the study of the gap between what people intend to do and what 

they are actually able to do (Argyris, 1974; Argyris and Schön, 1996). Examining 
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organizational members’ implicit reasoning processes helps identify the various influences 

shaping their decision-making and problem-solving decisions and the extent to which those 

influences impact their individual abilities to make sense of or achieve intended outcomes in a 

challenging situation (Argyris, 1982; Argyris, 1993). It also helps uncover contradictions in 

organizational members’ reasoning processes which may impede their individual productivity 

and effectiveness (Argyris and Schön, 1997). 

Double-loop learning was initially defined of as the end result of the quick but 

“deceptively simple” process of inferential thinking.  Chris Argyris – an organizational 

scholar whose later work was in education - modeled that process using a conceptual 

framework - the ladder of inference - which helps explain the relatively abstract process by 

which individuals go from seeing directly observable data, to making cultural meaning of it, 

to developing action strategies in response to it (Argyris, 1982).  As seen in Figure 1.1 on 

page 13, the last two rungs of this framework represent single- and double-loop learning, 

making clear that individuals must acknowledge the routine responses they have developed 

passively in order to actively take on the difficult issues that cannot be approached until our 

underlying values and assumptions have been examined. 

 

Figure 1.1 
Argyris’s Ladder of Inference 



 
 
 
 13 

This paper employs the ladder of inference to map the extant literature on teacher thinking in 

schools serving students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities. 

Based on peer-reviewed research published in the last 50 years, I develop an argument for 

how persistent challenges to teachers’ double-loop learning in such school contexts can 

actually be addressed by considering how teachers first make cultural meaning of directly 

observable data about the students, families, and communities in which they work. 

The central premise underlying the ladder of inference framework is that individuals 

make meaning of directly observable data through their own socially constructed realities, 

rather than by some objective standard for how to make sense of the world that is universally 

known or shared (Argyris, 1993). It allows us to explore how the “evaluations or judgements 

people make automatically are not concrete or obvious [but] abstract and highly inferential” 

(p. 89). While variations of this model are currently in use, the ladder of inference 

framework traditionally features four rungs which -from bottom to top – provide a theoretical 

framework for understanding the process by which we develop our reasoning.  

On the first rung, people experience directly observable data and then - within 

milliseconds - make inferences about the meaning of that data based on what they know 

(Rung 2). Next, we impose our interpretation of what the data mean onto the directly 

observable data, attributing reasoning or causes to our observations based on what we think 

we are seeing (Rung 3). Finally, we seek to align our attributions and causal inferences with 

our espoused theories (Rung 4). The central point here is that we make meaning from our 

own frames of reference rather than some objective standard that lies at the base of the 
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ladder. Thus, the goal of action science is to make clear exactly what those frames of 

reference are, and how they impact our capacities for  (Argyris, 1993).  

Peter Senge, the systems thinking scholar who, among other contexts, employed the 

ladder of inference for use in schools, described its utility for examining the “self-generated 

beliefs that remain largely untested [which] are based on conclusions, which are inferred 

from what we observe, plus our past experience” (Senge et al., 2012, p. 101). Senge also 

described the ladder of inference as a means of improving communication through reflection 

by “(1) becoming more aware of your own thinking and reasoning (reflection), (2) making 

your thinking and reasoning more visible to others (advocacy), and (3) inquiring into others’ 

thinking and reasoning (inquiry)” (Senge, 2014, p. 245). The ladder of inference helps us 

understand how people make inferences about their own and others’ actions, judge other 

people’s effectiveness, and determine whether they have achieved their own intentions in a 

given situation (Argyris, 1983).  

To date, in the context of education research and practice, the ladder of inference has 

been used primarily as a pedagogical tool for surfacing students’ inferential thinking in the 

classroom in the literature on schools as learning organizations (Senge, 1994; 2012).  It has 

also been utilized as a hypothetical model for developing trust and collaboration between 

teacher colleagues (Cardno, 2012; Glaser, 2004; Kohm and Nance, 2007; Robinson and Lai, 

2005), as a developmental tool for school consultants (Newman and Rosenfield, 2018; 

Reigeluth and Karnopp, 2013; Wizda, 2004) and more generally as a euphemism for pushing 

an individual or organization to move beyond “leaps of abstraction” and look more closely at 

both the data and assumptions underlying their observations (Aguilar, 2013; Senge et al., 
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2012). To the author’s knowledge, however, it has not been used to trace teachers’ inferential 

thinking about their students in any setting, much less school contexts that serve large 

populations of students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities. 

Guiding Questions 

Based on these literatures, the following questions motivated this review: 

• If reasoning processes can be inferred based on what observable data and cultural 

meanings are available to an individual, what can we infer about teachers’ reasoning 

processes based on the observable data and cultural meanings we know are available 

to them in these contexts?  

• What insight does the extant literature on directly observable data and cultural 

meanings available to teachers in these contexts provide for understanding instances in 

which teachers act in ways that escalate their errors (i.e. through self-fulfilling 

prophecies or self-sealing processes?) 

• What Model I solutions have been developed as a result of faulty or incomplete 

understandings which are identifiable at lower rungs of the ladder of inference? What 

implications does the answer to this question have for the development of Model II 

solutions?  

Methodology 

The ladder of inference has been modeled with many variations in the number of rungs 

included in the framework. Below, I provide concise and detailed explanations of the six rungs 

Argyris originally defined (Argyris, 1982) as they were adapted for use in organizing this 
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review. To organize my review, I examined the literature and empirical studies based upon 

where they generally fell in terms of their central foci along the ladder of inference.  

Rung 1: Directly Observable Data Impacting Teachers’ Design and Implementation of 

their Intentions at Work 

At the lowest rung of the ladder is the individual observation of some hard data, which 

may be words spoken during a conversation, audio and video recordings, or case studies. In 

this review, I included studies that empirically explore some dimension of teacher thinking 

as it relates to the design and implementation of their responses to the challenging 

circumstances commonly faced by students from low-income and other minoritized 

ethnoracial communities (LIOMCCs). Studies included in the category of directly observable 

data therefore included those that document teacher actions, behaviors, and strategies that 

increase or decrease their effectiveness in classrooms, schools, and other academic contexts 

serving low-income and minoritized students. These studies are based upon researchers’ 

analysis of directly observable data and do not include consideration of the cultural meanings 

teachers may have inferred from various data, as considered in the next rung on the ladder.  

Rung 2: Cultural Meanings Inferred from the Data on Students’ Dispositions, 

Performance, and Potential for Success in Urban Schools 

Cultural meanings are inferred in the process of making attributions and evaluations 

about the observable data during the initial observation. Meanings may derive from implicit 

theories about the data based on one’s personal perspective or from shared perspectives 

between members of a workgroup. Studies in this category included theoretical and empirical 

pieces on topics such as teachers’ implicit biases, teachers’ awareness (or lack thereof) of the 
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impacts of systemic racism, and the clash between good intentions and harsh realities in the 

experiences of new and in-service teachers working across significant cultural differences 

between themselves and their students. More specifically, these studies speak to various 

factors aside from the students in the classroom themselves that influence and shape the 

cultural meanings teachers make of students’ behaviors and performance. 

Rung 3: Individual Action Strategies Linked to Teachers' Judgements and Opinions 

about Low-Income and Students from Other Marginalized Cultural Communities 

This category includes theoretical and empirical pieces on individual strategies that 

have been identified to be effective in working with this demographic of students. Studies in 

this category included consideration of how teachers use various action strategies to engage 

with other teachers and with their students to counteract deficit-based judgements and 

opinions about students.   

Rung 4: Collective Action Strategies Linked to Teachers' Judgements and Opinions 

about Low-Income and Students from Other Marginalized Cultural Communities 

This category includes theoretical and empirical pieces on action strategies that are 

developed between two or more teachers that have been identified to be effective in working 

with this demographic of students. In the studies categorized for review in this category, the 

focus was on teachers using action strategies amongst themselves or in conjunction with other 

stakeholder groups to act in response to inequitable systems and structures.    

Rung 5: Evidence of Model I (Single-Loop) Learning 

This category includes evidence in the literature of routine, programmed activities that 

have been developed in response to situations that require quick, unilateral decision-making. 
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Though they were few in number, the studies categorized for review in this category were 

primarily focused on characteristics of classroom cultures and school climates that prohibit 

teachers’ learning about the limitations of their knowledge base.  

Rung 6: Evidence of Model II (Double-Loop) Learning 

This category includes evidence in the literature of non-routine, difficult issues that 

cannot be solved without close examination of underlying values and assumptions at both the 

individual and organizational levels. Studies categorized for review in this category were both 

empirical and theoretical pieces concerned with systemic and organizational responses to 

addressing teachers’ implicit biases with regards to students’ race, class, and ethnic 

backgrounds.  

Method 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

For inclusion purposes, I was interested in studies that presented direct assessment of 

teacher thinking and reasoning processes, and thus included empirical data as well. This 

review focuses on studies of teacher thinking in schools serving low-income and minoritized 

students but includes a wide age range. Further, because the aim was to be as inclusive as 

possible of the relatively few studies that have covered various dimensions of teacher 

thinking, studies could be about classroom or instructional management practices, enacting a 

social justice curriculum, teacher perceptions of and attitudes about their students. Only 

studies published in the period between 1970 and 2020 were included. This scope was chosen 

to include the general time period within which education literature began focusing more 

pointedly on the schooling needs of low-income and minoritized students and had access to 
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Argyris’s literature on action science and the ladder of inference available to them. Articles 

were included when (1) teachers were the sole subjects of the research, (2) teacher thinking 

was discussed in relation to their assessments of or relationships with students, (3) teacher 

thinking was discussed in relation to their instructional or classroom management choices, (4) 

teacher thinking was discussed in relation to their assessments and perceptions of their 

workplace environments.   

The following exclusion criteria were developed to create some parameters for the 

systematic review: (1) focused on teaching in a specific subject or discipline, (2) focused on 

preservice teachers, related to teacher education or teacher preparation, (3) research notes and 

commentary, including book reviews, editorials, lectures, conference proceedings, (4) context 

or program-based interventions and partnerships, (5) about individuals, groups, and systems 

within school organizations other than teachers, (6) features a context that is not exclusively 

urban (i.e. includes rural or suburban participants), (7) outside the US, (8) research on student 

groups marginalized by factors other than race or class (i.e. students with disabilities, LGBTQ 

students, gender-based discrimination), (9) theoretical inquiries about schools and education, 

without attention to teaching or teachers.  

Search Procedure 

Search terms were defined to cast a broad net covering two overarching topics of 

interest: teaching low-income students and teaching minority students. To clarify, of interest 

in this particular review are low-income and racial or ethnic minority student groups that have 

been historically oppressed. Education journals ranked in the top 50 by Scimago Journal and 

Country Rank that included research on sociology, psychology, and the educational sciences 
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were searched with both possible combinations of the search terms “low-income,” “minority,” 

and “teaching.” This search resulted in 3,829 articles, all of which were judged through a 

process based on the inclusion criteria described above.  

Table 1.1 
The three-step reading strategy  

 Aim Strategy for 
analysis Empirical research questions 

First 
reading 

Get an overview of terms 
and concepts related teacher 
thinking in schools and 
educational contexts serving 
low-income and racial/ethnic 
minority students 

Keyword search 
 

What concepts and terms are 
most frequently used in relation 
to teacher thinking in schools and 
educational contexts serving low-
income and racial/ethnic minority 
students in the reviewed studies?  

Second 
reading 

Identify how teacher 
thinking in schools and 
educational contexts serving 
low-income and racial/ethnic 
minority students through 
conceptualizations of closely 
related terms 

Conceptualizations 
Comparison  

How is teacher thinking in 
schools and educational contexts 
serving low-income and 
racial/ethnic minority students in 
the studies reviewed? 
What similarities and differences 
in conceptualizations of teacher 
thinking in schools and 
educational contexts serving low-
income and racial/ethnic minority 
students exist? 

Third 
reading  

Synthesize and discuss the 
dimensions of teacher 
thinking in schools and 
educational contexts serving 
low-income and racial/ethnic 
minority students across the 
selected studies 

Synthesis 

How is teacher thinking generally 
thought of in studies of schools 
and educational contexts serving 
low-income and racial/ethnic 
minority  

 

Subsequently, the author screened the title and abstract of each article which resulted in the 

exclusion of 3,527 articles. In total, 110 studies were identified as relevant and the full text of 

these articles was retrieved for further examination. The full text of each of these articles was 

read and thoroughly analyzed using the three-step reading strategy featured in Table 1.1. As 
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detailed in Table 1 above, a three-step process was undertaken to evaluate each article’s 

relevance to teachers’ inferential thinking while working with students from low-income and 

other minoritized ethnoracial communities. The first stage of this process involved reading the 

articles to get a sense of the key terms and concepts which have been generated in the 

research on this topic. The second stage involved comparing and contrasting variations of the 

same key terms and concepts as they appeared across the research, to observe similarities and 

differences in how researchers have approached the same themes related to teacher thinking in 

these contexts. The final stage involved synthesizing across the studies to identify the most 

recurrent dimensions of teacher thinking, by categorizing each of the studies and mapping 

them by rung onto the ladder of inference.  

Results 

The results from my three-step reading strategy are organized as suggested earlier by 

the six rungs of the ladder of inference. That is, themes emerged for each collection of studies 

in each rung. The size of the sample for each varied considerably: 51 studies for the first rung 

on observable data, 28 studies for the second rung on cultural meanings inferred from the 

data, 49 studies featuring individual action strategies on the third rung, 16 studies featuring 

collective action strategies on the fourth rung, 49 studies featuring evidence of Model I 

learning on the fifth rung, and 32 studies featuring evidence of Model II learning on the sixth 

rung. Studies were placed into more than one category where applicable. The themes that 

emerged from my analysis of each of these collections of studies are described; some of these 

themes focused on teacher characteristics whereas others focused on common characteristics 

of student-teacher relationships in these school contexts. Following, I engage in a fuller 
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discussion to note themes and next steps that lay the groundwork for research like that I report 

on in Papers 2 and 3.  

Themes from Rung 1 Studies: Directly Observable Data Impacting Teachers’ Design 

and Implementation of their Intentions at Work 

Studies in this first category or rung on the ladder of inference focus their research on 

directly observable data about teachers working with this demographic of students that have 

implications for teachers’ design and implementation of their intentions at work. Some of 

these studies are purely descriptive and report on the makeup of the teaching profession with 

implications for teachers working in urban and minoritized settings; others focus on the 

implications of the “cultural mismatch” that often exists between teachers and their students; 

and finally, another swath of studies examines the empathy that is needed for teachers as well 

as students as they teach in settings unfamiliar to them. In all cases, the emphasis is on a 

contrast between teachers’ personal backgrounds and those of their students based on 

observable data, with little attention to the cultural meanings inferred from these data, as is the 

case with the second rung and category of studies.  

Unexamined Biases in an Overwhelmingly White Teacher Workforce 

In their 2016 report “The State of Racial Diversity in the Educator Workforce,” the 

U.S. Department of Education reported:  

In the 2011–12 school year, 82 percent of public school teachers were white. In 
comparison, 51 percent of all  2012 elementary and secondary public students were 
white. In contrast, 16 percent of students were black, and 7 percent of public teachers 
were black. Likewise, while 24 percent of students were Hispanic  8 percent of 
teachers were Hispanic. In addition, K-12 educators were less likely to be black or 
Hispanic than early learning educators.  (p. 2) 
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Several other recent studies corroborate the stark contrast between the teaching force’s racial 

demographics and those of students served through public education.  In his 2011 report 

profiling teachers in the United States, Festritzer (2011) found that the teaching workforce 

was 84% composed of White women from middle-class backgrounds, and that one-third of 

those teachers teach in urban school districts. Teachers of color are generally 

underrepresented in the nation’s teaching workforce, but they are slightly more represented in 

charter schools than their white peers (Johnson and Pak, 2019; Loewus, 2017). While the 

proportional difference between White and non-White makeup of the teacher workforce 

remains stark, even more striking is the finding that current practices used by urban school 

districts to recruit teachers neglect to screen candidates on their dispositions towards low-

income and minoritized students and argue that these processes are “fraught with 

inefficiencies, hyperbureaucratization, and disincentives” (Stotko, Ingram, and Beaty-

O’Ferrall, 2007, p. 48). 

While many young teachers start their careers with good intentions and strong beliefs 

in their abilities to make a difference in the lives of low-income and minoritized students 

(Milner, 2012; Milner and Laughter, 2015), empirical research has shown that teachers on the 

whole are no less likely to hold implicit or explicit biases than Americans in the general 

population (Starck, Riddle, Sinclair, and Warikoo, 2020). In his study of early career White 

female teachers, urban teacher education expert Chezare A. Warren argued: 

New teachers] tend to possess the social and cultural capital most valued in 
mainstream society and the firm view that they know exactly what it takes to be 
successful. The pushback they may receive from youth and parents are signs of 
invisible, deep-seeded conflicts in philosophy, intention, and perspective that 
eventually produce physical consequences and contradictions. (p. 595) 

 



 
 
 
 24 

Absent the supports to resolve these conflicts, teachers may rely on their own tools and 

devices to make their own best efforts at doing so on their own, which can result in 

discretionary decision-making that may ultimately prove counterproductive. In her 2018 case 

study of the cultural toolkits teachers use to respond to challenges in a no-excuses charter 

school, Golann observed that – even though the school provided teachers the strategies and 

techniques they needed to increase student engagement and maintain control of the classroom 

environment – teachers’ habits, skills, and styles in the classroom varied by their 

predispositions, and this made it even more likely they could diverge from the strategies and 

techniques leaders expected them to implement. There is evidence that when teachers sense 

they are not fulfilling professional goals in response to this role confusion, teachers often feel 

their efforts in this reconciliation process are insufficient and, as a result, they make plans to 

leave and seek out other careers altogether (Agarwal et al., 2010; Johnson and Birkehead, 

2003; Olsen and Anderson, 2007).  

Cultural Mismatch Exacerbates the Racial Mismatch Between Teachers and Students 

Cultural mismatch theory states that when U.S. institutions (i.e. schools) promote 

independent cultural norms, they inadvertently reproduce structural inequalities that 

disadvantage people whose cultures promote more interdependent cultural norms – like those 

from low-income and non-Western cultural communities (Stephens and Townsend, 2015). 

Though the concept of a cultural mismatch was originally developed in the experimental 

social psychology literature on the experiences of first-generation college students (Stephens, 

Fryberg, Markus, Johnson, & Covarrubias, 2012; Stephens, Townsend, Markus, & Phillips, 

2012), there is strong evidence that it can be extended for use with other minoritized student 
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groups in U.S. schools.  In fact, cultural mismatches have begun to be explored extensively in 

the education literature for specific minority student groups, including cultural minority 

students (Ference and Bell, 2004; Fryberg et al., 2013; Vinopal and Holt, 2019), immigrant 

students (Rogers-Sirin, Ryce, and Sirin, 2014), and students with disabilities (Skiba et al., 

2008).  

While cultural mismatch has been mostly explored as a roadblock from the student’s 

perspective (Achinstein and Barrett, 2004; Ladson-Billings, 2005; McGrady and Reynolds, 

2013; Stephens et al., 2012), there is also some research on teachers on this point as well. In 

particular, there is research to suggest there may be consequences of this mismatch for the 

teacher’s sense of self-efficacy in bridging the gap between the forms of knowledge and 

capital they possess and those their students do.  It has long been documented that the racial 

mismatch between students and teachers takes as much of a toll on teachers as it does on 

students, and researchers have explored consequences for teachers’ job satisfaction and 

commitment for more than 20 years. Based on their study of feedback from 1,700 entry-level 

teachers, Freeman, Brookhart, and Loadman (1999) concluded that new teachers in schools 

serving higher proportions of ethnoracial minority students reported lower levels of job 

satisfaction, greater difficult establishing meaningful relationships with students, and 

experiencing higher levels of complexity in their teaching environments. More recently, 

Renzulli, Parrott, and Beattie (2011) found that White teachers had lower levels of job 

satisfaction in schools that were racially mismatched and were more satisfied in schools with 

a majority of white students.  
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McCarthey et al. (2020) found evidence that the stress resulting from this mismatch 

makes teachers more likely to work in schools featuring a student body representative of their 

own racial and ethnic backgrounds. This corroborates earlier evidence of the same trend; 

Osei-Twumasi and Pinetta’s 2019 study of effective teaching and quality classroom 

interactions in an urban school district found that while Black teachers received higher ratings 

for the quality of their interactions with students in classrooms with higher numbers of Black 

students, White teachers received lower ratings for their emotional and instructional supports 

as well as their classroom management. Ronfeldt, Kwok, and Reininger’s 2016 study found 

that teachers who reported stronger preferences for teaching underserved student populations 

were teachers of color, teachers with children or dependent family members, and those who 

had more experience teaching in schools featuring higher proportions of these same students. 

Similarly, Achinstein, Ogawa, Sexton, and Freitas (2010) found that teachers of color were 

both more likely to work in schools serving high proportions of students from low-income 

and minoritized communities and stay there over time compared to their White peers. I note 

that although these authors concluded that this fact alone “solves the problem of hard-to-staff 

schools,” as I argue later, this solution alone may not suffice. 

Developing Empathy Is Hard to Do (When White Teachers Themselves Need Empathy)  

As previously noted, teachers working with students from low-income and other 

minoritized cultural communities need but do not necessarily experience opportunities to 

learn first-hand about their students’ home cultures and communities through formal training 

(Lensmire, 2012; Sleeter, 2001; Smolcic and Katunich, 2017). Especially when they are from 

dissimilar backgrounds, research shows that teachers with these lived experiences themselves 
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better understand the challenges in their students lives, develop sympathy in response to those 

challenges, and cultivate their abilities to communicate their expectations to students in ways 

that they can understand clearly and urgently from this place of understanding (Rojas and 

Liou, 2017). While these opportunities may assist in developing teachers’ understanding of 

the gaps between their experiential knowledge and their students’ lived experiences, research 

has made clear that empathy alone is not enough – teachers need a knowledge base that is 

rooted in the cultural knowledge and understandings students share with their families and 

communities (Gay, 2002; McAllister and Irvine, 2002; Villegas and Lucas, 2012). 

Research of this genre also suggests that teachers should be able to support students 

who are academically underprepared, are not having their basic needs met, and are 

experiencing financial and social insecurities (Berghoff, Blackwell, and Wisehart, 2011; 

Leland and Harste, 2005; McKinney, Fleeter, Frazier, and Abrams, 2006; Shernoff, 2011). 

However, one study found that teachers - while willing to consider the psychological and 

socioemotional needs students brought to the classroom alongside their learning needs - also 

felt that this work was outside the scope of their responsibilities and that schools should have 

student support services available to students to bridge these gaps (Kraft et al., 2015). One 

central source of tension exacerbating teachers’ difficulties in developing the cultural 

knowledge and understandings they might need is the impact of teachers’ working conditions; 

in particular, studies report on how the context of high-stakes accountability standards lessens 

the amount of time teachers have “left over” to do the reflective work required to address this 

mismatch directly. In her 2017 study of teachers’ efforts to keep students on track in a high-

stakes accountability school environment, however, Melody Foch - an education scholar who 
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researches sociocultural political influences on teaching - found that despite their negative 

feelings about test preparation, teachers were able to find ways to integrate an ethos of care 

into their curriculum while preparing students for standardized exams (Foch, 2017). And yet, 

it has more typically been observed that teachers experience their working conditions to be 

overwhelming when they are being pressured to teach for tests, which in turn, exacerbates the 

diminished sense of self-efficacy that arise as cultural differences get in the way of 

developing trusting relationships with their students (Costigan, 2007).  

More recently, Mirra and Rogers (2020) described teachers’ working conditions in 

high-poverty schools to be characterized by “difficult circumstances related to student 

stressors, teaching and learning conditions, and accountability pressures [which] reduce the 

amount of instructional time available to them while creating additional demands on that 

time” (p. 1059). They also found that teachers in high-poverty schools spent substantially 

more time than their peers in low-poverty schools discussing problems in students’ 

communities, societal inequalities, and providing socioemotional supports. Given the extreme 

pressures teachers are facing at the intersection of their personal limitations and the 

environmental pressure and constraints in their workplaces, one might consider that teachers 

themselves are in need of similar psychological supports to those they are often expected to 

provide their students.  

Themes from Rung 2 Studies: Cultural Meanings Inferred from the Data on Students’ 

Dispositions, Performance, and Potential for Academic Success 

My examination of the literature from the studies in the second rung on the ladder of 

inference revealed several themes regarding the cultural meanings that teachers infer from 
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data about their students and their work context, including the following: the privileging of 

middle-class norms and values and the cultural transmission of norms from veteran teachers 

to newer teachers. 

Middle Class Norms and Values Guide Teachers’ Meaning Making Processes 

There is a substantial and growing body of research on how schools operate as a 

mechanism for reproducing middle-class privilege in American society (Brantlinger, 2003; 

Lareau, 2011). More recently, educational sociologists have contributed empirical data that 

demonstrates that teachers privilege the norms and values common to middle-class, 

Westernized cultures, which disadvantages students from low-income and non-Western 

cultural backgrounds (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff, 2005; Calarco, 2018; 2016). 

Research in this genre has also argued that teachers generally regard suburban students and 

their families’ cultural attributes as the standard by which they judge what “correct” beliefs, 

values, and behaviors are - and consequently, perceive students from racial minority 

backgrounds to be lacking the beliefs, values, and behaviors needed to succeed both in and 

outside the classroom (Watson, 2012). Teachers are also happier and more comfortable at 

work when students have the symbolic and cultural capital more common to suburban White 

communities (Watson, 2011).  A critical and consistent observation across the studies 

included in this review was the danger in leaving unexamined the implicit assumption that 

middle-class values are an appropriate normative standard for use when assessing students 

from minoritized cultural backgrounds. Further, only a handful of studies discussed the 

implications of this assumption explicitly. Below, I concisely summarize the research on how 
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these factors shape the cultural meanings teachers ascribe to directly observable data about 

their students in these contexts.  

As teachers struggle to reconcile disconnects between the forms of social and cultural 

capital they bring to work and those their students bring to the classroom, they quickly realize 

that they may acquired unrealistic expectations through formal training and preparation for 

their work. These unrealistic expectations often leave new teachers “trapped within 

Eurocentric and middle-class assumptions” (Seidl, 2007, p. 181; Marx, 2008). Many teachers’ 

cultural meaning-making processes are stymied by the dominant frames of reference they use 

to make sense of interactions with students and their families. In his study of early-career 

White teachers, Warren (2015) discussed the danger in new teachers’ good intentions and 

how they were rarely charged to check these intentions against the realities of their students’ 

various cultural experiences. He argues that teachers often make judgements about their 

students based on their own life experiences, without “having spent much time consulting 

with students or spending time in their communities to better understand [students’] views and 

the versions of ‘oppression’ they experience” (p. 593). More pointed assessments of how 

teachers’ implicit preferences for middle-class norms and values create distance between them 

and their students have asserted that relying on middle-class norms and values as normative 

standards for assessing students is a strategy some teachers use intentionally to distance 

themselves distant from students. Sondel, Kretchmar, and Handley Dunn (2010) argued that 

teachers rely on White supremacist narratives to justify the subordination of their students 

from marginalized communities as well as to “protect their own professional 

position…[which has] a myriad of potentially negative effects on students and on educators 
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who give up some of their own humanity by limiting their full capacity to care for and 

authentically engage with youth” (p. 21). 

By contrast, Johnson (2002) found that teachers have been found to be more racially 

aware when: (1) they disidentify with mainstream White culture due socioeconomic class or 

sexual orientation, (2) they gain knowledge and perspective by living in close community 

with people from other ethnoracial backgrounds, and (3) they hold religious or philosophical 

beliefs that emphasize social justice and equality. When they do stay at schools serving 

minoritized students, this research has found that many young White teachers react to this 

uncertainty by falling back on what is familiar to most of them; they rely on suburban student 

experiences as the normative reference for ideas about correct beliefs, values, and behaviors, 

and they do this almost automatically (Watson et al., 2006). Teachers from White, middle-

class backgrounds may also struggle to relate or develop sympathy for how various systemic 

factors influence and impact their students’ experiences and circumstances.  

New Teachers Inherit Cultural Meanings about Their Students from Veteran Teachers   

While we debate the influence of state testing and accountability standards on 

teachers’ low expectations for students from minoritized cultural communities (Sleeter, 2008), 

research suggests that one source of such low expectations is much closer to home than the 

state or district levels. As teachers are learning how to adjust their lenses on students’ 

circumstances, they are also learning how to cultivate negative assumptions and low 

expectations about their students through everyday discourse with their more veteran peers 

(Pollack, 2013). In conversation with longer tenured teachers, new teachers can learn that it is 

inefficient to adjust their expectations or standards for students’ learning in response to 
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students’ cultural needs.  Research has shown that teachers can be so committed to ignoring 

students’ prior knowledge they seek out “urbaneseque" alternatives, characterized as those 

with “classrooms where selectivity would essentially weed out children who might pose 

behavior challenges or who had some of the perceived cultural resources of the urban 

[communities encountered during their preservice training] they did not value” (Watson, 

2011, p. 28). 

Pollack (2013) argues that this shared discourse between colleagues constitutes the 

foundation of a “situated feedback loop that remains largely unacknowledged and 

unchallenged” (p. 888), which can have a negative impact on their teachers’ personal 

development and diminish their sense of self-efficacy and personal responsibility. This 

negative discourse can be disorienting for new teachers who find that these ideas about 

students are starkly contrast to - and in some cases outright conflict with — those they 

espoused prior to beginning their careers (Bettini and Park, 2017). Ready and Wright (2011) 

argued that teachers’ misperceptions of their students are often misattributed to their personal 

characteristics when they are in reality more accurate representations of teachers’ workplace 

contexts and the beliefs of those leading and working within them. 

Themes from Rung 3 Studies: Individual Action Strategies Linked to Teachers’ 

Judgements and Opinions about Students 

Studies in this third rung on the ladder of abstraction all traced individual action 

strategies to teachers’ judgements and opinions about their students. The research on effective 

individual action strategies for working with low-income and minoritized students makes it 

clear the more effective teachers are those who work to share power with their students, co-
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constructing the learning experience so that it meets students and their communities where 

they are rather than dictating what they should be from above (Duncan-Andrade, 2004; Klein 

et al., 2013; Sosa and Gomez, 2012). Even withstanding the intractable nature of the cultural 

mismatch discussed to this point, studies show that teachers do find ways to respond 

productively through the noise of intercultural differences between themselves and their 

students. As alluded to in previous sections, teachers enact individual action strategies for 

effective teaching differentially depending on the degree to which they set aside the lenses of 

their own personal experiences when evaluating their students and recognize that their own 

notions of care are culturally constructed and may be perceived differently by from their 

students’ perspectives (Bondy, Ross, Habacher, and Acosta, 2013; Lopez, 2017; Pane, Rocco, 

Miller, and Salmon, 2014; Sleeter, 2008). There is also a good amount of evidence that 

negative consequences have resulted from a lack of consensus on what constitutes effective 

strategy for connecting with students’ cultures first-hand. 

Unsurprisingly then, the overarching theme in the research reviewed on individual 

action strategies is the need to figure out the most successful behavioral, academic, and 

relational strategies for connecting teachers to their students’ home cultures (Kwok, 2019). 

Difficulties arise in tempering the “homogenizing impulse” (Rezai-Rashti and Martino, 2010; 

West, 2005) many teachers who have backgrounds that differ from those of students, which 

makes it easy to assume that all students of the same race have similar experiences. As one 

study found, even when these students exceed expectations, teachers “[embrace] them as 

exceptions to the rule rather than products of a culture different than the one they imagined… 

[and deepen] their resentment for the students’ home cultures and families [which they feel 
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are] holding students back in their educational success” (Marx, 2008, p. 60). As recent 

research suggests, teachers’ individual strategies might prioritize the academic achievement of 

all their students equally while also integrating students’ cultural capital and their own 

sociopolitical awareness into their teaching (Zhu, 2020). Here I provide an overview of the 

effective individual action strategies that emerged in this review, first focusing briefly on 

individual action strategies that recurred in the literature on the discipline gap specifically, 

and then discussing more generalized strategies that have appeared across the education 

literature.  

Effective Individual Action Strategies and the Discipline Gap 

The school discipline literature provided the most information on ineffective 

individual action strategies in this review - particularly about the ways in which teachers’ 

cultural lenses can lead to teachers misinterpreting students’ affects and dispositions has been 

spelled out clearly for decades. Prawat’s (1980) study was the earliest to note that when 

describing students’ behaviors, teachers are more likely to focus on students’ actions than 

their affective expressions – effectively neglecting to consider students’ feelings in the 

process of assessing their behavior. Since then, Pane, Rocco, Miller, and Salmon (2014) 

found that classrooms in which teachers used fewer disciplinary practices, teachers rarely or 

never used coercive power and were able to mediate cultural differences between themselves 

and students through the use of normative power and interactively established contracts. 

Monroe (2009) found that teachers were less likely to confound students’ academic 

accomplishments with subjective disciplinary perceptions when they: “(1) used objective 
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learning indicators, (2) were flexible around traditional rules, and (3) set forth a common 

understanding of behavioral boundaries” (p. 338).  

Generalized Effective Individual Action Strategies  

Over the years, the focus on how K-12 teachers can be more effective in the classroom 

and the articulation of effective individual action strategies has been substantial. Brown’s 

2004 study of teachers’ classroom management strategies sought to develop such knowledge 

and identified five persistent themes across their data on what was most effective: (1) 

developing personal relationships and mutual respect through individualized attention, (2) 

creating caring learning communities, (3) establishing business-like learning environments, 

(4) establishing congruent communication processes, and (5) teaching with assertiveness and 

clearly stated expectations. Brown also argued that the successful enactment of these 

strategies depends on the development of trust-based student-teacher relationships, rather than 

relying on fear or punishment to maintain students’ cooperation in the classroom environment 

(p. 286). In their study of successful teaching practices for working with Black children, 

Cholewa, Amatea, West-Olatunji, and Wright (2012) found that teachers were more likely to 

create a sense of emotional connectedness with their students through actions that fostered a 

sense of attachment and emotional bonding rather than through actions like nagging.  

