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Abstract

American Indian Adolescents’ Ethnic Identity and School Identificati@hatinships with
Academic Achievement, Perceived Discrimination, and Educational Utility

by
Kelly Middlebrook
Doctor of Philosophy in Education
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Frank C. Worrell, Chair

In this study, | examined relationship among social identity and attitucaniables and
academic achievement in a group of 128 American Indian (Al) high school studeraiyses
were first conducted in order to explore whether Al students differed froop&am American
(EA) students on measures of ethnic identity, school identification, perceivestygrerceived
discrimination, and abstract, concrete, and ambivalent educational utiliti1. tMgiexception of
school identification, statistically significant differences and l&ffyect sizes between the Al
and EA patrticipants were found on all major variables, with the Al participgpdsting higher
scores on all measures except GPA. EA participants reported a higherA@&ifional
analyses explored the contribution of ethnic identity towards the variaddestifdents’ GPA
and school identification beyond the contribution from perceived barriers, perceived
discrimination, and abstract, concrete, and ambivalent educational utility.c Etaniity was a
significant predictor of school identification. None of the variables, includingceithentity,
was a significant predictor of GPA. Final analysis explored the existembestérs of Al
participants based on ethnic identity and school identification. Two groups of Al Student
varied on their level of school identification were identified. These groups did notaiftel
major variables. | suggest that many of the statistically in-signtfitadings are due to the
ethnically homogeneous context in which the Al participants come from. | do@fuethnicity-
related attitudinal and social identity variables are more important pesdaftachievement in
contexts in which ethnicity is more salient, and are less important in hetemgepopulations.
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American Indian Adolescents’ Ethnic Identity and School Identifiation: Relationships
with Academic Achievement, Perceived Discrimination, and Educatial Utility
In 2005, the U.S. Department of Education and the National Center for Educational
Statistics released a report, which detailed the current conditions and recdsatih American
Indian (Al) education. The report contained alarming statistics indgcétiat Al students are
among the lowest achieving ethnic minority groups in the country. In fact, Al peiteie
fewer years of formal education than members of other ethnic minority groddSuropean-
Americans (Freeman & Fox, 2005). Al students are also more likely toveexmcial education
services than other ethnic groups (Freeman & Fox, 2005). Though 4% of Asian students, 7.5%
of Hispanic students, 8.4% of European American (EA) students, and 11.5% of Blacksstudent
are served under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Freenfaox&2005),
nationwide, 12% of Al students are served by special education, with sometieserva
communities reporting as many as 33% of students in special education desg#sr{ais,
2000; Freeman & Fox, 2005).
Al student achievement in general education is equally alarming. Biyrhéhtey reach
4" grade, nearly half of all Al students are performing below a basic levebfidipncy in
reading, mathematics, science, and history (Freeman & Fox, 2005). Al studadesiayrel
achievement is comparable to that of African American and Hispanic studentisesad
students are commonly one to two years behind in elementary school and two to f®ur yea
behind in secondary school (Demmert & Bell, 1992; Freeman & Fox, 2005). Thus, it is not
surprising that Al youth have the second highest dropout rate of any ethnic group. In 2003, 15%
of Al people ages 16-24 dropped out of school before receiving a high school diploma or
General Educational Development test (GED), compared to 23% of Hispanics, 11f6ar A
Americans, 6% of European-Americans, and 4% of Asians.
Though Al individuals are at particular risk for academic failure, the pexge mtf
studies which have examined the reasons behind these educational disparitielwg ver
compared to the preponderance of research which has focused on the achievemergtbhather
minority groups (Whitesell, Mitchell, & Spicer, 2009). There is a considerabledfddgrature
which explores the disparities in achievement across other ethnic minorjtafiiiean
American, Asian, and Hispanic/Latino) groups in the US (e.g., Altschul, Oyse&rybee,
2006; Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Fuligni, Witkow, & Garcia, 2005;
Oyserman, Kemmelmeier, Fryberg, Brosh, & Hart-Johnson, 2003; Spencer, NofljSt&lz
Harpalani, 2001; Wong, Eccles, & Sameroff, 2003; Worrell, 2007). Researchers hava found
relationship between academic achievement and a number of social idemdityegancluding
ethnic identity, as well as a number of attitudinal variables including eduoaétitility, school
identification, perceived barriers, and perceived discrimination. It carshenad that some
experiences are likely shared across all ethnic minority groups;dheréie findings with other
ethnic groups can help to guide the investigation in this dissertation. However,gorsant to
note that substantial differences in culture, histories, and context exisf, @hich can lead to a
diversity of outcomes and responses. Thus, although important, the findings in other ethnic
groups cannot necessarily explain the academic achievement outcomesuthdpgpulations.
Rather than drawing conclusions about the low academic achievement of Al students
based on findings with other ethnic minority students, more attention must be dedicated to
understanding the factors that contribute to and impede the achievement of Al dbydents
specifically studying these populations. Thus, the goal of the current stiadyater
understand the academic achievement of Al students by examining socidy idedtattitudinal



variables that have been linked to the achievement in other ethnic minority students. B
examining Al students’ ethnic identity, school identification, perceived digtaiion, perceived
barriers, and educational utility, it may be possible to begin drawing camtugbout the low
achievement of Al students. In the proposed dissertation, | will examine thwifglquestions:
(a) are there differences between Al students’ and EA studentst elkntity, school
identification, perceived barriers, perceived discrimination, and educatiolitg| (f) does
ethnic identity contribute to the variance in Al's achievement and school iderdifibatyond
perceived barriers, perceived discrimination, and educational utilityrg¢heare identifiable
groups of students based on levels of ethnic identity and school identification in Akl
and (d) do these groups differ on the basis of academic achievement, percixiedrdition,
perceived barriers, and educational utility?

Before | answer these questions, it is important to first explicatiéoeetical
framework that will guide this investigation, and establish a number of keytoefshnand
concepts. In order to do this, I will first highlight an early seminal stutty Al high school
dropouts, which examined the social and attitudinal variables that contribute to thd high A
dropout rates. This study addresses all of the constructs that will be examiimegioposed
dissertation, and thus, offers a nice illustration of how these constructs ataytoehe
academic achievement of Al students.

Next, | will establish a fundamental understanding of the terminology and cencept
underlying the proposed dissertation. This discussion will include key conceptssuch a
ethnicity, ethnic identity, and minority status and how they pertain to Al peoplawing this,
| will present a discussion on one of the leading theories of ethnic minoritynsaateevement,
Ogbu’s (1978) cultural ecological theory, and will also discuss the contermpesaarch that
has been based on this theory. After the theories of ethnic minority achieveenergsented, |
will discuss in depth some of the key constructs highlighted in these theooi&swiig this
discussion, | will present my methods, results, and discussion.

Als and Academic Achievement: An Early Study

As previously indicated, though Al students are among the lowest achievingtyninori
groups in the country, a surprisingly small percentage of educational resedegbtisd to
examining the reasons underlying the poor achievement of Al students. Though ngadys20
old, Deyhle’s (1992) study with Navajo and Ute students remains a seminatheskart, and
offers some important insights into why Al students are underachieving and droppafg out
school. The results of her study indicate that similar to other ethnic minority gdups
students’ experiences of discrimination and barriers, along with their seattmic identity,
school identification, and educational utility are factors which influence tbadeanic
achievement.

Deyhle (1992) conducted an ethnographic study over the course of seven years and
investigated issues pertaining to dropping out of school, race relations, acaclemement,
and culture within the context of Navajo and Ute students’ schools and communitiége. At t
time she began her research, the dropout rate of the Al students in these commeaniBd%
and 41%, respectively, which was higher than the State’s, and nationally repeeted le
Deyhle’s data came from multiple sources, including (a) data from a matstkaska from
school records, (b) 168 questionnaires completed by dropouts, (c) several hundrecgithnogr
interviews with dropouts, graduates, parents, and school teachers/adminjsratqcy
observations in schools and communities.



Beginning in the fall of 1984, Deyhle (1992) conducted her study in three communities
and two high schools: (a) a small community, Border, on the edge of the Navajo reservation
which contains Border High School (BHS); (b) a small community in the Utevegsm; and
(c) the small town of Navajo Mesa, which contains Navajo High School (NHS). InDetayle
tracked 1,489 youth who attended one of the two high schools from the 1980-81 to the 1988-89
school year. Over the course of seven years, Dehyle interviewed angesbé® Navajo and
Ute who had dropped out of school before receiving a high school diploma or GED.
Approximately half of this population was from BHS, and the other half was from NH&
ages of the individuals interviewed fell evenly into three groups, 30% were yohagetl (the
youngest being 14), 27% were 22-26 years old, and 32% were 27 years or older.

The dropouts were asked to identify the reasons behind their decision to leave school by
completing a questionnaire that contained 27 open-ended statements, all begitinthg wi
statement “You left school because...” The statements covered severalieatefjreasons
including (a) teacher student relationships, (b) content of schooling, (c) lacleatadaupport,
(d) difficulty with classes, (e) difficulty with reading, (f) work need$iamme or job, (g) distance
from school, (h) unwanted at school, and (i) pregnancy.

Perceived discrimination, threatened ethnic identity, and low sabol identification.
Several of the most common reasons cited by the participants were rel&ieddiationship
between the students and their teachers including the perception that theirdekp not care
about them and do not help them enough with their work (Dehyle, 1992). When Dehyle
interviewed these participants, she found experiences of prejudice and disaomimakerlying
these answers. Participants who spoke of teachex geodtold stories of teachers who
attended little to individual Al students, and who expressed prejudice againstedyle
noted that in some cases, the students’ feelings of rejection and discriminatéobased on
actual experiences, but “for others the stories of historic and current examgiesriofiination
were enough for them to ‘feel’ the discrimination” (p. 18). The experienagis@fmination led
many students to develop a sense of mistrust in their teachers and alienatischfooinwhich
ultimately affected their school identification.