This study foreshadowed research that has become central to much of the research on 

building an effective teaching practice in which teachers develop a culturally responsive ethos 

of care, rooted in teachers’ “critical understanding of students’ backgrounds and lived 

experiences. This, scholars argue, is critical, particularly in the context of deficit thinking and 
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relations to middle-class white America commitment to educational and social equity…[and] 

sense of solidarity with students and their struggles” (Rojas and Liou, 2017, p. 33-4).  

Given this overarching trend in the literature to focus on effective individual-level 

action strategies for teachers working in low-income, urban, and minoritized settings, I now 

turn to a brief discussion of behavioral, academic, and relational strategies that have been 

used towards the goal of improving equitable outcomes for students, building trust in the 

classroom, and reducing the impact of a cultural mismatch on student-teacher relationships in 

the extant literature review. The latter, relational strategies, is the area in which I found the 

most research, particularly in recent years. 

Behavioral Strategies. Research reveals two promising behavioral strategies that 

teachers can take in response to low-income and minoritized students: racial noticing and 

perspective-taking. Shah and Coles (2020) defined racial noticing as the “process of attending 

to, interpreting, and formulating responses to racial phenomena in learning settings…[by] 

perceiving, making sense of, and reacting to moments where race and racism are salient” (p. 

586). Racial noticing is the first step new teachers are often looking for to step beyond their 

frames of reference, and it requires the teacher to actively develop competencies for 

destabilizing and upending the ways in which race and racism may operate to pervade their 

everyday teaching practices. It is also helpful for teachers looking to examine how their 

perceptions of correct and right behavior may be influenced by the middle-class norms and 

values discussed earlier. This is a direct contrast to the colorblind perspective, which enjoyed 

its long-standing tenure as the dominant approach to teaching racially diverse classrooms 

before a more recent reckoning highlighted the futility of this lens for teachers working to 
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develop equitable educational outcomes for low-income and minoritized students (Cochran-

Smith, 1995; Milner, 2010; Schoefield, 2010; Sleeter, 2017; Stoll, 2014). Racial noticing 

counteracts an overreliance on the idea of a post-racial America in which more visual 

representation of ethnic and racial minorities means systemic barriers based on race and class 

position do not exist (Call-Cummings and Martinez, 2017; Evans-Winters and Twyman Hoff, 

2011; Lewis and Diamond, 2015; Smith and Brown, 2014). 

In a similar fashion, Warren (2018) recommended that teachers learn perspective 

taking to achieve the same ends. He argues: “The capacity to engage in perspective taking 

enables teachers actively acquire person-level knowledge of students (i.e. aspirations, values, 

affinities, belies, language, lived racialized experiences, etc.), build on relevant prior 

knowledge, and acquire a broader knowledge of the sociocultural context where he or she is 

teaching” (p. 173). Warren also describes how the results of this process should permeate 

teachers’ actions and behaviors in all realms of their teaching, including curricular design and 

pedagogical instruction.  

Academic Strategies. While culturally responsive pedagogies have been developed as 

collective forms of action teachers can take to narrow the gaps between themselves and 

students (Gay, 2002), effective individual action affords teachers the flexibility to make 

discretionary decisions in response to unforeseen circumstances that impact students’ 

classroom experiences. At a more theoretical level, Gay describes this as the development of 

“cultural congruity in classroom instruction…whereby teachers learn to “multiculturalize” 

high stakes school subjects such as math, science, reading and writing, by integrating students 

ethnic and cultural backgrounds into the instructional process on a regular basis (p. 110). 



 
 
 
 38 

Even though teachers are often working within structures that prioritize compliance to 

institutional authority over students’ needs (Graham, 2020; Gunn and King, 2003; Johnson 

and Pak, 2019), research has demonstrated that teachers can model “well-rounded” 

competencies to their students in the midst of competing demands by simultaneously focusing 

on “[teaching] academic content, classroom behavior, [and] the personal standards caring 

individuals hold for themselves…the attitudes caring individuals hold towards others, and the 

actions individuals use to ‘care for’ others” (Shevalier and McKensie, 2012, p. 1093).  

Research also makes clear that one route to developing more effective individual 

action strategies is simply preparing schools to support teachers of color bringing their own 

cultural capital into the classroom. In her study about developing pedagogy based on students’ 

community cultural wealth, Jimenez (2020) discusses how one teacher’s action strategies 

included integrating students’ family histories and immigration experiences into their learning 

experiences. By sharing her own experiences as a child of Mexican immigrants, the teacher 

was able to share with her students a collective understanding of their individual experiences 

as unique forms of cultural capital and to encourage them to engage more deeply with their 

own personal histories in the process of learning. Amos (2020) found evidence that even 

when teachers are successful in using their language skills and cultural knowledge to connect 

with students, they may experience microaggressions and a lack of support from their peer 

teachers who do not develop these skills.  

Relational Strategies. Across the studies included in this review three individual 

relational strategies emerged: (1) warm demanding, (2) individuating, and (3) culturally 

responsive classroom management. All of these strategies focused on the interactions between 
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teachers and students, as opposed to teachers with other teachers or a collective action 

strategy perspective (which is the next rung on the ladder). 

Warm Demanders. Over the years, researchers have found that teachers can adopt a 

strategy in which they are a warm demander, meaning that they are both warm and have high 

expectations that they “demand” of students at the same time (cite). In the K-12 setting, 

teachers who are warm demanders tend to spend time early on in the year getting to know 

their students and may assist them with nonacademic challenges, such as understanding which 

academic or social support resources are available to them outside the classroom. Importantly, 

warm demanders do not make demands of their students until they have begun to establish a 

trusting relationship with them and when they do, they offer emotional support geared 

towards encouraging the student to persist in completing the work (Bondy and Ross, 2008; 

Kleinfeld, 1975).  

Two studies in this review explore the impact of warm demanding on teachers 

themselves empirically; in the first, Ware (2006) found that the work it takes to connect with 

students this way taxes warm demanders emotionally, physically, and psychologically. They 

are more likely to experience burnout as a result of role overload over time because this 

teaching style requires teachers to be authority figures, disciplinarians, caregivers, and 

pedagogues all in one. In the second, Bondy, Ross, Habacher, and Acosta (2013) found that 

teachers vary in the extent to which they emphasized the “warmth” or “demanding” 

dimensions of this teaching style and concluded future research should focus on promoting 

teachers’ self-reflection about how their personal backgrounds influence their enactment of 

the warm demander teaching style.  
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Individuating. According to recent studies, individuating requires “deliberate efforts 

to focus on specific details about a person, increasing the salience of these details relative to 

information about the person’s social category (e.g., race or gender)” (Ipsa-Landa, 2018, p. 

386). This is an important counterstrategy to the “homogenizing impulse” described earlier, 

by which teachers may assume that all students of color are alike or ignore differences 

between students who have the same ethnoracial background (Rezai-Rashti and Martino, 

2010; West, 2005).  

Culturally Responsive Classroom Management. The body of literature on culturally 

responsive classroom management is less than twenty years old, but it is growing rapidly. 

CRCM was developed as a theoretical framework to describe a “frame of mind that guides the 

management decisions that teachers make...[that enables teachers to] reflect on how their 

[biases and values] influence their expectations for behavior and their interactions with 

students” (Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, Curran, 2004, p .27). Culturally responsive 

classroom management has been defined in terms of five individual strategies teachers can 

use in and outside the classroom: (1) using culturally appropriate management strategies, (2) 

demonstrating a commitment to building caring classrooms, (3) gaining knowledge of 

students’ cultural background, (4) reflecting on and recognizing the impact of one’s own 

ethnocentrism, and (5) developing an understanding of the broader social, economic, and 

political context. In their study of how educators create environments that promote students’ 

resilience and success, Bondy, Ross, Galligane, and Hambacher (2007) found that teachers’ 

use of CRCM strategies enabled them to “create psychologically supportive environments 

where students develop and strengthen their entering resilience-related strengths” (p. 345). 
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Themes from Rung 4 Studies: Collective Action Strategies Linked to Teachers’ 

Judgements and Opinions about Students  

Studies that focused on strategies on the fourth run on the ladder of inference linked 

teachers’ judgements and opinions about students to strategies that emerged at the level of the 

collective rather than the level of the individual teacher. Here, I found evidence of collective 

strategies that may be categorized into those that examine culturally responsive pedagogies 

such as hip hop, those that center on peer learning, and those that focus on mentoring and 

coaching. 

Culturally Responsive Pedagogies such as Hip Hop 

Despite its popularity, Sleeter (2012) argued that culturally responsive pedagogy 

remains elusive for three reasons: “(1) persistent faulty and simplistic conceptions of what it 

is, (b) too little research connecting its use with student achievement, and (c) elite and white 

fear of losing national and global hegemony” (p. 568). Research on multicultural education as 

a teaching strategy more broadly has observed that while teachers may intend to celebrate and 

affirm their students’ culture through individualized or differentiated instruction, they are “by 

and large [so] deceived by their sensitivity toward the students’ cultural backgrounds to 

recognize that their ‘activism’ merely perpetuates systemic inequalities (Young, 2011, p. 

1453-4).  

One collective action strategy at the macro level which has gained traction in response 

to teachers’ lack of personal engagement with students’ cultures is the use of hip-hop 

pedagogy as a method for connecting teachers to students’ cultures (cite). Though hip-hop 

pedagogy was developed with the good intentions of connecting teachers to a popular culture 
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that many young people are generally familiar with (Petchauer, 2009; 2015), research 

suggests that the field has over-relied on this strategy as a mechanism for connecting teachers 

with low-income and other minoritized ethnoracial communities (Cherfas, Casciano, and 

Wiggins, 2018; Stovall, 2006). Though these pedagogies are often discussed as comfortable 

entryways to learning for students, it is necessary to interrogate the assumption that the 

personal interests of students from minoritized cultural communities can necessarily be 

typecast in this way. Sleeter (2012) argued that culturally responsive pedagogy is often 

misunderstood and oversimplified in four ways: cultural celebration, trivialization, 

essentializing culture, and substituting cultural for political analysis of inequalities. Recent 

research corroborates that working to broaden teachers’ knowledge of popular subcultures 

within minoritized communities can help assure that teachers understand and are able to 

articulate how their pedagogy benefits marginalized students and addresses the broken social 

systems and structures impacting their lives directly (Acosta, 2018; Rojas and Liou, 2017; 

Young, 2011).  

Peer Learning 

In order to build collective action of any kind, there is an increasing recognition that 

teachers work more effectively in schools that create opportunities for them to develop 

relationships and communities of practice with their peers. Therefore, a primary collective 

action strategy that recurs in the literature is structured opportunities for peer learning. The 

earliest study in this review to extol the benefits of peer learning was Chester and Beaudin’s 

(1996) research, which demonstrated that when schools offer opportunities for teachers to 

reflect with and learn from one another, peer learning fosters a bigger increase in teachers’ 
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sense of self-efficacy than when they do not have these opportunities. Teachers’ peer learning 

may also increase their sense of collective efficacy towards the realization of superordinate 

goals, such as this. Cobb’s (2017) study found that communities of practice enabled teachers 

in three urban schools to leverage their power to challenge colorblindness as a dominant 

ideology; this research found that their collective effort was stronger by the basis of its 

rootedness in their own lived experiences, rather than by abstract or theoretical examples.  

When teachers work to have open, deliberative dialogue with their peers in these 

contexts, teaching teams may struggle to develop a sense of democratic community as 

teachers reckon with the reality that they are not able to teach what and how they may want to 

as individuals (Gunn and King, 2003). Thus, this collective action approach is not without 

trade-offs. Teachers may be able to help one another through activities such as resource 

sharing, affirming one another, and problem solving (Cuddapah and Clayton, 2011); however, 

without addressing the individual differences between them their work effectiveness may be 

diminished before they even begin. Moreover, while individual differences may stymie the 

work productivity of the group-as-a-whole, group dynamics in teacher teams that are beyond 

any individual teacher’s control can constrain learning opportunities (Gunn and King, 2003; 

Horn and Little, 2010). 

Mentoring and Coaching  

Teachers also benefit from the collective action strategy of developing systems for 

formal one-on-one mentoring and coaching relationships with their peers. Beregon’s 2008 

study was the earliest in this review to conclude that mentoring systems matter for new 

teachers’ success. More recently, Bettini and Park (2017) found evidence that teachers in 
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high-poverty schools considered mentorship and instructionally focused interactions with 

their peer teachers and administrators to be a critical support for their learning at work. New 

teachers in schools serving low-income and minoritized students rely on more veteran 

mentors in their workplace environment for the space to reflect on their choices in the 

classroom or to ask for suggestions on new ways to practice based on the senior teacher’s past 

teaching experiences (Aronson, 2020). As some research has argued, mentorship and 

coaching relationships can be more powerful than learning opportunities in formal teacher 

education programs because they ground teachers’ talk and analysis of their work in a shared 

daily experience (Bruno, Rabovsky, and Strunk, 2020; Land, 2018). As with the other 

collective action strategies, mentoring and coaching from more experienced colleagues can 

serve the function of allowing teachers to revise and adapt their practice by learning through 

and with others through critical self-reflection. 

Themes from Rung 5 Studies: Evidence of Model I (Single Loop) Learning 

Band-Aid Strategies Leave Intractable Social Problems and Disparities Unaddressed 

The last two rungs on the ladder of influence focus on single loop (rung 5) versus 

double loop (rung 6) learning. Again, the major difference between the two is the extent to 

which the focus is on correcting actions with or without one’s assumptions checked, with the 

double loop referring to the reflection required to loop back and examine the underlying root 

causes, such as the assumptions undergirding the behavior that needs to change. In the present 

context, when teachers’ unexamined assumptions are left unchecked, implicit biases against 

one minority group may be extended to other groups or even entire communities thorough the 

processes of homogenization and essentializing previously discussed (Shepherd, 2011). As 
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prior research shows, when teachers who leave their assumptions unchecked are then charged 

with leading classroom conversations about race, their personal challenges recognizing and 

reconciling implicit biases may result in efforts that exacerbate the social problems and 

educational disparities impacting their students’ lives (Jocson, 2018). As much of the 

literature does not focus on if and how teachers examine their underlying assumptions, it is 

not surprising that the bulk of the research has emphasized model 1 solutions to problems that 

require Model 2 or double-loop learning behavior. 

Lea (2004) discussed the danger in teachers espousing a racial harmony script to 

describe their reasons for teaching; teachers who do use this script think that  “if we have 

taken care of the feelings of others in our own vicinity, we do not need to actively engage in 

transforming the social structure…[and this allows teachers] to avoid actively ‘unskinning’ 

Whiteness and receive validation for what they think about themselves” (p. 125). One way 

this plays out regularly is through microaggressions leveled at teachers of color, which may 

diminish their sense of self-efficacy and abilities to work productively with students from 

communities similar to their own. Teachers using Model I thinking in schools serving 

minoritized cultural communities may seek to control classroom dynamics using strategies 

that reflect a minimal understanding of their students’ everyday lived experiences, and a lack 

of critical reflection on how their own subjectivities might influence their approach to this 

work.  

Some research has found evidence that teachers may engage in unproductive 

conversations about educational inequality in the classroom at work. As discussed earlier, 

engaging with peers may be well-intentioned and yet, as suggested by the Model I theoretical 
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framework (Appendix A), do not address the underlying root causes or assumptions that could 

yield lasting change. For example, Brown et al. (2017) found that conversations about 

educational inequality in the classroom can be unproductive due to the following five factors: 

(1) conversations rarely include the voices of minoritized students, (2) many new teachers 

lack personal experience with people and communities of color, (3) discussions are often 

mediated by English-speaking white women, which recenters Whiteness in what should be an 

antiracist effort, (4) teachers’ conversations about students prior to entering the field mostly 

emerge in response to readings or their field placements, and (5) a disproportionate focus on 

White teachers’ emotional states, rather than on alleviating the emotional burden of 

reconciling Whiteness for all participants. 

Teachers of Color Must Also Manage Microaggressions from Their White Peers 

Research has also established the challenges associated with Model 1-like behavior as 

it relates to the lack of examined assumptions at the collective level, among teachers of color 

as they interact with their White peers. It has long been established that many teachers of 

color come to the profession with negative memories of the racial mismatch between 

themselves and their teachers from their own childhoods.  In a study about how teachers 

decide on whether to teach as a profession, Gordon (1994) demonstrated that some of the 

most significant factors impacting their choices were associated with the same systemic 

factors pushing students from minoritized communities out of school today - including a lack 

of adequate teacher preparation for working with students from diverse backgrounds. Studies 

demonstrate that when teachers of color experience success with their students at work, peer 

teachers may leverage microaggressions against them that not only make it harder to work 
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effectively, but which demonstrate White teachers may be applying processes of 

homogenizing and essentializing to their peers from minoritized cultural communities as well. 

When White teachers do not arrive with the critical frameworks they need to connect in hand, 

they may redirect their frustrations to colleagues who appear to have an easier time 

connecting with students (Amos, 2020; Utt and Tochluk, 2020).  

In one study on the experiences of on urban teachers of color, Kohli (2018) found that 

teachers of color committed to social justice teaching were themselves marginalized by their 

colleagues and administrators when they attempted to address a colorblind climate at their 

school. She observed that while teachers of color have the insight to identify and raise 

consciousness around racial inequities, their voices and perspectives are not always heard and 

recognized. This experience in the workplace is not only demoralizing for teachers of color, it 

directly mirrors the treatment many students from minoritized cultural communities 

experience in school. In a different study of veteran teachers of color, Kohli (2019) found that 

when teachers’ formal training does not include the critical forms of cultural knowledge and 

understanding they need to understand their students more personally, they will develop 

makeshift techniques on their own which may or may not provide effective. 

In another example of research that finds evidence of Model 1 behavior in schools and 

classrooms, Bristol and Goings (2019) examined how Black teachers’ treatment by White 

colleagues resulted in a hostile work environment and one in which people failed to challenge 

their own assumptions about race. These scholars found that Black male teachers reported 

feeling “positioned by their White colleagues as either hypervisible or invisible in both overt 

and covert ways” (p. 58). They cite three ways participants experienced this treatment from 
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their White colleagues: (1) through their perceptions that colleagues viewed them as either 

incompetent or overqualified, (2) through their discomfort breaking personal boundaries with 

their colleagues, as evidenced by only superficial attempts to engage across differences, and 

(3) by being proactive about talking with colleagues who they perceived to be contributing to 

a hostile work environment. As these researchers and others suggest, without challenging 

underlying assumptions about race and competence, for example, the field risks the possibility 

of failing to retain Black teachers and, essentially, one-third of the teaching workforce 

(Achinstein, Ogawa, and Sexton, 2010; Stotko, Ingram, Beaty-O’Ferrall, 2007).  

While it is true teachers of color have their own work to do in uncovering implicit 

biases, negative experiences with White peers in their own schooling experience, their 

professional training, and at work exacerbate their struggle in committing to the profession 

long-term (Brown et al., 2017; Gordon, 1994). Research has repeatedly shown that this kind 

of Model 1 behavior can lead to deleterious consequences and further, that the engagement in 

Model 1 behavior can vary by race. For example, Martinez found evidence that “for White 

teachers, increasing proportions of their peers who are Hispanic or Black are correlated with 

perceiving more student problems. Conversely, with increasing proportions of their White 

peers, White teachers perceive fewer student problems” (p. 1006). In contrast, research has 

found that teachers of color more likely to experience a sense of urgency in their teaching, 

viewing education as a means of empowering students from their home communities (Acosta, 

2018; Farinde-Wu and Fitchett, 2018). Indeed, without teachers of color in their classrooms, 

research suggests that students can miss the social supports they need from adults in the 

classroom to reconcile the forms of social capital they bring from home with those that assist 
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them in the classroom (Goldenberg, 2014; Shephard, 2011; Watson, 2011; Zhu, 2020). 

Indeed, many researchers have focused on the impact of this kind of Model 1 behavior for 

student learning.  

Consequences of Teachers’ Model I Learning for their Students’ Learning  

Natriello and Dornbusch (1983) concluded that student behavior has a stronger effect 

on teachers’ classroom behavior than their student characteristics; more recent research has 

shown that teachers’ assessment and interpretation of students’ behavior are indeed subjective 

processes that often focus more on student affect than their circumstances (Weathers, 2019). 

Ready and Wright (2011) found that teachers tend to underestimate students’ abilities in 

socioeconomically disadvantaged classrooms, and more recently Martinez (2020) also found 

that students’ racial composition impacted teachers’ perceptions of student problems. These 

perceptions that reflect Model 1 behavior as they fail to examine underlying assumptions that 

teachers may have can has been shown to negatively impact a variety of student outcomes. 

For example, in Suárez-Orozco and colleagues’ (2015) study of community colleges 

instructors, they found that teachers lodge microaggressions against their students, which over 

time may activate stereotype threat, undermine students’ academic self-concept, and leave 

students feeling vulnerable and powerless in the classroom. 

Themes from Rung 6 Studies: Evidence of Model II (Double Loop) Learning 

My literature review found few studies that provided direct empirical evidence of 

Model II double loop learning strategies and their impact on student learning. However, many 

research papers did focus on the barriers or difficult issues related to teachers’ inferential 

thinking and how those must be solved. These studies suggest that there is significant 
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opportunity still to help teachers grow capable of double loop learning with regards to their 

knowledge and understanding of the norms and values prevalent in minoritized cultural 

communities. Therefore, and consistent with this gap, I organize this section in terms of the 

themes that emerged from the literature in terms of the needs identified for teachers.  

White Teachers Need Individual Support While Exploring Tensions Between their 

Personal and Professional Identities 

Rather than ignoring how White teachers’ cultural knowledge and understanding of 

students’ backgrounds may impact their work, research suggests the need for an examination 

of the relationships White people hold between their professional and personal identities 

(Jupp and Slattery, 2012). As recent research suggests, the iterative and often lengthy process 

by which teachers learn to reconcile conflicting elements in their personal and professional 

identities not only fosters their own growth, it enables them to better understand non-White 

students and respond to them more personally (French, 2019). For example, in their research 

on improving anti-racist praxis through teacher identity development, Utt and Tolchuk (2020) 

argue: 

For many White educators, the cultural loss resulting from trading ethnic traditions for 
the privileges available in a White supremacist system complicates the ability to 
develop a positive, anti-racist identity and an effective anti-racist teaching praxis. 
Interrogating one’s relationship to systems of Whiteness and White culture allows one 
to make conscious choices about relating to it. Investigating ethnic, familial roots 
allows one to find a more meaningful cultural grounding. (p. 135) 
 
Though White teachers may struggle to see themselves this way knowing their good 

intentions, students from minoritized cultural communities often recognize their teachers as 

agents of a broken system (Desai, 2019; Goldenberg, 2014) – and teachers must reckon with 

this understanding even if they do not agree with it. To do this, Young (2010) argued that 
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teachers need: (1) heightened race consciousness, and opportunities to examine their own 

cultural biases, (2) school policies and practices that address the systemic roots of racism, and 

(3) to be adequately equipped with knowledge about how to implement theories in practice (p. 

257). However, developing teacher preparation opportunities that are responsive to teachers’ 

cultural backgrounds has been deemed a challenge according to the education literature for 

some time (Agarwal et al., 2010; Brown et al., 2017).  

White Teachers Need to Feel Safe Expressing What They Do Not Know 

In addition to the theme about recognizing tensions between their various identities at 

work, the education literature has highlighted the importance of teachers feeling safe in 

expressing what they do not know. Though it is hard to imagine one universal or standardized 

teacher education curriculum could prepare teachers to work anywhere, there is ample 

education literature that highlights the demographic and intellectual imperatives for 

developing teacher education and preparation opportunities that are culturally responsive to 

both teachers and their students in these school contexts (Lowenstein, 2009). According to 

research that has spanned decades now, teachers need help learning how to make students’ 

cultural capital matter in the classroom; only after they have cleared the hurdle of reflecting 

on the influence of their race in their teaching can they effectively adjust their classroom 

management and pedagogical choices in response (Ross and Swick, 1972). Although this 

literature has not explicitly referred to such reflection as Model II behavior, the tenor of the 

calls for action clearly reflect this kind of behavior in which teachers challenge their own 

assumptions. 
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In order to do this kind of work, the literature has also called for psychologically safe, 

collaborative learning environments spaces in which teachers can share admit their mistakes, 

challenge their assumptions, and share their challenges with regards to their work 

(Edmondson, 1999; Higgins et al., forthcoming). When teachers have opportunities to explore 

difficult tensions within themselves, research has shown that rollover benefits extend to their 

classroom management; teachers are better equipped to create conditions in which their 

students can also ask difficult questions, feel safe to experience and process their emotions, 

and clarify any misunderstandings they may have (Gatti, 2019; Yoon and Llreena, 2020).  

 However – and perhaps as another result of the homogenizing process that occurs in 

teacher education discussed earlier – the literature also calls for new directions for teacher 

education that can nurture and support teachers’ individual growth through the difficult 

process of navigating the racial and cultural mismatches impacting their work (Nieto, 2000; 

Quartz and TEP Research Group, 2003). In order to be able to engage in Model II behavior, 

we need to meet teachers where they are mentally are when they enter the classroom, not 

where we would prefer for them to be. In their summative review of the extant literature on 

professional development opportunities that infuse tenets of multiculturalism, Parkhouse and 

Massaro (2019) conclude: “[We must exercise] caution against assuming that raising 

awareness of diversity and inequities will naturally lead to transformed teaching practices or 

that teachers will develop culturally responsive lessons without specific guidance on how to 

connect cultural assets to their curriculum” (p. .451). Through the process of learning to 

identify the forms of cultural and political information that impact their thinking (Seidl, 

2007), teachers are more enabled to provide the cultural scaffolding their students need to use 
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their own cultural backgrounds and experiences as the basis for intellectual development and 

academic achievement in the classroom (Bondy, Ross, Gallingane, and Hambacher, 2007; 

Gay, 2002).  

White Teachers Need Clarification on What It Means to Be Culturally Responsive  

Beyond having the psychological safety to explore and challenge underlying 

assumptions, as suggested by Model II behavior, the literature on how teachers can improve 

their practice of teaching in minoritized communities also highlights the significance of 

understanding what it means to be “culturally responsive” (cite).  Culturally responsivity 

looks different depending on teachers’ individual dispositions and experiences, students’ 

identities, and the dynamics of a classroom (Agarwal et al., 2010). Accordingly, there is a 

recognition that we need research on the reasoning processes teachers use to design action 

strategies for cultural responsivity in vivo (Ispa-Landa, 2018; Shepherd, 2011; Watson et al., 

2006). This research can help to parse out more clearly the extent to which teachers’ 

preliminary cultural understandings impact their abilities to design and implement effective 

teaching and classroom management strategies. More precisely, it can help determine the 

extent to which teachers are relying on information that is incorrect or irrelevant. As recent 

research by Zhu (2020) suggests, teachers need personal, experiential knowledge that comes 

directly from the source to dismantle deficit thinking and other deep-rooted assumptions 

which influence their beliefs about students’ ethnic and cultural backgrounds as it relates to 

their academic performance.  

One recurring suggestion in the literature for how to do this is teaching teachers how 

to access the community-based funds of knowledge that contextualize and ground students’ 
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experiences both in and outside the classroom (Daniel, Quartz, and Oakes, 2019; Sleeter, 

2008). Again, however, and consistent with Model II behavior, the literature suggests that 

while knowledge is important, it must be accompanied by thoughtful self-reflection. As 

argued in the literature, absent the self-reflective process that first finds the teacher examining 

their own implicit biases, opportunities for cultural immersion in students’ communities may 

quickly teeter into voyeurism (Warren, 2008). Further, as studies find, the balance of 

emotional labor required to reconcile intercultural differences may disproportionately fall on 

students, their families, and their communities (Brown et al., 2017; Kraft et al., 2015).  

A second option, consistent with Model II behavior, and called for in the literature, is 

to have teachers engage in deliberate, structured self-reflection on the cultural scripts that 

inform their practice. In one study, Lee (2004) found that in-service teachers who were led 

through such opportunities to review their practice felt better equipped to communicate with 

parents and community members for the help they needed to revise their practice when 

strategies in use were not meeting students’ needs.  As this work suggests, when teachers 

invest in learning to become more culturally responsive, they feel more responsible for and 

capable of scaffolding the learning of students from diverse backgrounds; they also receive an 

opportunity to learn about how their students pull together forms of knowledge from various 

parts of their lives to construct and develop new knowledge in the classroom (Villegas and 

Lucas, 2002). This kind of investment these scholars refer to is exactly the kind of work 

required to engage in Model II learning and thus, has significant opportunity for change. 

Discussion 
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This literature review has provided an outline of the extant research related to 

teachers’ inferential thinking in schools serving students from low-income and other 

minoritized cultural communities. In response to Guiding Question #1, I found that the 

reasoning processes teachers use to design their work in these contexts are foundationally 

based on incomplete information about their students, their families, and communities. Based 

on what we know about the lack of opportunities for direct, authentic teacher engagement 

with minoritized communities we can surmise that teachers’ reasoning processes are not as 

sound as they could be with more deliberate efforts to engage students and their families 

through in cultural immersion or structured opportunities for structured self-reflection. 

Teachers may come in with incomplete understandings about their students, but 

accountability pressures and high-stakes standards intensify the challenge to develop cultural 

competence alongside their teaching responsibilities. As highlighted in the literature, the 

situation is worsened by the fact that most teachers do not have opportunities to explore or 

develop their cultural competence beyond teacher education and preparation programs.  

In response to Guiding Question 2, I found evidence that self-fulfilling prophesies 

related to deficit-based teacher perspectives appear to be rooted in the fears and anxieties 

teachers experience under pressure as they recognize they are working with insufficient 

cultural knowledge to connect meaningfully with their students. Fear of the unknown – both 

within and outside of one’s self – also helps explain the homogenizing and essentializing 

teachers may do to seal themselves off from their students. Future research should therefore 

address the problems of low teacher expectations and deficit beliefs about students by 
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examining them from the root, at the rung where teachers first make cultural meaning of the 

directly observable data they are privy to about students.  

In response to Guiding Question 3, I found - unsurprisingly, given the bases upon 

which they are built - that teachers’ enactment of both individual and collective action 

strategies tend to vary depending on teachers’ personal backgrounds. The routine solutions 

educators have available to them generally ignore this fact; thus, not only are the Model I 

solutions we currently have in place ill-conceived from the start – that they are bound to be 

enacted differentially depending on the teachers’ cultural knowledge diminishes the potential 

positive impacts on students’ learning. Finally, regarding the implications for Model II 

behavior, the literature suggests that there is significant opportunity for improvement in the 

workplace conditions that might enable teachers to learn in this way, including but not limited 

to the kinds of training they receive, the psychological safety of the workplace in which they 

are (or are not), and critical reflection opportunities to examine their own assumptions, biases, 

and identities at work. 

Implications 

Without developing the individual supports teachers need to address the various 

factors impacting their inferential thinking, we are risking the possibility that the majority of 

our teaching workforce may enter their classrooms ill-equipped and unprepared to teach 

students in schools serving students from low-income and other minoritized cultural 

communities. . If we continue to ignore the fact that teachers’ personal backgrounds are a 

powerful influence on their thinking, the profession stands to lose out on potential new 

entrants, opportunities to develop teacher education and professional development that are 
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more responsive to teachers’ cultural needs, and stronger strategies for maximizing human 

capital in the teaching workforce. Leaving this reasoning process unaddressed perpetuates the 

stronghold of dysconsciousness, a terms coined by educational psychologist Joyce E. King to 

describe  “…an uncritical habit of mind (including perceptions, attitudes, assumptions, and 

beliefs) that justifies inequity and exploitation by accepting the existing order of things as a 

given” (King, 1991, p. 135; King, 2015). Further, research has shown that when teachers are 

overwhelmed with their emotions about teaching students who are very different than them, 

they may transmute this feeling into doubt about students’ capacity and potential for academic 

success” (Weinstein, Madison, Kuklinkski, 1995), thus effectively barring them from valuable 

double loop learning. If we approach teachers’ inferential thinking head on instead, we 

humanize teachers and, in the process, make it easier for them to humanize their students - 

even when they are from very different cultural backgrounds.  

Addressing the moral education debt (Ladson-Billings, 2006) requires teachers to 

confront the disparity between what they think is right and what they actually do. We cannot 

expect a teacher to change his mind if we never ask him to examine what is in it. We cannot 

expect teachers to work collaboratively towards equitable outcomes for students without 

addressing the sources of knowledge and information they have referenced to develop a 

personal sense of what equity means. Surfacing the various factors influencing teachers’ 

inferential thinking is a strong first step to eradicating the persistent challenges to double loop 

learning for teachers working with minoritized cultural communities that have been identified 

in the literature.  This use of the ladder of inference suggests that we can approach these 
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challenges much more proactively to understand teachers’ inferential thinking if we want 

them to be successful with students who need the most support.  

In order to understand how to address these challenges we must first trace and 

understand how sources of such difficulty can originate in the mismatch between a teacher’s 

personal values and their professional values, the latter of which may differ significantly from 

those encountered in their workplace environments once in-service. We also need to 

understand how these personal values shape teachers’ attitudes, perceptions, and behavioral 

responses to students’ challenges, especially when the teacher is working with students from 

very different cultural backgrounds than their own. Further research should explore the latent 

connections between teachers’ values, attitudes, perceptions, and behaviors in order to 

facilitate the forms of critical self-reflection required to support teachers’ integration of 

culturally responsive care into their teaching and classroom management practices.  
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Paper Two: Culturally Responsive Classroom Management in Urban University 

Context: How College Faculty Career Stages Matter for Their Use of CRCM Strategies 

at Work 

Introduction 

In the last two decades, culturally responsive teaching has emerged as a pedagogical 

strategy for addressing the educational needs of children from low-income and other minoritized 

cultural communities (Gay, 2002; 2014). Culturally responsive teaching “centers classroom 

instruction in multiethnic cultural frames of reference; while this approach has shown positive 

results in many contexts, it has been made clear that this type of teaching alone does not improve 

the quality of education students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities 

receive (Gay, 2018, p. xxvii). Indeed, much less attention has been paid to the operationalization 

of culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM) which has been defined as an 

“ongoing, long-term, and often discomforting process, in which cultural diversity becomes a 

sense through which teachers view the tasks of classroom management” (Weinstein, Curran, and 

Tomlinson-Clarke, 2003, p. 270). Teachers working with students from low-income and other 

minoritized cultural communities need clarification on how exactly they can develop the frame 

of mind to design culturally responsive classroom management strategies (Davis, 2012; Milner 

and Tenore, 2010). 

More specifically, teachers need specific information on how to integrate the cultural 

diversity students bring with them into their classroom management styles into new strategies for 

providing the psychological and social supports these students need to be successful in college 

(Delima, 2019; Engstrom and Tinto, 2008; Kiyama and Rios-Aguilar, 2017; Stebleton, Soria, 

Aleixo, and Huesman, 2012). Research about teachers’ impact on high-risk student success has 
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made clear that teachers are neither well prepared through formal training nor naturally well-

equipped to design strong strategies for making genuine and authentic connections with students 

on their own (Avery and Daly, 2010; Bensimon, 2007; Goldrick-Rab, 2010; Schreiner, Noel, and 

Cantwell, 2011). 

Despite the rapid diversification of the country, traditional classroom management 

strategies remain the status quo for all classrooms and has been critiqued for marginalizing 

students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities. Grossman (1995) argued 

that classic notions of classroom management entail the use of “techniques that are designed by 

White-American middle-class teachers for White-American middle-class students [that] do not 

meet the needs of many non-middle-class non-European students” (Grossman, 2003; Grossman, 

1995, p. xvii). By contrast, literature on CRCM suggests that effective CRCM requires that 

teachers recognize their own cultural beliefs and biases, acknowledge the cultural, ethnoracial, 

and socioeconomic differences that exist among people, and understand the ways in which 

schools reflect and perpetuate discriminatory practices in American society more broadly 

(Weinstein, Curran, and Tomlinson-Clarke, 2003). This kind of critical self-reflection on one’s 

beliefs and biases, it has been argued, should help teachers improve their practice - especially 

when teachers are from very different ethnoracial and socioeconomic backgrounds than their 

students, as is often the case with teachers working with students from low-income and other 

minoritized cultural communities (Gay and Kirkland, 2003; Howard, 2003). However, though 

there is a growing body of literature on CRCM in various school contexts, there is – to the 

author’s knowledge – no standardized set of criteria by which we can examine CRCM in practice 

for specific student populations. 
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While much of the CRCM literature has focused on K-12 schooling contexts, higher 

education is also an important setting to examine faculty use and impact of CRCM strategies. 

Higher education perpetuates inequalities that disproportionately impact students from low-

income and other minoritized communities (Bastedo and Jaquettte, 2011; Berg, 2016; Housel 

and Harvey, 2006), and research has shown faculty are less likely to interact with these students 

than their peers for important reasons often related to intercultural differences between them 

(Engle and Tinto, 2008; Kim and Sax, 2009; Schademan and Thompson, 2016). These 

inequalities are exacerbated by the fact that the college teaching profession has been plagued by 

an “amateurism [that] has mean it is rarely documented - or recorded or authenticated - in the 

ways that a truly professional practice would be” (Zimmerman, 2020, p. 11). Research on college 

teaching also suggests that the banking concept of education (Friere, 1970) remains the model 

standard in higher education, whereby “the scope of action allowed to the students extends only 

as far as receiving, filing, and storing the deposits…and the teacher [considers students’] 

ignorance absolute [which] justifies [the teacher’s] own existence” (p. 58-9). Thus, it is critical to 

examine CRCM in higher education - especially in colleges and universities that act as 

gatekeeping institutions - as culturally responsive classroom management is a critical dimension 

of culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2006; Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clark, and Curran, 2004). 

In this paper, I explore teachers’ use of CRCM strategies in their work with college 

students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities on one campus of the 

largest urban university in the U.S. Based on interviews with 62 part- and full-time faculty, I 

find that faculty vary by career stage in terms of their use of CRCM strategies in practice. 

Drawing on developmental research on teacher career phases, I also find suggestive evidence 

that many of these differences correspond to different psychological experiences teachers may 
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have across their career lifespans. Implications are discussed for research that compares the 

consequences for the experiences of teachers who adopt traditional versus culturally responsive 

classroom management strategies. 

Literature Review 

Important Implications for Classroom Management in the Higher Education Sector from 

Research on Classroom Management in K-12 Schools 

Though one standardized definition of “classroom management” remains elusive in the 

education literature, Garrett (2014) defined it by five key areas: (1) organizing the physical 

design of the classroom, (2) establishing rules and routines, (3) developing caring relationships, 

(4) implementing engaging and effective instruction, and (5) addressing discipline issues 

(Garrett, 2014). Everson and Weinstein (2013) defined classroom management as encompassing 

all “actions teachers take to create an environment that supports and facilitates both academic 

and socio-emotional learning” (Everston and Weinstein, 2013, p. 4). Gay (2006) argues that 

classroom management matters for more effective teaching: 

Classroom management requires planning, facilitating, and monitoring experience 
conducive to high selves of learning for a wide variety of students…and sustaining 
classroom environments that are personally comfortable, racially and ethnically 
inclusive, and intellectually stimulating. There is an interactive relationship between 
instructional effectiveness and classroom management: the extent to which successful 
teaching and learning occur, the disciplinary dimensions of classroom management 
diminish. (p. 343) 
  

When enacted effectively, research suggests that classroom management can help teachers 

proactively create environmental conditions that prevent student behavioral problems from 

occurring in the first place (Little and Akin-Little, 2008; Skiba, Ormiston, Martinez, and 

Cummings, 2016).  
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The K-12 education literature has documented classroom management as a long-

standing challenge for teachers, who have been shown to experience high levels of stress, 

burnout, and other negative emotions when they are unable to defuse disruptive behavior in the 

classroom (Aloe, Amo, and Shanahan, 2014; Brouwers and Tomic, 2000; McCarthy, Lineback, 

and Resier, 2015). Several researchers have argued that the root of this challenge lies in the 

initial process by which teachers realize that their expectations for teaching may be incongruent 

with the realities of the task responsibilities associated with the job (Friedman, 2006; Martin, 

2004; Stoughton, 2006). With multiple demands on their time once they enter the classroom, 

scholars have claimed that teachers need practical tools for enacting quality classroom 

management effectively (Burden, 2020; Chesley and Jordan, 2012). However, this argument has 

not been solidified or extensively built upon in the higher education literature - despite the fact 

that consequences outlined in this literature have important implications for college teaching as 

well. As Evertson and Weinstein (2006) argued, the higher education sector has largely 

dismissed the idea of classroom management as a critical dimension of college teaching, since it 

is “neither content knowledge, nor psychological foundations, nor pedagogy, nor pedagogical 

content knowledge” (p. 4). 

Three important implications from the literature on K-12 teaching are thus extended to 

the higher education sector in this study. The first is that the same racial mismatch between 

teachers and students in the K-12 sector exists in higher education; in 2018, of the 1.5 million 

faculty teaching in degree-granting postsecondary institutions, 40% were White men, 35% were 

White women, 7% were Asian or Pacific Islander men, 5% were Asian or Pacific Islander 

women, and 3% each were Black men, Black women, Latinx men, and Latinx women (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2020). Research on how teachers’ personal characteristics impacts 
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their work suggests that factors like age and type of training received can influence teachers’ 

classroom management styles, and many K-12 scholars have concluded that teacher education 

and preparation program must pivot away from one-size-fits-all approaches to providing 

teachers with structured opportunities to reflect on their varied personal perspectives and beliefs 

about their students before entering the classroom (Eisenman, Edwards, and Cushman, 2015; 

Martin, 2004; Martin and Shoho, 2010, Tatto, 1996). This strand of research has also argued 

effective classroom management begins with teachers’ abilities to reflect on their personal 

backgrounds and regulate their emotions in response to cultural differences between themselves 

and their students (Jones, Jones, and Vermette, 2013; Lee et al., 2016; Sutton, Mudry-Camino, 

and Knight, 2009). Considering the dearth of classroom management research in higher 

education, the sector could benefit to consider how similar consequences of the racial mismatch 

between exist between college students and their professors may impact college faculty 

teaching. 

A second implication extended here is that college faculty work with many competing 

demands on their time, and that these working conditions are similar to those which have been 

long identified in the K-12 literature as prohibitive to teachers’ development of the cultural 

competencies required to traverse the student-teacher racial mismatch. In the research on K-12 

teaching, this problem is rooted in the foundational training teachers receive through teacher 

education and preparation programs - specifically the lack of explicit training teachers receive 

on classroom management in these settings (Clement, 2010; Emmer and Stough, 2001; 

Freeman, Simonsen, Briere, and MacSuga-Gage, 2014; Kwok, 2019; van Tartwijk and 

Hammerness, 2011). Research has demonstrated that without such training K-12 teachers 

struggle to effectively manage their students’ behaviors in diverse classrooms: they lack specific 
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practices and tools for identifying and responding to their students’ culturally specific needs 

(Milner, Cunningham, and Delale-O’Connor, and Kestenberg, 2018), they experience stress and 

burnout (Friedman, 2006), they are more likely to leave their schools as a result of these 

challenges (Raczynski and Horne, 2015). Like their peers in K-12 schooling contexts, college 

faculty also struggle without formal opportunities to develop the cultural competencies required 

to effectively manage classroom behaviors in diverse classrooms (Burnell and Schnackenberg, 

2015; Evertson and Weinstein, 2006). Without formal training on how to enact culturally 

responsive classroom management strategies, college faculty working with diverse students are 

similarly left unequipped to form authentic, person-centered relationships with their students 

and thus less likely to develop the relationship-based approaches to classroom management 

which have been shown to be more effective (Beaty-O’Ferrall, Green, Hanna, 2010; Brown, 

2005). 

A final implication from the K-12 literature explored here concerns the extent to which 

teachers’ individual and peer learning exacerbates the challenge teachers face in reconciling the 

student-teacher racial mismatch with few organizational supports and little to no formal training 

for how to do so. Researchers have argued that teachers must engage in self-reflection about 

how their personal backgrounds impact their emotions and actions at work order to effectively 

manage their classrooms (Davis, Summers, and Miller, 2012; Elias and Schwab, 2014; Sutton, 

Mudry-Camino, and Knight, 2009; Warren, 2014; Wubbels et al., 2014). More, teachers need 

different classroom management strategies for working in diverse classrooms but are lacking 

the practical skills and tools to enact them (Brown, 2004; Jones, Jones, and Vermette, 2013; 

Long, Miller, and Upright, 2019; Soodak and McCarthy, 2006). In his 2010 book on preventing 

disruptive student behaviors in college classrooms, Seeman argues that while college faculty are 
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typically hired by the basis of their subject matter knowledge rather than their pedagogical skill, 

they still need to know how to be able to prevent disruptive behaviors and effectively manage 

their classrooms in order to achieve their instructional goals. He argued: 

The kinds of disruptive behavior in college classes are sometimes similar to those found 
in high schools. But, more often, these college disruptive behaviors are more 
sophisticated, more  manipulative, and often involve more clever ‘alibis.’ They are 
often behaviors that attempt to get through, or get by, ‘the cracks’ in the teacher’s 
methods, syllabus, or personality” (p. 8). 
 

For college students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities, the 

underlying distrust of students’ motives and intentions at college evidenced in this argument 

only serves to compound the culturally specific difficulties they have managed alongside their 

studies in K-12 classrooms prior to matriculating at college, which persist in college as well 

(Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, and Hoy, 2001; McKay and Devlin, 2016; Nzinga-Johnson, 

Baker, and Aupperlee, 2009; Schademan and Thompson, 2016; Tyler, Boykin, and Walton, 

2006). 

Reframing the Literature on Classroom Incivility in Higher Education as A Need for 

Classroom Management Strategies in Diverse College Classrooms 

The higher education literature may be missing an explicit focus on classroom 

management, but it has clearly identified several consequences of this gap. Scholars have 

examined how the student-teacher racial mismatch in higher education influences both faculty 

and staff’s abilities to develop caring relationships with their students and to implement 

instructional techniques that engage students from diverse backgrounds in college (Holland, 

2015; Hurtado, Millem, Clayton-Pedersen, and Allen, 1999; Meyers, Rowell, Wells, and Smith, 

2019; Schademan and Thompson, 2016). Key terms which frequently recur in this literature 

reflect an underlying assumption that students themselves are a key barrier to instructors’ 
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effective management of the college classroom; these include classroom conflict, classroom 

incivility, classroom misbehavior, disruptive student behavior, and student incivility (Burke, 

Karl, Peluchette, and Evans, 2014; McKinne and Martin, 2010; Nordstrom, Bartels, and Bucy, 

2009; Rehling and Bjorklund, 2010). These terms also belie the fact that while this literature 

identifies more diverse student demographics as a cause of incivility and conflict between 

instructors and their students, it does little to examine how such discord might be related to 

instructors’ expectations embedded in a dominant culture that inherently disadvantages students 

from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities. Indeed, a review of the literature 

related to classroom incivility in higher education makes clear that there are important social 

and interpersonal ramifications of the student-teacher racial mismatch in higher education  

Evidence of a Clear Need for More Explicit Focus on Classroom Management in Higher 

Education 

Higher education scholars have long focused on “active misbehaviors” college students 

demonstrate which operate to diminish an instructor’s sense of authority in the classroom, 

including: cheating, challenging the teacher directly, distracting from the lesson through 

counterproductive classroom talk and questions, walking in late, and leaving class early (Miller 

et al., 2014; Vangelisti, Daly, and Friedich, 2013). In a 2013 article on how college instructors 

cope with disruptive student behavior, McNaughton-Cassill thoroughly reviewed the literature 

on student incivility and found instructors tend to label these behaviors immature, inattentive, 

and hostile; she concluded: “Such behaviors have been termed ‘classroom terrorism’ [which] 

suggests that the student [is] actively trying to disrupt the classroom or harm the professor and 

can only be controlled by punitive measures” (p. 96). Research has also explored students’ use 

of “intimidation behaviors” such as threatening to complain to administrators about the 
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professor or compromise their reputations through anonymous teaching evaluations, with the 

most extreme instances being threats of violence exchanged between students and instructors 

(Burke et al., 2014). Elsewhere in this literature, instructors experiencing such tensions at work 

are said to be working with “high-maintenance students…who complain and whine, beyond 

reasonable limits, thereby exhausting their instructors” (Burke, 2004, p. 744).   

In her explanation of faculty and student incivility in higher education, Knepp (2012) 

describes how issues related to classroom incivility have only been identified and recognized as 

a national concern for college educators in the last two decades, and that “widespread uncivil 

behaviors…were virtually nonexistent through the mid-1980s” (p. 36-7). Further, definitions of 

what constitutes student incivility has been found to varies between students, teachers, and 

teaching assistants within a university context. As Bjorklund and Rehling (2011) argued:  

Understandings about civility, while ideally communal and widely recognized, are also 
perceptual and negotiated. The most egregious behaviors, such as racial slurs or sexual 
harassment, may be generally recognized as unacceptable, but in some instances the 
boundaries between civil and uncivil, appropriate and inappropriate, are less clear. What 
one faculty member may find exceptionally rude may register as a minor annoyance 
with another. What members of one generation consider acceptable may be perceived as 
disrespectful to many members of another generation. And yet each individual assigns 
meaning and acts out of their sense of what behavior is appropriate. (p. 28) 

 
Though many perspectives on classroom incivility have been identified in the higher education 

literature, researchers have frequently focused on broader categories of potential causes for such 

student-teacher relationships which I now discuss.  

Classroom Incivility: Causes and Trends in the Higher Education Literature 

 In their article on the disruptive behaviors of “antisocial students” and how to prevent 

them using early intervention, Walker, Ramsey, and Gresham (2003) describe a common 

assumption underlying the literature on causes of classroom incivility: 
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More and more children from troubled, chaotic homes are bringing well-developed patterns 
of antisocial behavior to school. Especially as these students get older, they wreak havoc on 
schools. Their aggressive, disruptive, and defiant behavior wastes teaching time, disrupts the 
learning of all students, threatens safety, overwhelms teachers—and ruins their own chances 
for successful schooling and a successful life (Walker, Ramsey, and Gresham, 2003, para. 1). 
 

These authors also argue that because instructors often do not have a thorough understanding of 

the causes of disruptive student behaviors, they are not prepared to manage it in the classroom; 

thus, the older these students become, the more serious their challenges are as instructors 

struggle to manage their progress. As earlier described, students are often considered to the main 

sources of classroom conflict and incivility in student-teacher relationships, with the available 

literature on this topic commonly framing students as antagonists rather than explore causes of 

students’ behavior from their own perspectives.  

Changing student demographics in higher education have long been considered a 

challenge to effective teaching and classroom management in the higher education literature.  

Morrissette (2011) noted that in the literature on factors contributing to classroom incivility, 

increased diversity has been described as an increase in the number of “emotionally disturbed 

students…who lack awareness regarding the values and customs of others and who compete for 

seats in overcrowded classrooms” (p. 5). Miller et al. (2011) discuss such “societal shifts” as 

factors outside the instructors’ control, which include “student entitlement and students’ being 

raised in homes where manners are not adequately taught” (p. 11). Vangelisti, Daly, and 

Friedrich (2013) found that students’ K-12 classroom experiences impact their behaviors in 

college classrooms and suggested that instructors may be more likely to promote such negative 

framing of students rather than leave room for self-reflection on how their own actions impact 

students’ misbehavior. Academic (or student) entitlement has been identified as a second major 

challenge to instructors’ effective management of student behavior in college classrooms. As 
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Holdcroft (2014) describes it, this sense of entitlement leads students to make unrealistic 

demands on instructors’ time, energy, and other resources – which in turn drives out faculty 

members from the profession and diminishes the quality of students’ learning.  

More generous perspectives on student-related factors consider that students may engage 

in incivility when they are experiencing emotional distress or mental illness and argue that 

faculty are responsible for developing an appropriate response to the student, including assisting 

them with finding outside help and committing to providing a comfortable learning environment 

(McNaughton-Cassill, 2013). Finally, Knepp (2012) argued that technological advances and 

increased availability of these technologies serve as distractions to students in the classroom and 

ultimately increase incivility when students believe they are entitled to use devices in the 

classroom because they pay tuition, especially when instructors have strict rules that they do not 

use them. 

Higher education researchers have taken interest in identifying trends between teacher 

characteristics and the frequency with which they experience student incivility in the classroom. 

First, research has found that students and instructors differ in how they define classroom 

incivility in college classrooms, and that teachers’ pedagogical choices, personalities, and 

interpersonal skills influence the extent to which they experience classroom incivility (Bjorklund 

and Rehling, 2010; Klebig et al., 2016; McKinne and Martin, 2010; Segrist et al., 2018). Second, 

there has been a particular interest in how instances of incivility vary by instructors’ race and 

gender. Wei and Hendrix (2016) found that Black and White instructors direct their attentions to 

different dimensions of classroom management in the classroom; the former were more focused 

on working as collaborative facilitators to support students’ learning, whereas the latter were 

more focused on managing student attendance, course preparation, and teacher-driven classroom 
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interactions. Bjorklund and Rehling (2011) argued that because newer, younger, female, and 

non-white faculty are more likely to be targets of student incivility, these trends have led 

institutions to create student programs, codes of conduct, and other means of educating students 

about appropriate behaviors as well as the consequences of any disciplinary infractions.   

Finally, Young, Furhman, and Chesler (2013) found evidence which suggests that even 

when teachers of different races experience incivility at similar frequencies, White teachers do 

not see student incivility as a significant challenge to their authority and so neither interpret nor 

react to disrespectful or disruptive behavior in the same ways as their Black peers. Given the 

variation in instructors’ definitions and responses to disruptive student behavior, researchers 

have long suggested that teachers consider challenging student behavior as an opportunity to 

“clearly define the conventions of the classroom culture while, at the same time, reducing 

uncertainties for the student and protecting the relational climate” (Simonds, 1997, p. 490).  The 

conclusion from some of this work is that college faculty must learn to work with adult students 

who have adult problems, or else risk worsening students’ problems by ignoring or overlooking 

them (Vangelisti, Daly, and Friedich, 2013).  

How Classroom Management Has Remained an Elusive Concept in Higher Education   

 Researchers have also long observed that there is a gap where classroom management 

strategies for faculty on college campuses should be in the higher education literature. Prichard, 

Sawyer, and McLaran Sawyer (1994) argued that classroom management – including course 

organization, textbook selection, and student evaluation processes – is an essential element of 

successful undergraduate teaching. However: 

While theoretical constructs related to classroom management and organization are 
difficult to locate, the specifics with respect to application are almost nonexistent… 
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information of an applicable nature relating to the management of the undergraduate 
college classroom, where available, is often couched in very generalized terms with little 
that is definitive and that can be directly implemented by the college instructor who seeks 
help. It is difficult to extrapolate suggestions or ideas from the elementary- or secondary-
school findings to the undergraduate level. (p. 404) 
 

Without definitive and directly implementable strategies for classroom management in the 

college setting, new teachers are left unprepared to respond in a culturally responsive or caring 

manner to disruptive student behaviors on their own and may react in one of two ways: either 

giving in quickly to students who resist their authority or strictly enforcing rules in response 

(Vangelisti, Daly, and Friedich, 2013). Savage and Savage (2009) argue that higher education 

faculty rely on “simplistic conventional wisdom and myths” when developing strategy for 

effective classroom management because there has been so little research devoted to 

systematically developing a clear and definition of management and discipline in the higher 

education arena. They caution: 

However, these well-intentioned bits of advice certainly do not advice certainly do not 
address the complexity of the classroom environment or provide guidance for identifying 
why things go wrong and what can be done about it. Even those who really like students 
discover that students still may not respond in desired ways. Those who attempt to be tough 
discover that they are engaged in constant power struggles with students. (p. 4) 
 

The lack of effective strategies for managing college student behavior in the classroom strongly 

impacts both the nature and quality of student-teacher relationships and the classroom 

environment as a whole (McKinne and Martin, 2010). Instructors need to know how to prevent 

and manage disruptive student behaviors in order to supplement their best instructional practices 

(Seeman, 2009).  

Normative Ideas and Strategies for Classroom Management in the Higher Education 

Literature 
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 As early as 1994, Prichard, Sawyer, and McLaran Sawyer identified three basic roles 

college faculty must take on alongside their teaching in order to become effective in their 

classroom management and organization: (1) manager, (2) communicator, and (3) overseer-

monitor. Since then, several researchers have explored important implications of college faculty 

expectations “that students will occupy roles of submission as a function of teacher authority [as 

a] prerequisite to successfully managing the classroom.” (Vangelisti, Daly, and Friedich, 2013). 

Recommendations for reducing or eliminating student incivility focus on prosocial, practical 

strategies for leveling the playing field between students and teachers, such as developing more 

effective communication skills, making clear academic and behavioral expectations upfront so as 

to avoid student confusion, and other behaviors which promote a collaborative learning 

environment characterized by mutual respect (Bjorklund and Rehling, 2011; Boysen, 2012; 

Knepp, 2012; Meyers, Bender, Hill, and Thomas, 2006; Morrissette, 2001; Segrist et al., 2018).  

 More technical ideas for effective classroom management, by contrast, focus on 

reinforcing formal rules, inflexible standards, and a tough image as viable strategies in response 

to disruptive student behaviors in the college classroom. One such response which has been 

identified is a need for more effective use of teaching assistants, who “serve as social agents and 

help ameliorate the age gap that usually increases between the general students enrolled in the 

class and the instructor” (Prichard, Sawyer, and McLaran Sawyer, 1994, p. 407). Teaching 

assistants are the frontline workers in the college classroom who can pick up on classroom 

management problems sooner than instructors given their more frequent one-on-one contact with 

students (Luo, Bellows, and Grady, 2000).  

Research has also explored how college faculty can increase their perceived credibility 

amongst students in order to secure a sense of power over their classroom. Klebig et al. (2016) 
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suggested that college faculty should not disclose information about their personal failures or 

character weaknesses because they found self-disclosure to be negatively correlated with 

students’ perceptions of instructor competence and trustworthiness. Similarly, Miller et al. 

(2014) concluded: “Overly private disclosures by instructors about personal failures or 

unattractive personality traits, or irrelevant revelations about prejudices, and political and 

religious views are likely to violate student expectations of the instructor role” (p. 12). In an 

article reviewing the literature on student incivility and academic entitlement in academia, 

Holdcroft (2014) recommended techniques similarly aimed at creating and maintaining an 

“appropriate” distance between students and teachers, including (1) refusing any requests to 

compromise on standards outlined in the syllabus, (2) not letting students call instructors by their 

first names, and (3) documenting every incident of student misbehavior for reporting to the 

department chair, the academic dean, and the dean of students. Finally, scholars have more 

recently realized the importance of expanding classroom management strategies such that they 

are better tailored to the diverse student populations now found on college campuses across the 

country. Pasque, Chelser, Charbeneau, and Carlson (2013) argue that in response to diversifying 

college campuses, faculty need opportunities to develop their skills for dealing with overt and 

covert racial conflict in the classroom. They also need opportunities for self-reflection to be 

“able to acknowledge and deal with their own internal states – their own prejudices, anxieties, 

triggers, fears, and hopes for themselves and their students” (p. 12).  

 Although the higher education literature has explored aspects of CRM (i.e. self-reflection 

as a companion to the more technical strategies college teachers employ), the emphasis has 

largely been on dealing with student behaviors that are “disruptive” or “uncivil.” What has been 

missing from the higher education literature are more positivist notions of classroom 
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management that might require teachers to integrate a deeper knowledge of their students’ 

cultural experiences into their classroom management strategies rather than relying on 

assumption or speculation, in order to reframe students’ disruptive behaviors as symptoms of 

deeper issues or challenges they may be facing in their home and personal lives. This is 

especially so for diverse college classrooms in which adult students are managing complex 

problems that may be ignored or overlooked as substantial factors impacting their behaviors and 

dispositions. There also remains an opportunity to explore how students from low-income and 

other minoritized communities may be inherently disadvantaged by faculty expectations. To 

address these missing links in the higher education literature, I turn next to a discussion of the 

available literature on culturally responsive classroom management, which has mostly been 

conducted in K-12 settings. Following, I apply this literature to the context of a large, urban 

university by studying how teachers in this setting vary in their use of traditional versus 

culturally responsive classroom management strategies in response to complex challenges faced 

by college students from low-income and other minoritized cultural backgrounds.  

Culturally Responsive Classroom Management 

Traditional notions of classroom management leave teachers vulnerable to psychological 

distress at work, diminish opportunities for student and teacher learning across cultural 

differences, and precludes the development of classroom management strategies for developing 

person-centered relationships between teachers and students. By contrast, culturally responsive 

classroom management (CRCM) is defined in the literature by behavioral components which 

promote equal access to learning for all students. CRCM has been described as a frame of mind 

which enables teachers to reflect on their biases and values, and how these personal dimensions 

impact their interactions and relationships with students (Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and 
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Curran, 2004). Thus, unlike traditional classroom management approaches, importantly, 

culturally responsive classroom management adds in the practice of critical reflection so that 

teachers can reflect on how their personal beliefs and values shape their abilities to create 

environments that support and facilitate academic and socioemotional learning for all students. 

In their seminal piece on the concept, Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran (2004) 

identify five dimensions of culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM): “(a) ability 

and willingness to use culturally appropriate management strategies, (b) commitment to 

building caring classrooms, (c) knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds, (d) recognition of 

one’s own ethnocentrism, and (e) understanding of the broader social, economic, and political 

context” (p. 27). CRCM is an extension of the literatures on culturally responsive pedagogy and 

culturally responsive teaching, differing in that those disciplines are more focused on specific 

practices while CRCM is more concerned with identifying the frame of mind guiding teachers’ 

decisions as classroom managers. While these three culturally responsive components are 

interrelated, CRCM is concerned with “an educator’s knowledge of and demonstration of caring 

attitudes and actions, congruent communication, assertiveness and authority, and demands for 

students’ efforts and academic production” (Brown, 2004, p. 273). This central goal can also be 

thought of as frame-breaking, a term used in the organizational literature to describe the process 

by which people learn to identify the frames they use to make sense of and act in their worlds 

(Argyris, Putnam, and Smith, 1985).  

A teacher’s abilities to enact CRCM strategies has been associated with their non-

punitive responsiveness to students’ personal needs, ability to develop strong, trusting 

relationships with students, and maintain cooperative learning environments (Bondy et al., 

2007; Brown, 2003; 2004; Kwok, 2017). In accordance with the central tenets of the 
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framework, CRCM researchers have largely developed their inquiries in direct response to the 

needs of specific student populations.  However, little work has been done to explore what 

culturally responsive classroom management behaviors look like in practice. The present study 

addresses this gap by exploring CRCM in practice among faculty and teaching staff working 

with low-income and minoritized students in an urban college campus setting. In particular, I 

explore the variance in faculty and teaching staff responses to proposed challenging situations, 

thus providing evidence of differences in the extent to which teachers engage in responsive 

classroom management strategies.  

Research Questions 

Based on the CRCM, traditional classroom management, and teaching career literatures 

reviewed, the present study examines teacher responses to challenging situations and explores 

the possible sources of variance in those different responses. This exploration can be summarized 

by the following two research questions: 

1) How do faculty and teaching staff vary in their expressed behavioral intentions with 

respect to complex challenges college students from low-income and other minorities 

culturally communities face both in and outside the classroom?  

2) How do teacher career phases shape faculty’s behavioral responses in terms of their 

abilities to use culturally responsive classroom management strategies? 

Research Methods and Methodology 

Context 

This research took place on one senior (four-year) campus of the City University of New 

York (CUNY), which is the largest urban university in the country. Having taught on this 

campus for two semesters and another campus for three years prior to that before beginning 



 
 
 
 78 

interviews for this study, I had significant familiarity with the context in my role as participant 

researcher. This afforded benefits in terms of my understanding of and ability to describe 

challenges teaching staff might face in this context as well as the potential for limitations as well 

(as discussed in the limitations section).  In Fall 2018, this campus featured 18,151 total 

undergraduate and graduate students; 24.53% were White, 21.07% were Latinx, and 

approximately 18 percent each were Black or Asian. Faculty racial demographics have been 

more diverse than average; as of 2019, approximately 31.9% were White, 29.1% were Black, 

17.2% were Latinx, and 10% were Asian (CUNY Workforce Demographics by College, 

Ethnicity, and Gender, 2019). Participants self-reported years of teaching experiences that ranged 

from between a few months to over 50 years.  

Data Collection and Sample  

Data was collected remotely during the first six months of the COVID-19 pandemic by 

Zoom video conferencing and telephone. Given the unprecedented nature of this time, one way I 

sought to create an equitable space for participants to contribute was to conduct the Zoom 

interviews without video (all others were conducted by phone). This choice was also informed 

by my experience teaching remotely during the early months of the pandemic, when it became 

quickly apparent that requiring students to keep their video camera on might inadvertently 

disadvantage those who felt their home set ups were not adequate for videoconferencing. To 

reduce the likelihood that participants might feel more or less vulnerable depending on where 

they were interviewing from, I decided to simulate a neutral meeting space through the camera 

off option. During the interviews, I found that this “double-blind” interviewing approach 

facilitated easier flowing conversation between myself and the participants; we were able to 

focus specifically on how teaching looks in more normal times rather than strategies developed 
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for teaching during the pandemic. Most participants mentioned that the situations felt familiar to 

them, and I excluded answers in the transcripts related to COVID-19 specific circumstances in 

instances when the participant wanted to talk about teaching in the current situation.  

Participants were part- and full-time faculty working on one senior (four-year) campus in 

Spring 2020. All teachers listed in the course schedule during this timeframe with publicly 

available email addresses were sent a broadcast email inviting them to participate in this study. 

The email described this study as research on how instructors make sense of, navigate, and 

strategize in response to the culturally complex dilemmas students encounter in and outside the 

classroom. Sixty-two faculty responded and completed interviews conducted over the course of 

six weeks between June and July 2020. Although the sample was very diverse, I chose not to 

collect participants’ ethnoracial demographic information for two main reasons: (1) I did not 

want to prime participants to think about the possibility that I would be gauging their responses 

based on their racial backgrounds, and (2) based on my experience working at CUNY, teachers’ 

racial backgrounds are not a consistent indicator of their likelihoods to use culturally responsive 

teaching techniques. Of the 62 participants, 59% of them were adjunct and 41% were full-time 

faculty. Participants represented 16 different academic departments, including Accounting, 

American Studies, Biology, History, Political Science, and Psychology. While the overwhelming 

majority of the sample (61%) had taught on only one CUNY campus, 32.7% had taught on two 

or more campuses; I used this information as a proxy for understanding which teachers had more 

extensive experience teaching this demographic of students than others. Finally, each of 

Huberman’s career phases (defined and discussed in more detail below) was represented in the 

study: 47.5% were in the career entry phase (1-3 years, 29 participants), 11.5% were in the 

stabilization phase (4-6 years, 7 participants), 31.1% were in the experimentation and activism 
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phase (7-18 years, 19 participants), 6.6% were in the serenity and relational distance phase (19-

30 years, 4 participants), and 3.3% were in the disengagement phase (31-40 years, 2 

participants). All participants received $25 for their participation. 