A former superintendent explained that low school identification and mistrustcimetes
was often justified as some teachers harbored prejudice against tle&itstand viewed
education as a means of cultural assimilation: “Some of our older teachenadidrtal views
of Indians [and] wiping the slate clean” (Dehyle, 1992, p. 7). Dehyle reportedthatd the
school personnel interviewed held the view that the only path to success for Al studsrib
compromise their ethnic identity and beconea-Indian Al students who maintained a strong
ethnic identity by resisting assimilation and remaining on the reservatiendescribed as
failures by many of the EA school personnel interviewed. Dehyle concludddrtinaany of
the dropouts, rejecting school was synonymous with maintaining their ethnic identtfor
others, leaving school was a statement of rejecting a system that hdg edjeated them.

In addition to experiencing discrimination from some teachers, the dropoutyeartei
also spoke of racial tension between the Al and EA students (Dehyle, 1992). Maiggrds
reported experiencing racial hostility within the classroom settinghwbicsome, affected their
school identification and deterred them from attending class or enrollingdarpieantly EA
classes. One Navajo participant spoke of her experience of alienation isicsitgss, “They
didn’t want [me] in class so [I] gave up. | was the only Indian!” (p. 13). Istiegy, the
hostility experienced by many of the dropouts was not only from their non-Al cparteras
many participants noted the effects of peer and community pressure wainiAkcommunity



on influencing their decisions to drop out. Dehyle indicated that the students shewedrvi
who did well in school often faced ridicule from members of the community for addfvtitg
ways, and compromising their Al ethnic identity in order to succeed Wtheworld.

Dehyle (1992) reported some findings with respect to the strength and content of the
participants’ ethnic identities, their social environment, and their responsasitow
discrimination and attitudes toward school. Deyhle found that the Navajo participmts
strong ethnic identities, who came from the most culturally secure andanadigirea of the
reservation, expressed few feelings of discrimination and little resahtowards the often
culturally irrelevant school curriculum. The Navajo students living in Border, evtwlsural
ties were weaker than their peers’ on the reservation, expressed miogsfettiscrimination,
and the “pull of their community towards retaining an identity as ‘Navajohay tried to
succeed in Anglo society” (p. 20). The youth from the most disjointed and fractunee ctiie
Ute, were the most likely to perceive feelings of discrimination. They exptrat school was
irrelevant to their lives, and expressed concerns that school was a threatAd dftteic
identity.

This pattern was observed at the high school level as well. Located on the Navajo
reservation, NHS had very few EA students enrolled and was more suceésstaining and
graduating Al students. Students who attended NHS reported less raciat,camdlithe
dropouts tended to leave school due to pregnancy and work needs. In contrast, BHS, which was
located in Border (bordering the reservation), had a more diverse populationAnathdents
making up over 50% of the student population. Al students at BHS reported experiencing racia
conflict at school and in the community on a daily basis. Interviews with thetenst revealed
that many of them rejected school because these daily experiencesiofidagmn hurt their
sense of school identification, and because they felt school was a threat to #tbmiélidentity
(Dehyle, 1992).

Perceived barriers and educational utility. Another common reason cited by the
participants was related to their beliefs about the utility of receivirgpacation and the
relevance of the schools’ curriculum (Dehyle, 1992). About half to two-thirds ditpeuts
indicated that school was not important for what they wanted to do in life. When intalyiew
many of the students indicated that they did not hold strong beliefs about the tigtitycation
in helping them obtain future employment, in part because of perceived bafhersiropouts
spoke of institutional barriers, “Navajo jobs [and a] racially defined job c&lmdL3). Dehyle
reported that in the three participating communities, over 90% of official andgeaal level
jobs were held by European-Americans, while Als held only 8% of these jobs. I retAese
communities were typically employed in service maintenance and coretrastd as laborers
and para-professionals. Dehyle also reported that while Al high school gsadeagetwice as
likely to be employed, there was little difference in tygesof jobs held by graduates and non-
graduates. Dehyle concluded that many of the dropouts questioned the relevance oingpmplet
school and the utility of a high school education, in light of the apparent barriersetojdiest
experienced by the majority of the Al community.

Overall, Dehyle’s (1992) ethnographic research showed that the Navajo arddétgs
performance in school, including their decision to leave school, involved culturdgdeiad
factors, which Dehyle argued, “pointed toward larger sociocultural andcpbfdictors...[as]
youth revealed the feelings they had of being ‘pushed out’ of schools and ‘pulled intowthe
Indian community” (p. 18). For the youth in this study, experiences of discriomnayitheir
teachers and peers led to a sense of mistrust and weakened sense of schamatidentifhich



ultimately became the pivotal reasons for rejecting school. In addition, mémgy yduth faced
institutional barriers as evidenced by the racially defined job ceiling indbemunity. The
participants questioned the utility of completing their education after sgitmg generations of
their family and peers fail to achieve higher job status despite having anieducat

It is important to remember that ndteryNavajo and Ute student perceived such
debilitating experiences of discrimination and barriers or rejected schompraxanately 59%
of the students over the seven years of the study graduated through either traditiona
traditional means. Deyhle’s (1992) findings among the dropouts from the two nliffiegl
schools offer some insights into the individual differences between the dropouts and non-
dropouts. Youths with stronger ethnic identities and connections to their cultural groupdepor
being less affected by experiences of discrimination and institutionarsaand a greater
connection to school. Those with more insecure ethnic identities and weaker deluredre
more sensitive to experiences of discrimination and more were likely tb sefeool.

Though school dropouts are not examined in this dissertation, Dehyle’s (1992) study
provides a useful framework for understanding the achievement of Al students. yle’®eh
study, dropouts represent the culmination of years of experiencing dis¢ramiaad racially
defined barriers, along with a poor sense of school identification. Experiencesrohidiation
and barriers compromised many of the youths school identification, and left thlemg fe
alienated and rejected by school. Many of the youth reported weak ties tethingrgroup and
a weakened ethnic identity, and in turn felt threatened by the prospect of mmidpded by the
school’s curriculum. These factors proved to be pivotal reasons that studentsdelft stcis
probable that these factors also affected the dropouts’ achievementiedhesr school careers.
Thus, by examining factors similar to those Dehyle reported including Alrggidgehool
identification, perceived discrimination, educational utility, perceiveddyarrand ethnic
identity, it is possible to develop hypotheses related to the achievemenAbs$taltients.
Ethnicity, Ethnic Identity, and Minority Status

Overall, Dehyle’s (1992) research showed that broad sociocultural issatesl ttel
ethnicity, including ethnic identity, and minority status, are at the core dfdaliajo and Ute
students’ attitudes toward school, achievement in school, and decision to leave school. The
dropouts expressed a strong desire to maintain their ethnic identity in the fast®é bnd
contemporary pressures of assimilation, and experiences of ethnic distiomiand barriers.
The theories and research that will be discussed later in this proposal, aés@oahese key
concepts of ethnicity, ethnic identity, and minority status. Thus, before the @scosstinues,
it is necessary to establish a common understanding of the fundamental concepgsgritier!
primary theories and research highlighted in this dissertation.

Ethnicity. Before | define and discuss ethnic identity and minority status, it is first
important to establish an understanding of what is meant by the broadestteritity The
definition of ethnicity is widely debated in the literature and continues to changgrogge
context, and individuals. Yinger (1986) described ethnicity as closelydétat®oth culture and
race. Worrell (2007) pointed out that many definitions of ethnic identity and raerslty are
distinguishable only by the adjective used to describe identity. Betancourt geseREopez
(1993) pointed out that ethnicity, race, and culture are frequently and erroneodsly use
interchangeably. They argued that though the constructs are related aeacefach other,
they must be separated for the purpose of understanding their effects on individuals’
psychological outcomes. They suggested that in order to better define gitamicitnderstand
the relationship between ethnicity and psychological outcomes, specific etlatedr



variables—which are assumed to be important in understanding psychological phenomena—
must be identified and measured. Ethnic-related variables can include histbciereemporary
experiences of discrimination, barriers, and minority status. Only after tlagiables are

explored in relation to ethnicity, can researchers begin to draw conclusions ainazityeand
psychological outcomes such as academic attitudes and achievement.

Phinney (1996) responded to Bentacourt and Lopez’ (1993) concerns and attempted to
unpackethnicity. She identified three aspects of ethnicity—culture, ethnidtigleamid minority
status—based on the assumption that these aspects of ethnicity are of psydhwipgrtance
to ethnic minority individuals. Phinney (1996, p. 920) defined culture as the “norms, values,
attitudes, and behaviors that are typical of an ethnic group and that stem from a comanen cult
of origin transmitted across generations.” Whereas other theorists whe#tadyty and
culture (e.g., Betancourt & Lopez, 1993; Frisby, 1992, King, 2002; Trimble, 2000) havertiffer
definitions of culture, they all agree that ethnicity and culture are gloslated and influence
each other. They also agree that like ethnicity, culture is a complex, muditfaciable that
must beunpackedn order to understand its psychological implications. It is well beyond the
scope of this dissertation to take on this task of examining and understanding the psyalhologi
impact of multiple aspects of culture. The questions posed in this dissertatiargahg guided
by Phinney’s theoretical framework and definition of ethnicity, with a §pdocus on the
psychological implications of ethnic identity and minority status.