Interviews followed a semi-structured, open-ended protocol format through which 

participants were asked to think aloud through their reasoning for action in response to six 

situations that represent common challenges CUNY students might encounter during their time 

working as an adjunct lecturer on this campus. These scenarios were written by the author based 

on five years of participant observation as an adjunct lecturer; while they were not formally 

validated, 32% of the participants explicitly mentioned in their interviews that the scenarios were 

familiar and common to their experience teaching at CUNY as well. This method combines 

elements of one methodology frequently used in the organizational behavior literature, critical 

incidents in which participants are presented with an incident to respond to (Byrne, 2001; 

Flanagan, 1954; Hughes, Williamson, and Lloyd, 2007) and a second method, situation 

sampling, frequently used in cultural psychology research (Heine, 2015; Kitayama, 2002). 

Situation sampling affords the ability to hear teachers’ thoughts in response to a variety of real-

life circumstances and conditions, increasing the likelihood that the behaviors in the study were 

not situation specific. The recurring questions following each situation were designed with a 

central tenet of the critical incidents technique in mind – observing the process of participants’ 

inferential thinking about their students in practice.  

For example, one of the situations was about a student needing significant time away 

from class to attend a funeral in another country, another featured a single dad working full-time 

and struggling to balance childcare and course responsibilities, and in a third situation a student 
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struggled to maintain regular course attendance because of their need to have a job. There were 

six situations in total (described in full in Appendix C): 

 1) Funeral situation: Student needs two weeks away from class to attend a 

family member’s funeral in another country. By the time the student returns four 

other chapters have been covered and the exam is in a week. 

 2) Disruptive student situation: Student is disruptive in class and copies 

homework answers directly from the textbook. When the student is approached 

about the plagiarism, they blame the teacher for not being a good instructor. 

 3) Single dad situation: Student parent recently transferred from a community 

college and is working full time. He has had to bring his son with him to class on 

days he cannot find a babysitter but has barely passed the exams despite the 

effort; he approaches the instructor and asks for help “thinking through his 

potential options.”  

 4) Late without explanation situation: Student regularly arrives late to class 

with no explanation but participates actively and aced the midterm. By the end of 

the semester, she stops coming to class altogether and does not hand in the final 

paper.  

 5) Grade situation: Student in class last semester frequently arrived late to class 

with no explanation, nearly failed both exams, and did not participate in class at 

all. She only once contacted the teacher to ask about leaving behind a personal 

item in the classroom, but recently emailed at the start of a new semester to ask 

for an explanation of her grade and why she was unable to pass the course.  
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 6) Absence situation: Student misses class for two weeks after the teacher 

submits a form to the registrar that indicates which students are active in the 

course that semester. Student returns and explains that she has been experiencing 

financial hardship and needs to work during the time class normally meets but is 

absent again a few weeks later after promising she would not be absent again. 

Following each situation, participants were asked the same five questions to elicit their thoughts 

on what causal factors were contributing to each student’s dilemma, what they would do in 

response, what information mattered the most in their assessment and decision-making 

processes, whether they thought other teachers would agree with their assessment, and how they 

have handled similar situations in the past.  The questions can be found in Appendix C. 

Data Analysis 

The interview data were analyzed using a constant comparative analysis approach 

(Glaser, 1965) in order to develop “[theories that are] integrated, consistent, plausible, close to 

the data, and in a form which is clear enough to be readily, if only partially, operationalized for 

testing in quantitative research” (p. 437). I began the first round of emic coding looking for 

commonalities in how participants answered the questions and whether behaviors appeared 

consistent across participants from situation to situation.  

The process of coding a first time and a then a second time was informed by my iterative 

engagement with the literature. As I engaged in the first stage of coding, I returned to the 

literature as it became apparent that the teacher’s approach to their practice, particularly in these 

kinds of situations and in the context I was studying, involved not just a recounting of behaviors 

regarding their teaching responsibilities but also of their management responsibilities. In that 

process of revisiting the literature on how teachers manage their classrooms in schools serving 
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students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities, I found the small but 

growing literature on culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM) literature 

(Weinstein, Curran, and Tomlinson-Clarke, 2003; Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran, 

2004). This, then, became the basis of my second round of coding.  

In a second round of coding I found that participants’ behaviors could be described as 

either evidence of more traditional methods of classroom management (e.g., Simonsen et al., 

2008), or one of five behavioral categories outlined in the CRCM literature: (1) ability and 

willingness to use culturally appropriate management strategies, (2) commitment to building 

caring classrooms, (3) knowledge of students’ cultural background, (4) recognition of one’s own 

ethnocentrism, (5) understanding of the broader social, economic, and political context 

(Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran, 2004).  Three codes can be further clarified; for the 

first strategy - ability and willingness use culturally appropriate management strategies - I 

counted any instance in which it was clear that the teacher was designing their strategy in 

response to specific dimensions of the a student’s cultural experience (i.e. student parent culture, 

transfer student culture, student worker culture).  I coded an excerpt as reflective of a 

commitment to building caring classrooms when teachers explicitly mentioned tending to 

students’ emotions in the classroom through their action. Finally, I coded recognition of one’s 

own ethnocentrism as any instance in which a teacher evaluated a student’s culture according to 

the standards normative in her or his own cultural background. The codebook in Appendix D 

provides further details on how exactly I defined each of these categories for use in coding the 

data. In addition, in Appendix D, I provide an example of how I coded each CRCM dimension. 

Choosing Huberman’s Career Phases as an Analytic Lens on Teacher Career Phases 
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In the data analysis section, I describe using a constant comparative approach to (Glaser, 

1965) to inductively assess the data. By the end of the analytic process through which I 

identified CRCM as a viable theoretical framework for explaining teachers’ responses to student 

challenges, I observed that the most significant differences emerged between participants based 

on the phase in their teaching career. I referenced the recent literature on teachers’ career phases 

as they relate to high-risk student outcomes and found that even within this literature there is no 

standardized definition of the timeframes that constitute early-, mid-, and late-career teacher 

career phases in the education literature (Johnson, Kraft, and Papay, 2012; Johnson et al., 2014; 

Kardos et al., 2001; Kardos, Kauffman, Liu, and Donaldson, 2004; Kraft et al., 2015; Peske et 

al., 2001). Given the lack of standardized timeframes in use to define for teachers’ career 

phases, I decided on Huberman’s (1989b) framework on the psychological experiences of 

teachers at different stages of their careers. Huberman based this framework for teachers’ career 

phases on his early studies with famed developmental psychologist Jean Piaget (Huberman, 

Thompson, and Weiland, 1997). Huberman’s model for teachers’ career phases reflects the 

influence of both Piaget’s work and the sociological literature on life cycle research. Through 

his work, Huberman sought to determine whether the career cycles of teachers mirrored the 

developmental stages featured in seminal studies of adult development and socialization 

(Huberman, 1988; 1989a). Floden and Huberman (1989) emphasized an intention to develop a 

tool for teachers’ critical reflection and self-understanding that produced more than self-

reported feedback: 

Personal accounts have greater validity if read for evidence of current beliefs and 
attitudes. Of interest for life-span research are attitudes and beliefs about individuals at 
different points in their careers…Expectations are important, because they have a 
significant influence both on how people act and on how they evaluate themselves and 
others (p. 460) 
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Though this framework was developed at a time when teacher demographics and attrition rates 

were different than they are today (Ingersoll, Merrill, Stuckey, and Collins, 2018), it is 

especially useful for analyzing these data because I did not ask participants outright to think 

about how their choices may be reflective of specific mindsets or career stages. 

Huberman’s framework is often cited in the literature and has been used by scholars 

studying various topics including teacher identity, teacher stress and burnout, the sources of 

knowledge teachers use, and teachers’ professional learning communities (Beauchamp and 

Thomas, 2009; Feiman-Nemser, 2001; Flores and Day, 2006; Huberman, 1985; Stoll et al., 

2006; Vandenberghe, Huberman, and Huberman, 1999). In this framework, teacher thinking is 

considered to be an iterative process that shifts over time spent in-service. Huberman describes 

psychological experiences specific to each phase of the teacher’s career lifespan that have 

important consequences – described in the results section below - for how they design actions in 

response to students’ challenging circumstances. In this study, I sought to organize the data in a 

way that made clear that each teacher developmental phase has its own distinct “CRCM 

profile,” with teachers in one stage of Huberman’s framework being more or less likely to use 

CRCM strategies than those in other developmental stages. I examined the ways in which 

teachers in each of these five career phases exhibited evidence of traditional notions of 

classroom management or one of the five CRCM strategies outlined in the literature in their 

responses. 

Results 

 As mentioned, my analysis focused on teachers in different categories or phases of 

teaching experience, consistent with the framework proposed by Huberman (1989b). These 
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phases may correspond to years of experience but more relevant for this study, they represent 

five different stages of a teaching career: survival and discovery, stabilization, 

experimentation/activism, serenity and relational distance, and conservatism and disengagement.  

Here, I considered career stage, rather than years, as a way to divide up and then analyze the 

data, since, as discussed earlier, years today would not correspond to the teaching career during 

the time of Huberman’s writing. Huberman’s framework also provides a psychological 

perspective on the challenges unique to each phase of teaching, making it possible to analyze 

teachers’ use of traditional or culturally responsive classroom management as it relates to the 

major challenges or successes they experience while maturing into the profession.  

Below, following a brief description of each Huberman’s phases, I highlight the themes 

that emerged from my coding of the interviews I conducted and specifically, how these themes 

reflect evidence of traditional and culturally responsive classroom management strategies. 

Following, I provide a more general discussion of these results and note in particular 

discrepancies I found between those in different career phases across the types of challenges I 

posed to the interviewees. I organize my results section in this manner – by career phase rather 

than by challenge type – given that research on culturally responsive management suggests that 

people may be more or less ready to engage in responses that require critical reflection and self-

understanding (Evertson and Weinstein, 2013; Milner and Tenore, 2010; Siwatu., Putman, 

Starker-Glass, & Lewis, 2017). Further, the challenges themselves were not so unique as to elicit 

different responses that collapsed across career phase; that is, to maximize our understanding of 

where the variance existed, I examined the data first in terms of differences between career 

phases, and then within, as examples, by situation. 
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At the end, in the Discussion, I note patterns across challenges and between career 

phases, focusing in particular on the extreme ends of the teaching profession career – early career 

(the survival and discovery and stabilization phases) versus late career (serenity and relational 

distance and conservatism and disengagement). In Table 2.1 on page 85, I summarize the results 

discussed in more depth throughout this section. In this table, each row represents a Huberman 

phase in the teacher life cycle and the columns represents classroom management strategies. 

Each box marked with an “X” represents the phase in which teachers were most likely to use that 

classroom management strategy - whether traditional or one of the five CRCM strategies. I 

provide an example of how I coded for classroom management strategies in Appendix D.  

Table 2.1 
Use of Classroom Management Style by Huberman Career Phase 
 Ability and 

Willingness 
to Use 

Culturally 
Appropriate 
Management 

Styles 

Commitment 
to Building 

Caring 
Classrooms 

Knowledge 
of Students’ 

Cultural 
Backgrounds 

Recognition of 
One’s Own 

Ethnocentrism 

Understanding 
of the Broader 

Social, 
Economic, and 

Political 
Context 

Evidence of 
More 

Traditional 
Classroom 

Management 
Strategies 

Survival and Discovery   x* x*   
Stabilization x      
Experimentation/Activism x**  x**    
Serenity and Relational 
Distance 

 x    x 

Conservatism and 
Disengagement 

    x  

       
Note: *Within-group Comparisons  
         **Teachers in this phase demonstrated one definitional criterion of the ability and willingness to use culturally appropriate 

management strategies (creating physical settings that support students’ academic and social goals), and one definitional 
criterion of knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds (communicating with students in culturally consistent ways).  

 

Phase One: Survival and Discovery 

Huberman (1989b) describes the first few years of teaching as a mixture of enthusiasm 

and reality shock as the teacher finds a routine amidst the overwhelming complexity which 

characterizes the first phase of a teacher’s career. Teachers are figuring out how to balance two 
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types of responsibilities (Bales, 1958) which matter for managing students in the classroom: task 

functions directly related to improving their teaching, and maintenance functions related to 

maintaining a sense of group identity and social relationships. According to this framework, 

teaching in the survival and discovery stages is characterized by “wide discrepancies between 

instructional goals and what one is actually able to do in the classroom, [use of] inappropriate 

instructional materials, wide swings from permissiveness to excessive strictness, [and] concerns 

with discipline and management that eat away at instructional time” (Huberman, 1989, p. 349). 

In the midst of these challenges - and based on their personal assessments of how well they are 

managing them - new teachers are also working to determine whether they want to stay in the 

profession at all (Ellis, Skidmore, and Combs, 2017; Miller and Youngs, 2021). In schools 

serving students from low-income and minoritized cultural communities, teachers are also 

reckoning with stark contrasts between their espoused values prior to entering the classroom and 

the realities of actually teaching students living in exigent circumstances (Agarwal et al., 2010; 

Bettini and Park, 2017). 

In this study, I found that teachers interviewed in this phase, the survival and discovery 

phase of their careers, were most likely to demonstrate two main elements of CRCM: knowledge 

of their students’ cultural backgrounds and the ability to recognize their own ethnocentrism. 

Further, I found that compared to their longer-tenured colleagues, they were least likely to be 

intentional about creating physical settings in the classroom that support students’ academic and 

social goals or to reference and use more traditional classroom management strategies.  

Knowledge of Students’ Cultural Background 

The first theme that emerged amongst faculty participants in the survival and discovery 

stage was reliance on knowledge of students’ cultural background as a culturally responsive 
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classroom management strategy. In this study, the situations that participant teachers were given 

to consider represented four student subcultures: student-parents, immigrants and first-generation 

American students, student workers, and transfer students from community colleges. In practice, 

knowledge of students’ cultural background sounded like an understanding of the conflict 

between dominant Eurocentric values common to American schooling contexts and the cultural 

requirements and norms low-income and minoritized students bring with them to the classroom. 

These participants expressed respect for students’ cultural responsibilities to their families and 

communities, and the knowledge that these responsibilities cannot be easily shirked or ignored 

when they conflict with school policies. As one new teacher explained:  

I understand [CUNY has requirements that they use] to incentivize students to show up 
using sort of the stick rather than the carrot, but, you know, among the adjuncts 
themselves, we, who are students have been students who recognize now more than ever 
in 2020, the financial burdens that being a student incurs. [You have to] know that 
students are often, especially at CUNY working jobs overnight…They're taking care of 
siblings. They have so many burdens that they may not be able to show up every single 
time. 
 

Further, these early phase teachers often had perceptions that they differed in this regard from 

their colleagues who had been in the profession longer. As one participant remarked: 

I only have worked and interacted with the English department adjuncts, but it does seem 
like most of them, uh, I guess I jaded at this point, so students kind of meld into one 
circumstance or one kind of entity. And so it becomes harder. I think the longer that 
they've been working there to kind of still understand that every student has their own 
circumstances, their own lives kind of going on. 

 
In the single dad situation, early phase teachers tended to respond that they would approach this 

situation in a way that demonstrated acknowledgement of the student’s cultural background; for 

example, they were willing to have the student continue bringing his child to class in order to 

maintain his progress in the course. Further, many were concerned with the student’s difficulty 

transitioning from a community college and discussed an awareness of the fact that this student 
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is likely adjusting to higher academic standards in a senior college without realizing that there 

are academic supports in place to support his progress. Teachers with an awareness of the 

students’ cultural background in this case his experiences as both a transfer student and as a 

student-parent – described this situation as the student’s “miscalibration” of his own capacities. 

Through both their thinking and actions, teachers in this phase were willing to circumvent and 

make exceptions to formal policies (Lipsky, 2010) when they had an understanding of the 

cultural norms, values, practices, and beliefs students were accountable to at home - especially 

that that these often differ from those which are dominant in the university context as a whole. 

These kinds of responses are consistent with the definition of this CRCM strategy because 

knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds necessitates an understanding of the value 

orientations, relational patterns, communication styles, and motivational systems that matter in 

students’ cultural communities (Hernandez Sheets and Gay, 1996; Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, 

and Curran, 2004). 

Recognition of One’s Own Ethnocentrism 

The second theme that emerged amongst participants in the survival and discovery phase 

was recognition of their own ethnocentrism as a culturally responsive classroom management 

strategy. In this study, I coded recognition of one’s own ethnocentrism whenever a participant 

described evaluating a student’s situation according to the standards and norms of their own 

culture – or in any instance they mentioned being especially careful not to do so. Many of the 

new teachers in this study cited their own cultural experiences as reasoning for their actions. 

Teachers discussed their prior experiences as the children of single parents, as immigrants and 

first-generation Americans, as first-generation college students, and as former CUNY students 

themselves. This mutual recognition was especially powerful in instances when teachers were 
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able to discern that students’ behaviors were not necessarily indicative of their personal 

character or disposition. As one novice teacher explained: 

I was a latchkey kid. I, I didn’t have, you know, I didn’t have tutors growing up, I, I had 
more or less, I had, I had developed very poor habits in school. I didn’t do my homework 
a lot…I was always bright enough that I would be able to show up on test days and, you 
know, pass the test. I know that type of student and if I had someone who was on top... I 
always felt like if I had someone who was on top of me a little bit more, I would have 
been more focused and students and teachers who really reached out to me and saw this 
about me, um, always made me feel that I, I, mattered, that was important, um, that, you 
know, it made me feel that somebody cared and knowing somebody cared, made me 
wanna work harder. 
 

Another participant in this career phase described his own experiences as an undergraduate 

working full-time but reflected on his inability to relate to the enormous responsibility of child 

rearing while doing so. He spoke with respect for the single dad’s choice to remain in school. 

This participant response was typical as most of the respondents in this career phase responded 

to the question by referring as well to their own experiences or experiences of those who they 

knew personally when assessing students’ challenges. 

In the funeral situation, for example, the majority of teachers in this career phase 

provided responses that recognized their own ethnocentrism and further, discussed their 

discomfort assessing the student’s cultural norms by their own culture’s standards. Even when 

they did not share the student’s culture, they made analogies to significant rites and rituals in 

their own cultures that they would not be able to miss as justification for excusing the student’s 

absence. For example, one participant explained that his experience observing Jewish holidays 

made him empathetic to students from other cultural backgrounds who had conflicting 

obligations between the academic calendar and cultural obligations. Another participant 

described his early experiences as a new immigrant to the United States and navigating “the dual 

realities of being two things at once.” One participant’s response exemplifies how teachers in 
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this phase checked their ethnocentrism while considering the student’s request; when asked what 

information in the situation was most significant, they responded: 

Well, the fact that the death of a fellow member happened not in this country. Um, and it 
sounds like it was particularly far away that it's not just like, you know, taking the drive 
of over the Canadian border. This sounds like airfare around the world, the funeral rights 
to happen to go on for, it sounded like two weeks maybe or more, and that's not, that's not 
like a particularly Anglo or European rite. So I'm guessing that the student is probably 
coming from a culture that I'm not necessarily familiar with, and it would be wrong with 
me just to expect that this funeral is going to last for two hours. And everybody goes to a 
reception. This sounds like a deeply meaningful, maybe even religious experience for a 
community. So I would expect that that student wants to participate, um, in that, in that 
particular part of life, just as much as marriage can be a big deal for a lot of Southeast 
Asian cultures, I would expect that the student wants to be fully immersed and, and 
paying their respects as their, as their culture would expect to.  
 

Overall, teachers in this phase thought about how their personal backgrounds differed from those 

of their students when deciding how to manage students’ behaviors and requests. They remained 

conscientious of the resources which might be available - or lacking - in their students’ lives by 

first identifying the limits of their own cultural perspectives. These kinds of responses are 

consistent with the definition of this CRCM strategy because participants deliberately worked to 

avoid evaluating their students’ cultures according to the norms and preconceptions that were 

common to the standards and customs of their own cultures. 

Phase Two: Stabilization 

The second developmental phase in teachers’ career is marked by the teacher’s decision 

to commit to the profession, though by this phase - according to Huberman’s framework - the 

teacher’s choice is informed not only by their initial impressions and good intentions, but also 

their lived experiences in the classroom and knowledge of their self-efficacy on the job. In the 

literature, Huberman argued that stabilization “also means an affiliation to an occupational 

community, freedom from direct supervision, and greater instructional mastery and comfort” (p. 
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34).  During this phase, teachers are finding their groove, refining their practice based on early 

mistakes, and defining their own teaching and classroom management styles.  

Participants in the stabilization phase demonstrated the most ability and willingness to 

use culturally responsive classroom management strategies, meaning that they referenced the 

student’s cultural circumstances directly as the situational dimension they were designing their 

actions in response to. In the CRCM framework, the ability and willingness to use culturally 

appropriate management strategies is divided into three subdimensions: creating a physical 

setting that academic and social goals, establishing expectations for behavior, and using 

appropriate interventions to assist students with behavior problems. Of the three, participants in 

the stabilization phase did not discuss creating a physical setting that supports academic and 

social goals, but they did focus on the importance of establishing expectations for students’ and 

using appropriate interventions in response to students’ behavioral problems. 

Establishing Expectations for Behavior 

The first theme that emerged amongst participants in the stabilization phase was 

establishing expectations for behavior as a culturally responsive classroom management strategy. 

I coded for this strategy when participants described being deliberate about establishing 

expectations for behavior based on perceptions that the student’s behavioral issue had arisen due 

to situational factors, rather than dispositional ones. For example, in the late without explanation 

situation, the student displays disruptive classroom behavior by entering 30 minutes late without 

explanation each class. She is - based on her having aced the midterm and participating actively - 

a student with clear potential to succeed academically but does not hand in the final paper and 

the instructor is not privy to the reasoning which motivated the student’s choice. Rather than 

begin with the assumption that the student simply does not care about the course, participants in 
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the stabilization phase expressed a desire to assist in clarifying the student’s expectations about 

how to meet the course requirements. As one participant explained: 

I would just point to discuss this matter early as possible once you already notice a two 
time pattern, or even once. This, obviously, I think it's important to meet with the student 
and express that this is inappropriate, these are the class rules, you can't come up late, 
and plus, for example, in my syllabus, there is attendance is important. Some class, 
teacher, it's not mandatory, some it's mandatory, but if you're continuously ... that means 
an absence and that gets retracted form your overall grade, so it's issues on that. So I 
think it's reminding the student that these are the issues. But I think trying to get a sense 
of what is happening that is leading them to come late all the time, what is going on, 
relaying the importance of communicating, getting the expectations up front, again. And 
again, telling the student that this is what might ensue if you continue on this pattern.  
 

In the disruptive student situation, many participants in the study noted that the moment at which 

the student blames the instructor for their bad behavior could reasonably incite negative feelings 

of guilt, resentment, and frustration in the instructor. However, those willing to establish clear 

expectations for students’ behavior recognized that their feelings might be based in a 

misunderstanding of the student’s perspective on college. For instance: 

 So first I would tell the student for one that, "One thing that we cannot do in CUNY 
schools is to copy answers directly out of a textbook because that is considered 
plagiarism and that is technically an offense." I would not report her for that though, 
because I would make an assumption that she wasn't aware  of this. So I'd just explained 
to her that, "This is not something that we can do." And offering some resources that I 
usually share with my class about how to avoid doing that sort of thing. 

 
Another participant described why - based on her prior experiences with disruptive students in 

the classroom - she prefers to assume that students are simply misinformed: 

 I’m happy that I just took that approach because I didn't know at the time that this person 
was really having what, you know, like a psychotic break. Um, and that student ended up 
coming to take my class back after they got the help they needed for a whole semester. 
They came back and, you know, I can tell that she was, uh,  you know, they were really 
embarrassed about what happened. And we, you know, we had a very quick, sort  of, 
"Hey, what happened in the past is done. We've moved on." And she was a wonderful 
 student past that point.   
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Similarly, in the situation in which a student asked for a breakdown once the semester was 

complete, participants in this phase offered to share their grading criteria and calculation method 

with the students and emphasized the importance of developing clear syllabi which provide these 

details upfront so that students are clear on how they will be assessed in the course. 

Using Appropriate Interventions to Assist Students with Behavioral Problems 

The second theme that emerged amongst participants in the stabilization phase was the 

use of appropriate interventions to assist students with students’ behavioral problems. I coded 

participants’ descriptions of interventions as “appropriate” when they were able to clearly 

articulate how their responses were designed with the students’ cultural backgrounds or 

experiences in mind. One of the situations posed to interviewees concerned how they would 

handle a student being absent from class after they had signed a verification of enrollment (VOE) 

roster, which is a CUNY specific mechanism for tracking students’ participation early on in the 

semester. Formal policy dictates that if students show up for more than one class, they are 

permitted to stay and are officially enrolled. However, in this situation, the student stopped 

attending the course after the instructor submitted the VOE roster, and after promising the 

instructor that they would begin to show up regularly. My findings suggest that participants in 

this career phase were generally able and willing to use culturally appropriate management 

strategies when considering this challenge, especially because many noted that this mechanism 

only seemed useful for university administrators concerned with tracking students’ tuition and 

financial aid. Across the board, the teachers I interviewed in this stability phase were not 

bothered by the student’s not returning to the class; several of them mentioned that they do not 

feel comfortable holding students accountable to what they saw as “meaningless standards.” One 

participant’s description of her response to this situation typifies how participants’ expressions of 
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this strategy involved both working collaboratively with the student to identify a solution and 

enabling the student to utilize their own self-agency in enacting that solution: 

I actually had this happen to me last fall. A student enrolled in the class and then I want 
to say three weeks in  they were like “Hey, my work schedule is getting change. Are 
there any options for me?” And so we talked about, you know, um, how she could 
present this to her boss, because that was also the other thing where she was, um, more 
willing to talk to me about it 'cause she felt like I was gonna be a better party for, you 
know, like working around the schedule versus her boss. And we talked about what, you 
know, like how to approach her boss with this. And she did, and it was successful her bid 
to have him work around her schedule for the time  that she was in, you know, in, for the 
semester.  
 

In this situation, rather than concluding the student was intentionally mismanaging their 

responsibilities, teachers in this phase began with the acknowledgement that the students’ work 

schedule was likely out of her control. They wanted to meet with students in office hours to work 

collaboratively because they understood that many students do not have a choice about whether 

or not to work to support themselves and their families while in school. Many interviewees in 

this career phase described efforts to work around or bend course policies; for example, one 

strategy was to have students informally “enroll” in another section of the same course that 

semester so that they could get to work and attend class without going through the bureaucratic 

process of filling out paperwork to reverse the VOE submission. Some described intentionally 

designing their courses so that students could keep up remotely if need be, and they were happy 

to provide alternative methods for students to keep up with the materials even if they could not 

attend the course. Notably, these teachers did say that they were empathetic to the reality that the 

student needed to work and that their work schedule was likely beyond their control, but they 

still believed the student needed to figure out which of their priorities mattered most, placing the 

burden primarily on the student as opposed to the teacher to resolve the issue. 
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In addition, instructors in this career phase generally expressed their desire to work in 

conjunction with students to develop a plan for maintaining their progress in the course and 

keeping to their work schedules, reflecting their willingness to use a culturally responsive 

management strategy. Rather than concluding the student was intentionally mismanaging their 

responsibilities, they acknowledged that the students’ work schedule was likely out of her 

control. They wanted to meet with students in office hours to work collaboratively because they 

understood that many students do not have a choice about whether or not to work to support 

themselves and their families while in school. Many interviewees in this career phase described 

efforts to work around or bend course policies; for example, one strategy was to have students 

informally “enroll” in another section of the same course that semester so that they could get to 

work and attend class without going through the bureaucratic process of filling out paperwork to 

reverse the VOE submission. Some described intentionally designing their courses so that 

students could keep up remotely if need be, and they were happy to provide alternative methods 

for students to keep up with the materials even if they could not attend the course. Notably, these 

teachers did say that they were empathetic to the reality that the student needed to work and that 

their work schedule was likely beyond their control, but they still believed the student should 

figure out on their own which of their priorities mattered the most.  

These kinds of responses are consistent with the definitional criteria for an ability and 

willingness to use culturally responsive strategies because teachers chose to check their 

assumptions against what knowledge they did have of students’ cultural responsibilities and the 

broader contexts in which they live their lives when developing their responses to students in 

these situations. Overall, these responses reflect the increasing levels of comfort with the 

instructional freedom and mastery Huberman says is acquired by this developmental stage as 
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teachers were comfortable enough in their roles to use personal judgement in making 

discretionary decisions. However, some in this phase used more traditional notions of classroom 

management in response to these situations, which shows how teachers can either use their 

newfound senses of freedom and instructional mastery to enable the personal freedoms of their 

students or double down by placing tighter restrictions on students. For example, in the VOE 

roster situation, two participants discussed how peers with more traditional classroom 

management styles might differ in their responses to this challenge:  

I think there'd be, I think, you know, there may be some disagreements. Um, uh, yeah, I 
think there may be faculty who, you know, like, the time of the class is the time of the 
class and you knew what it was, and you know, if you're working on [something else] 
you might have to…you might have to change your, more like, your course, you might 
not be able to take this course this semester. Some faculty are just like, “look, they don't 
come to class and can't pass if you don't come to class.” And that's just what it is. Um, 
and there's, you know, nothing beyond that.  

 
 I would just tell the student, look, you know you're... you can't take this class. You're 

working during a class. If  attendance is mandatory, you're... you can't fulfill the 
requirement to the class but if after the verification of enrollment then if they drop the 
class, that- that, you know, they might have to take a, uh... I'm not sure how that would 
look on their transcript and I wouldn't want to harm them in their transcript or in their 
financial aid. So, I'd wanna get advice on that but I would suggest the student... um, you 
know, I would try to see if it was possible for the student to drop the class because, you 
know, they think they won't ever have conflict. No, the evidence says they have conflict. 

 
In the single dad situation, one participant in this phase was clear that he could not make any 

accommodations to assist the student:  

That is a tough one. Um, eh, yeah, because I, I, again, I'm also very clear in policies 
around, I don't do extra credit for my students or, or stuff like that. That used to be when 
they come to you in those situations to explore my options is trying to get something, you 
know, to, to do some extra credits and salvage the grade, and that, that's a little bit late in 
the game. 

Similarly, in the situation in which the student asked for a breakdown of her grade weeks after 

the semester had ended, participants using more traditional notions of classroom management 

agreed that it was important to show students how their grades are calculated but stressed a focus 
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on letting the student know the grade was final and could not be changed. They expressed 

frustration that students did not communicate the details of their circumstances to them directly, 

and focused on getting the student to meet their expectations by providing and regularly revising 

a detailed syllabus to students at the beginning of the semester, rather than communicating these 

expectations to students personally: 

 I would give a breakdown of their grade, like they asked, make sure that, you know, it 
exactly matches my records, and my policy so there's no way for her to argue that it's 
wrong. Um, I make my policies very clear in the syllabus in the very first day, what is 
expected of them. Um, I do keep record of every attendance, everything, so every 
participation for every class, so I could show, um, her, you know, um, progress 
throughout the course, so it's very clear that these numbers are not arbitrary at all, and 
that they do have to do with what she has done and not done for the coursework.  

 
Overall, these responses reflect participants’ differential responses to the increased freedoms and 

sense of mastery characteristic of the stabilization phase. While some used their freedom to 

expand the freedoms of their students - by supporting the development of students’ sense of self-

agency and collaboratively involving them in the decision-making process - others doubled down 

on strategies for maintaining control of the classroom by further restricting students’ options for 

maintaining progress in their course despite their challenges. 

Phase Three: Experimentation/Activism 

Huberman (1989) describes the experimentation and activism phase in three dimensions: 

“(1) the gradual consolidation of an instructional repertoire, which leads naturally to attempts to 

increase one’s impact, (2) an awareness of the institutional barriers constraining their work, and 

(3) [teachers’ readiness for] new challenges” (p. 34). Teachers in this phase have worked past 

their initial anxieties and confusion and are now comfortable experimenting with new teaching 

materials and pedagogical strategies. With the clarity to see flaws in the system, they can also 

feel more empowered to speak up and better advocate for both themselves and students. At this 
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mid-career stage, teachers may begin experiencing their work as monotonous, as they have been 

stripped of any idealizations about their work. They may consider switching professions in 

response to their dissatisfactions (Huberman 1989a; 1989b). 

Participants in the experimentation/activism phase made most use of creating physical 

settings that support students’ academic and social goals, which is defined as a subdimension of 

the ability to use culturally appropriate management strategies in the CRCM literature. Overall, 

instructors in this career phase employed a creativity in responding to their students’ needs, 

which reflected their comfort trying out alternatives to help students succeed, consistent with the 

experimentation and activism characteristic of this developmental phase.  

Creating Physical Settings that Support Students’ Academic and Social Goals 

Instructors in this category were no more likely to use any of the CRCM strategies than 

any of their peers in other career phases; they used a mixture of both traditional and CRCM 

strategies in responses to these situations. However, they were least likely to establish 

expectations for students’ behavior, which would have been consistent with their focus on 

creating physical settings to support students’ learning. One participant in this phase described 

how some of their peers may be channeling their energies into developing individualized 

strategies for supporting specific groups of students. In the single dad situation, for example, one 

participant described:  

I always have a box of toys in my office to encourage students with children to bring 
(laughing) them to the meetings so that, um, you know, they feel comfortable bringing 
their kids to one on one meetings. Um, and,  uh, because I've been a single parent and I 
totally get that. And, um, I also would, um, honestly I never have any one assignment 
worth 40% (laughing) because that's just, it's like, that's so high stakes for students. 
 

Participants responded that they would proactively encourage students to bring their children to 

class if need be and even rearranged their classroom structure to accommodate it. Another 



 
 
 
 101 

participant discussed ways in which a child in the classroom could create learning opportunities 

for students specific to the curriculum of his course; another discussed changing his lecture style 

to make it more kid-friendly; and a third recalled an instance in which they held a student’s child 

in their hands while lecturing to de-stigmatize their choice to bring the child to class.  