Ethnic identity. Like ethnicity, ethnic identity is a complex construct that has been
conceptualized in a number of different ways in the literature. Phinney (1996; Phinney &
Alipuria, 1990,) provided a definition of ethnic identity that encompasses social, self
identification, and cultural aspects of ethnic identity. She suggestedhhat identity consists
of “a commitment and sense of belonging to one’s ethnic group, positive evaluation @pge gr
interest in and knowledge about the group, and involvement in activities and traditions of the
group” (Phinney, 1996, p. 145). Phinney also maintained that like ethnicity, ethnic identity is
not a categorical variable, but rather it is a multidimensional and complex cotisatuaries
across group members.

In her earlier work (e.g., Phinney, 1989), Phinney argued that ethnic identity is a
developmental process such that individuals move through identity stages from an ungxamine
ethnic identity to an achieved ethnic identity. More contemporary ethnic identiystisge.g.,
Gone, 2006; Trimble, 2000; Worrell & Gardner-Kitt, 2006) argue against the notion of ethnic
identity as a developmental process. Trimble argued that ethnic identitgliadidiisubject to
individual social contexts. He suggested that a person may have multiple ethhie&that
emerge depending on the setting and interpersonal interactions. He provided ple exdow
an Al may have multiple ethnic identities that emerge in different socialxenteithin a tribe
an Al may self-identify as a member of a clan, outside the tribe an Akelfiglentify as a
member of a particular tribe, among non-Indians as an Indian, and outside the coumtry as a
American” (Trimble, 2000, p. 199). Trimble used this example to argue that ethmityide
not static, and as contexts change, ethnic identities change accordingly.

Minority status. Along with culture and ethnic identity, Phinney’s (1996) definition of
ethnicity includes individuals’ experiences associated with their group’s ityistatus as
important in understanding the psychological implications of ethnicity. Minorityssis
defined as an ethnic group’s social status and experiences within the ¢migéy. sFor ethnic
groups of color, such as Als, these experiences may include historionpattexploitation,



experiences of discrimination and barriers, low representation in positions of, pmdemequal
socioeconomic status and educational opportunities.

Phinney argued that minority status is at the core of ethnic identity. She sulghest
the psychological importance of ethnic identity is strongly associatbedowé’s situations and
experiences in society, which for minority groups of color, may include experiehces
discrimination, stereotypes, and prejudice. She also argued that individuals’ edmuity i
determine how they will respond to these experiences. Thus, individuals’ minatity atfects
their ethnic identity, which in turn affects how they will respond to their minaidtys. Given
the inextricably linked nature of ethnic identity and minority status, the témicatdentity
incorporates the concept of minority status throughout this dissertation unlessseistated.

Al Ethnicity and Ethnic Identity

Al as an ethnic group.To define Al people as one ethnic group based on the factors
identified as contributing to ethnicity presents a challenge due to the hetetygétiee
population. Currently, there are more than 560 federally recognized tribes in ted Staites.
Each tribe has its own distinct history, method of government, language, and cultpeopke
also live in a diverse range of geographic settings. Approximately 4@8é tdtal 4.1 million
reported Al people in the United States continue to live in reservation communitiesasvtier
remaining 60% live in both urban and rural settings across the country (U.S. Depaftme
Commerce, 2000). There are also varying degressxaid bloocamong tribes, as some tribes
are historically known to accept the practice of interracial marriabeseas others remain
relatively closed off to interracial mixing. Of the total population who repdktexh the 2000
Census, 1.6 million or 39% of the people reported being Al as well as one or more other
racial/ethnic groups (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). This demographic and cultatedrvari
suggests that the definition of Al ethnicity varies across tribal groupsegmahs of the country.

However, Al people share a number of commonalities that transcend the differences
between tribal populations to yield an underlying ethnicity. Trimble (2000) cuthaé while Al
is an imposed and invented ethnic category, contemporary Al people have found some value in
self-identifying with this broad category. Trimble cited Trosper (1981), wineed that Al
people have “transformed themselves from a diverse people with little commatyichatan
ethnic group [and] have done so by mobilizing, with respect to a charter, the sharedoffiistory
broken treaties” (Trosper, 1981, p. 257). Indeed, Al people share a history of European
colonialism and the long battle with historic oppression by the U.S. government. ajdréynof
tribes were relocated from their original lands and placed into desigeatiéaries and
reservations. One outcome of this similar colonial experience is thab&d share a unique
relationship with the Federal government. Tribes have been granted soyergignpower to
manage and govern themselves. Thus, the U.S. Constitution recognizes Al trilstisets di
governments. Related to sovereignty is the concept of tribal enroliment, whichigiaally
imposed by the Federal government and was used to determine who was eligikgtyor
benefits such as sovereignty. Currently, the federal government through the Blihedian
Affairs, legally defines Al as a person whose Al blood quantum is at least orterqurat who is
registered or enrolled member of a federally recognized tribe. Tribalraerdlcontinues to be
a tribal means of identification and allocation of resources.

Al ethnic identity. Contemporary researchers who study Al ethnic identity (e.g., Gone,
2006; Livesay, 2005; O’Nell, 1996; Trimble, 2000) argue that Als construct their ethnic
identities within the context of their biological backgrounds, and historical, sociopblgocial,
and cultural contexts. In this model, entitled the Gone Model (Gone, Miller, & Rapphpeot



cited in Gone, 2006), Gone and his colleges contend that Al ethnic identity is the product of a
“dynamic social process [between]...two or more persons engaged in unfoldiagtiot® (p.

64) within the individual's cultural context—which includes cultural history, trawléj and
institutional relations. As such, they argue that possible ethnic identg#iésméed and bound

by the particular tribal culture, and thus, are not infinite. In the Gone Madethnic identity is
also bound by the individual's social context. That is to say that an individual’s identity
subject to the identity declarations and judgments of others. Trimble speaktmrthend

argued that at some point, an individual’s identity declarations require extatidation. Thus,

the judgments of others play a key role in ethnic identity formation.

Though it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to examine the contextual nature of the
participants’ ethnic identity, the Gone model serves as a reminder thatidémtity is not a
static quality, nor is it conceptualized in the same manner across Al indsviddla are a vastly
diverse group of people with different histories, cultures, and contemporarycayeosc
situations. Though the quantitative measure of ethnic identity used in this tiss€Rainney
& Ong, 2007) provides information about the extent of identity exploration and strength of
identity commitment, the scores do not speak to specific identity content, nbiegaactount
for contextual identity reformulations. Thus, when drawing conclusions about the rdtaiof e
identity in these participants’ academic outcomes, one must be cognizant ainbie>dties
underlying ethnic identity, and cautious about the breadth of the conclusions drawn.

Ethnic Identity and Academic Achievement

Although several identity constructs (e.g., academic self-effiaaademic self-concept,
motivation) have been identified as being important in student achievement, {&0031)
pointed out that the most frequent constructs used to explain the achievement o minorit
students are social identity constructs including ethnic identity. Examitiing edentity is
important to the extent that ethnicity has salience and centrality for thedunals involved
(Phinney, 1996). Research has shown that ethnicity—including ethnic identity, is aalené
component of the self-identity of minority individuals than for most European-Aameric
(Phinney & Alipuria, 1990). Thus, as a key part of the personal identity of minoritydodigi
ethnic identity is implicated in the overall adjustment of minority adolesc&sitsen that a large
component of adjustment in adolescents relates to succeeding in school, ethnychidertiear
implications for the academic achievement of minority students.

Ogbu’s cultural ecological theory.One of the most well known explanations for the
relationship between ethnic identity and minority achievement is Ogbu’s (19B8; &Simons,
1998) cultural ecological theory. Though not developed to specifically explaiohieyement
patterns of Al students, much of Ogbu’s theory is relevant to the historic and contgmpora
circumstances faced by Al people. Ogbu drew a distinction between therdiff@nority
groups in the US based on their history of incorporation into U.S. society and subsequent
treatment. He classified groups that were incorporated into U.S. societyritardy either
through slavery, colonization, or as refugeesmasluntary minoritiege.g., Als, African
Americans, certain Latinos, and certain Asian refugee groups). Thesetyngroups have a
minority status that includes experiences of prejudice, discriminationetsamind
powerlessness.

Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) classified other groups that opted to come to the
U.S. asvoluntary minoritiege.g., most Asian immigrants, and some Latino immigrants). Ogbu
studied both the structural barriers that involuntary minorities face aasvigle responses these
groups have to such barriers. He argued that the differences in minority saffimohaece are



not entirely attributable to structural, cultural, or linguistic differenoecause some groups
manage to succeed academically despite facing similar struicturadrs and cultural
discontinuities. For example, Japanese and Korean immigrants traditionallyetarbsthool
than Hmong immigrants and refugees despite facing similar linguisticudtodat barriers at
school. Ogbu concluded that the differences between the school performance of invahohtar
voluntary minority students is related to thistory andtreatmentof involuntary minority groups
in society and in school, along with thperceptionsandresponseso this treatment.

Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) argued that because involuntary minorities have a
longstanding history of unequal power dynamics and opportunities, discrimination;Lantdrat
barriers, they have developedllective solution®r cultural modelsas a way of responding to
and coping with these structural forces. More specifically, Ogbu defined cultadals as the
ways that members of a minority group interpret their world and which guideattiens.

Ogbu identified four types of cultural models with respect to attitudes andstehetit
schooling: (a) dual frame of reference, (b) instrumental beliefs about schdo)inglational
beliefs about schooling, and (d) symbolic beliefs about schooling. A dual framerehoefe
refers to the comparison a minority group may make about their educational oppastugnisius
the educational opportunities of other, more privileged groups. Instrumental beliefs about
schooling refer to a minority groups’ beliefs about the role of school in helping oneceesl or
get ahead in society. Relational beliefs about schooling refer to the mistiinsteducational
system and the belief that a goal of the U.S. educational system is to subaxdchetatrol
minorities. Symbolic beliefs about schooling refer to the idea that the U.S.iedataystems’
curriculum is a threat to the cultural identity of minorities.

Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) argued that the overall belief pattern that results
from these cultural models is a general degree of mistrust in the U.S. edUcstsdeia
including administrators, teachers, and the curriculum. As such, involuntary tesarorry
that learning the school curriculum is harmful to their cultural and lingudstittity, and view
the adoption oWhiteways as a subtractive process that threatens their ethnic identity. These
patterns of mistrust and concerns over maintaining their ethnic identity were abisenvany of
the dropouts in Dehyle’s (1992) study. Ogbu also maintained that involuntary msoritie
develop an ambivalent attitude about education—though they acknowledge the role of schooling
in getting ahead, their experiences with discrimination lead them to béieveatrd work and
education are not enough to overcome racism and discrimination. Ogbu suggested that i
response to their treatment by European-Americans, involuntary minoritiasatsg develop
an oppositional collective or group identity. Oppositional identities are charmct by their
differences from European-American society and their rejection of manstwralues. Itis
important to note that Ogbu (1989) suggested that there are many ways in which involuntary
minority individuals respond to these cultural models in terms of their acatbetmawiors and
beliefs. However, much of his work, and the work that is most relevant to this disgserta
centers on the development of oppositional identities. Thus, this line of research i ég pr
one reviewed.

Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) theory of oppositional identities has major
implications for students’ attitudes toward and success in school. Generakyngpé¢here are
certain characteristics that are required for success in school, incluastgrimg the school’s
curriculum, learning standard English, and exhibiting adaptive school behaviors.a@gbkd
that some involuntary minorities interpret these standards as Europearc#@msciety’s
requirements that are designed to deprive minorities of their identities, mianog minorities



10

with an oppositional identity will view conforming to school requirements and sedicagein
school asacting Whiteand compromising their ethnic identity. These beliefs create a dilemma
for involuntary minority students. They believe that conforming to school demandsitieghi
European-American behaviors, and mastering European-American standardaedstering
standard English) comes at the expense of their ethnic identity, and commuoeftaace.
Thus, Ogbu argues that these students are forced to choose between an instrumental
interpretation of schooling as a route to future employment and upward sociatynahitli their
ethnic identity communities’ acceptance. This dilemma was observed ineBe{fy992) study,
in which participants reported they often experienced ridicule from tleemunity for
adopting European-American educational standards. Dehyle’s participantspisted
concerns that their ethnic identity was compromised when they conformed thadloéssc
demands.

Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) argued that the dilemmas students face when
confronted by their communities’ ambivalence are reflected in theudgstand behaviors in
school. Ogbu suggested that students develop mixed feelings about school. Theserdmbivale
feelings can lead to a number of detrimental behaviors including reduoets,gffattentive
classroom behavior, poor homework completion, and poor school attendance. These ambivalent
feelings can also lead to maladaptive attitudes towards school suchmestbkt the work is
uninteresting, boring, and irrelevant, as well as beliefs that it is apgefwidisrespect and
challenge teachers’ authority. These behaviors and belief patterns wenreeshin the dropouts
in Dehlye’s (1992) ethnographic study. Many of the dropouts interviewed reportedrpsess
assimilation, feelings of alienation, experiences of discrimination, arfdaw&o job ceiling
These experiences reportedly shaped their trust and views about educationtlagch lexreject
formal schooling.

Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory is somewhat
controversial in the research literature. Critics of Ogbu’s theory (eligniet al., 2005;
Spencer et al., 2001) argue that his theory does not adequately account for comtdxtual a
socializing factors (e.g., socioeconomic status, intelligence, famiilglization etc.), cultural
traditions, and individuals’ developmental status, all of which may mitigate théeodevent of
an oppositional identity. Spencer et al. criticized the theory for its enspbrasihe negative
adaptive processes which Ogbu assumes unfold unilaterally across involumiamiyyngroups.
Thus, Ogbu’s critics argue that his theory does not provide an adequate explanakien for
individual variation in attitudes and achievement that is seen among involuntarytyngmoups.

Contemporary views on ethnic identity and minority achievement.Contemporary
scholars (e.g., Altschul et al., 2006; Oyserman et al., 2003b) have contributeddod reraatce
to Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory that provides ergreat
understanding of the individual responses to education, discrimination, and institutiomas barr
across minority groups. Oyserman et al. (2003b) argued that low minotity atal the
presence of structural barriers such as stereotypes do not academluatbtelall minorities
equally. They further argued that minority individuals who are targets ebsgpes and low
status do not merely incorporate stereotypes and negative attributes intdethigty and
behavior. Instead, they suggested that individuals develop strategies to hantibasiiua
which stereotypes may occur. They further maintained that there are indiifieradnces in
choices of strategies; thus, members of the same minority group are likeffgtandiheir
vulnerability and response to stereotypes.
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Oyserman et al. (2003b) outlined a model for understanding the individual diffenences
response to stereotypes and focused on the relationship between engagemenoalidndc
content of ethnic identity (known in there studyasial-ethnic self-schema [RES] They
proposed that the content of individuals’ ethnic identity or RES could either reducereegage
or promote engagement with school. The content of RES was defined by the individedls’ le
of awareness of their group’s minority status, the meaning they assigtiesl minority status,
and the extent to which they feel connected to their ethnic group.

Oyserman et al., (2003b) defined four possible groups based on this model. The first
group,RES aschematicefers to individuals who have not formed an RES and have not
integrated thoughts, feelings, and beliefs about their ethnic group membershipm®yaad
her colleagues hypothesized that these individuals would be vulnerable to negettysts
and academic disengagement because they have not developed an RES to process &nd fend of
the negative self-relevant implications of these stereotypes. The sgoomein-group only
RES refers to individuals who are schematic for race and ethnicity, and who haveddéir
RES in terms of their positive connection to their ethnic group. These individualslosety ¢
represent Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) characterization oppositional involuntary
minorities. These individuals are hypothesized to be less engaged in school and nevedleul
to stereotypes because they define their RES in opposition to mainstreaiy. sbhiese
individuals do not expect to succeed in school because the low status of their ethnic group
defines success as incongruent with their minority group status.

The third groupdual RESrefers to individuals who focus their attention on their status
as both members of their ethnic group and members of the larger society, and who focus on the
positive consequences of this dual status. These individuals are hypothesized to be less
vulnerable to stereotypes and academic disengagement because they abden@@anect
and identify with positive, mainstream roles and values as well as torthggwup roles and
values. The final groupninority RESrefers to individuals who focus their RES on their status
as both members of their ethnic group and members of a group that is discriminatstitagai
the larger society. These individuals are also more likely to fend off negéthe®types and
remain engaged in school because they focus on ways to prevent or avoid likelyenegati
consequences of minority status in the larger society.

In a series of three studies involving African-American, Hispanic, Al, aat)-Ar
Palestinian Israeli adolescents, Oyserman et al. (2003b) confirmetyhetheses and
demonstrated the positive effect of dual and minority RES on minority student achréyand
the negative effect of in-group only RES and RES aschematic. Dual and mindsitstirients
had higher end of the year GPAs, and demonstrated greater academic engaugtaskt a
persistence in the face of negative stereotypes. RES aschematic andpiioigly RES
individuals had lower GPAs, and demonstrated a lower level of engagement and<ess&rymer
when confronted with negative stereotypes.

Oyserman et al.’s (2003b) study provides evidence for the mechanism of how ethnic
identity can act as a buffer against stereotypes and school dis-idéptifieand can promote
task engagement. The results indicate that the content of individuals’ ethnig/ideakés
certain social roles (e.g., good student) self-relevant, along with the negmags and behavior
routines attached to those roles. This study is not in contradiction to Ogbu’s (197&: Ogbu
Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory, rather it adds a new understanding of the imdividua
differences in response to structural barriers. Individuals who define theesely®iith
respect to their low status minority group can be likened to Ogbu’s oppositional ideihttye T
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individuals are more likely to question the utility of an education and dis-identifyseftool,
and are more vulnerable to structural barriers and discrimination because¢hsyademic
success as incongruent with their groups’ minority status. However, individuals whe defi
themselves as members of their minority group and the larger sociebhpdogus their in-group
ethnic identity in terms of rejecting negative stereotypes are ablaitaim their school
identification and beliefs in the utility of education, persist in the facestésyc barriers, and
succeed academically.

Subsequent studies, including Altschul et al. (2006), have continued to provide a level of
nuance to Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory and trenstigtdi
between ethnic identity and achievement. Altschul and her colleagues invediigate
relationship between the content of ethnic identity (known in her stucyciad-ethnic identity
[REI]) and academic achievement in minority adolescents. They operationalizeg REI
defining three aspects of REI: @EI connectedneswhich refers to feeling connected to one’s
ethnic group, (bREI awareness of raciswhich refers to the awareness that one’s ethnic group
may not be valued by mainstream society, antRE)embedded achievemgentich refers to
the feeling that one’s ethnic group is characterized by academiitna¢int.