 By contrast, instructors in this phase whose responses evidenced more traditional notions 

of classroom management “offshored” complex student challenges to other administrators, 

departments, and offices rather than developing physical settings in their classrooms and offices 

that support students’ academic and social goals. These participants also discussed their 

decisions to redirect students to other supports than those found in the classroom with a more 

detached tone: 

I would suggest…there are, you know, counseling services within the college to help him 
decide whether or  not, you know, what t- what the next step should be and, um, yeah 
that's, you know, that's, let's be, that's all I  can do. I can't tell him what to do with his 
life, so that's, you know, that's, that's beyond my, my pay grade is, so to speak. 
 
You know, when he came to me I, I would certainly um, try to put him in contact with 
um, you know, I think the one thing that could help is the childcare... for one thing. Um, 
uh, you know, there are scholarship programs um, that are available um, that might help 
alleviate some of that burden that, that maybe I, I could put him in  touch with. Those 
would be possibilities to, to try to help if that would be something that they would be 
interested in. Um, my other suggestion to the student would be um, you know, "Well, 
what's your other course load? Is this the only class that you're taking?" Um, and is it a 
possibility to potentially you know, drop the course uh, before you know, whether it's 
before the withdrawal deadline, I, I, I might suggest that and say, "You know, maybe this 
is a class that you just want to take only this class." Right? That might be an option. 
 

In the VOE roster situation, instructors’ responses similarly echoed a tendency to detach oneself 

from personal dimensions of the student’s challenge, and they also expressed a desire for 

students to develop their own safe spaces without the instructor’s assistance: 

I might talk about, um, you know, options for her. Like, um, you know, especially since 
class participation is  really important for the kinds of classes I teach. Um, you know, 
what's it gonna look like going forward for  you? Because, um, obviously asking a 
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student to withdraw when financial aid issues are a big deal already, um, is, is a really 
tough thing to ask of them. But at the same time you want to be rigorous with your 
students. 
 
So, um, you know, I think I would wanna ask her, you know, "What do you think it's 
going to look like going forward? I know you said that this wasn't going to be an issue, 
but I think, you know, this, we need to have a conversation about the number of absences 
that you're really gonna be able to have and still be successful in the course. And if it's 
not gonna work, what are the options?" Um, because I can't do independent studies with 
every student. Um, and I’m not permitted to.  
 
 I would be sympathetic and tell her, "I understand you need to work” but I would urge 
her to reconsider this  class and to look into options of maybe, like, either taking a leave, 
like academic leave, um, for the semester if  she needs to get back on her feet and, like, 
just spend the time working or maybe, like, applying for... oh, gosh, and now I know 
what it is. Um, like, retroactive withdrawal or, like, what... I don't know the... talking to 
academic advisement about her best way forward. 
 

When using more traditional classroom management strategies, participants in this phase 

detached themselves from personal dimensions of student’s challenges in the classroom, and 

directed students to administrators, departments, and offices outside the classroom rather than 

working to create physical settings that supported students’ academic and social goals in their 

classrooms and offices. As the VOE roster situations demonstrate, instructors in this phase who 

used traditional classroom management strategies encouraged students to leave the classroom 

permanently rather than direct their focus towards creating the safe physical spaces students 

needed to feel supported through their challenges. 

Phase Four: Serenity and Relational Distance 

 By this career phase, teachers are fully settled into their careers, though they may feel less 

enthusiastic and energetic than they did early on in their careers (Huberman, 1989). They have 

confidence in their ability that has been reinforced by years of experiential knowledge. However, 

as Huberman describes, “increased feelings of serenity go hand-in-hand with the sense of greater 

relational distance vis-à-vis pupils” (p. 35). One source of this relational distance is the simple 
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fact teachers naturally feel more distance between themselves and their students as they age into 

the profession – they get older each year while their students are the same age year after year. 

Participants in the serenity and relational distance phase demonstrated the most 

commitment to building caring classrooms as a culturally responsive classroom management 

strategy. Conceptions of care in this phase were primarily rooted in the teachers’ sense that they 

needed to conserve their own energy, and they admitted giving more attention and exceptions to 

students who were the easiest to reach, which is consistent with the greater sense of relational 

distance teachers feel between themselves and students that characterizes this developmental 

phase. Perhaps counterintuitively, participants in this group were also most likely to reference 

more traditional notions of classroom management when explaining their reasoning for such 

action. They were generally more preoccupied with maintaining formal rules, structures, and 

systems, reluctant to ask students probing questions about their challenges directly and 

concerned with allocating their time and energy equally across students rather than making case-

by-case exceptions. I discuss specific examples of more traditional classroom management 

strategies following a brief discussion of how teachers in this phase cultivated care in the 

classroom.  

Commitment to Building Caring Classrooms 

Instructors in this phase demonstrated their commitment to developing caring classroom 

environments by first recognizing that the student may not be comfortable expressing her or his 

needs without explicit prompting from the instructor to share those details at their own comfort 

levels. For example, in Situation #4, the late without explanation situation, one participant 

discussed their rationale for finding alternative options when students are not comfortable 

sharing details about their circumstances:  
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Sometimes people just get into situations that are so hard. Right? That they can't talk 
about them, that's been my experience. That, like, you just don't know why somebody's 
disappeared. And an incomplete gives me more flexibility to fix it if they want to fix it. 
Um, and, uh, you know, so then I would probably try a few months later, again. Um, just 
like, "I haven't heard from you. Are you okay? You know, we- you were doing, you 
know, well in class and then you disappeared, and can we finish this?" 

 
Other in this phase discussed the importance of reaching out to the student to ask if they were 

okay and to inquire about what assistance they might need as their likely initial responses. One 

instructor noted that they would likely have already contacted the student about their lateness, 

but if they were to receive no response would also be comfortable giving the student an 

opportunity to make up the work through the issuance of an incomplete grade. Similarly, in 

Situation #1, the funeral situation, another participant described their willingness to keep in 

contact with the student while they were abroad and a desire to set a time to meet with the 

student ahead of the scheduled midterm exam to be sure they were still on track to succeed.  In 

Situation #3, the single dad situation, one participant in this phase described why he would be 

willing to collaborate with students to develop a plan based on a holistic assessment of their 

overall course load and family responsibilities:  

I think sometimes students need community, Like, there actually is not just balancing 
so... um. You know, sometimes, like, be online or now that we have, like, the new 
immigrant success office, like, sometimes what they need is, like, just to be well 
surrounded by [the right supports]. 
 

Another participant described his similar desire to help the student figure out a plan for balancing 

his multiple responsibilities, describing the incomplete as an option the student could benefit 

from in terms of having more time to complete the work over the summer rather than worry 

about circumstances beyond their control in the present.  

Evidence of More Traditional Classroom Management (Across Situations) 
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 I now turn to a discussion of major themes which emerged across the data for participants 

in the serenity and relational distance career phase who used traditional classroom management 

strategies.  

Cutting Their Losses. Teachers in this phase described their rationale for deciding which 

students to invest their limited energy in using zero-sum thinking; their assessments were often 

framed in terms of what could be lost in terms of time or resources by attending to students they 

had deemed less likely to succeed in college over time. This approach seemed to be rooted in a 

sincere belief that students know what they need to do to succeed in college and simply choose 

not to do those things. Across situations, teachers admitted that their strategies for proceeding 

with the student would depend on how early or late in the semester the challenge presented itself. 

They assessed the likelihood of current students’ success based on their experiences with former 

students in similar circumstances and justified asking students to make choices against their own 

best interests (i.e. withdraw from a course, retake it in a later semester). This kind of approach 

reflected the theme of “cutting one’s losses” rather than integrating culturally responsive care 

into one’s classroom management practices.  

 Participants in this phase who used traditional classroom management strategies cited 

experiential knowledge as justification for their approaches. They explained that they had been 

around long enough to tell where the student was likely heading – even without asking for details 

from the students directly, which is also consistent with Huberman’s description of this phase. 

For example, in the single-dad situation, one teacher explained: “Essentially that is an impossible 

situation [while] everything is kind of stacked against them in terms of the time that they need 

for the actual course. I have not ever found a way to solve that problem.” When teachers in this 

career phase perceived that students were balancing “too many things,” they took it upon 
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themselves to make students’ choices for them – requesting that they either withdraw from the 

course or school altogether that semester. These teachers seemed most relaxed when they were 

able to justify bringing in additional help to discern the best strategies for working through 

students’ challenges. 

 Offshoring Challenges to Department Chairs and Administrators. Similar to their peers 

in the experimentation and activism phase, instructors in this phase with more traditional 

classroom management styles reached out to administrators and department chairs when they 

were unsure of what to do or how to move forward with the student in crisis.  Rather than ask 

students directly for the details which might better assist the teacher in assessing the students’ 

options, teachers considered their department chairs and administrators to be the expert opinions 

worth consulting before deciding how to move forward. Though they explained this as less a 

punitive measure than a means of acquiring the knowledge they needed to navigate the situation 

successfully, the end result was that teachers substituted a personal understanding of the 

student’s challenge (which could have in theory been established through personal relationship 

with the student) with the knowledge acquired from their administrative and teaching peers, 

which may or may not reflect the cultural competences required to accurately assess the students’ 

behaviors.  

Something is Better than Nothing. When teachers using traditional classroom 

management strategies in this phase discussed their attempts to address students’ challenges, 

they were willing to implement strategies for action even when they knew the action strategy 

would not ultimately work towards the student’s benefit. For instance, several teachers discussed 

the options of assigning students incomplete grades or offering them the option to take makeup 

exams even though they believed it less likely that students would actually follow up with them 
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to complete the work after the semester’s end. For example, in the funeral situation, one 

participant emphasized the importance of the student understanding their school responsibilities 

as equal priority to their cultural and familial responsibilities:  

I think what I would do, I would tell the student they're still responsible for the exam. I, I 
do take attendance carefully, so I'd let them go on that, that, that's forgiven, but they're 
still responsible for the material. Most of them don't read regularly anyway, they, they 
mostly read like the week of the exam, so I'm not afraid of, uh, overburdening them with 
the exam, but I think generally they need to be responsible for the material, but I'll let 
them go on the attendance for that.  
 

In the single dad situation, two participants talked through their perceptions of how makeup 

exams can help or further disadvantage the student:  

I can't remember exactly how they'd do it, but they can... I think if they just don't show up 
for the final exam that they automatically qualify for a makeup final exam and that is 
scheduled by the department of the college. So, that would potentially give them more 
time to prepare if they felt that they needed it. 
 
If a student misses the scheduled final exam that they are automatically entitled to a 
makeup exam which is usually scheduled the next semester. Um, in some situations that 
might benefit the student, uh, but I generally find that being, you know, several months 
away from when you're actually took the course material actually puts the student at a 
greater disadvantage than the potential to have more time to prepare for the exam. Uh, 
you know, each student kind of has to make that decision for themselves, uh, but I think I 
would normally tell a student that that, you know, is a potential stra... not strategy, but an 
option. 

 
In situations in which students missed exams, instructors in this category mentioned that they 

would be happy to offer exams – but only if the student agreed to take an Incomplete first, then 

arrange the makeup exam with the department administrator directly, once the semester was 

over. One teacher explained that while this option took the student’s issues off their plate, “I 

generally find that being several months away from when you actually took the course material 

actually puts the student at a greater disadvantage than the potential to have more time to prepare 

for the exam.” Teachers acknowledged that the student may be disadvantaged by the issuance of 
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an incomplete in the long-run but reasoned that offering the option is better than failing the 

student outright - even if they believe the student will might never actually complete the work.  

Applying Rules Universally Helps Maintain Teachers’ Sense of Legitimate Power. 

 Finally, teachers in this phase discussed the importance of applying rules uniformly as a 

means of maintaining fairness for all students in the course, even when their circumstances 

varied significantly. This reflects both the wisdom and maturity of the serenity and relational 

distance phase, as they provide the basis for instructors’ confidence in reproducing the 

classroom management strategies, as they have come to rely on over years of experience 

teaching in the profession. It also reflects the tension between instructors’ increasing 

perceptions of distance between themselves as they age into the profession while they teach the 

same aged students year after year. For example, in response to the absence situation one 

participant described their approach as follows: 

The student most likely has an unstable work schedule. And they need to work that out. I 
would talk to the student and see if they were going to get on a more stable work 
schedule, that would allow them to attend class. Um, and to actually be realistic in their 
answer to me and if they did not think that they could, um, then they would have to drop 
the class. 
 

In keeping with the sentiment that they needed to maintain a system in order to maintain control 

of the classroom, the primary way. Further, teachers in this career phase tended to justify this 

perspective was that by arguing that it would be unfair to provide exceptions for one student and 

not do it for all the others. They eschewed strategies for working with individual student issues 

on a case by case basis that would require them to put in extra energy developing alternative 

exams and assessments. Further, counter to CRCM approaches, they did not feel as though their 

pedagogical preferences needed to shift in response to students’ individual needs. One possible 

reason for this which emerged in the data was that teachers felt it was impractical to expect that 
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they would be able to provide individual supports for large classes of up to 250 students. They 

also believed that they would not be able to get “any work done” if they were meant to tackle 

students’ challenges individually; as one teacher stated plainly, “I don’t really feel it’s 

appropriate for me to individually contact students.”  

Phase Five: Conservatism and Disengagement 

 By the final phases of their careers, Huberman says teachers are concerned with “the 

more negative public image of educators, the lax or opportunistic nature of school 

administrators, [and] the lack of commitment to the profession among younger colleagues” (p. 

36). They are reflective on their careers as they also begin disengaging from the idea of teaching 

as their primary work and start seeking thinking about opportunities to use their skills in other 

ways. Teachers in this phase were underrepresented in this study, but the combined lengths of 

their tenures amounted to over 80 years of work in this context. Their responses demonstrated an 

understanding of the broader social, economic, and political contexts surrounding their work, and 

they were least likely to demonstrate an ability or willingness to use culturally appropriate 

management strategies or commitment to building caring classrooms. In this section I focus the 

discussion on what these teachers reported they were able to do well; because of their 

underrepresentation in the sample, I do not discuss their shortcomings to avoid misrepresenting 

this group as a whole.  

Understanding of the Broader Social, Economic, and Political Contexts 

Throughout their interviews, the veteran teachers in this phase were thinking about the 

demographic composition of the campus as a whole when assessing students’ challenges. They 

acknowledged that the study body represented hundreds of countries and languages, which 

naturally resulted in confusion about how to interpret a variety of students’ circumstances. They 
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kept in mind that CUNY was a commuter campus, that students were mostly from low-income 

backgrounds, and that for many of them school was ancillary in the sense that meeting class 

requirements did little to mitigate the pressing challenges in students’ lives. As one teacher 

explained: 

We have, you know, all different ages and all different places in the world and all 
different languages and all different circumstances. Uh, you know, we have all kinds of 
people, uh, who are coming in, in to our, uh, classes. Uh, you know, prepared, 
unprepared, willing, unwilling, et cetera. And um, you know, really what you have to do 
is you have to come up with, a multitude of teaching techniques and evaluation 
techniques to be fair to the student and also not to drive yourself crazy. You know, 
because, uh, you know, that, that kind of thing, it might work with one student, uh, but 
not others. 
 

Further, they were cognizant of the fact that many CUNY students come to college 

underprepared because of subpar public K-12 education, and they did not expect students to be 

able to resolve problems in their lives that resulted from systemic inequalities on their own. They 

had learned over time not to assume that students who looked alike spoke the same language, 

shared a similar culture, or had the same needs - in keeping with Huberman’s description of this 

phase as a time during which teachers have had time to reflect on their careers and compare the 

mistakes they have made to widespread issues plaguing the profession as a whole. These 

understandings shaped their perceptions of all aspects of their work, and it meant the difference 

between seeing a student as the subject of their own lives versus an object upon which to exert 

their legitimate power. One participant in this phase discussed the importance of the instructor 

adapting themselves to students’ needs based on an understanding of the broader social, 

economic, and political contexts in which their students’ lives are embedded:  

You know, a place like [our college], we have, you know, all different ages and all 
different places in the world and all different languages and all different circumstances. 
Uh, you know, we have Russian students, we have, we have all kinds of people, uh, who 
are coming in, in to our, uh, classes. Uh, you know, prepared, unprepared, willing, 
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unwilling, et cetera. And um, you know, somewh-you, really what you have to do is you 
have to come up with, a, a multitude of, of, of teaching techniques and evaluation 
techniques to be fair to the student and also not to drive yourself crazy. You know, 
because, uh, you know, that, that kind of thing, it might work with one student, uh, but 
not others. 
 

Thus, while their responses did not provide evidence of CRCM as described in the extant 

literature, results in this section allude to a cognitive dissonance that veteran teachers may 

experience in reconciling their espoused values with the outcomes of their actions.  

Discussion 

CUNY is located in the most diverse city in the country and has been considered a model 

example of quality higher education for students from low-income and other minoritized cultural 

communities (Chetty et al., 2013). These results provide in-depth descriptive data that can serve 

as the basis for future research on teacher thinking in other higher education contexts serving 

students who are similarly disadvantaged by norms, policies, and structures which do not take 

into account their cultural differences. One of the most striking ways to look at these results is to 

simply make comparisons across early career, mid-career, and late career teachers. For the 

purposes of this discussion, I define early career as the first two stages of Huberman’s 

framework (survival and discovery and stabilization), mid-career as the middle stages 

(experimentation and activism), and late-career as the last two stages (and serenity and relational 

distance and conservatism and disengagement). This collapsing of Huberman’s five-category 

categories is consistent with the work he did himself to parse out implications for early, middle, 

and later career teachers (Huberman, 1985; 1989a; 1989b). 

Importantly, findings in this study complicate the recent research that suggests that  

teachers get better at classroom management over time (Kwok, 2020; Rubie-Davies, Flint, 

McDonald, 2012). In fact, the data reviewed here show evidence of an opposite trend – teachers 
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in the survival and discovery stage demonstrated the most knowledge of students ‘cultural 

backgrounds and recognition of their own ethnocentrism in relation to students’ challenges, even 

amidst the challenges of reality shock experienced as they adjusted to their new jobs. Teachers in 

the experimentation and activism phase were most willing to try communicating with students in 

culturally consistent ways and implementing new ideas for creating a physical setting that 

supports students’ academic and social goals.  

Instructors at the end of their careers in the serenity and relational distance phase 

transmuted their sense of confidence into actions representing their commitment to building 

caring classrooms. Further, they were more likely to respond to these situations in a manner 

consistent with traditional classroom management strategies. One way teachers in this phase 

thought about the nature of this commitment was that uniform standards through rigid structure 

and systems were primary mechanisms for building caring classrooms, because they are created 

to protect all students’ best interests equally. These teachers appeared to be primarily focused on 

maintaining their legitimate power (French, Raven, and Cartwright, 1959) in the classroom, 

rather than focused on understanding how to provide more culturally responsive care from the 

students’ perspectives. More veteran instructors in the conservatism and disengagement phase 

reflected on the impact of the broader economic, social, and political contexts that shaped their 

work; rather than focus their assessments on dispositional factors related to individual students, 

they focused on the situational constraints which may be impacting or shaping students’ 

behaviors.  

Responding to the absence challenge situation, for example, mid-career teachers were 

much less amenable to making individual accommodations for students, which would be 

consistent with CRCM strategies. Rather, and in line with more traditional classroom 



 
 
 
 113 

management strategies, they cited attendance policies, departmental rules, and grading 

spreadsheets as the justification for their actions. They expressed frustrations at having to refile 

the paperwork to reverse the original VOE submission and stated plainly their preferences that 

students either take the class another semester or reconsider taking it altogether. They were 

adamant that the VOE roster would need to be resubmitted, and that the student “could not 

receive a grade in the course without going through some kind of bureaucratic process to get re-

enrolled.” Though some seemed aware that these options might have serious implications for the 

student’s ability to receive financial aid, they were steadfast in their beliefs that the student either 

had to shift her work priorities, take the class in another semester, or take an academic leave. 

Some expressed disbelief that the student would even try attending college with so many other 

responsibilities. Based on this initial impression alone, they believed that either issuing an 

incomplete grade or asking the student to withdraw from the course made the most sense because 

the student would not be able to keep up with the coursework alongside their work schedule.  

In response to the funeral situation, late career teachers responded in ways that were 

much less lenient with the student travelling for a funeral than the early career teachers. They 

kept their focus on school policies and instructions outlined in the syllabus and thought aloud 

about the situation from their own perspective rather than considering any cultural pressures the 

specific student was facing. They expressed skepticism that the student was actually attending a 

funeral, which they justified with stories about prior students in other situations who had lied to 

them about pressing family circumstances. They thought two weeks was an “unreasonable” 

amount of time for the student to be away regardless of the circumstances, and they debated 

whether they might be more lenient if it were a closer family member that had died. In some 

cases, they asked that the student provide written documentation in the form of plane tickets or a 
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funeral program to verify their ask for an excused absence and explained that this was an 

informal policy in some departments even though the school’s bereavement policy did not 

require it. Some suggested that the student drop the class altogether rather than risk not being 

able to keep up when he returned.  

These brief comparisons provide suggestive evidence that further research using an 

empirically tested version of CRCM typology used in this study might yield more robust data on 

the kinds of classroom management strategies instructors use when working with students from 

low-income and other minoritized cultural backgrounds, and how these strategies may vary 

across the stages of an instructor’s career. This research is critical because it may yield important 

implications for the kinds of learning that occur in the classroom, both on the part of the student 

and the instructor. Just as was found here, there may also be important implications regarding the 

relationship between experience in the classroom or career stage and one’s ability to not only 

adapt to but be culturally responsive to students from minoritized cultural backgrounds who are 

acclimating to unfamiliar cultural norms in college (Stephens et al., 2012; Stephens, Hamedani, 

and Destin, 2014; Stephens, Townsend, Markus, and Phillips, 2012). 

Limitations 

This was a single-site case study on one campus of a university system composed of 11 

campuses, including both community colleges and four-year (senior) campuses. While I used the 

number of campuses teachers had taught on as a proxy for their experience teaching this 

particular demographic of students, it is possible participants’ responses would vary in the 

community college setting or in other settings. A second limitation was that there were not equal 

numbers of participants in each developmental phase, with the most extreme example being that 

there were only two teachers in the last developmental phase of conservatism and 
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disengagement. Finally, all interviews took place remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic 

(between May and June 2020); while I sought to create neutral environments for all participants 

by not using video during the interviews, interviews conducted remotely do not include helpful 

cues from a participant’s body language, and it is possible participants may have felt more 

pressure having to figure out how to use Zoom to their comfort level as early on in the pandemic 

as these interviews were conducted. 

Conclusion and Implications for Future Research 

 Beyond the primary findings highlighted here, this study has important implications for 

future research on how instructors’ values are expressed through their action strategies in 

response to culturally complex challenges at work with students in urban higher education 

contexts. When teacher education programs do not offer opportunities for teacher reflection on 

their personal backgrounds, instructors may feel ill-equipped to reconcile their personal and 

professional values with the realities of the everyday work required to traverse cultural 

differences between themselves and their students in the classroom.  

 One inquiry for future research might explore the forms of power, power teachers rely on 

in diverse classrooms. In their responses, it was clear that participants had varying ideas about 

what forms of power and control an instructor needs to effectively run an urban college 

classroom. Building upon the four types of power that have been outlined and well explored in 

the sociological literature (Lukes, 2005), one might explore how the variance in faculty use of 

CRCM strategies could be associated with their individually preferred styles of power (i.e. power 

over or power with. A second line of inquiry relates to examples in the data in which participants 

offer solutions they themselves question are effective in the long run; future research should 

explore how to develop strategies for teachers that help them resolve cognitive dissonance in 
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instances where their intentions may not align with their actions. More, we need research on how 

to be more intentional about addressing the root causes of cognitive dissonance for teachers 

working with students from low-income and other marginalized cultural communities both in 

and outside the classroom.  

 Further, although this study examined teacher responses considering their career phase, I 

did not ask participants to self-disclose their racial backgrounds, or to discuss how their personal 

backgrounds more generally might be influencing their ideas about who should hold what kinds 

of power in the classroom. Still - and especially because of the clearly evident racial mismatch 

between instructors and students in this context - these findings regarding the variance in use of 

CRCM strategies likely reflect the interaction between instructors’ personal backgrounds and 

their workplace context characteristics, specifically how this interaction influences what 

instructors believe they are able to do in terms of providing culturally responsive care through 

their teaching and classroom management styles. This line of inquiry provides an opportunity to 

explore how instructors’ personal backgrounds interact with their workplace contexts to 

influence the gap between what they are taught to do and are actually able to do in practice in 

response to culturally complex student challenges.  

 Further, additional research may extend this research by exploring the factors which 

contribute to cognitive dissonance in instances in which teachers’ espoused values and classroom 

management strategies do not align. As examples, tensions such as the following warrant further 

inquiry: teachers offering to issue students an Incomplete grade while expressing their doubts the 

student would benefit from it in the long-run and further, veteran teachers with knowledge of the 

broader social, economic, and political contexts who still were using traditional classroom 

management strategies. Exploring such tensions or dilemmas may yield additional insights into 
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how teachers develop their cultural competencies in schools serving students from low-income 

and other minoritized cultural communities across the lifespans of their careers. 

 Finally, more research is needed on who teachers turn to when they realize a disconnect 

between their cultures and those of their students. One surprising finding in this study concerned 

the ways people reflected on how they would respond to certain challenges, particularly for mid 

to late-career stage teachers. In particular, mid to late stage teachers who felt unsure of how to 

evaluate a student’s circumstances often felt more comfortable talking with their department 

chairs and administrators than with students themselves. In doing so, they believed that they 

were covering their bases by checking to be sure they would not be responsible for student 

outcomes. Teachers went so far as to make assessments about students’ capabilities for academic 

success, even when they admitted they did not understand the student’s perspective fully and did 

not feel comfortable asking the student for more details. This tendency can be viewed as a 

defensive routine, which organizational theorist Argyris defined as “thoughts and actions used to 

protect individuals’, groups’ and organizations’ usual way of dealing with reality” (p. 5). 

Specifically, these teachers appeared to be engaging in one type of defensive routine – self-

sealing processes – through which they maintained a distance between themselves and students 

to avoid responsibility for not knowing how to help the student navigate their circumstances. 

Moreover, if teachers are asking more veteran peers or administrators for advice on how to 

implement CRCM strategies, there is a higher likelihood they will be exposed to deficit 

narratives about students that have become entrenched in school organization over time (Pollack, 

2013).    

This study contributes evidence of what CRCM looks like in practice for teachers 

working with students from low-income and other minoritized cultural backgrounds, as well as 
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the contrast between these strategies and those more reflective of traditional notions of classroom 

management. These findings suggest promising avenues for future research to explore in greater 

depth the powerful influence teachers’ personal backgrounds and values have for their design of 

CRCM strategies, and for their teaching of students from diverse cultural backgrounds more 

generally. 
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Paper Three: Value Judgements: How College Faculty Career Stages Shape their Values 

and Learning Orientations at Work with Students from Low-Income and Other 

Minoritized Cultural Communities 

Introduction 
 

 Teachers’ personal values have been shown to be at the root of unconsciously held beliefs 

and assumptions about students and classrooms (Larrivee, 2000; Pajares, 1992; Vartuli, 2005; 

Welch et al., 2010). Further, some research has even treated teacher values as essentially 

synonymous with teacher beliefs (Hoy and Davis, 2006; Pajares, 1992; Raths, 2011; Tatto, 1996; 

1998). However, the majority of the research has linked teacher values to teacher instruction, 

such as curricular design (Bryan and Atwater, 2002; Gay, 2010; Silverman, 2010), instructional 

practices (Fischer and Hänze, 2020; Pajares, Philipp, 2007; Skott, 2015) and their abilities and 

motivation to implement new innovations and technologies in the classroom (Biesta, Priestley, 

and Robinson, 2015; Kim et al., 2013; Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby, and Ertmer, 

2010; Stein and Wang, 1988; Taimalu and Luik, 2019). Much less attention has been paid to how 

teachers’ personal values influence their abilities to engage in the kinds of organizational 

learning that entails self-reflection on implicit biases and assumptions. 

  The lack of formal tools and resources available for teachers to use in thoughtful in self-

reflection about their personally espoused values has important implications for education reform 

efforts and for stakeholders at every level of a school system. As Bullough and Hall-Kenyon 

(2011) argue: "lacking an intimate understanding of who teachers are and what they most value 

and find motivating about the work of teaching, even the most well-intentioned of school reform 

efforts is likely to fail” (p. 128).  Teachers’ personal values drive their decisions about where to 

work as well as how to work; without sufficient examination and reflection on these personal 
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values, it is possible that teachers can undermine their own opportunities for growth along with 

that of others. As prior research demonstrates, teachers intentionally look for schools aligned 

with their values, habits, skills, and styles (Golann, 2018). And yet, as Anderson and Helms 

(2001) argue, this self-selection process may hinder their growth: “A significant barrier to 

substantive change comes from a lack of attention to the ways in which teachers come to hold 

certain beliefs, values, and assumptions with respect to students’ roles, pedagogy, [and] 

curriculum” (p. 8). In short, they run the risk of remaining stuck in cycles of single-loop learning, 

unable to question their own assumptions and interrogate the values that guide their actions 

(Argyris, 2002).  

 Research has shown that single-loop learning can be especially problematic in school 

contexts serving students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities because 

it prevents teachers from reflecting upon the ways in which their ideas about students reflect a 

lack of first-hand, experiential knowledge about the communities their students come from (Day, 

2002; Day, Jacobson, and Johansson, 2011; Finnigan and Daly, 2012). Especially when teachers 

are from different racial and socioeconomic backgrounds than their students, a cultural mismatch 

may negatively impact teachers’ abilities to reconcile their cultural values with those guiding 

their students’ personal, academic, and professional choices (McGrady and Reynolds, 2013; 

Rooney, 2015; Stearns, Banerjee, Mickelson, Moller, 2014). 

 In this paper, I draw upon qualitative interview data from 62 part- and full-time faculty 

working at the largest urban university in the country to examine teacher values as reflected in 

their responses to challenging situations posed to them and typically faced by students in this 

context. Using the Model I (single-loop learning) and Model II (double-loop learning) 

frameworks Argyris (1982) developed to map consequences of an individual’s espoused values 
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for their individual effectiveness and organizational learning, I explore instances in which faculty 

participants express Model I and Model II values as “value expressions,” and I discuss 

implications of the most frequently expressed values of each type in terms of consequences for 

their organizational learning. I find that the values that faculty place emphasis on at work vary 

based on their career stages. Further, I discuss common elements in their expressions of those 

values. Extending the work of Argyris, I end with implications for future research that examines 

the expressions of values and their relationships to consequences for organizational learning in 

schools (modeled in Appendix E). 

Literature Review 

Single- and Double-Loop Learning 

In order to examine the kinds of values that teachers express when facing the 

aforementioned tensions in their practice, I adapt the work of Argyris (1976; 2002) who provided 

a useful distinction between single- and double-loop learning. This lens is critical since it 

provides a useful way to consider how particular kinds of “value expressions” yield different 

kinds of learning; learning in this literature is defined as “a process in which people discover a 

problem, invent a solution to the problem, produce the solution, and evaluate the outcome, 

leading to the discovery of new problems” (Argyris, 1982, p. 38).  

 Argyris (2002) defined single-loop (Model I) learning as any instance in which “learning 

occurs when errors are corrected without altering the underlying governing variables” (p. 206). 

While single-loop learning can help schools develop more efficient routinizes and standardized 

procedures (Ainscow, Dyson, Goldrick, West, 2013; Hanson, 2001; Marzano, Waters, and 

McNulty, 2001; Opfer, Pedder, and Lavicza, 2011).While single loop learning can help school 

administrators train teachers and staff to make routinized decisions in response to students 
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regardless of their personal circumstances, double loop learning may be more effective in 

helping teachers become more culturally responsive - by equipping them with the critical 

reflection tools needed to evaluate any possible mismatches between the values guiding their 

actions and those their students bring to the classroom from their cultural communities. Double-

loop (Model II) learning, by contrast, occurs when “errors are corrected by changing the 

governing values and then the actions [associated with them]” (Argyris, 2002, p. 206). Thus, in 

double-loop learning, it is likely that teachers engage in the kinds of self-reflection warranted for 

building a culturally responsive practice in classrooms serving students from low-income and 

other minoritized cultural communities. 

Argyris (1982) modeled the governing values he said underlie Model I and Model II 

learning respectively, taking care to note that these values are not mutually exclusive and can 

operate concurrently. Governing values are the values individuals seek to fulfill and maintain 

through their actions. The four governing values Argyris used to characterize Model I learning 

are: (1) achieve a purpose as the actor perceives it, (2) maximize winning and minimize losing, 

(3) minimize eliciting negative feelings (one’s own and those of others), and (4) be rational and 

minimize emotionality. As his work shows, these values tend to produce defensive interpersonal 

and group relationships, defensive norms, and low freedom of choice, low internal commitment, 

and low levels of risk-taking. In contrast, the three governing values that characterize Model II 

learning are: (1) produce valid information, (2) free and informed choice, and (3) internal 

commitment to a choice and constant monitoring of its implementation. These values help an 

individual become less defensive, experience minimally defensive interpersonal relations and 

group dynamics, set learning-oriented norms, and prioritize high freedom of choice, internal 

commitment, and risk taking (Argyris, 1982). Given the importance of personal values for 



 
 
 
 123 

Argyris’ framework, I now turn to the education literature for an overview of what we currently 

know about why teachers’ values matter for their practice.  

Defining Teacher Values in the Education Literature 

 As noted earlier, teacher values and beliefs are often conflated in the education literature. 