In their two-year longitudinal study, Altschul et al. (2006) collected data ffrican
American and Latino adolescents from three low-income, urban schools. Resunlthif study
indicated that REI connectedness, REI awareness of racism, and REI embedzlezihvaeatti
were important predictors of grades for low-income minority youth. Spedbjfitaéy found
that Latino and African American youth high in REI awareness of ra¢igyh in REI
connectedness, and high in RElI embedded achievement attained better grackepainein
time. Additional studies using the same tripartite model of REI (e.ger®wgs, Bybee, &

Terry, 2003; Oyserman, Harrison, & Bybee, 2001) found a similar relationship betivecthree
REI components and other indicators of academic success including school involvement
academic persistence, increased study time.

It is clear from these studies (e.g., Altschul et al., 2006; Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu & Simons
1998; Oyserman et al., 2003b) that ethnic identity is indeed an important component of ethnic
minority adolescents’ identity, which must be considered in order to fully uaddrteir
academic outcomes. Though to some extent Ogbu, Oyserman et al. (2003b) and &tl&chul
disagree about the impact of ethnic identity on minority student achievementhaliraesearch
points to the fact that ethnic identity provides a lens through which experiencesalgsgese
that are ethnicity-related, are filtered. However, these studies, altnBehyle’s (1992) study,
revealed that larger sociocultural experiences of discrimination andrsaaiong with students’
response these experiences, are equally important in understanding mindett achievement
patterns. Taken together, these studies point to the importance of exanttong tfzat are
linked to ethnic identity and academic achievement, including attitudinal \esiabth as
school identification, educational utility, perceived discrimination, and pexddiarriers. These
four constructs will be discussed in the following section.

Attitudinal Variables and Academic Achievement

School identification. School identification refers to students’ sense of belonging,
community, and personal relatedness to their school (Osterman, 2000). As waslr@port
Dehyle’s (1992) study, Al students’ sense of school identification—or lack dferhad major
implications with respect to their decisions to complete their education. Hideature (e.g.,
Faircloth & Hamm, 2005; Goodenow & Grady, 1993; Kenny, Blustein, Chaves, Grossman, &
Gallagher, 2003) has linked students’ experience of belongingness to a number @rmport
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educational outcomes including academic attitudes and motivation, social and patti#odals,
engagement and participation, and academic achievement. This literatiestsuiggt a positive
identification and orientation towards school, class work, and teachers, leads to rptowe ada
academic and social outcomes, which in turn positively affects academiceanbigv

A number of researchers have documented the differences in school identificatign amon
ethnic minority and European-American adolescents. Goodenow and Grady (199Bjeexam
the relationship between school identification and academic motivation amoognAfr
American, European-American, and Hispanic students from two urban junior high schools
They found that the ethnic minority participants expressed weak beliefs thaielbeged in
their school. These school identification scores were significantly lowersitores reported in
a similar study (Goodenow, 1993) involving suburban European-American students, and
accounted for 21% of the variance in general school motivation. Students’ expedtations
their achievement related behavior would result in academic success andi¢hibera attached
to this success were also significantly associated with school idatitih. School identification
scores accounted for 19% and 30% of the variance of these outcomes respectively.

In a more recent study, Faircloth and Hamm (2005) further examined the rof@of sc
identification in explaining the relationship between motivation and acadehm&vament in a
study involving African-American, Asian-American, Latino, and Europeare#igan high
school students. Faircloth and Hamm explored students’ sense of school identificaiion in f
domains: bonding with teachers, having a place within the network of peer relationships,
extracurricular involvement, and perceived ethnic-based discrimination. Nsineto this
dissertation are their findings with respect to school identification awéiged discrimination,
which emerged as significant predictors of school identification for thecathinority
participants. This literature suggests that ethnic minority studentggt@ns of how their
ethnic group is treated at school affects the bond they form with their schoolitéraisite
supports Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) assertion that some minority students dis-
identify with and devalue the role of schooling, because their experientedisdgtimination
lead them to believe that hard work and education do not necessarily translateds suttee
future.

Perceived discrimination.In the context of the educational setting, perceived
discrimination refers to individuals’ experiences of racial/ethnic disodtion at school from
teachers, administrators, and peers. Findings from qualitative (e.gleDE#§2; Fordham &
Ogbu, 1986; Ogbu 1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998), and quantitative research (e.g., Faircloth &
Hamm, 2005) suggested that perceived discrimination influences student$icalgon with
school, their educational expectations, motivation, and school performance and attaiimme
their seminal study on ethnic discrimination and adolescents’ academic aehsmenal
adjustment, Wong et al. (2003) found that students’ experiences of racial/ethnimidetion
predicted declines in grades, academic self-concepts, academic task aatumental health.
In addition, experiences of discrimination predicted increases in the dassowidh
academically disengaged and socioemotionally troubled peers.

Research on the effects of perceived discrimination does not unilateraitytqoi
academic and socioemotional decline. Though they identified perceived dimstiimias a risk
factor that threatens academic achievement, Wong et al., (2003) also found ribrag,gosisitive
ethnic identity served as a protective factor that mitigated the ®fiédiscriminatory
experiences. Oyserman et al. (2003b), and Altschul et al. (2006) also reported finaltirigs
some adolescents, a strong ethnic identity not only mitigated the effectsminghation,
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racism, and stereotypes, but also promoted academic achievement. Wong anddugresolle
suggested that these seemingly contradictory findings representmiffeays ethnic minority
adolescents respond to ethnic discrimination. Though some students respond to digamiminati
by disengaging from school, others will respond by identifying with school and wgdxkin
achieve in order to combat discrimination.

Perceived barriers.As previously discussed, researchers (e.g., Altschul et al., 2006;
Dehyle, 1992; Goodenow, 1993; Ogbu 1978, Ogbu & Simons, 1998; Oyserman et al., 2003b)
have argued that minority youth may dis-identify with school because they dowdheie
school experiences as relevant to their future education, or as vehicles tonzzdiey.
Researchers (e.g., Ali & McWhirter, 2006; Kenny et al., 2003) argued thatyesl tarriers to
postsecondary education and career access may be one factor that leatststwdav their
education as irrelevant, thereby leading them to disengage from academiceand car
development tasks. McWhirter (1997) defined perceived barriers as contegtaed, favhich

She argued that “larger social forces of racism, sexism, and classisra é@mtext within which
the career and educational attainment of women and people of color must be understood” (p.
142). As such, perceived barriers can be viewed as individuals’ perception ofesbatiwin

the context of pervasive social problems such as those listed above.

Extant literature (e.g. Constantine, Erikson, Banks, & Timberlake, 1998; Flores &
O’Brien, 2002; McWhirter, 1997) has documented ethnic differences in perceived educationa
and career barriers. McWhirter (1997) was the first researcher to fegsetdifferences. In her
seminal study with Mexican-American and European-American high saltot$ and seniors,
McWhirter reported that Mexican-American respondents were motg tik@erceive problems
and barriers to attaining a postsecondary education than the European-Arparicapants. In
addition, the Mexican-American participants were more likely to anticipakesastand ethnic
discrimination in their future careers, and were less confident than their ExvApeaican
counterparts that they could overcome these barriers. Though this seminalasudyportant
in documenting the ethnic differences in perceived educational and careaspdmii@es not
speak to how perceived barriers are actually linked to the achievement onyrshaténts.

Kenny et al. (2003) conducted a seminal study which examined how perceivedsbarri
may effect academic and career achievement by examining sclgagieenent and career
attitudes among urban minority high school students. Specifically they looked wibbahand
attitudinal indices of school engagement, as well as the aspirations farsareess,
expectations for attaining career goals, and the importance of work in one’s f&iravioral
indices of school engagement included behaviors such as doing homework, attendiag classe
and paying attention in class. Attitudinal indices of school engagement included school
identification, and educational utility. After controlling for the effectgefder and social
support, perceived barriers remained a significant variable, which contrilitgue variance to
students’ school identification and educational utility. Specifically, perddaeriers emerged
as a negative predictor of behavioral and attitudinal indexes of school engagesmezit as
with career attitudes, aspirations, and expectations.

Research on perceived barriers to educational and career attainmensaffie
understanding of how systemic factors such as discrimination and povertyfethyducational
and career achievement at an individual level. Kenny et al.’s (2003) researchsspmpoous
researchers’ (Dehyle, 1992; Faircloth & Hamm, 2005; Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998)
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assertions, and indicates that the challenges posed by institutional lzardeliscrimination
affect students’ attitudes and behaviors towards school as well as theirasgiesgions.

Educational utility. Educational utility refers to the value students place on doing well in
school and getting a good education, as well as the beliefs that hard work amdi@cade
achievement are the keys to job mobility and success (Rowley, 2000). Research ooreducat
utility in minority populations is frequently linked to individuals’ perceptionsraf experiences
with discrimination and structural barriers, and sense of school identificadio examination of
recent research suggests that minority students respond to discrimination eandl ioaar
number of ways, and thus hold a range of beliefs about the utility of education.

Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) suggested that though involuntary minorities
acknowledge the role of schooling in getting ahead, their historic and contemgqpariences
with discrimination lead them to believe that hard work and education are not enough to
overcome these structural barriers. Mickelson’s (1990) study with Africagridan and
European-American high school students supported Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998)
assertion. Mickelson noted the appamttude-achievement paradamong African American
adolescents, in which African American youth positively endorse the importandaazitien,
but frequently exhibit poor academic achievement. In her model of attitudes! tesarational
utility, Mickelson defined two sets of attitudes toward educatioralfaract attitudeswhich
refer to mainstream ethics and beliefs about the promise of schooling asla fehipward
mobility, and (b)concrete attitudeswhich refer to the actual realities people experience with
respect to returns on their educational success. Results from her study ihdictiteigh
African American and European-American students hold both types of attituded towa
education, only concrete attitudes are predictive of academic achievenuaig Black students.
Mickelson concluded that the social context—which includes experiences of strbeturers
and discrimination—shapes African American students beliefs about the eftétducation,
which in turn affects their academic behavior and achievement.

Perhaps another way of conceptualizing the attitude-achievement paradox isderconsi
the research on attitudinal ambivalence. Attitudinal ambivalence is defiribd aoexistence of
a positive and a negative evaluation of the same attitude (Jonas, Diehl, & Bromer, 1996).
According Spencer-Rodgers, Peng, Wang, and Hou (2004), attitudinal ambivalisteévaxen
individuals endorse response alternatives that have contradictory implicatidtisese
alternatives are of equal value, significance, or strength” (p. 1419). Within thexicoht
educational utility, ambivalent educational utility can be understood when indiviéualsise
the abstract, mainstream idealistic views of education, but simultaneckstydedge their
concrete experiences with education. As Mickelson (1990) and Ogbu (Ogbu & Simons, 1998)
argued, these concrete experiences with education may include a raciakyl g&h ceiling and
a low return on educational investment. Researchers (e.g., Conner, Sparks, Poegy&Ja
Shepherd, 1996; Jonas et al., 1996) have demonstrated that high ambivalence towands a give
behavior or attitude is correlated with lower engagement in the behavior, anaiseg€elcre
confidence in the attitude toward the behavior. Translated to educational utility, high
ambivalence may correlate to a decreased confidence in the utility of edueatiwell as a
declined engagement in adaptive educational behavior.

Though Mickelson’s (1990) findings, and the re-conceptualization of educational utility
in terms of ambivalence are promising lines of inquiry, empirical resear the relationship
between abstract and concrete attitudes, academic achievement, arehegp®f
discrimination continues to be debated (Rowley, 2000). In contrast to Ogbu (1978; Ogbu &
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Simons, 1998) and Mickelson’s (1990) assertions, other researchers (e.g., Altath@086;
Fuligni et al., 2005; Oyserman et al., 2003b; Rowley, 1999, 2000) have reported that for some
minority adolescents, perceiving discrimination and barriers is a healthgfgkevelopment,
which can actually help to foster academic motivation and adaptive beliefstiadaitity of
education. Unlike Ogbu and Mickelson, these researchers conceptualized tiseoéffec
perceived discrimination, barriers, and educational utility, within the coatedolescents’
ethnic identity-related beliefs. Fuligni and his colleagues found that adoteseho reported
having a strong and positive ethnic identity also indicated stronger baliis utility of
education and academic success. Altschul and her colleagues reportddldsaieats who
were aware of the historic and contemporary issues of discrimination, and who alsstroad.a
positive ethnic identity, were more likely to believe in the utility of educabothieir ethnic
group.

Rowley (2000) investigated the relationship between educational utility, academi
achievement, and racial identity, and argued that this relationship is bestnégaess profiles
of educational utility beliefs and GPA. Rowley clustered three variablegling GPA, and the
two utility variables based on Mickelson’s abstract (known in this stuieaistic and
concrete beliefs about educational utility. Five GPA/utility profilesewdentified:low-utility
achieversidentified as students with good grades, and negative idealistic and conteéte be
aware achievergdentified as students with good grades, positive idealistic, and negative
concrete beliefsjondiscrimination achieverglentified as students with average grades, and
average idealistic and concrete beli&dy-utility low achieversidentified as low grades, and
negative idealistic and concrete beliefs, ataalistic low achievergdentified as students with
poor grades, but who maintain positive idealistic and concrete beliefs. Once theoedlicati
utility clusters were determined, they were related to racial idg@sgneasured by the
Multidemensional Model for Racial Identity (MMRI; Sellers, Rowley, &l Smith, &
Chavous, 1997).

Rowley’s (2000) study revealed a number of important points about educationag| utility
achievement, and racial/ethnic attitudes in minority students. First, hgrssiggested that
there is more than one profile of high and low achieving African American ssudéhtregard
to their educational utility. Theorists such as Ogbu (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) drgued t
African American underachievers hold negative beliefs about the utility of ésludat their
future. Though a profile of low-utility, low achieving students was identified,|&oalso
identified low achievers with relatively high levels of idealistiditytend moderate levels of
context-specific utility. These individuals did poorly in school despite having biliefs
about the utility of education in career mobility.

With regard to racial ideology, Rowley identified several profiles tteatlesscordant with
Ogbu’s (1989; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) theory. First, she found a profile of high achieving
students with low levels of educational utility and strong nationalistic krcahtric ideals.
These individuals hold racial ideologies that reject many mainstream valciesling
educational utility, however, they continue to do well in school. This profile contr&attts’s
theory of oppositional identity minority students who believe they must sadtifer ethnic
identity and adopt European-American norms and values in order to be acagesnivaissful.
Rowley also found a profile of aware achievers, with good grades, idealestis of education,
and perceptions of discrimination, who held moderate stances on race. These individuals
moderately subscribed to mainstream values, as well as African Ametiltaral values, but
also viewed themselves as part of the larger American culture. This grgiperts findings
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from other research (e.g., Altschul et al., 2006; Oyserman et al., 2003b), that hatezirepo
higher levels of achievement in minority adolescents who maintain a sense ofdahtity, but
who also view themselves as part of the larger American culture. Theseurdsvare aware of
structural inequalities, but maintain a positive view on the utility of educatidhdorethnic
group. Finally, this study showed that beliefs in assimilation are not the ohlgasticonducive
to achievement in school. The profile with the lowest assimilation scoresiniagewell in
school, whereas the profile with the highest assimilation scores—the iddalistchievers,
were not doing as well in school. These findings contradict Ogbu’s assertionbatymi
students must assimilate to mainstream values, and compromise theirdghtitg in order to
achieve in school.

Taken together, the research on ethnic identity, school identification, perceived
discrimination, perceived barriers, educational utility, and academicvachéat in minority
populations reveals an interconnected, somewhat inconclusive, and complex relationship.
Though researchers may disagree on the nature of the relationship of tieses;ahey do
agree that these variables are important in understanding the academic swutethric
minority students. Thus, by exploring these variables in a population of Al adoidderpe
to contribute to the research on their relationship with academic achieveitienttiae
understudied Al student population.

The Present Study

The goal of the current study is to further understand the nature of the relatiamsng
social identity variables, attitudinal variables, and academic achewerhAl students. Al
students are one of the lowest achieving ethnic minority groups who perfoleldar
European-American students across all measures of achievement (DauphinaiBeh§t€);

1989; Freeman & Fox, 2005). Despite the apparent achievement gap, relativelydms have
examined the factors related to these educational disparities. A considergbbd taswarch

has examined a number of social identity and attitudinal variables, which havenpéieated

in the achievement gap between European-American and other ethnic minoritysstugtecial
scientists and educational researchers have long postulated that cultatdésaie of

particular importance in understanding overall adjustment and school functionihgiof et
minority adolescents (Phinney, 1996; Phinney & Alipuria, 1990; Worrell, 2007). The cultural
identity and attitudinal variables which have been documented as being pdsticnportant to

the achievement ethnic minority students include ethnic identity (Altsttall, 2006; Ogbu,

1978; Ogbu & Simons 1998; Oyserman et al. 2003b), school identification (Faircloth & Ham
2005; Goodenow, 1993; Goodenow & Grady, 1993), perceived discrimination (Altschul et al.,
2006; Faircloth & Hamm, 2005; Fordham & Ogbu, 1986; Oyserman et al. 2003b; Wong et al.,
2003), perceived barriers (Ali & McWhirter, 2006; Altschul et al., 2006; Kenny et al., 2003;
McWhirter, 1997; Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu & Simons 1998), and educational utility (Mickelson, 1990;
Ogbu, 1978; Ogbu & Simons 1998; Rowley, 2000). In order to confirm that these variables are
important factors in the achievement of this sample of Al participants, Ifraiststablish that
there are differences between the Al and European-American partiipamieasures of these
variables. Thus, the first question that needs to be answered in this dissertatethsre
differences between Al students’ and European-American students’ eténiityi, school
identification, perceived barriers, perceived discrimination, and educatiolitgl uBiased on
previous research, | hypothesize that there will be statisticglfisiant differences between the
two ethnic groups, with the Al sample reporting higher scores for ethnictidgr@rceived
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barriers, and perceived discrimination, and lower scores on school identificaticsinralar
scores on educational utility.

Perceived barriers, perceived discrimination, and educational utility @eedbnstructs
that are linked in the literature on minority student achievement and school idiotifigOgbu,
1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998; Rowley, 2000). A number of studies (e.g., Ali & McWhirter,
2006; Faircloth & Hamm, 2005; McWhirter, 1997; Mickelson, 1990) have documented the
negative relationship between these variables and a range of achievemamiesutelowever,
these studies often fail to consider the contribution adolescents’ ethnicyideakies in
influencing their response to these variables. Researchers (e.g., Altsah2@06; Oyserman
et al., 2003b; Rowley, 2000; Wong et al., 2003) have considered the relationship between ethnic
identity, academic achievement, experiences with discrimination andrsasthool
identification, and educational utility. They found that ethnic identity oftenipelsitmitigates
minority adolescents’ responses to experiences of discrimination and)ameéralso positively
influence their educational utility beliefs, and school identification. Tfiedangs warrant
additional research on the contribution of ethnic identity to minority adolescehisvament
and school identification. Thus, the second question to be answered in this dissertates is, d
ethnic identity contribute to the variance in Al's achievement and school iderdifiGatyond
perceived barriers, perceived discrimination, and perceived educationgl utilit

One of the premises of Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory
is that minority students’ sense of school identification is dependent on theg aeethnic
identity. Ogbu argued that many involuntary minorities must choose betweenramenrgtl
interpretation of schooling and community acceptance. As such, Ogbu suggestedahisy
students are either forced to sacrifice their sense of ethnictidiensirder to identify with
school, or they have to sacrifice their identification with school in order to nmaa&drong
ethnic identity. Oyserman et al.’s (2003b) study suggested that though OgbuisEsseaty be
partially correct, the relationship between ethnic identity and school idatibfids much more
complicated. Oyserman and her colleagues found evidence that high scores ddeatkitjc
are associated with a greater identification with school. They also founshewiteat suggested
that low ethnic identity scores are associated with lower school idatibficand achievement.
Altschul et al. (2006) also found evidence for this trend. By merging the findings froen thes
three lines of research, four clusters based on ethnic identity and school igiemifi@an be
conceptualized. These clusters are illustrated below in Table 1.