However, there have been standalone definitions offered for teacher values which parse out the 

distinction between these two closely associated constructs. In one definition of values 

frequently cited across the education literature, Rokeach (1973) explains that values are 

“enduring [mainly because] they are initially taught and learned in isolation from other values in 

an absolute, all-or-none manner” (p. 6; 1968). Welsh et al. (2010) suggests that while values and 

beliefs are distinct psychological constructs, there is an inextricable synergy between them: 

Values play a significant role in the development and manifestation of one’s dispositions. 
Personal values must  be comprised of the beliefs, judgements, and attitudes that one 
finds to have significant meaning in one’s life. Accordingly, dispositions must exist as 
manifestations of moral beliefs and attitudes, and it is therefore important to focus 
attention on the values that support these dispositions. (p. 183)   
 

Wray and Richmond (2018) suggest that teachers’ values shape their identities and the ways in 

which they position themselves in relation to the communities in which they work, and teacher 

values have also been described as the basis for both their internally held and externally 

exhibited dispositions (Edwicks and Edick, 2006). For decades, researchers have held the view 

that teachers’ values influence their teaching practices. In 1986, Britzman argued that teacher 

education promotes “particular images of power, knowledge, and values by rewarding particular 

forms of individual and institutional behavior…[which] if unexamined, propel the cultural 

reproduction of authoritarian teaching practices” (p. 443). More recently - as the nation’s student 

demographic diversifies - education researchers have doubled down on their call for teacher 

educators to formalize opportunities through which teachers can self-reflect on how their values 
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impact their efficacy and effectiveness in the classroom (Shandomo, 2010; Talbert-Johnson, 

2006; Yost, 2006). Scholars have agreed that teachers struggle without the critical analysis and 

self-reflection skills they need to “deconstruct mainstream hegemonic assumptions, values, and 

beliefs embedded in the normative structures and procedures of conventional classroom 

teaching” (Gay, 1993, p. 3; Larrivee, 2000). 

Teacher Values Prior to Entering the Classroom 

 Prior to joining the teaching workforce, teachers learn work-related values from a variety 

of stakeholder roles they may have held within the educational system – as students themselves, 

as parents, and as adults in the lives of school-aged children and young adults (Clandinin and 

Connelly, 1987; Duffee and Aikenhead, 1992; Rosenfeld and Rosenfeld, 2018; Tatto, 1996). 

Research has shown for some time that teachers’ values and personal orientations persist even 

once they complete teacher education and preparation programs (Lacey, 2011; Tabachnick & 

Zeichner, 1984), Once in-service, teachers’ values can then influence their motivation and 

outcome expectations for both their students and for themselves in the classroom (Ames and 

Ames, 1984; Urdan, Richardson, Karabenick, and Watt, 2014).  

 Given the many dimensions of teaching impacted by their values, it is imperative we 

understand more about the content of teachers’ values and how they can be evaluated within the 

context of the school as a learning organization (Fullan, 1995; Senge, 1995; Senge et al., 2012). 

Therefore, although many have noted that teachers’ values matter for their abilities to enact 

change and self-reflect on their practice, we do not know enough about how teachers’ values can 

change through the process of reassessing their values and beliefs (Anderson and Helms, 2001). 

When teachers’ personal values are left unexamined, we accept that teachers that may impose 

their cultural norms and values onto their students rather than seek to engage the cultures 
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students are bringing to the classroom in-depth (Davis, 1995; Gay and Howard, 2000; Townsend 

and Bates, 2007; Welch et al., 2010). 

How Teachers’ Personal Values Impact their Practice  

 School leaders often rely on teachers to take on and promote the values they espouse for 

how people should work and interact with one another at their schools (Banerjee, Stearns, 

Moller, and Mickelson, 2017). However, there is a growing body of literature that shows 

teachers’ values and perceptions vary, and that this variance impacts their collective efficacy in 

designing actions toward their superordinate goals (Castelli and Rink, 2003; Curdt-Christiansen 

and Silver, 2012; McCaughtry et al., 2006). In response, several researchers have written about 

the importance of teacher education programs providing teachers opportunities to explore how 

their personal values and standards impact their teaching and sense of self (Liston and Zeichner, 

1990; Valentin, 2006; Willemse et al., 2005; Williams, Ritter, and Bullock, 2012). Specifically, 

scholars have called for teacher education programs that integrate a critical complex lens that 

“embraces democratic values, a vision of race, class, gender, and sexual equality, and the 

necessity of exposing the effects of power in shaping individual identity and educational 

purpose” (Kincheloe, 2004, p. 57). Absent opportunities to do so, teachers are said to be blind to 

the ways in which their actions may inadvertently contribute to their marginalizing students in 

the classroom (Beyer, 2001). 

Teachers’ Values and Teacher Education 

 Teachers’ values are a central component of their professional selves, and they bring to 

work a consciousness of the social, economic, and political contexts surrounding students, their 

families, and their communities which is either developed through their personal experience or 

defined by their lack of it (Tatto, 1996; Zembrylas, 2003). Despite the enduring call for teacher 
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preparation and education programs that focus on self-reflection and, in particular, the 

consideration of teachers’ values prior to entering the profession, this kind of focus has been 

scarce;  personal values have not a central focus of teacher education and preparation program 

curricula, and this has important implications for several dimensions of their work in diverse 

classrooms (Hatton and Smith, 1995; Liu, 2015; Liu and Ball, 2019; Zeichner and Liu, 2010).  

 One reason that scholars have raised the importance of self-reflection for teachers 

working in low-income and minoritized communities is the possibility for a mismatch and hence, 

tension between the values that teachers hold with those of the students they teach in these 

communities.  Scholars have argued that most teachers in the U.S. do not engage in a a 

thoughtful process of values clarification prior to entering teaching, which could enable them to 

engage in deliberate reflection on how they may be imposing their values onto their students 

(Ryan, 1988). Further, they argue that teachers generally learn white, middle-class values as 

normative values and seek to assist students with acclimating to the dominant culture in schools 

while criticizing, downplaying and ignoring the values of marginalized minority cultures (Giroux 

and McLaren, 1986; Mikami et al., 2012; Solorzano and Yosso, 2001; Vargas, 1999). For too 

long, education researchers argue, teacher education programs have ignored the ways in which 

White history and cultural values are prioritized in their curricula and show up to influence their 

interpersonal relationships with students, their parents, and their families (Britzman, 1986; 

Cochran-Smith, 1995; Kohli, 2009; Korthagen, 2004; Smith, 2000). 

Teachers’ Values and Their Students 

Research has shown that teachers’ personal and cultural values influence how they see 

and understand multiple aspects of their students’ lives both in and outside the classroom, 

including their academic competence and behaviors, the languages they speak (Lucas and 
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Villegas, 2010; Olsen, 1997; Valdes et al., 2005), their family values (Davis, 1995), and their 

relationships with their parents (Sirin, Ryce, and Mir, 2009). These perceptions have been 

summarized as a cultural deficit model, which “contends that minority cultural values, as 

transmitted through the family, are dysfunctional, and therefore the reason for low educational 

and later occupational attainment” (Solorzano, 1997, p. 13; Solorzano and Yosso, 2001). 

However, scholars argue, when teachers have the opportunity to engage in self-reflection, they 

can learn a “cultural critical consciousness [that involves] thoroughly analyzing and carefully 

monitoring both personal beliefs and instructional behaviors about the value of cultural diversity, 

and the best ways to teach ethnically different students for maximum positive effects” (Gay and 

Kirkland, 2003, p. 182).When this self-reflection results in a desire to develop deeper 

relationships with their students, teachers also report higher levels of well-being and patience at 

work (Wang and Hall, 2019). And yet, as noted, research on teacher self-reflection is missing 

critical information on the contents of teachers’ values and the implications these values for their 

learning at work.  

Research Questions 

In this study, I explore how teachers’ Model I and Model II values influence the action strategies 

teachers purport to use in response to challenge situations that students might face from low-

income and other minoritized cultural communities inside and outside the classroom. Based both 

on research on teacher values in the education literature and the research on Model I and Model 

II values in the organizational behavior literature, I center my exploration on the following two 

questions: 
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1) How do instructors’ career stages influence how they express and articulate their values 

in response to situations in which their students are experiencing culturally specific 

challenges? 

2) What implications do these value expressions have for instructors’ individual learning in 

this context?  

Given the aforementioned tensions associated with teachers entering professions in which they 

experience cultural mismatch with their students and may not have had the opportunity to reflect 

on the values they carry with them into the profession, I sought to explore - rather than test - 

research questions about the values expressed and the action strategies my participants described 

in the hopes that I might contribute to our understanding of how to build settings in which 

teachers can be more culturally responsive to the communities that they serve. 

Research Methods and Methodology 

Context 

This research took place on one senior (four-year) campus of the City University of New 

York (CUNY), which is the largest urban university in the United States. Having taught on this 

campus for two semesters and another campus for three years prior to that before conducting 

interviews for this study, I had significant familiarity with the context. This afforded benefits in 

terms of my understanding of and ability to describe challenges teaching staff might face in this 

context as well as the potential for limitations as well (as discussed in the limitations section).  In 

Fall 2018, this campus featured 18,151 total undergraduate and graduate students; 24.53% were 

White, 21.07% were Latinx, and approximately 18 percent each were Black or Asian. Faculty 

racial demographics have been more diverse than average; as of 2019, approximately 31.9% 

were White, 29.1% were Black, 17.2% were Latinx, and 10% were Asian (CUNY Workforce 
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Demographics by College, Ethnicity, and Gender, 2019). Participants self-reported years of 

teaching experiences that ranged from between a few months to over 50 years. 

Data Collection and Sample 

 Data was collected remotely during the first six months of the COVID-19 pandemic by 

Zoom video conferencing and telephone. Given the unprecedented nature of this time, one way I 

sought to create an equitable space for participants to contribute was to conduct the Zoom 

interviews without video (all others were conducted by phone). This choice was also informed 

by my experience teaching remotely during the early months of the pandemic, when it became 

quickly apparent that requiring students to keep their video camera on might inadvertently 

disadvantage those who felt their home set ups were not adequate for videoconferencing. To 

reduce the likelihood that participants might feel more or less vulnerable depending on where 

they were interviewing from, I decided to simulate a neutral meeting space through the camera 

off option. During the interviews, I found that this “double-blind” interviewing approach 

facilitated easier flowing conversation between myself and the participants; we were able to 

focus specifically on how teaching looks in more normal times rather than strategies developed 

for teaching during the pandemic. Most participants mentioned that the situations felt familiar to 

them, and I excluded answers in the transcripts related to COVID-19 specific circumstances in 

instances when the participant wanted to talk about teaching in the current situation.  

Participants were part- and full-time faculty working on one senior (four-year) campus in 

Spring 2020. All teachers listed in the course schedule during this timeframe with publicly 

available email addresses were sent a broadcast email inviting them to participate in this study. 

The email described this study as research on how instructors make sense of, navigate, and 

strategize in response to the culturally complex dilemmas students encounter in and outside the 
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classroom. Sixty-two faculty responded and completed interviews conducted over the course of 

six weeks between June and July 2020. Although the sample was very diverse, I chose not to 

collect participants’ ethnoracial demographic information for two main reasons: (1) I did not 

want to prime participants to think about the possibility that I would be gauging their responses 

based on their racial backgrounds, and (2) based on my experience working at CUNY, teachers’ 

racial backgrounds are not a consistent indicator of their likelihoods to use culturally responsive 

teaching techniques. Of the 62 participants, 59% of them were adjunct and 41% were full-time 

faculty. Participants represented 16 different academic departments, including Accounting, 

American Studies, Biology, History, Political Science, and Psychology. While the overwhelming 

majority of the sample (61%) had taught on only one CUNY campus, 32.7% had taught on two 

or more campuses; I used this information as a proxy for understanding which teachers had more 

extensive experience teaching this demographic of students than others. Finally, each of 

Huberman’s career phases (defined and discussed in more detail below) was represented in the 

study: 47.5% were in the career entry phase (1-3 years, 29 participants), 11.5% were in the 

stabilization phase (4-6 years, 7 participants), 31.1% were in the experimentation and activism 

phase (7-18 years, 19 participants), 6.6% were in the serenity and relational distance phase (19-

30 years, 4 participants), and 3.3% were in the disengagement phase (31-40 years, 2 

participants). All participants received $25 for their participation. 

Interviews followed a semi-structured, open-ended protocol format through which 

participants were asked to think aloud through their reasoning for action in response to six 

situations that represent common challenges CUNY students might encounter during their time 

working as an adjunct lecturer on this campus. These scenarios were written by the author based 

on five years of participant observation as an adjunct lecturer; while they were not formally 
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validated, 32% of the participants explicitly mentioned in their interviews that the scenarios were 

familiar and common to their experience teaching at CUNY as well. This method combines 

elements of one methodology frequently used in the organizational behavior literature, critical 

incidents in which participants are presented with an incident to respond to (Byrne, 2001; 

Flanagan, 1954; Hughes, Williamson, and Lloyd, 2007) and a second method, situation 

sampling, frequently used in cultural psychology research (Heine, 2015; Kitayama, 2002). 

Situation sampling affords the ability to hear teachers’ thoughts in response to a variety of real-

life circumstances and conditions, increasing the likelihood that the behaviors in the study were 

not situation specific. The recurring questions following each situation were designed with a 

central tenet of the critical incidents technique in mind – observing the process of participants’ 

inferential thinking about their students in practice.  

For example, one of the situations was about a student needing significant time away 

from class to attend a funeral in another country, another featured a single dad working full-time 

and struggling to balance childcare and course responsibilities, and in a third situation a student 

struggled to maintain regular course attendance because of their need to have a job. There were 

six situations in total (described in full in Appendix C): 

 1)  Funeral situation: Student needs two weeks away from class to attend a family 

member’s funeral in another country. By the time the student returns four other chapters 

have been covered and the exam is in a week. 

 2) Disruptive student situation: Student is disruptive in class and copies homework 

answers directly from the textbook. When the student is approached about the plagiarism, 

they blame the teacher for not being a good instructor. 
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 3)  Single dad situation: Student parent recently transferred from a community college 

and is working full time. He has had to bring his son with him to class on days he cannot 

find a babysitter but has barely passed the exams despite the effort; he approaches the 

instructor and asks for help “thinking through his potential options.”  

 4) Late without explanation situation: Student regularly arrives late to class with no 

explanation but participates actively and aced the midterm. By the end of the semester, 

she stops coming to class altogether and does not hand in the final paper. 

 5) Grade situation: Student in class last semester frequently arrived late to class with no 

explanation, nearly failed both exams, and did not participate in class at all. She only 

once contacted the teacher to ask about leaving behind a personal item in the classroom, 

but recently emailed at the start of a new semester to ask for an explanation of her grade 

and why she was unable to pass the course.  

 6) Absence situation: Student misses class for two weeks after the teacher submits a 

form to the registrar that indicates which students are active in the course that semester. 

Student returns and explains that she has been experiencing financial hardship and needs 

to work during the time class normally meets but is absent again a few weeks later after 

promising she would not be absent again. 

Following each situation, participants were asked the same five questions to elicit their thoughts 

on what causal factors were contributing to each student’s dilemma, what they would do in 

response, what information mattered the most in their assessment and decision-making 

processes, whether they thought other teachers would agree with their assessment, and how they 

have handled similar situations in the past.  The questions can be found in Appendix C. 

Data Analysis 



 
 
 
 133 

The interview data were analyzed using an etic approach, after developing a codebook for 

counting the number of instances in which teachers used Model I and Model II values in each 

situation. For each participant, I used Dedoose qualitative software to tag their responses in 

response to each follow-up question over the course of our interview. Codes for each of these 

values were based on definitions sourced directly from Argyris’ original conceptualization of 

governing values, as he developed them in the organizational learning action science literatures 

(Argyris, 1996; Argyris, Putnam, and Smith, 1985). I began the first round of etic coding looking 

for commonalities in how these values sounded when expressed by the participants and whether 

these values appeared to be consistent across participants from situation to situation.  

The process of coding a first time and then a second time was informed by my iterative 

engagement with the literatures. As I engaged in the first stage of coding, I noticed that very few 

participants appeared to espouse Model I or Model II values across all situations posed to them 

and hence, consistently throughout their entire interviews; this pattern is consistent with Argyris’ 

assertion that these sets of values are not mutually exclusive and can exist at the same time. In 

the process of revisiting the seminal text in which Argyris outlines Model I and Model II 

thinking (1982), I identified the definitional criteria for each value to develop criteria for 

categorizing participants’ responses. In this second round of coding, I found that – just as in 

Argyris’ original model - participants’ values could be described in terms of the action strategies 

participants took towards students or in their environments more generally as well as in terms of 

consequences for participants’ individual learning.  

The codebook in Appendix E provides further details on exactly how I defined each of 

these categories for use while coding the data. By the end of the data analysis process, I observed 

that the most significant differences emerged based on teachers’ career stage – specifically, 
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whether they were early, mid- or late-career teachers. Consistent with demarcations frequently 

used in the education literature, I categorized career stage as follows: early career are teachers 

with 0-10 years’ experience, including new and second-stage teachers (75.8%, n=47); mid-career 

are teachers with 11-25 years’ experience (21%, n=13) and are generally considered expert 

teachers; later career teachers (3.2%, n=2) are teachers with over 25 years of experience. While 

there were only two late career teachers in this study, these participants held a combined 87 years 

of teaching experience. I sought to organize the data in a way that made clear that each career 

phase has its own “values profile,” with teachers in one phase being more or less likely to use 

Model I and Model II values than those in different phases. I then examined the ways in which 

teachers in my study who were in each of these career stages exhibited evidence in their 

responses to the challenge situations posed of specific Model I and Model II values. 

Results 

Early Career Faculty 

While early career faculty in this study did not use any of the values more than mid- or 

late-career teachers, amongst themselves they placed most emphasis on the values of free and 

informed choice (Model II) and internal commitment to their choices (Model II).  

Free and Informed Choice (Model II) 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of free and informed choice 

whenever someone described: (1) an instance in which someone describes taking steps to avoid 

applying implicit or explicit pressure on students, (2) an instance in which someone clearly 

expresses their desire to make autonomous and well-informed decisions based on all the factual 

information available to them.  



 
 
 
 135 

In Situation #1, the funeral situation, teachers centrally expressed this value by 

emphasizing students as adults who were capable of making their own decisions about whether 

to take time away from school when provided with all the information needed to make that 

decision. Teacher participants thought students needed to understand clearly upfront that they 

would still be responsible for missed assignments and the upcoming exam, though they were 

willing to give the student more time to complete deadlines to make sure they were able to fulfill 

their cultural obligations to their families. Teachers focused on this value did not want to be an 

additional source of pressure for their students in a stressful situation, and they emphasized that 

they wanted students “to be able to be fully present in the mourning process” without feeling 

guilty about not being in class. They did not mind students leaving for the funeral but did not 

want them to do so without a clear understanding of what the consequences of their choices 

would be in terms of work they would need to do outside of class. They struck a balance in 

keeping students accountable and letting them know they should take all the time they needed to 

for their families and reassuring them the teacher would help them do what they needed to 

succeed in the remainder of the course. Still, the choice was left to the student and hence, this 

value expression of “free and informed choice” reflecting Model II values, was most evident 

among teachers in this career phase. 

 In Situation #3, the single dad situation, early career teachers expressed this value of free 

and informed choice as the desire to help the student help themselves: for example, that the 

faculty might sit with the single dad one-on-one, talking with him about his most urgent 

priorities, and helping him to make the best decision for himself about how to continue on in the 

course that semester.  As one teacher expressed: “I like to empower the students by giving them 

options and then they can think things through and let me know.” In this situation, options for the 
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student might include giving them a no credit or Incomplete grade so that the student might 

retake the class in a later semester with reduced consequences; across participant responses, it 

was clear that teachers sought options that gave students a sense of control over their choices and 

required them to be involved in designing and enacting their own strategies for success.  

 For early career teachers across other situations, free and informed choice was expressed 

through responses that sounded more generally like the teacher was taking action to preserve the 

students’ senses of agency and the freedom to make choices for their own lives. This often 

included preparing students to advocate for themselves with other departments or offices on 

campus if need be. Respondents seemed to reject the notion of a coercive power that might seek 

to control students’ every move. It also seemed to reflect a desire to save a student’s chances of 

passing a course by any means necessary so long as the student was involved in and committed 

to the process of overcoming challenges to success.  

Internal Commitment to Choices and Constant Monitoring of Implementation (Model II) 

Teachers in this early career phase also expressed a commitment to their choices in 

response to students’ challenges. Rather than rely on rules or policies to explain in-depth why 

they were acting in a certain manner, they provided clear rationale in their own words to convey 

how their personal perspectives and experiences informed their commitment to choosing a 

particular route of action. This value represents a personal commitment to not only making a 

choice, but to then monitoring the implementation of that choice and revising an action strategy 

when needed. In practice, this value sounded like a dual commitment to keeping in mind that 

students are often experiencing psychological and emotional difficulties outside the classroom, 

and providing them alternative options for maintaining progress in the classroom so long as 

students demonstrated effort and interest in the course.  
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 Early career teachers expressed this value through their emphasis on the importance of 

not taking things personally when their students did not fulfill their expectations. In Situation #2, 

the disruptive student situation, teachers expressed this value primarily through their 

characterizations of the student’s lashing out at the teacher as an expression of the student’s 

frustration with their own shortcomings. Teachers cautioned against internalizing students’ 

frustrations, as they expressed having learned over time that students often project before taking 

the time to self-reflect about what they are really feeling. One teacher expressed this as a form of 

responsibility the teacher has to control her or his emotions in response to the student in such a 

situation: “I’m not sure if that’s an insecurity as a teacher, but to me [getting upset is] not 

looking at the student, it’s looking at your positioning in the class as opposed to shifting to the 

students.” Others expressed their beliefs that teachers in this situation would be seeking to figure 

out what is underlying the students’ situation as opposed to focusing on the negative presenting 

symptoms of the problem, including the disruptive behavior and plagiarism. 

 Across other situations, not taking students’ feelings personally generally allowed faculty 

respondents to give their students the benefit of the doubt.  In Situation #4, the late without 

explanation situation, for example, one early career teacher discussed an urgent need to “figure 

out how to get [the student] to power through, but I’ve somehow also got to get her to disclose 

why she feels that it’s a waste of her time.” These teachers wanted students to know that they 

were committed to helping them complete the course and to meeting students where they entered 

the classroom in order to ensure their success in the course. A second way teachers expressed 

this value was by showing students that they understood the importance of their cultural 

obligations. For example, in Situation #3, the single dad situation, teachers wanted students to 

bring their children to class with them if they were unable to find childcare and noted that they 
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had never regretted making these sorts of accommodations to get a student to come to class 

consistently. One teacher discussed their rationale for this sort of choice in some depth:  

 
Every semester, I have these kinds of experiences where students have struggled for 
various reasons. I have had  classes where students bring their child to class and [we 
know] it’s not going to be quiet [and] it’s fine…like I said, students have struggled, I’ve 
begged them to come to my office hours. I give out fruit and water. Other professors in 
my department give out chocolates…[we want them to know we’re] being very patient 
and non-judgmental. 

 
Similarly, in Situation #1, the funeral situation, early career teachers discussed the importance of 

letting students know upfront that they understood the importance of their cultural obligations 

and that they appreciated the student’s efforts to remain fully present both at school and at home. 

They wanted students to know that they could place equal priority on their families, their 

schoolwork, and their personal mental health.  

 A third way teachers in this early career phase, expressed this value was through the 

principle that they would not make things harder for their students if it were possible to alleviate 

some dimension of the student’s burden. For example, in Situation #2, the disruptive student 

situation, teachers expressed wanting to give the student an opportunity to complete extra credit 

after having a conversation with them to clarify the definition of plagiarism. They wanted 

students to allow students the space to develop an understanding of the implications of their 

choices before holding them responsible for what they were not doing well.  As one participant 

explained: “The way the administration deals with plagiarism – it becomes the sort of thing that 

can kind of change the path of your life, and I just think that’s too much. Especially when a lot of 

my students really come to college without the sort of [writing] basics they need to succeed.” In 

Situation #1, the funeral situation, these participants early career teachers wanted to help students 

identify departmental policies or resources that might assist in helping them receive exemptions 
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or exceptions the circumstance may qualify them for.  They expressed not wanting students to be 

thinking or worrying about keeping up with a class or course responsibilities when away tending 

to their families. Further, they worried that any teacher expectations placed on the student might 

become a source of additional pressure or stress to the student during a difficult time. 

A fourth way teachers in early career expressed this value was by being proactive about 

reaching out to students who were not doing well in their courses. In Situation #4, late without 

explanation situation, for example, teachers described that they would have emailed the student 

or otherwise contacted her much sooner throughout the semester to update her about her barely 

passing grades. They wanted to reassure students that addressing the factors preventing them 

from participating fully head on was much more effective than ignoring the impact of those 

factors on their performance both in and outside the classroom. These teachers described feeling 

as though they were failing students when they were unable to connect with the student 

personally, be it directly or through a third party. They remained flexible in their thinking 

through how to best support a student who did not feel comfortable communicating their needs. 

As one teacher described when asked about how they had resolved similar situations in the past: 

In situations like this where a student was coming, and then all of a sudden didn't, you 
know, I- I reached out several times and- and the student ended up not responding, you 
know. And it just ... It really does lead you to feel helpless as a teacher in trying to 
support, um, trying to support them. 
 

Regarding Situation #2, the disruptive situation, teachers wanted to resolve the students’ 

disruptive behavior in-house, with as few administrative supports as possible to diffuse the 

situation. They also wanted students to be clear that their intentions were to support their 

personal progress as well as their academic progress:  

I would make my intentions known that I don’t care what grade she gets, I care what she 
gets out of the class. And I want to help her get what she wants out of the class. And 
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that's tailored to each student and maybe she doesn't know that, but it's my job to tell her 
and communicate that to her and make sure that she knows that her path in the course is 
as wide as possible and can remain wide, even if she might not have known those things 
in the beginning.  
 

These early career teachers noted that students seemed most transparent about their personal 

challenges when teachers were proactive about reaching out to them. In Situation #5, the grade 

challenge situation, teachers also stated that they would have likely reached out to students much 

sooner or configured some way for students to be able to track their grades on their own online. 

Teachers emphasized their perception that students felt a stronger sense of control with access to 

regularly updated information about their grades and progress in the course.   

Finally, early career teachers expressed this value through the principle that there is no 

such thing as one-size-fits-all policy that applies to all students uniformly; they were willing and 

able to make discretionary decisions on the spot in response to students’ exigent circumstances. 

One participant described the rationale behind this principle in response to Situation #3, the 

single dad situation, as a struggle to understand how teachers can be expected to hold students 

with such different backgrounds – racially, ethnically, economically educationally – to the same 

academic standards and a need to evaluate students individually on case-by-case basis instead. 

These teachers were willing to give students extra time to do their work, or in office hours if they 

needed more one-on-one help than could be provided in the classroom. They emphasized that 

“policies and [procedures] may have been created to be one size fits all, but it’s not. It’s not how 

the real world works in any case anyway.” Similarly, iIn response to Situation #1, the funeral 

situation, participants expressed this value as a desire to let students know that they can provide 

individualized academic supports for the student to ensure they are able to keep up. They were 

cognizant that this approach contrasts starkly with the approaches more “rigid” teachers or 



 
 
 
 141 

departments may have that do not give students as much flexibility but were clear in expressing 

both of these values. 

Mid-Career Faculty 

More than early or late career teachers, mid-career teachers in this study placed the most 

emphasis on four values, two of which were related to Model I thinking: maximize winning and 

minimize losing and suppressing their own and others’ negative feelings.  The Model II values 

they placed most emphasis on in comparison to the other groups were free and informed choice 

and internal commitment to their choices. Below, I begin with the Model I value expressions and 

then move to the expression of Model II value expressions, employing some examples from 

teacher respondents in this mid-career stage. Figure 1 displays the percentages of responses 

coded for these values which were attributed to mid-career faculty participants versus early- and 

late-career faculty participants. 

 

Maximize Winning and Minimize Losing (Model I) 
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I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of maximize winning and 

minimize losing whenever someone described: (1) an instance in which someone makes clear 

that their focus was on minimizing losses (failing students) and maximizing wins (passing 

students), or (2) an instance in which a participants expressed that their interest in assisting a 

student would depend on their personal assessments of various factors that might impact the 

student’s opportunity to pass the course moving forward.  

Across situations, mid-career teachers who espoused this value were focused on 

minimizing the chances that a student they permitted to stay in their course despite challenging 

circumstances would eventually fail the course. They were risk-averse and sought to whittle out, 

early on, the students they figured had little chance of being successful long-term.  

In the funeral situation, for example, they rationalized that teachers working with 

hundreds of students across sections could not be expected to pay attention to the fine details of 

all of their students’ lives. They belabored the fact that the student was asking for time off in the 

beginning of the semester, considered that they might be more lenient if it were later in the 

semester, and expressed their doubts that the student would not be able to keep up upon his 

return. Participants emphasized the importance of timing in the semester for how they might 

determine which students’ problems can be resolved so that they successfully complete the class, 

again with the value of minimizing losses and maximizing gains. Teachers were more willing to 

work with students when they perceived the student was putting in a significant effort to do well 

in the course, and that it was early enough in the semester for the student to change course.   

 Though they varied in their perceptions of exactly where “early enough” was in the 

semester for them to make these determinations, teachers in this phase agreed that the student 

should either withdraw from the course altogether, or accept a failing or incomplete grade. In the 
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disruptive student situation, teachers recalled having been advised by older teachers in the past to 

do the bare minimum in similar situations. As one teacher explained it: “[I was told] ‘Just do 

what you were employed to do. You don’t have to go beyond.’” They explained the bare 

minimum might include observing early patterns in students’ behavior to determine the level of 

effort the student is expending towards their education, and then, based on that assessment, to 

develop one’s own strategy for matching the student’s energy. 

These mid-career teachers generally felt comfortable making assessments about their 

students’ potential for academic success in their courses on the basis of very limited information 

and their limited understandings about students’ circumstances. In Situation #3, for example, 

teachers saw the single dad’s situation as “essentially impossible;” they reasoned that because 

they themselves would not be able to juggle full-time work, school, and parenting, the student 

would not feasibly be able to either. As one participant explained: “I tell the students that they’re 

trying to do something [while] everything is kind of stacked against them in terms of the time 

that they need for the actual course. I have not ever found a way to solve that problem.”  

Teachers who thought similarly reflected on having convinced students in similar situations to 

change majors or retake the class in a later semester based on their preliminary assessments of 

the student’s circumstances alone, thus minimizing potential losses.  

 Finally, in Situation #4 - the late without explanation situation - teachers reasoned that 

their assessments of the likelihood a student might pass could depend on many things, including 

how many absences the student had had, or how much work they completed during the semester. 

Regardless of whether a student was passing or failing their course, these teachers were most 

concerned with keeping themselves insulated from responsibility for students’ outcomes, an 

aspect I discuss next. Throughout, teachers in this mid-career stage generally approached these 
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challenge situations by taking in the information presented to them and then determining what 

the best course of action might be to maximize gains and minimize losses for themselves as well 

as for the students. 

Suppressing Negative Feelings (One’s Own and Others’) [Model I] 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of suppressing negative feelings 

(one’s own and others’) whenever someone described: (1) negative feelings about the way they 

perceive students to “be,” without stating directly why they felt that way, (2) negative feelings in 

response to student behavior, without stating directly why they felt that way,  or (3) negative, 

unresolved feelings about their job responsibilities or their workplace environment more 

generally.  

Even when they did not name their emotions explicitly, mid-career teachers were very 

closely attuned to the ways their students’ circumstances made them feel in terms of their control 

(or lack thereof) over students’ academic outcomes in the classroom. In response to Situation #1, 

the funeral situation, for example, teachers expressed frustration with having received 

“fraudulent” requests from students in the past for doctor’s visits and other family 

responsibilities. One teacher explained: “Most of them don't read regularly anyway; they, they 

mostly read like the week of the exam, so I'm not afraid of, uh, overburdening them with the 

exam, but I think generally they need to be responsible for the material, but I'll let them go on the 

attendance for that.” These teachers felt that two weeks away from class was too long for the 

student to be away and expressed their nervousness that the student might not be able to recover 

once he returned. They were also resentful when students did not meet requirements upon their 

return. One recurring strategy they used to resolve these feelings was to suggest that students 
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withdraw from the course altogether. One participant pondered aloud the possible downside of 

this strategy soon after suggesting it: 

I think that the harder you come down on the student, the more likely they are to both 
withdraw, to lie to you, to try to get away with things and to cheat. Um, I- I think that if 
you are upfront and honest with them and give them a chance and really try to develop a 
relationship where you're not, um, hardcore strict... Not that your standards are low, but 
everything's on a case-by-case basis. 
 

In Situation #2, the disruptive student situation, midcareer teachers tended to espouse this value 

often and did so by focusing on the student’s shortcomings, citing the student’s lacking the 

academic ability to succeed as the cause of the student’s outburst. They expressed concerns that 

the outburst reflected more latent negative feelings about the teacher that would inevitably result 

in additional conflict down the line. Teachers expressed a sensitivity to late students, noting that 

“they can really make it difficult to teach the class and they detract from the learning of the other 

students in class.” Teachers noted that they felt disoriented when a student disrupted the class 

culture they worked hard to establish at the start of the semester. Teachers also observed that the 

student was likely suppressing feelings of defensiveness, being overwhelmed, or even feeling 

intimidated by the academic standards she was being held to. They did express a desire to 

connect students with the correct academic or social support resources; however, they felt it 

difficult to discern what the student’s challenges were without the details and generally were 

hesitant to address the students’ challenges or feelings (or their own) directly. 

In Situation #3, the single dad situation, midcareer teachers often discussed the 

frustrations they felt making further accommodations for the single parent beyond allowing him 

to bring his child to class. One participant explained:  

[Other teachers] would just know that he was failing, I'm not sure they would care so 
much about his situation. I hear them complain a lot about those students that they think 
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aren't putting enough time, or have a lot of excuses, um, and they may or may not know 
the student's situation. They may or may not bother asking. 
 