Table 1

The Four Hypothesized Clusters
Cluster 1: Cluster 3:

®High Ethnic Identity, High School Identification °Low Ethnic Identity, High School Identification
Cluster 2: Cluster 4:

% ow Ethnic Identity, Low School Identification ~ “High Ethnic Identity, Low School Identification

3s a profile that is supported by Altschul et al. (2006) and Oyserman 20@8k)."ls a profile that is
supported by Ogbu (1978, 1998% a profile that is supported by Altschul et al. (2006), Ogbu (1978,
1998), and Oyserman et al. (2003b).

Cluster 1 contains individuals with both a high sense of ethnic identity and a high sense
of school identification. Individuals with this profile were identified in Altsobiudl. (2006) as
well as Oyserman et al. (2003b). Also identified in Altschul and Oyserman&chsae the
individuals in Cluster 2. These individuals have both a low sense of ethnic identity and a low
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sense of school identification. Cluster 3 contains individuals with a low sense of déntityi
and a high sense of school identification. These individuals were identified in @H8G&
Ogbu & Simons,1998) research, and are at the core of his cultural ecological thddhgay
of oppositional identities. Cluster 4 contains individuals with a high sense of eténiity and
a low sense of school identification. These individuals were identified in allrésearchers’
(Altschul et al., Ogbu, and Oyserman et al.,) findings.

Research aimed at specifically identifying these theoretiaatars has not been done on
Al adolescents. Thus, the third question that stems from this line of research, iardogfug
groups based on levels of ethnic identity and school identification in Al populatishs &xce
one or more profiles are confirmed via cluster analysis, | can begin torexhow these
profiles differ based on my other variables of interest. Thus, a second partharthggiestion
is, do these clusters differ on the basis of academic achievement, perceoveriiation,
perceived barriers, and educational utility.

Method

Participants

The total sample for this study consisted of 410 adolescents, in whichn54224)
were female. The mean age of the total sampleMvasl6.09 yearsD = 1.30), and the mean
GPA of the total sample w&d = 3.04 SD=0.81). The Al participants made up 3186(128)
of the total sample. The Al participants consisted of middle and high school studemth
through twelfth grade and ranged in age from 14 to 19 ybars16.4 years). Fifty percent of
the participantsn(= 64) were female. The mean GPA of the Al sampleM&s2.66 SD=
0.87). The European-American participants made up 698@282) of the total sample. The
European-American participants consisted of middle and high school students in ninth through
twelfth grade and ranged in age from 14 to 18 yddrs (5.9). Fifty-seven percent of the
participantsif = 160) were female. The mean GPA of the European-American sampl was
3.25 SD=0.69). The Al participants came entirely from a rural Al governed school on the
reservation, and a rural school in a town which borders the reservation. The EuropganaAm
participants came from the rural border town school in the Mountain state, @s\frelin urban
schools in a Western state.
Measures

The measures utilized in this study are widely used and supported by theory and
empirical research and the scores obtained from these instruments proddaaakliable
estimates of ethnic identity, school identification, perceived barriers,ipedadiscrimination,
and perceived educational utility.

Academic achievementAcademic achievement is operationalized as self-reported GPA.

Ethnic identity. Ethnic identity was measured using a refined version of Multigroup
Ethnic Identity Measure-Revised (MEIM-R; Phinney & Ong, 2007). The MRIEbnsists of a
6-item scale, which measures ethnic identity. Participants respond to iterdspming Likert
scale that ranges from $tfongly Agregto 4 Strongly Disagrep Examples of items found on
the MEIM-R include “I have spent time trying to find out more about my ethnic group, such a
its history, traditions, and customs,” “| understand pretty well what my ethmigpgnembership
means to me,” and “I feel a strong attachment towards my own ethnic group.” yanth®ng
(2006) reported a strong reliability estimate of .81 in a study with an etlgrdoagrse group of
college students. For the present study, three reliability coefficiamtsaalculated—one for the
total sample, one for the Al sample, and one for the European-American sami@bilitgdor
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the total sample was .89, reliability for the Al sample was .87, and relidbilitiie European-
American sample was .86.

School identification. School identification was measured using a single item from
Sidanius, Van Laar, and Sinclair's (2004) social identity attitudes subgbalk measures
students’ sense of belonging or exclusion at school. Participants respond to the itéspainta
Likert scale that ranges from A Strong Sense of Exclus)do 7 (A Strong Sense of Belong)ng
The item’s wording was modified to fit the current study’s population frdm What degree do
you experience a sense of belonging or exclusion at UCLA?” to “To whexitedo you
experience a sense of exclusion or a sense of belonging at your school.”

Perceived barriers.Perceived barriers were measured usingtanic discrimination
subscale from McWhirter’s (1997) Perceived Barriers measure which weloped to support
the examination of the degree to which women and marginalized racial/gtbops perceive
barriers to their educational and professional goals. The ethnic discrimingdtggate consists
of 4-items which refer to perceived barriers to a professional careev dtlentcity. Participants
respond to the items on a 5-point Likert scale that ranges fretnohdly agregto 5 Gtrongly
disagre@. Participants are asked to respond to each question using a single stem: “lareny fut
job, 1 will probably...” Examples of items they respond to include, “Be treateerdiftly
because of my ethnicity,” and “Have a harder time getting hired than peagleeofethnicities.”
In a psychometric study with a large sample of Mexican-American arap&an-American
students, McWhirter reported a strong reliability estimate of .89 fagttirec discrimination
items. Reliability estimates for the current study are equally straitiga total sample
reliability of .92, an Al sample reliability of .92, and a European-Americaplsaraliability of
.90.

Perceived discrimination.Perceived discrimination was measured using Whitbeck,
Hoyt, McMorris, Chen, and Stubben’s (2001) scale which measures perceivedidetoon
within the context of global discrimination, authority discrimination, and schoaimisation.
Whitbeck et al. studied the relationship between perceived discrimination and bathlining
and externalizing symptoms among Native American adolescents (grade 5 te$). T
developed a 10-item scale to measure perceived discrimination within taedmtexts.
Participants respond to the items on a 5-point Likert scale that ranges fn@ved (0 5 ©ften).

A non-Native American specific version of the scale was used for this sfx@ynples of items
found on this scale include, “How often have other kids ignored you or excluded youwofrem s
activities because of your racial/ethnic group?” “How often has somesdee w racial slur or
racial insult at you?” and “How often have adults suspected you of doing somethimgy wr
because of your racial/ethnic group?” Whitbeck et al. reported a sticaiglity coefficient of

.80 in their study with Al students ages 9-16-years old. Reliability coefficierihe current
study’s population are comparable, with a total sample reliability of .91, aandylle reliability

of .86, and a European-American sample reliability of .92.

Educational utility. Educational utility was measured using Mickelson’s (1990)
Attitudes Scale. Mickelson (1990) hypothesized that the attitude-achievemeatmypamong
African American adolescents was due to the multi-dimensionality of atitoderds
education. She developed the Attitudes Scales to measure both abstract and ¢bucfese a
toward education. The Attitudes scale consists of 14 items, including 8 Abstiaad&\items
and 6 Concrete Attitude items. Participants respond to the items on a 4-poinsti#terthat
ranges from 1gtrongly disagregto 4 Gtrongly agreg Abstract examples include “Education is
key to success in the future” and “Getting a good education is a practidabreaccess for a
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young man or woman like me.” Concrete examples include “Based on their expgrigryc
parents say people like us are not always paid or promoted according to our edumadion,”
“People in my family haven't been treated fairly at work no matter how much tezmtutizey
have.” In her exploratory, psychometric study with African-AmerigaohBuropean American
high school students, Mickelson reported moderate reliability estimatesctosabscale, with a
reliability of .71 for the Abstract subscale’s scores, and .67 for the concretalsidscores.
Mickelson did not report a reliability estimate for the entire scale.aBi&ty coefficients in the
current study were initially not as strong as Mickelson’s estimateshaaddquired some
additional psychometric analysis.

A reliability coefficient for the total sample was initially calatdd for the entire 14-item
Attitudes scale, known in this study@ambined educational utilityThe combined educational
utility scale’s scores had a low reliability coefficient of .52. Due todkedverall reliability, |
decided to examine the reliability of each subscale, as was done in Mickel€803 $tudy.