Teachers confided that they had overheard fellow teachers talking about students in similar 

situations disparagingly, and that in those conversations, teachers tended to conclude students 

were not putting in enough time, have too many excuses, or were “just dumb,” unable to meet 

the academic standards of the college or manage their outside responsibilities alongside school. 

Thus, teachers seemed unable or unwilling to surface the root causes of the negative feelings of 

either the teachers or the students.  

 In Situation #4, the late without explanation situation, midcareer teachers also tended to 

note that the student was likely feeling overwhelmed and unable to express that to the teacher but 

said some teachers would simply write the student off as irresponsible and not give issue a final 

grade if they disappeared around the time of the final exam. They also expressed a belief that the 

student’s track record of participating actively in class to this point in the semester would 

exacerbate their frustrations with the student coming in late over time. Thus again, negative 

feelings were articulated and yet, skirted over.  

 Similarly, in Situation #5, the grade situation, midcareer teachers explained how the 

student’s request might exacerbate their frustrations with the student’s behaviors to that point in 

the semester. While they expressed concern that the student might face financial repercussions 

for the failing grade, teachers seemed reluctant to engage with their feelings or that of the 

student. As one participant explained: “I think, in general, nobody likes to be questioned [even 

when] they understand that is it is their responsibility, it’s part of their job, to be as clear as 

possible.” When teachers reflected on the fact that the student had not participated at all during 

the semester, they were both frustrated by and upset about the student’s expectation that they 
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continue to work with them as though the student had done what was expected of them 

throughout the semester. Teachers saw the student’s lack of communication as a sign of “the 

student’s lack of involvement [and that] maybe she didn’t care as much.” These assumptions 

reflected their value of suppressing negative emotions. 

In Situation #6, the absence situation, midcareer teachers’ frustrations continued to harp 

on their sense that the student was not capable of managing their various responsibilities 

judiciously – they wondered aloud if the student was being “delusional” or venturing too far on 

the side of optimism to assume they could manage work and school at the same time. Midcareer 

faculty’s expressions of Model I values in this study make clear that there is a process through 

which instructors decide to suppress the many negative emotions - including anger, frustration, 

guilt, and resentment - they experience in the classroom at work with students from low-income 

and other minoritized cultural communities. This process of suppressing their own emotions 

carried over to their interactions with their students, whose emotions they also found it difficult 

to process or understand through the lens of the student’s cultural backgrounds and personal 

circumstances. Based on their admittedly partial understandings of students’ circumstances 

outside the classroom, midcareer faculty made assessments of students’ likelihood to succeed or 

fail and provided support (or not) to students accordingly. 

Free and Informed Choice (Model II) 

Mid-career participants also expressed some Model II values in addition to those that 

were Model I, as just described. First, teachers generally expressed the value of free and 

informed choice. When teachers expressed this value, they focused on equipping students with 

the information they needed to make autonomous decisions for themselves in response to the 

challenging circumstances presented. The general sentiment was expressed by a participant in 
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response to Situation #1, the funeral situation: “I have no right to impinge on their grief or their, 

or how their family handles it, if, if they have a procedure that they go through, either religiously 

or traditionally; um, I'm not going to question that. That is their right.” In a similar fashion, in 

Situation #3, the single dad situation, these teachers were concerned with making sure students 

were aware of all their options for proceeding in the course before giving any directives about 

what students should do. They considered that students might not have had the opportunity prior 

to their office hours to sit down and order their priorities and scope out their options for 

accessing various forms of academic, social, and emotional supports available on campus. 

Teachers were sympathetic to the student’s plight, but also wanted him to develop the agency to 

assess where he might need to rebalance his priorities so as to design his own solution for 

managing his various life responsibilities.  

In Situation #4, the late without explanation situation, teachers focused on the student’s 

choice not to take the final exam, which they believed meant they had few options left to help the 

student succeed. They were willing to issue an incomplete grade which would afford the student 

more time to complete the work, but they were also willing to “let the chips fall where they may” 

should the student decide she did not want to respond to their courtesy warnings. Once they 

warned students about the consequences of not handing in the final paper, they figured the 

student’s decision would reflect their understanding and acceptance of any financial losses that 

would result from their unofficial withdrawal. Similarly, in Situation #6, the absence situation, 

mid-career stage teachers wanted students to make a definitive choice about whether they would 

stay in the course and come at the appointed class time or withdraw to fulfill their scheduled 

outside work responsibilities; it was the student’s own decision and teachers were clear about 

honoring that free choice. 
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Internal Commitment to Choices and Constant Monitoring of Implementation (Model II) 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of internal commitment to choices 

and constant monitoring of their implementation whenever someone described: (1) details about 

why they believed their responses to students’ challenges were valid and good, and how they 

were strategizing to enact those responses, or (2) vigilantly monitoring the implementation of 

their choices in response to student challenges, in order to detect and correct error along the way.   

Mid-career teachers all expressed the value of an internal commitment to their choices 

while responding to students the most; they were confident in their abilities to read between the 

lines when students were not disclosing all the details of their circumstances. They were 

committed to factoring in their knowledge of students’ personal values into their strategies for 

responding to a situation and explained their rationale in terms of experiential knowledge rather 

than referencing formal rules and policies. In Situation #1, the funeral situation, teachers 

expressed a willingness to let students take the time they needed for the funeral and mentioned 

they would also ask other students in the class if they would be willing to share notes with the 

absent student. They reiterated that they understood the student’s need to be absent as a family 

commitment, and they wanted students to know that they could focus on their family and make 

up assignments and exams upon their return with no consequences. They were committed to 

respecting students’ privacy and understood the importance of doing so. As one participant 

explained: 

Nobody ever has to divulge any personal details. I don't ask for doctor's notes, I don't do 
any of that. I tell them that we're all adults, they can tell me [if] there's a reason. Just stay 
in contact with me so I can work with you. If the student disappears for weeks on end and 
misses a lot of work and then doesn't say anything to me either ever or until the end of the 
semester, what I can do help her or him becomes much more limited. So that's a 
shortened version of the speech and I repeat it um, over the semester, and that has shown 
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me over the years to have had some positive effect. It makes, it seems to make them a 
little less reluctant to come and talk to me. 
 

Teachers prided themselves on their commitment to holding students to challenging academic 

standards while also being “student-centered,” balancing a quality education with social supports 

that respond directly to students’ specific needs. In Situation #2, the disruptive student situation, 

veteran teachers noted that while some of their colleagues might immediately assume the student 

would fail the course based on the information presented in the situation, the student might 

benefit from some more targeted supports from the teacher that could assist her in getting back 

on top of things. They did not assume that the student understood that she had violated the 

college’s academic integrity code and were sensitive to the fact that the student may need 

someone to sit down with them and explain the central differences between academic standards 

in the community and four-year college settings. Thus, teachers were committed to their choice 

to provide the targeted supports, and to monitoring the students’ progress once such supports had 

provided. They were cautious not to be confrontational or condescending in their approaches to 

this conversation; as one participant explained: 

I think that certainly that plagiarism conversation has to be done in a way that gives the 
student, like, a real out because I- in my experience a lot of students don't- don't even 
know that that's- what they're doing is... um, like, breeches, like, various kinds of 
academic and professional rules and so, like, it has to be done in a way that the person 
doesn't get humiliated. Um... I think sometimes people are just, like, they- they want to 
see what they can get away with because, again, typically they're balancing a many 
different things and so they are hoping they can get away with it. 
 

Teachers wanted the student to feel comfortable coming to the teacher to at least explain they 

were dealing with a challenge, if not share the details of that challenge in-depth. They offered to 

meet with the student outside of class and reiterated that they would want to use a neutral, non-

accusatory tone so that the student did not feel they were defending themselves against an 
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accusation. Though some debated whether it was fair to offer extra credit opportunities to one 

student that were not offered to the entire class, they also discussed being more willing to offer 

their time or an exception when the student was clearly investing their time in correcting the 

mistake. Overall, they were concerned with being careful to take the time to discern what the 

student was actually dealing with rather than attempting to guess the student’s circumstances or 

disposition. 

In Situation #3, the single dad situation, mid-career stage teachers were concerned with 

presenting themselves as a social support to the single parent in the classroom. So much so, in 

fact, that some admitted they would likely do everything in their power to give the student a 

passing grade based on his clear commitment to the course. They wanted to work collaboratively 

with the student past what they saw as a student needing help adjusting to the burden of multiple, 

pressing, equally important responsibilities; they expressed that they would feel sadness and 

disappointment if their efforts to pass the student were unsuccessful by the end of the semester. 

They were willing to make many accommodations for students so long as there was an open line 

of communication between them, including keeping toys in the classroom or advising them with 

individualized study methods and strategies in office hours. They suggested the possibility of 

giving the student extra credit opportunities or offering him the option to take the exam at a later 

date through the department’s make up exam policy. As such, these mid-career teachers were 

committed to their choice to accommodate student-parents in the classroom based on their 

perceptions that the student was making an earnest effort to manage his multiple responsibilities 

- and they made plans to match this effort.  

Teachers did not assume they knew what was causing the student in Situation #4, the late 

without explanation situation, to disappear, either.  They discussed a willingness to give the 



 
 
 
 152 

student an opportunity to ask for an extension but stressed that this would rely on the student’s 

consistent communication with them; once they gave students the opportunity for a second 

chance to submit the final, they considered the onus of responsibility to be shifted to students. 

They were still cognizant of the likelihood that the student was probably not comfortable 

explaining what they were going through. Therefore, even though the student’s classroom 

behavior was disturbing to them, they expressed a stronger concern that the student was able to 

take care of or resolve their unspoken challenges on their own. These teachers often described 

the student as a private person and agreed that she reserved the rights not to share what they were 

experiencing. However, teachers wanted students to know that they needed to be honest about 

the constraints prohibiting them from participating more fully in the course. As such, they 

expressed an internal commitment to their choices to give the student the benefit of the doubt 

based on their beliefs that the student should not be penalized for any discomfort they felt about 

advocating for themselves in this situation.  

In Situation #5, the grade situation, teachers considered that the student’s interest in 

discussing their grade retroactively made sense because they were likely dealing with the 

financial repercussions of having failed the course; teachers cited this as a common request often 

received at the end of each semester. Though they admitted that the student not participating 

made them less likely to want to discuss the grade breakdown with the student, they noted that 

they would have been more proactive about informing the student of her progress in the course 

before the semester ended. They were more committed to considering the situational factors 

impacting the student’s choice to reach out than they were interested in making judgements 

about the student’s disposition. As one teacher explained: 
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I would like to think that I would have made some effort if I saw a student was 
struggling. I absolutely would have made some effort to reach out to her over the course 
of the semester. So if I felt it was necessary [I would] say “Look, I made a point to 
contact you and you didn’t respond.” 
 

Another discussed the nature of her commitment in more depth: 

[Students like this have] tended to fall in two categories. One is the student who takes the 
initiative to approach me. More often, I find that I have to be the one to reach out to the 
student. I believe I have a responsibility of reaching out to those who seem to be 
struggling in some way. 
 

These teachers attributed the students’ choices to an honest misunderstanding about how they 

had come to receive the failing grade. Thus, participants in this phase expressed a willingness to 

take the time to talk with the student about the implications of her choices in-depth, rather than 

assume she was unmotivated or uninterested.  

In Situation #6, the absence situation, teachers reflected on this student’s situation as a 

common challenge they experienced at least once or twice an academic year. They explained that 

their teaching commitment included an awareness of the fact that students on this campus are 

mostly commuters who work and raise families alongside their schoolwork. They expressed the 

desire to have a serious conversation with the student to assist her in developing a plan for 

completing the course responsibilities and not missing their work schedule, with an 

understanding that financial aid issues may arise should the student not plan carefully. They 

believed that the student’s work responsibilities were an important priority but struggled to 

reconcile memories of broken promises former students had made to come to class consistently 

in similar situations with their desires to give this particular student the benefit of the doubt. For 

these mid-career teachers, their commitment was characterized by the tension of wanting to give 

students extra notes, time in office hours, and assistance keeping up with the course on their 

own, while struggling to justify making exceptions for some students and not others. 
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Late Career Faculty  

 More than early or mid-career teachers, late-career teachers in this study placed the most 

emphasis on three values, with a balance toward Model I values: achieving a purpose as the 

teacher defines it (Model I), emphasizing rationality and deemphasizing emotional aspects of 

problems (Model I), and providing valid information (Model II). Figure 2 displays the 

percentages of responses coded for these values which were attributed to late-career faculty 

participants’ versus early- and mid-career faculty participants. 

 

Achieve a Purpose as the Instructor Defines It (Model I) 
 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of achieving a purpose as the 

instructor defines it whenever someone: (1) defined in their own terms (or with their own 

rationale) the purpose of their chosen response to a student’s challenging situation, or (2) 
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provided justification for achieving a purpose by describing the means they would employ to do 

so.  

Later-career teachers tended to ascribe to a Model I value that focused on the desire to 

achieve a purpose as defined by the teacher (not the student or others). Teachers who espoused 

this value made decisions about how to approach student challenges without considering the 

student’s perspective, specifically how their actions may have negative implications from the 

student perspective. They often cited department administrators and chairpersons as their go-to 

references when evaluating whether their actions were achieving the goals they intended. In the 

funeral situation for example, teachers debated the extent to which students should be absolved 

of their responsibility to meet expectations set by the school or teacher because of their 

extenuating circumstances. They expected that students meet a universal set of standards for 

students and intended to hold all students accountable for meeting those standards regardless of 

their individual circumstances.  

In Situation #2, the disruptive student situation, teachers were not surprised to encounter 

the student’s disruptive behavior or their emotional outburst, but still mentioned that their course 

of action would be to involve a department chair or administrator. They spoke about “cc’ing” 

others onto email threads shared with students as a form of reinforcements for their instructions 

to the student; they wanted to know that they had “covered their bases” in writing should the 

student’s situation continue to devolve. In the following example a teacher uses this rationale to 

make assumptions about the student’s performance in other classes: 

Honestly I would probably consult my department chair on how to move forward with 
this.  [To] see if, um,  she had any advice on how to, um, go about navigating a situation 
like that, um, because in addition to being in  my class, if [the student is] doing this in my 
class, she's probably doing it in others and that's just demeaning her  educational 
experience altogether.  
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 One participant in this phase offered their theory about why younger instructors are less 

likely to espouse this value: 

In my experience, there are two kinds of teachers that we've been having. And that's, uh, 
you know, older teachers like myself who have had this experience and are kind of, not 
simply aware of teaching, but teaching is extremely important, uh, to us. Uh, and then 
there is some kind of younger students, uh, younger professors, who are very keen on 
taking the student's side. So they're very sensitive to student needs, et cetera. And it no-
it's not the same outcomes. You know, one is, one is from, uh, um, you know, kind of a 
different, different kind of a source.  
 

In Situation #4, the late without explanation situation, teachers knew of colleagues that would 

shut or lock the door after a certain time to prevent students from entering the classroom, and 

they discussed the potential merits in this approach as it conveyed a message to students that the 

teacher would not tolerate ongoing distractions. In this study, late career stage teachers often 

described pursuing actions towards a purpose they believed it to fulfill, without explaining how 

they knew the action would be helpful from the student’s perspective. Thus, in line with the 

value of achieving a goal as defined by the teacher, these participant teachers tended to opt to 

exclude rather than include students in the ways they approached these challenge situations. 

Emphasize Rationality, Deemphasize Emotional Aspects of Problems (Model I) 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of emphasizing rationality and 

deemphasizing emotional aspects of problems whenever someone: (1) described an intentional 

focus on being “practical” rather than considering emotional or psychological factors that may be 

impacting the student or their situation, or (2) was adamant about upholding strict, universal 

rules as opposed to considering viable explanations for making exceptions to those rules.  

 When discussing the student challenges in this study, late career stage teachers tended to 

emphasize the rational aspects of the problems posed as opposed to the emotional aspects, 
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consistent with Model I values. When these participant teachers emphasized rationality, they 

insisted on enacting rules and policies the same way for all students regardless of their individual 

circumstances. In Situation #1 for example, teachers stated that the information that mattered 

most – and that would likely matter most to other teachers – was the student’s need to be away 

from the class for two weeks. Oftentimes, they requested artifacts, again emphasizing the value 

they placed on logic and rational action, as opposed to the grief and other emotions the student 

may be experiencing. For example, they asked for death certificates and plane tickets to verify 

the student’s need to travel and suggested the student may need to report their absence to a 

higher-up person in the administration, though some teachers commented that they understood 

not everyone would think this is appropriate.  

 Across the other situations, teachers in this late career stage often referenced their peers 

who might be perceived as less sensitive to their students’ needs due to their insistence on not 

making any exception for one student that was not offered to the others. Teachers who espoused 

this value emphasized that student emphasized that students should be responsible for what they 

can (or cannot) handle outside the classroom as it impacts their academic performance and 

progress. In these ways, then, and regarding these two value expressions just described, late 

career stage teachers were much more attuned to the rules, the administration, their priorities 

than to values that might require unpacking those rules and procedures, such as providing valid 

information, as discussed next. 

Provide Valid Information (Model II) 

I coded a participant’s response as reflecting the value of providing valid information 

whenever someone: (1) placed emphasis on making decisions with as full and accurate an 

understanding of the student’s circumstances as possible, (2) detailed all the information they 
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consider to be relevant to a situation, or (3) described investing extra time or energy upfront to 

get information from students directly rather than basing decisions on hearsay, opinion, or 

otherwise limited data. Argyris wrote: “One of the most effective ways to control others is to 

control the meaning of valid information. The basic act of creating a concept whose meaning is 

given by us to others and whose validity is defined by us for others is a powerful control” (1982, 

p. 86). When teachers focused on the provision of valid information in this study, they appeared 

to be thinking of students as the valid sources of information about what was causing the 

challenge, and what should be done to address it. They considered students’ commitments to 

their families, communities, and work lives as valid information worth considering as part of a 

holistic assessment in response to students’ challenges.  

 Across situations, the primary way this value was expressed was teachers’ simple 

acknowledgement of the vast diversity characterizing their student body: 

We have, you know, all different ages and all different places in the world and all different 
languages and all  different circumstances. We have all kinds of people, uh, who are 
coming into our classes…. prepared, unprepared, willing, unwilling, et cetera. And really 
what you have to do is you have to come up with a multitude  of teaching techniques and 
evaluation techniques to be fair to the student and also not to drive yourself crazy. 
 

Teachers paid attention not only to ability differences between students in the classroom, but to 

factors associated with their adjustment to higher academic standards in a four-year college 

setting, to whether they spoke a first language other than English, to whether they were 

managing the multiple demands of parenthood, or to whether they were adjusting to Western 

cultural norms as an immigrant. These dimensions of students’ lives were not mere background 

noise, but the basis of important information from which teachers oriented themselves to the 

student’s academic and behavioral profiles.  
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 As one example, in Situation #3, the single dad situation, one participant likened his level 

of attention to that he might pay to a student with disabilities who needed extra time for their 

exams and assignments. When later stage teachers espoused this value they clearly discussed 

how they pay more attention to students who are going above and beyond to manage their 

various responsibilities, and that their own sense of responsibility is generally greater when they 

perceive the student is putting in an equal or higher level of effort than the instructor to maintain 

the student’s progress in the course. 

Discussion and Implications  

 Looking across these situations, value expressions, and career stages, I found some 

general patterns in the prevalence of Model I and II values for the participant teachers I 

interviewed. Model I values were more clearly expressed by participants who were in later stages 

of their careers, that Model II values were more clearly expressed by participants in early career 

stages, and that those in mid-career seemed to hold a mixture of values, both Model I and Model 

II. Although this study did not explore why these differences may have existed, it does suggest 

there may be implications for the extent to which teachers are more or less able to develop 

culturally responsive classrooms. Indeed, these kinds of implications reflect Argyris’ work 

modeling theoretical connections between Model I and Model II values and several important 

consequences of those values for how the individual learns to improve or refine their practice at 

work.  

 Argyris outlined two sets of consequences for individual learning associated with Model I 

and Model II governing variables: Model I values are associated with self-sealing processes, 

single-loop learning, and little public testing of theories, whereas Model II values are associated 

with disconfirmable processes, double-loop learning, and frequent public testing of theories. 
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Below I briefly discuss conclusions about teachers’ individual learning in this study based on the 

evidence discussed above and Argyris’ assertion that individual learning has implications for 

learning at the organizational level as well. 

Model I Consequences for Learning 

 Evidence from my coding of these data suggest that teachers in this study used self-

sealing processes when they closed themselves off from information about their students by 

choosing not to speak with the student directly to clarify any misinformation or 

misunderstandings they had about the student’s situation. When teachers reached out to a peer 

teacher, department chair, or administrator, they denied themselves the opportunity to learn 

directly from students and kept themselves at a distance by discussing the student as object rather 

than the subject of their own lives. Teachers who expressed Model 1 values reflected less 

concern with promoting students’ sense of agency and more concern with maintaining their 

sense of control over students and the classroom as a whole. These observations are based upon 

the responses across situations and refer to those values associated with Model I approaches, as 

described above.  

 I also found that teachers who expressed Model 1 values often made quick assessments of 

a student’s likelihood to succeed in the course based on their own experiences with prior 

students. They did not generally engage in thoughtful reflection of the assumptions underlying 

those experiences and so, engaged in single-loop learning, consistent with the work of Argyris 

(Argyris, 1982; Argyris, Putnam, and Smith, 1985). That is, they focused on the presentation of 

the data available to them and their own prior experience and did not question underlying 

assumptions that they may have about a particular challenge situation. Rather than question their 

underlying beliefs and assumptions about why a student might fail, for example, teachers who 
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responded to challenges with Model I value expressions used action strategies consistent with 

Model I strategies. They relied on their own patterns of experience and knowledge to make quick 

assessments; such quick assessments may have important consequences for students’ progress in 

the course and in college more generally. When teachers kept their feelings to themselves or 

acknowledged that there may be hard feelings between themselves and a student but chose to 

ignore such issues, they denied themselves the opportunity to learn from public testing of the 

implicit theories guiding their assumptions.  

 These observations about the ways teachers expressed Model 1 values also correspond 

with important implications for teacher learning that Argyris outlined in the seminal literature: 

self-sealing processes, single-loop learning, and little public testing of theories in use. These 

implications suggest that there are indeed opportunities for future research as well as 

interventions that could improve teachers’ practice. 

In terms of next steps for research, a larger sample with more equal representation of late 

career teachers would make clearer the distinctions between teachers in various career phases as 

they relate to their proclivity for moving from single- to double-loop learning as the norm at 

work. Expanding this research to K-12 settings - where teachers are more likely to come into 

direct contact with students’ families and communities -- could provide additional insight about 

the processes through which their personal values interact with students’ cultural and familial 

values to impact their teaching and classroom management styles. Additional research on the 

relationship between the espoused values school leaders and administrators promote as they 

interact with teachers’ personal values is also needed.  

Model II Consequences for Learning 
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 Teachers in this study who engaged in value expressions consistent with Model II 

approaches to challenge situations trusted students to explain exactly what they needed from 

their teachers and why, without questioning whether the student’s expectations were appropriate 

in comparison to their own. Argyris refers to this as a “disconfirmable process,” meaning that 

because the thought process is entirely intrapsychic and internal, there is no opportunity for the 

individual to check their thinking and thus no confirmation that their process makes sense 

outside of their minds (Argyris, 1982). They left room for the possibility that both students and 

the teacher could be wrong about the best way to approach a challenge; however, they were 

willing to share responsibility with the student for the outcome so long as they remained engaged 

in a mutual process of trying to understand and collaborate with one another. They counted it 

valid when students thought to mention some dimension of their personal lives that was 

impacting them in the classroom, and they did not assume to know how exactly the student was 

experiencing this dimension as a constraint in their lives. In other words, they simply counted 

students’ perspectives on their own problems to be valid regardless of whether it made “sense” 

according to the rules or written policies in the syllabus.  

 I found that when teachers expressed Model II values, they were also more willing to 

show and tell what their underlying rationale was for in responding to their students through 

public testing of their theories – they were aware of a need to check their sources of information 

as they developed their reasoning. This stands in contrast to those who expressed Model I values 

and tended to engage in action strategies when posed with challenging situations that sealed or 

distanced them from both their students along with their own biases and assumptions, 

undermining the possibility for mutual learning. 
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Teachers who engaged in Model II values expression as previously described also 

seemed quite open to engaging in double-loop learning, especially when they allowed their 

students the freedom to make their own decisions. Teachers valued being able to create 

alternative options for supporting the students when they felt as though their choice to do so was 

informed by personal knowledge of students’ circumstances and how challenges outside the 

classroom were impacting them in the classroom. They also valued students’ personal agency 

and sought to provide students the information they needed to make autonomous choices. Thus, 

teachers designed their strategies in response to these situations such that they could collaborate 

with their students to develop their own sense of personal causation. They were equally invested 

in the student’s growth and developed growth-oriented rather than goal-oriented strategies when 

assisting students. Consistent with Argyris’ theoretical framework, these strategies result in 

actions that promote double-loop learning by minimizing defenses between teachers and 

students, espousing learning-oriented norms, and seeking to create minimally defensive 

interpersonal relations and group dynamics in the classroom.  

 These observations about the ways that teachers express Model II values has important 

implications for future research and practice. Further research on Model II values might 

empirically test hypotheses for which teachers are more or less likely to engage in double-loop 

learning, based on demographic differences amongst them or between them and their students, as 

well as the kinds of teacher training the instructor had in preparation for their role in the 

classroom. Research might also explore the extent to which Model II values are compatible with 

the values school leaders and administrators espouse from the top-down, specifically the 

possibility that espoused values corresponding to single-loop learning at the systems level may 
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conflict with values that promote double-loop learning at the teacher level in these contexts.  

Limitations 

 This was a single-site case study on one campus of a university system composed of 11 

campuses, including both community colleges and four-year (senior) campuses. While I used the 

number of other campuses teachers had taught in as a proxy for their experience teaching this 

particular demographic of students, it is possible participants’ responses would vary in the 

community college setting or in other settings. A second limitation was that there were not equal 

numbers of participants in each developmental phase, with the most extreme example being that 

there were only two teachers in the last developmental phase of conservatism and 

disengagement. Finally, all interviews took place remotely during the COVID-19 pandemic 

(between May and June 2020); while I sought to create neutral environments for all participants 

by not using video during the interviews, interviews conducted remotely do not include helpful 

cues from a participant’s body language, and it is possible participants may have felt more 

pressure having to figure out how to use Zoom to their comfort level as early on in the pandemic 

as these interviews were conducted.  

Conclusion  

 Teachers’ values have been explored in prior research in relation to their personal 

backgrounds, their abilities to enact innovation and new technologies in the classroom, and their 

abilities to develop quality relationships with students who are different than themselves (Biesta, 

Priestley, and Robinson, 2015; Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Glazewski, Newby, and Ertmer, 2010; Stein 

and Wang, 1988; Taimalu and Luik, 2019). Building on this line of work, I explored how 

teachers espouse two types of values not previously studied– that is, values associated with 

Model 1 and Model II strategies, as proposed by Argyris (1977; 2002), and their implications for 
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learning. Through interviews with teachers, I examined the values expressed by teachers of 

varying career stages when they were posed with challenges typically associated with teaching 

students from low-income and other minoritized cultural communities in a large urban university 

context. This was a setting in which teachers themselves may or may not have had direct 

personal experience with students’ cultural communities, and so it was ripe with the opportunity 

for teachers to engage in critical self-reflection in a way they might not done before.   

 Although Argyris’ research on the significance of double loop learning for precisely the 

situations in which people interrogate their underlying assumptions has been touted by education 

scholars for decades, the particulars of the expression of one’s values associated have yet to be 

examined in depth or on the ground with teachers engaging in their practice. And yet, the tenor 

of this work is that it is precisely the kind of double-loop learning and self-reflection that may be 

required for teachers to assure they are not relying upon their personal stocks of knowledge alone 

in contexts such as this that may be quite unfamiliar to them.  Here, I explored teachers’ value 

expressions in this particular context of low-income and minoritized cultural communities in one 

large urban college setting by coding interview responses to challenge situations I provided to 

teachers working in this setting.  

I expected to find variance in the expression of these values, which I coded for by using 

Argyris’ model, and I found that teachers expressed values associated with both single- and 

double-loop learning to assess and respond to their students’ challenges. However, this study 

revealed some unexpected findings as well. In particular, I found notable differences in the usage 

of these value expressions depending upon whether teachers were early, mid-, or late-career 

teachers. More specifically, I found that early-career teachers were more likely to express values 

consistent with Model II strategies for approaching challenge situations, whereas later-career 
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teachers were they opposite in that they tended to approach the same situations with a Model I 

lens.   

 Further, drawing upon the implications for learning, as suggested by Argyris, I noted how 

these value expressions may translate into particular behaviors on the part of teachers including 

the tendency to self-seal or protect oneself from engaging directly with students and their 

problems (Model I values) or to promote learning-growth-oriented learning norms and minimize 

defensiveness between students and teachers (Model II values). Future research is needed to tie 

the observed value expressions in this study more directly and concretely to teacher behaviors 

and strategies in the classroom. In particular, if we take the idea that double-loop learning invites 

the reconsideration of one’s biases, it is plausible that one might test empirically the extent to 

which double-loop learning is consistent with current strategies for enacting culturally 

responsive teaching and care in the classroom. In practice, teacher educators can utilize this 

research to develop specific tools teachers can use to improve their teaching that are urgently 

needed in the education literature and in practice (Gün, 2011).  

 Formalizing the processes through which teachers develop personal value assessments 

could build upon the operationalization of values for organizational learning used in this paper, 

creating opportunities through which teachers can engage in critical self-reflection while in-

service. School leaders and administrators might also benefit from such value assessments in 

evaluating teacher candidates during the hiring and recruitment processes. Teachers’ values are 

an integral part of their professional identity, and they are inextricably tied to teachers’ personal 

backgrounds and experiences prior to entering the classroom. A stronger commitment to high 

quality, culturally responsive care for students from low-income and other minoritized cultural 

communities requires that these values be surfaced and addressed directly to also invite their 



 
 
 
 167 

interrogation, and perhaps - through their process - their adjustment of those values in the aims 

of providing more culturally responsive, high-quality teaching. 
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Conclusion 

 Below I summarize by theme major implications of the study design and data analysis 

processes for Papers 2 and 3. I discuss implications in terms of: (1) my relationship to the 

research as a former instructor in this context and as a black and female organizational scholar, 

(2) how the data speaks to a need for challenging assumptions about older faculty, faculty who 

are people of color, and faculty who have more experience working with this demographic of 

students in particular, (3) suggestive evidence that there are connections between the values and 

behaviors coded for across Papers 2 and 3, and (4) Argyris’ original framework for mapping out 

theoretical connections between an individual’s values and the behaviors they use to enact those 

values. Recommendations for future research are framed in terms of these sets of implications.  

Implications of the Methodological Choice to Not Ask About Participants’ Racial Identities 

 Given the extent to which implications of a student-teacher racial mismatch in higher 

education are explored throughout the two empirical papers, the reader might naturally wonder 

how (or why) I chose not to ask that participants disclose their racial identities at the start of their 

interviews. It is reasonable to assume that the variance in participants’ racial backgrounds likely 

contributed to the observed differences in their uses of Model I and Model II values, and the 

CRCM strategies as well. The rationale for this choice was my experience teaching at CUNY for 

five years prior to beginning the study. During this time, I spoke often with colleagues at two 

different campuses about the incorrect assumption many make (and that we had all had 

contradictory evidence about): that faculty of color are necessarily any better equipped to 

manage student behaviors in diverse college classrooms such as those found in this context. As 

an organizational researcher, my choice was to not ask participants about their race: (1) to avoid 

disclosing my own racial identity (as a black woman), and (2) to avoid priming participants’ 
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responses, or making them self-conscious of the possibility that I could be judging their 

responses based on my own racial identity rather than as an objective researcher. If race and 

class were driving participants’ expression of their values or strategies for action, I wanted them 

to say so in their own words rather than leave room to impose implicit assumptions about how 

their race impacted their responses.  

 The obvious cost of this approach is that this data collection process makes it impossible 

to explore correlations between participants’ race and their responses. However, the guiding 

motivation in designing this study was not to assume race as a viable determinant of participants’ 

values and actions, but rather to reduce any opportunity for “filling in the gaps,” or making 

assumptions about what participants meant in their responses with outside reasoning. This aligns 

with the intended use of constant comparative analysis laid out in the literature (Glaser, 1965), 

which is to develop grounded theory that can be tested across various contexts and dimensions. 

Future research could directly examine relationships between college faculty’s racial and class 

backgrounds and their espoused values and behaviors, as well as the interaction of their personal 

backgrounds with their career stages. 

Reconsidering Assumptions About People of Color in College Faculty Roles 

 As discussed in Paper 1’s conclusion, research suggests that white teachers need many 

more supports than are currently available to them to resolve the interpersonal conflict which 

may arise as a result of intercultural differences between themselves and their students. In Paper 

3’s conclusion, I discuss the evidence from my own research that – irrespective of race - faculty 

participants did not engage in engage in thoughtful reflection of the assumptions underlying 

those experiences and so, engaged in single-loop learning (Argyris, 1982; Argyris, Putnam, and 

Smith, 1985). Participants also appeared to be using disconfirmable processes, which meant they 
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were thinking through their strategies for action without the ability to check their thinking 

against other perspectives or confirm the validity of their reasoning. Because I did not study race 

in this study, it is reasonable to assume that faculty of all races likely need opportunities to 

examine the personal biases and assumptions informing their work.  

Further research is needed on how college faculty who are people of color bring their 

personal experiences and perspectives to work. In Paper 2, a few participants described their own 

experiences as students from low-income and other minoritized backgrounds as the rationale for 

doubling down on strict standards for students. Even when they agreed that college may place 

relatively unrealistic demands on the student given their conflicting responsibilities outside the 

classroom, these instructors based their judgements of the student’s circumstances and behaviors 

by the extent to which they had done the same in overcoming those same challenges while in 

college themselves. These personal biases – specifically the extent to which faculty of color’s 

expectations are shaped by the cultural concessions they have made themselves in college – 

should be explored in more depth.  Further research is also needed to understand how faculty of 

color’s perceptions of and expectations about their students are shaped by professional 

socialization processes, as well as the extent to which those socialization processes are mediated 

by their own personal experiences as students in college classrooms.  

Reconsidering Assumptions About Late Career Stage College Faculty  

 The most surprising result across these papers was the finding that – despite their 

experience and generally stronger understanding of the broader economic, social, and political 

contexts – late career stage faculty were less likely to use culturally responsive classroom 

management strategies than their early career stage peers. Even though they were more likely to 

make situational than dispositional assessments of students’ misbehavior across situations, they 
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also employed self-sealing mechanisms like choosing not to talk with the student personally to 

close themselves off from information which might assist them in interrogating or clarifying any 

misunderstandings they have about the student’s situation. Future research should explore in 

more depth potential connections between the faculty member’s career stage and their use of 

culturally responsive classroom management to provide an understanding of why they vary in 

their use of these strategies.  

For example, possible explanations for trends in the data discussed in this dissertation 

might include: (1)  that early career teachers simply tend to be younger and thus closer in age to 

the students, (2) that mid-career teachers have less time as they too have multiple demands on 

their time, including family and other personal responsibilities, (3) faculty – like all people 

across cultures (Heine, 2010) – simply become more culturally, politically, and socially 

conservative as they age, and (4) faculty who are more likely to stay over time have more 

traditional values while those who do not are likely to leave earlier . Even so, understanding 

more about how faculty perceptions of students in diverse college classrooms may change across 

the lifespan will be an invaluable resource for both researchers and practitioners interested in 

developing system-wide strategies for more effective classroom management in colleges and 

universities serving these students to scale.  

Observable Trends in the Data by CUNY-Specific Teaching Experience 

I asked participants to name the number of campuses they had taught at within the CUNY 

system as a proxy indicator of how much experience they had working with the unique sorts of 

challenges that are considered commonplace to the typical CUNY student from low-income and 

other minoritized cultural communities. Although the most robust differences across Papers 2     
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and 3 emerged around participants’ career stages, there were also notable trends in both analyses 

when examining the data by number of campuses participants taught on.  

In Paper 2, for three of the Model I values (achieve a purpose as the instructor defines it, 

emphasize rationality, deemphasize emotional aspects of problems, and maximize winning and 

minimize losing) those who had worked on three or more CUNY campuses accounted for 50 

percent or more of the coded instances of these values in the data (71%, 57.2%, and 55.1%, 

respectively). Thus, counterintuitively – though in line with the Paper 3 finding that older faculty 

were more likely to use Model I values - those who espoused values associated with single-loop 

learning were also those who appeared to have more experience working with CUNY students 

across different campuses (without time specification). One possible explanation for this trend is 

that faculty may be experiencing a kind of self-sealing process whereby they do not share or 

compare their notes and experiences across campuses with other faculty peers to learn about how 

others are managing similar challenges.  

The only Model I value more commonly attributed to those who worked on two or less 

campuses in this study was suppressing negative emotion (either one’s own or others’).Further 

research might investigate the cause of this trend in more depth; if faculty who are newer (to 

CUNY or the teaching profession more generally) are struggling to deal with conflicting 

emotions on the job, how does this tension impact their work? What mechanisms do new faculty 

use to suppress negative emotions in these settings, and why? Participants were about evenly 

distributed along this dimension for Model II values, with the exception of free and informed 

choice, which was also overwhelmingly attributed to participants who had taught on four or 

more campuses (62.1%). Further research might explore how or why faculty learn to value 
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making autonomous and well-informed decisions based on all the factual information available 

to them through the experience of working on multiple campuses over time.  

There were also notable differences between participants who had taught on different 

numbers of campuses in Paper 3. The most significant trend was the finding that understanding 

of the broader social, economic, and political context increased with number of campuses taught 

at, and the overwhelming majority of participants whose responses demonstrated this 

understanding had taught on four or more campuses (62.2%). 74% of the coded instances in 

which participants’ used knowledge of students’ cultural background as a CRCM strategy were 

attributed to those who had taught on four or more CUNY campuses. Other strategies those who 

taught on three or more campuses were more likely to use than their peers who had taught on one 

or two campuses were: the ability and willingness to use culturally appropriate management 

strategies (62.6%), establishing expectations for behavior (58.6%), using appropriate 

interventions to assist students with behavior problems (54.1%), and developing a caring 

classroom environment (58.6%). Those who had taught on fewer campuses (one or two) were 

more likely to use the CRCM strategy recognition of one’s own ethnocentrism than their peers 

(57.8%); this group also accounted for all instances coded of the following strategies: creating a 

physical setting that supports academic and social goals, commitment to building caring 

classrooms, communicating with students in culturally consistent ways. Participants’ responses 

demonstrated evidence of traditional notions of classroom management at about equal rates 

across number of campuses taught on.  

Future research should explore latent factors related to the experience of teaching across 

multiple campuses that make instructors more or less likely to adapt Model I and Model II 

values, or traditional versus culturally responsive classroom management strategies. It should 
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also explore whether (and if so, how) time matters as it relates to this form of experience, 

specifically whether faculty need to teach across multiple campuses within a certain span of time 

in order to be more or less likely to adopt these values and behaviors.  

Linking Behaviors and Values Across Papers 2 and 3 Through the Work of Chris Argyris 

This was a single-site qualitative case study; however, I was able to find preliminary 

statistical evidence that there are correlational relationships between Model I values and 

evidence of more traditional notions of classroom management and Model II values and CRCM 

strategies. All operationalized criteria for these values and strategies were developed by the 

researcher alone, and because the data was coded independently there is no way to assess 

interrater reliability. Nevertheless, using the Kendall rank correlation coefficient analysis – 

which is designed to measure the relationship between rankings of different ordinal variables in 

small samples – I found suggestive evidence in the data of relationships between the following 

variables across Papers 2 and 3: (1) Model II values and the ability and willingness to use 

culturally responsive management strategies, (2) Model II values and the commitment to 

building caring classrooms, and (3) Model II values and a knowledge of students’ cultural 

backgrounds. There was a very nearly statistically significant evidence (.0519) of a relationship 

between Model I values and evidence of traditional notions of classroom management. Future 

research should employ statistical data analysis to develop constructs representing the Model I 

and Model II constructs developed in Paper 2, as well as the operationalized criteria for CRCM 

strategies developed in Paper 3.  

In this data, participants who used more traditional classroom management strategies 

appeared to be espousing values and taking actions consistent with what organizational theorist 

Chris Argyris called Model I learning - that is, learning without evaluation of how one’s 
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assumptions or misunderstandings may exacerbate recurring problems (Argyris, 2002). 

Participants who used CRCM strategies appeared to espouse values and take actions associated 

with Model II learning, which Argyris described as the capacity to not only recognize a mistake, 

but to learn what underlying assumptions or misunderstandings contributed to it so as to avoid 

making it again (Argyris, 2002). According to these organizational theorists, the underlying 

values individuals draw upon to develop their actions create their environments and in turn, our 

environments change us - causing us to adapt behaviors that are consistent with our underlying 

values (our behavioral worlds, as defined in Argyris and Schon, 1974). When individuals 

encounter behavioral worlds that are inconsistent with the underlying values they use most 

frequently, they may struggle to implement innovative strategies in the face of uncertainty.  

When study participants used traditional classroom management strategies, they mirrored 

the four types of action strategies Argyris says are consistent with Model I values; they: (1) 

designed and managed their classroom environments so that the instructor was in control, (2) 

sought ownership over and control of classroom tasks, (3) worked to unilaterally protect 

themselves, and (4) worked to unilaterally protect other (students) from being hurt. When 

teachers utilized CRCM strategies, by contrast, they designed strategies either in conjunction 

with the student directly or with fine attention to the various external factors impacting students’ 

lives. They trusted students to make important decisions for themselves and viewed the student’s 

progress as a joint venture they were as equally invested in as the student. This trust - according 

to Argyris’ framework - minimizes defenses in interpersonal relationships and group dynamics; 

in this context, it can increase the likelihood that students feel comfortable being transparent with 

teachers when experiencing difficulties in or outside the classroom. As the teachers I interviewed 

who utilized CRCM discussed, they felt a sense of personal responsibility for helping students 
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overcome these challenges; teachers afforded students high freedom of choice and expressed 

their internal commitment to working with active and engaged students in joint efforts to 

overcome the challenges threatening their progress in the course. Teachers using CRCM in this 

study also established growth- and learning-oriented norms by presenting themselves as 

trustworthy supports who would not penalize their students for being honest with them. Finally, 

my data suggest that they were also willing to take risks by making exceptions for students based 

on the information provided to them because they trusted the information was accurate. 

In Figures 4.1 and 4.2 on pages 176-7, I adapt the theoretical framework Argyris uses to 

summarize connections between an individual’s espoused values, the action strategies taken to 

enact those values, and consequences of those action strategies for an individual’s behavioral 

world alongside the strategies participants described across the empirical studies.   

 

 

 

Figure 4.1 
Model I Consequences and Implications 
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Future research should explore how these theoretical consequences naturally progress from the 

action strategies individuals use to enact either Model I or Model II values within the shared 

behavioral worlds of their organizations. Aside from further construct development through 

empirical testing, which would presumably produce more accurate measurements for Model I 

values, Model II values, and CRCM strategies, there are several benefits to expanding the study 

to include more faculty participants.  

Administrators at the district and school levels would benefit most from such construct 

building – particularly those who are interested in integrating some understanding of faculty 

candidates’ personal backgrounds and individual values in their recruitment and hiring processes. 

Faculty who are already in service will also benefit from the peer learning this research presents 

as a unique opportunity for: understanding how individual actions may be linked to underlying 

values that impact one’s behavior not only helps instructors learn how to remedy mistakes at the 

Figure 4.2 
Model II Consequences and Implications 
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individual level, but considering  consequences of those instructors’ actions in terms of how they 

may be experienced differently than intended by their students or other stakeholders within the 

school system assists in developing more comfortable relationships between instructors and their 

students, their peers, and their leaders.  

Exploring Power, Emotions, and the Faculty Experience at Work  

Finally, the data collected for this study yielded two additional interesting routes of interest: 

(1) a deeper dive into the negative emotions teachers experience at work with students in diverse 

college classrooms, and (2) an in-depth examination of the conditions under which faculty 

believe it is appropriate to make discretionary decisions rather than stick to formal rules and 

policies. When teachers designed their responses to maximize their control over the classroom 

environment and kept their focus on maintaining strict order with formal rules and policies, they 

imposed on students’ agency and created conditions for defensive interpersonal relationships 

between themselves and their students. Their actions established defensive norms between 

themselves and their students which - based on the central logics of Argyris’ framework - may 

have prohibited them from working together collaboratively. When they focused on protecting 

themselves and their students unilaterally by reaching out to higher-ups and administrators, their 

strategies evidenced a lack of critical reflection on how the implications of those strategies might 

evoke different consequences than purposefully intended.   

 Teachers who did not use CRCM strategies appeared to be concerned with maintaining 

their legitimate “power over” students rather than seeking common ground with them. In many 

cases, teachers alluded to the possibility that desires for legitimate or coercive power may 

actually be projections of teachers’ own anxieties and fears about their own insufficiencies in the 

classroom. More research is needed that explores the defensive routines and defensive 
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mechanisms teachers rely on when they do not possess the type of power they desire and how 

this may relate to their own backgrounds, preparation, and prior experiences. Research is also 

needed to determine which workplace factors assist in providing instructors in similar contexts a 

strong foundation for a sense of empowerment – specifically the ability to share power with their 

students in determining the best course of action in response to difficult academic challenges that 

are deeply enmeshed in students’ cultural experiences at home and elsewhere outside the 

classroom.  

In this dissertation, I found that teachers varied in their enactment of both traditional and 

culturally responsive classroom management strategies by career phase. Utilizing Huberman’s 

framework for the professional life cycles of teachers, I identified parallels between teacher 

mindsets at various career stages and their proclivities for using more or less culturally 

responsive classroom management styles. I provided an overview of the main themes 

characterizing teachers’ action strategies in each career phase and discussed the clear evidence 

that teachers’ mindsets along each career phase of Huberman’s framework corresponded to their 

strengths and weaknesses in implementing CRCM. Future research should explore in more depth 

how more specific dimensions of teachers’ personal backgrounds than their race and class – 

including information about who teachers are as individuals and what life experiences inform 

their development into the profession – interact with their workplace contexts to shape their 

actions in response to challenging situations in classrooms serving students from low-income and 

other marginalized cultural communities.  
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Appendix A 
Argyris’ Original Model I and Model II Theoretical Frameworks 
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Appendix B 
Paper One Results Modeled as Ladder of Inference 
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Appendix C 
Interview Protocol and Questions (Empirical Studies) 

 
1) Your student writes you an email about three weeks into the semester stating that he 

anticipates needing to be absent from class for at least two weeks in order to attend a 
funeral in her family’s home country for an uncle who has recently passed away. He 
details that it will take two weeks because this is how long the funeral rituals and 
ceremony will take to complete. By the time the student returns to class, you will have 
covered four additional chapters which will be on the exam. The exam is scheduled for 
the week after the student anticipates he will return to class. 
 

2) One of your students is not only having a hard time articulating her responses to the 
questions you have assigned for homework, but also regularly disruptive in class 
discussions. When you received her responses, you noticed that many of her answers 
look as though they have been copied directly from the textbook. You consider that – 
having recently transferred from a community college - this is the student’s first semester 
in a senior college and that she may be having trouble rising to the standard of an upper 
level course in your department. However, when you approach the student about an 
opportunity to redo the assignment, she blames her not doing well on the assignment on 
not being a good teacher.  
 

3) Another of your students has recently transferred from a community college, though he is 
in his second semester at the senior college level. He is eager to learn and has been 
attending all of your classes; he’s also come to office hours and admitted that he finds 
little time to study given that he’s juggling a full-time job with the responsibility of being 
a single dad; he’s brought his son with him to class on days he could not afford or find a 
babysitter. Despite his earnest asks for help throughout the semester, he’s barely passed 
the first two exams and came to you for help again ahead of the final exam, which is 
worth 40% of the final grade. By the end of the semester, the student knows he’s not 
receiving a passing grade and has come to you for help “thinking through his potential 
options.”  
 

4) One of your students regularly arrives about 30 minutes late to class with no explanation. 
She aced the midterm and participates in class actively. You speak to her about the 
importance of punctuality, but by the end of the semester, she stops coming to class at all 
and does not hand in the final paper. When you calculate her grade at the end of the 
semester, her absences and a lack of final exam means she will receive a failing grade for 
the course. You consider that when she shows up, she shows up strong, but she never 
contacts you to mention why she does not hand in the final paper.  
 

5) One of your students emails you at the start of a new semester asking for a calculation of 
her grade breakdown for the previous semester. Prior to this email thread, the student has 
emailed you only once to ask about having potentially left behind an umbrella in the 
classroom. During the semester she was in your class, she frequently arrived late to class 
with no explanation, nearly failed both exams, and did not participate in class at all. Her 
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most recent email concludes with the ask that you provide an explanation for why she 
was unable to pass the course.  
 

6) The week before the deadline for you to submit the verification of enrollment roster, you 
notice that a student who showed up for the first few classes this semester and was an 
active, vocal participant has missed class for two weeks since. When she returns, she 
explains that she has been experiencing financial hardships and has needed to work 
during the time your class normally meets but that she expects to be back to class full 
time now. The following week, she misses both meetings of your class session again – 
this time after you have already submitted the verification of enrollment roster. 
 

Follow-Up Questions 
 

1) From your perspective, what’s causing this situation and why? 
2) What would you do? 
3) What information did you hear in the situation that caught your attention? 
4) Do you think other teachers would agree about what information matters most here as 

you’ve described it? 
5) Can you tell me about your own experiences with a situation that this reminds you of? If 

you can, was there any difference in how you handled that situation than the one we’re 
discussing now?   
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CRCM Strategy Textbook Definition*  Coded for 
instances in which 
participants 
discuss 

From the Data 

 
Ability and Willingness to 
Use Culturally 
Appropriate Management 
Strategies 
 

 
Awareness of how our 
taken-for-granted 
assumptions, knowledge of 
our students’ cultural 
backgrounds, and 
understanding of the 
broader context that 
informs an understanding 
of how CM practices 
promote or obstruct equal 
access to learning 

 
• Reflection on 

how classroom 
management 
practices 
promote or 
obstruct equal 
access to 
learning. 

• Creating a 
physical setting 
that supports 
academic and 
social goals. 

• Establishing and 
maintaining 
expectations for 
behavior, 
enhancing 
students’ 
motivation. 

• Organizing and 
managing 
instructional 
formats. 

• Using 
appropriate 
interventions to 
assist students 
with behavior 
problems. 

• “At the beginning of 
every semester, and 
then periodically 
throughout the 
semester, I make a 
point of telling my 
students that um, 
while you may see 
an attendance policy 
on the syllabus, uh, 
I am a reasonable 
person and I fully 
understand that 
everybody's lives 
are complicated and 
uh, especially 
Brooklyn College 
students' lives uh, 
and uh, that it's very 
important for them 
to stay in contact 
with me on a 
regular basis if 
something happens 
in their lives that 
prevent them from 
meeting the class's 
requirements.  
Nobody ever has to 
divulge any 
personal details. I 
don't ask for 
doctor's notes, I 
don't, I just, I don't 
do any of that. I tell 
them that we're all 
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adults, they can tell 
me, there's a reason, 
I've trusted th- there 
is, and nobody has 
to divulge anything. 
Just stay in contact 
with me so I can 
work with you. If 
the student 
disappears for 
weeks on end and 
misses a lot of work 
and then doesn't say 
anything to me 
either ever or until 
the end of the 
semester, what I can 
do help her or him 
becomes much 
more limited.” 

• “I had a student 
who, this is more 
about lateness, but it 
was an 11:00 class 
and she would 
regularly get to 
class, she would 
always be late. 
Sometimes it's a 
little late, five or 10 
minutes, sometimes 
more like 25 
minutes in a 75-
minute class. That's 
pretty common 
actually, to have 
students with 
habitual lateness in 
a class. You'd see a 
student or two like 
that. But she told 
me she was coming 
from work. She 
worked in 
Manhattan and she's 
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coming to 
Brooklyn, and the 
subway's awful, and 
so she was doing 
her best to be on 
time, but that is 
what it is. So she 
was a really 
exceptional writer. 
She gave a lot to the 
class, and so we just 
worked it out. It was 
like, "Okay, I'm 
accepting this. I'm 
not going to tell you 
to drop the class 
because you're 
regularly late, 
because you can 
succeed in this 
class. You're doing 
really, really good 
work. You're 
invested." 

 
Commitment to Building 
Caring Classrooms 
 

 
Care defined in terms of 
teachers as “warm 
demanders,” also ensuring 
that students feel 
respected, trusted, and 
supported by one another 

 
• Strategies for 

creating 
classroom 
environments 
in which that 
students feel 
respected, 
trusted, and 
supported by 
one another. 

• Efforts to work 
with students’ 
families 

• “I think overall with 
students, my aim is 
to seek to 
understand, um, 
first, because 
oftentimes, you 
know, whatever my 
initial assumption 
is, it's probably 
wrong. And, you 
know, sometimes I 
may have 
assumptions and 
biases that come out 
of the nature of this 
job and the, um, the 
power distinctions 
between what it 
means to be, you 
know, the instructor 
or the professor 
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versus the student. 
Um, and so, you 
know, my approach 
is always, how can I 
center the student? 
How can I think 
about who's being 
disadvantaged or 
what disadvantage 
might be there?” 

• “My approach is 
really... What am I 
here for? I'm here to 
help educate. And if 
I can get out of the 
way of making sure 
that students learn 
then I'm supposed 
to do that. So I don't 
wanna create 
additional obstacles. 
And instead, what 
I'd like to do is to, 
you know, when 
students are, you 
know, in my time 
with me, I prefer to 
make sure that I'm 
helpful, um, and 
that I can leave a 
lasting impression 
that, you know, 
pushes them 
through whatever 
stage of their 
learning or 
educational journey 
that they're trying to 
get through.” 

 
Knowledge of Students’ 
Cultural Background 

 
Pertains to “cultural 
content knowledge;” 
understanding the fact that 
core cultural 
characteristics are not 

 
• The fact that 

core cultural 
characteristics 
are not 
exhibited by all 

• “I had some 
students have to 
take their children 
to class. Three 
separate times and 
not like... At 
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exhibited by all group 
members and that the 
display of cultural 
characteristics is 
influenced by variables 
such as gender, education, 
social class, and degrees of 
cultural affiliation 

group members 
and certainly 
not in the same 
way or to the 
same extent.  

• Understanding 
that display of 
cultural 
characteristics is 
influenced by 
variables such 
as gender, 
education, 
social class, and 
degrees of 
cultural 
affiliation.  

 

different points. For 
different reasons. 
And in that case 
that's a little 
different, but still 
trying to meet the 
needs of the 
students is very 
important to me. It's 
still very important 
because I know that 
these things... 
Everything goes 
together. It's not like 
one is independent 
from the other, 
especially working 
and going to school 
and having a family. 
It's all connected.” 

• “This is something 
that we do see a lot 
and we know that as 
a commuter 
campus, especially 
like we don't have 
students sort of 
moving onto 
campus and just 
taking classes. Like 
they're coming in, 
taking classes and 
then going back to 
work, coming from 
work. And, and a lot 
of them have 
families, stuff like 
that, that we know 
comes up. Um, it's 
the reality of a lot of 
our students' lives. 
And also a lot of 
faculty lives. Most 
faculty, most 
average faculty, at 
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least part of the 
faculty are working 
multiple jobs also. 
So we're kind of 
like on the same 
boat as a commuter 
campus. I said this 
before to other 
faculty members. I 
was like, it's a 
commuter campus 
for students and for 
faculty.” 

 
Recognition of One’s Own 
Ethnocentrism 

 
Ability to bring implicit, 
unexamined cultural biases 
into a conscious level so as 
to minimize the possibility 
of misinterpreting the 
behaviors of culturally 
different students and 
treating them inequitably  

 
• Understanding 

beyond 
simplistic views 
of European, 
middle-class 
structures, 
programs, and 
discourse as 
neutral, normal, 
and right   

• Interest or 
experience 
developing a 
deeper or more 
integrated 
understanding 
of oneself in 
relation to 
issues of 
diversity. 

• “[The information 
that caught my 
attention the most 
was the] fact that 
the death of a 
fellow member 
happened not in 
this country. It 
sounds like it was 
particularly far 
away that it's not 
just like, you 
know, taking the 
drive of over the 
Canadian border. 
This sounds like 
airfare around the 
world, the funeral 
rights to happen to 
go on for, it 
sounded like two 
weeks maybe or 
more, and that's 
not, that's not like a 
particularly Anglo 
or European rite. 
So I'm guessing 
that the student is 
probably coming 
from a culture that 
I'm not necessarily 
familiar with, and 
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it would be wrong 
with me just to 
expect that this 
funeral is going to 
last for two hours. 
And everybody 
goes to a reception. 
This sounds like a 
deeply meaningful, 
maybe even 
religious 
experience for a 
community. 

• “Um, uh, two 
weeks off for a 
funeral, that's a 
long time. That's 
excessively long 
time, uh, by our 
standards. I'm 
Jewish. We, um- 
we have a week 
off. Um, but, um, 
um, I also 
understand that 
other, um- other 
cultures might have 
extended periods or 
might be a- a, um- 
or there might be a- 
an embalming or, 
um, preparation of 
the- of the, you 
know- of the body 
or other- other rites 
that take long time- 
take a long time.” 

 
Understanding of the 
Broader Social, Economic, 
and Political Context 

 
Understanding that the 
educational enterprise 
reflects and often 
perpetuates discriminatory 
practices of the larger 
society; recognition of the 
ways individual prejudices 

 
• Understanding 

that the 
educational 
enterprise 
reflects and 
often 
perpetuates 

• Um, to me, this is, 
um, systemic 
inequality causing 
the situation and 
the student is 
clearly motivated. 
Um, and, uh, he 
really wants to 
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based on norms of 
dominant groups become 
institutionalized; 
understanding how 
differences in race, social 
class, gender, language, 
background, and sexual 
orientation are linked to 
power  

discriminatory 
practices of the 
larger society. 

• Awareness of 
the ways 
individual 
prejudices based 
on the norms of 
dominant 
groups become 
institutionalized.  

• Recognition that 
the structure and 
practices of 
schools (e.g., 
rigid tracking, 
unevenly 
distributed 
resources, 
standardized 
testing) can 
privilege select 
groups of 
students while 
marginalizing or 
segregating 
others. 

succeed, but he's, 
he's just 
completely 
overwhelmed with 
responsibilities. 
And, um, I think 
the student is, is 
obviously doing 
everything he can 
to make college 
work for him. But 
it's, you know, 
being a single 
parent is super 
tough and you have 
no time. And, um, 
he's, um, he's really 
struggling to get 
enough time to 
make the course 
work for him.  So I 
think that it has 
nothing to do with 
the student's ability 
at all. It's really just 
about systemic 
inequality and, um, 
the student, um, 
you know, not 
having the 
advantages, um, 
that a lot of, you 
know, ‘traditional’ 
college students 
may have. Um, so 
yeah.”  

•  “I think that the 
student, um, um, 
coming from a 
community 
college, and maybe 
not having proper 
preparation on how 
to articulate 
sources in her own 
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* Textbook definitions from Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran, 2004.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

words, and not 
plagiarism would 
be the major cause. 
Um, and I think 
that, you know, 
student frustration 
with, um, you 
know, academic 
sources, and being 
able to talk about 
them in their own 
way, um, is, you 
know, a common, 
um, experience, 
and would be why 
I believe that this 
would be 
happening.” 
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Appendix E 
Model I and Model II Value Codebook (Paper Three) 

Values (Codes) Argyris’ 
Definition  

Coded for instances in 
which participants… 

Sample Strategies from the Data 

Model I: 
achieve a 
purpose as the 
instructor 
defines it 

Design and 
manage 
environment so 
that actor is in 
control over 
factors relevant 
to them 

An instance in which 
someone (1) defined in 
their own terms (or, with 
their own rationale) the 
purpose of their chosen 
response to a student’s 
challenging situation, or 
(2) provided justification 
for achieving a purpose by 
describing the means they 
would employ to do so  

• “I regret that I don't know if Joe 
wound up meeting regularly with 
that counselor. But that was a 
situation where I had to bring in a 
third and then a fourth party. Um, 
because it was clear that my, that 
my efforts for communication with 
him were not going to be enough.” 

• “In any kind of correspondence me 
and the student had, I would 
include [my department chair] in 
our correspondence emails in the 
BCC, um, just to kind of show 
that, you know, I'm, you know, I'm 
really trying, I'm trying to create as 
many opportunities for her as 
possible to succeed in the class.” 

• “I mean, I would use my, um, I 
would talk to my colleagues who 
may also have this person in class 
to hear if this person is attending 
class. Um, we're in a relatively 
small department, so we, we share 
a lot of students.” 

Model I: 
emphasize 
rationality, 
deemphasize 
emotional 
aspects of 
problems 

Unilaterally 
protect others 
from being hurt 

An instance in which 
someone (1) described an 
intentional focus on being 
“practical” rather than 
considering emotional or 
psychological factors that 
may be impacting the 
student or their situation, or 
(2) was adamant about 
upholding strict, universal 
rules as opposed to 
considering viable 
explanations for making 
exceptions to those rules 

• “I think that most teachers, um, 
would think that the most 
important thing was that they 
didn't hand in the final paper, and 
that they're 30 minutes late each 
time.”  

• “I've had, like, people who've 
evaluated me and, um, the people 
who are on my program, like, there 
are some of them who say it 
doesn't matter. If they're not ready 
for college, they're not ready for 
college. If they're not able to make 
it to class then they should be 
doing something else. Or if they're 
not able to make it to class they 
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should drop it and try to take it 
next term.” 

 
Model I: 
maximize 
winning and 
minimize losing 

Own and control 
task  

an instance in which 
someone (1) makes clear 
that their focus is on 
minimizing losses (failing 
students) and maximizing 
wins (passing students), or 
(2) expresses their 
perception that the ability 
to assist a student would 
depend on their personal 
assessments of various 
factors that might impact 
the student’s opportunity to 
pass the course moving 
forward 

• “I think that the profile of the 
student matters a lot to teachers, so 
the eager good, good to have in 
class would matter more. Um, and 
I've seen that make a difference in 
the care and help that students 
get.” 

• [I]: What information did you hear 
in this situation that caught your 
attention the most? [R]: Um, that 
he's working full time and that he's 
a full-time parent. Because I know 
that those two things together 
cannot make for a generally 
successful, um, academic career. 

• “If they're never coming to class, 
they're not going to catch up, 
they'll get worse and worse.” 

Model I: 
suppress 
negative 
feelings, their 
own and 
others’ 

Unilaterally 
protect self 

an instance in which 
someone describes (1) 
negative feelings about the 
way they perceive students 
to “be,” without stating 
directly why they felt that 
way, (2) negative feelings 
in response to student 
behavior, without stating 
directly why they felt that 
way, or (3) negative, 
unresolved feelings about 
their job responsibilities or 
their workplace 
environment more 
generally  

• “I want people to attend my class. 
I want them to pass the class. But 
I, it gets frustrating when I, when 
I, when I feel I convinced them 
go to college ' cause it's not 
entirely clear what they plan to do 
in life.” 

• “I think most teachers will try to 
reach out to this person and see 
what's going on and sort of work 
from there. Um, but I, I, I, I'm - I 
feel a little helpless when students 
stop coming, stop going to class. 
And I, I don't, I don't feel like it's 
my responsibility. I mean, it's sort 
of my responsibility to extend 
again, but it's not my full range. 
It, it, it's, I would need to stop um, 
after a while if she chose not to 
talk to me.” 

Model II: free 
and informed 
choice 

Task is controlled 
jointly 

an instance in which 
someone (1) describes 
taking steps to avoid 
applying implicit or 

• “Also letting students know that 
they, they have more freedom 
than they think to really, you 
know, put, put their ideas to 
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explicit pressure on 
students, or (2) clearly 
expresses their desire to 
make autonomous and 
well-informed decision 
based on all the factual 
information available to 
them 

paper…They might have an 
expectation that I want them to 
say something…when the case is 
I really want them to defend their 
own position, you know, things 
like that.” 

• “If the student really did 
experience, um, a death in the 
family, and they may have been 
close to the person, um, I have no 
right to impinge on their grief or 
their, or how their family handles 
it, if, if they have a procedure that 
they go through, either religiously 
or traditionally; um, I'm not going 
to question that. That is their 
right.” 

Model II: 
internal 
commitment to 
a choice and 
constant 
monitoring of 
its 
implementation 

Protection of self 
is a joint 
enterprise and 
oriented toward 
growth  
 
Bilateral 
protection of 
others 

an instance in which 
someone describes: (1) in 
detail why they believe 
their decisions are good 
and valid, and how they 
plan to actively pursue the 
consequent actions, or (2) 
vigilantly monitoring the 
implementation of their 
choices in order to detect 
and correct errors along the 
way 

• “I would really try to stay in 
communication with the student, 
um, and let them know that, from 
my point of view, the priority is 
that they're there for their family. 
Um, and that I wanna work with 
them to figure out a plan that they 
can pass the class, that they can 
still do the work and learn from 
the class, um, but also, um, tend 
to their family and tend to their 
own mental health.” 

• “I think that just offering her to 
take it again, might be a good first 
move to put the ball in her court, 
but if she doesn't take you up on 
that, then it's up to you both 
together to work in a participatory 
way to make sure that she gets 
what she wants out of the class. I 
would make my intentions known 
that I don't care what grade she 
gets, I care what she gets out of 
the class. I want to help her get 
what she wants out of the class. 
And that's tailored to each student 
and maybe she doesn't know that. 
Um, but it's my job to tell her and 
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communicate that to her and make 
sure that she knows that her path 
in the course is as wide as 
possible and can remain wide, 
even if she might not have known 
those things in the beginning.” 

Model II: 
provide valid 
information 

Design situations 
or encounters in 
which 
participants can 
be origins of and 
experience high 
personal 
causation  

An instance in which 
someone: (1) placed 
emphasis on making 
decisions with as full and 
accurate an understanding 
of the student’s 
circumstances as possible, 
(2) detailed all the 
information they consider 
to be relevant to a 
situation, or (3) described 
investing extra time or 
energy upfront to get 
information from students 
directly rather than basing 
decisions on hearsay, 
opinion, or otherwise 
limited data.  

• “I have students who um, you 
know, take their, like are taking 
their mom to their court date and 
this sort of thing, like they have 
things that are happening that are 
a lot bigger than um, and I don't 
mean, I guess that, that makes me 
like I don't want to devalue the 
integrity of the education, but I 
also just understand that it's like, 
you know, getting that paper in on 
that same, on that deadline is just 
sort of like an impossibility, and I 
wouldn't want to deter their 
education because they don't, 
because they have another thing 
happening.” 

• “[The information that caught my 
attention the most was] definitely 
the- the sort of um, being in a- 
being a city as expensive as New 
York, being a single parent and 
trying to juggle full time work, 
study and a child um, in a really 
expensive city. And you know, I 
mean he's probably not going to 
be a well-off student. I mean a lot 
of our student body is not from 
wealthy families um, so I know 
certain assumptions I can make 
about that and especially if he's 
struggling with child care um, 
yeah, those things would stand 
out to me.” 
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