The 8-item Abstract Attitudes scale, known in this study aalts&act educational utility
subscale initially had a modest reliability coefficient of .61. However, impveng item #5 from
the subscale, the reliability of the new 7-item abstract subscalenpesvied to .81. This new 7-
item abstract educational utility scale was used in all subsequent anatgsgghbut this study.
The 6-item Concrete Attitudes scale, known in this study asaiherete educational utility
subscale had a modest reliability coefficient of .58, and was not improved bynineatef any
items. The reliability coefficients for the Al and European-Amersamples were comparable
to the total sample. The Al sample had reliability coefficients of .49, .53 and .76 for the
combined, concrete, and abstract educational utility subscales’ scqrestirady. The
European-American sample had reliability coefficients of .41, .55, and .80 for the combined,
concrete and abstract educational utility subscales’ scores respectively

Despite the modest reliability of the concrete educational utility sléygsba subscale
was still included in all subsequent analysis in this study, because of the exglaedtre of
this study. However, because the reliability of the combined educational sty was so low,
the decision was made to exclude this scale from all subsequent analysiskeveixicéption of
early descriptive statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation). This desisigo supported by
Mickelson’s findings which indicate that examining the two educational utititydes
separately is more useful than examining a combined profile because #adk attrrelates
very differently with measures of achievement.

Ambivalent educational utility. An additional variable named ambivalent educational
utility was computed using the two subscales from Mickelson’s (1990) Attitudés Sdas
new variable was computed using the Similarity-Intensity Model (SIM; Thom@anna, &
Griffin, 1995) for ambivalence. This model takes into account both the similarity anditpte
of conflicting responses, and thus allows for the analysis of participantsialerie towards a
given variable. The SIM formula is 3S — L where S is the smaller meanaradiue is the larger
mean value. Higher scores from the SIM formula correspond to higher ambivalenioes. |
study, both the Al and the EA patrticipants reported higher mean values on thet abstrac
educational utility subscale, thus the ambivalence variable was calculatatbgcting the
abstract subscale from three times the concrete subscale.

Procedure

Data for this study are part of a larger data set collected for the Aelolésime
Perspective Project. Data were collected in urban schools in a Weaterrastl rural schools in
a Mountain state. The questionnaires were mailed directly to the urbanssarabivere
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administered in the classroom by school personnel. For the rural schools, the quessionnair
were mailed directly to the district’'s superintendent, who in turn delivered thtém t
participating schools. As with the urban schools, the questionnaires in the rural sadreols
administered in the classroom by school personnel. Participants were epemsatad $10 for
their completion of the questionnaire.

Results

Descriptive statistics were run for all of the major the variables. nidans and standard
deviations are presented in Table 2. Other descriptive statistics, includiogikard skewness,
were also run. Scale distributions were neither substantially skewed («h@rd&)rtotic (<
9.17). Table 2 also includes Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients foesooreach scale.
As illustrated in the table, reliability for the scales’ scores rarfigen .52 to .92.

Pearson's correlation coefficients were calculated among all of fbevaaables. The
correlation coefficients are presented in Table 3. Five correlationsswarécant at the critical
alpha ofp < .006 (i.e., .05 divided 8) and larger than .30 (i.e., medium effect size). Significant,
positive correlations were found between ethnic identity and perceived barheis,iéentity
and perceived discrimination, and perceived discrimination and perceived baSigngicant
positive correlations were also found between abstract educational utility arcliéémiity, and
concrete educational utility and ambivalence towards educational utility.

Differences Between Al and European-American Participants

Nine t-tests were conducted to examine the differences on the variables betweén the A
and EA patrticipants. The critical alpha for each analysis was .0060& livided 9). Cohen’s
d was also calculated in order to determine practical significance. Tdwmstsrare presented in
Table 2. Significant differences with large effect sizes were found dh@&ighe nine variables.
Al participants reported higher scores on measures of abstract, concrdimerhrand
ambivalent educational utility, as well as on measures of ethnic identityiyeerbarriers, and
perceived discrimination. The EA participants had significantly hiGtieks. The EA
participants also reported higher scores on the single item measure ofidehtfitation;
however, the difference in scores were neither statistically, nor @acsgnificant.

The Unique Contribution of Ethnic Identity

In order to see if ethnic identity contributed to the prediction of GPA and school
identification in Al participants beyond the contributions of abstract, conemeteambivalent
educational utility, perceived barriers, and perceived discrimination, fourdheral linear
regressions were conducted. The first regression included GPA as the depemalaglet vBhe
first block of this regression included perceived barriers, perceived disatiom, abstract
educational utility, and concrete educational utility as the independentlearigEthnic identity
was added in the second block. Table 4 presents the results of this hierarchesalorgrNone
of the variables was a significant predictor of GPA, as the first block accoontealy 1.3% of
the variance in GPA, and the addition of ethnic identity only accounted for an additional .4% of
the variance.

The second regression included GPA as the dependent variable, but this time the blocks
contained ambivalent educational utility instead of concrete and abstraatiedalkutility. The
first block of this regression also included perceived barriers and perceieachatiation.

Ethnic identity was added in the second block. Table 5 presents the results of thekibedra
regression. Similar to the first regression for GPA, none of the variabkea gignificant
predictor of GPA, as the first block accounted for only 1.2% of the variance in GPAeand t
addition of ethnic identity only accounted for an additional .4% of the variance.
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The third regression included school identification as the dependent variable. Again, t
first block of this regression included perceived barriers, perceived disatiom, abstract
educational utility, and concrete educational utility as the independeables; and ethnic
identity was added in the second block. Table 6 presents the results of thidhuararc
regression. The first block accounted for 8.8% of the variance in school idermtifjcatin
abstract educational utility making a significant contribution at the .01 l&¥e addition of
ethnic identity in the second block improved the model by 2.5%, though this was not a
statistically significant improvement.

The fourth regression included school identification as the dependent variable.stThe fir
block of this regression included perceived barriers, perceived discrimiratidambivalent
educational utility. Ethnic identity was added in the second block. Table 7 preseetsuitse
of this hierarchical regression. The first block accounted for 5% of the variand®oi sc
identification. The addition of ethnic identity in the second block was significdimé @t < .01
level, and improved the model by 4.4%.

Cluster Analysis of Ethnic Identity and School Identification

Cluster analysis was performed in order to see if meaningful groups of Alijants
based on levels of ethnic identity and school identification could be identifiecllynia
hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted using Ward’s method (Berlyragnusson, & El-
Khouri, 2003) to group the Al participants based on ethnic identity and school identification. In
this method of cluster analysis, each respondent is first considered to be theinsiem and as
the analysis proceeds, cases are added together to form larger cluséeemsimber of clusters
was identified using the dendogram resulting from this analysis. Difiesencoefficients as
presented in the agglomeration schedule were also reviewed in order to hetprndetiee total
number of clusters. Results from the Ward’s method identified two clustersdeinto cross-
validate the results of the Ward’s method cluster analysis, a k-means ahsliesis was also
conducted. In this method, the total number of clusters is pre-specified. Givenaichidters
were identified using the Ward’s method cluster analysis, two clusteesalger specified in the
k-means analysis. A comparison of the two cluster analyses found a 100% matzdmbetw
cluster solutions. Overall, 42 participants, or 32.8% of the sample were placed istthe fi
cluster, while 86 participants or 67.2% of the sample were placed in the second cluster.

A set oft-tests were conducted in order to verify that the two clusters of respondents did
in fact significantly differ on the two variables used in the cluster anahgdisnic identity and
school identification. The mean, standard deviation, and results tofests are presented in
Table 8. The results indicate a significant difference in school identificatithe .006 level
(i.e., .05 divided &-tests), with Cluster 1 reporting lower scores for school identification than
Cluster 2. This difference was also practically significant with a vegg leffect size. With
respect to ethnic identity, the results of thest indicate no statistically significant difference
between the two groups. Based on these findings, Cluster 1 was bawé&athool
Identificationand cluster 2 was nametigh School Identification

Six additional-tests were conducted in order to see if the clusters differed on the basis of
GPA, perceived discrimination, perceived barriers, and concrete, abstract, Avalam
educational utility. Table 8 illustrates the results of thidssts. No statistically significant
differences were found between the two clusters on GPA, perceived dmstramj perceived
barriers, or abstract, ambivalent, and concrete educational utility. Thotigtatistically
significant, abstract educational utility had a medium effect sizh,thé& Low School
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Identification cluster reporting lower scores on abstract educatiohgl thtan the High School
Identification cluster.
Discussion

The goal of this study was to examine the nature of the relationship amadgdsodity
and attitudinal variables and academic achievement of Al students. Anabrechrst
conducted in order to explore whether Al students differed from EA students sareseaf
ethnic identity, school identification, perceived barriers, perceived dis@iion, and abstract,
concrete, and ambivalent educational utility. With the exception of school iderdificat
statistically significant differences and large effect sizes &tvihe Al and EA participants
were found on all major variables, with the Al participants reporting higioees on all
measures except GPA. EA participants reported a higher GPA. Additiohalesnexplored
whether or not ethnic identity contributes to the variance of Al students’ GPAhodl s
identification beyond the contribution from perceived barriers, perceived disatiarinand
abstract, concrete, and ambivalent educational utility. None of the variabledirigethnic
identity, was a significant predictor of GPA. Ethnic identity was a se@mf predictor of school
identification.

The final series of analyses explored the existence of meaningful groeplsdmalevels
of ethnic identity and school identification in Al students, and how these groups ddfetkd
measures of academic achievement, perceived discrimination, perceivetshbamil abstract,
concrete, and ambivalent educational utility. Two clusters were ideniifiggh significantly
differed on school identification scores. The groups did not significantly diffengmdditional
variables. A statistically non-signficant though practically sigaiftdifference in abstract
educational utility was found, with the Low School Identification cluster teqgplower scores
on abstract educational utility than High School Identification cluster.

Group Differences on Social Identity and Attitudinal Variables

GPA and school identification.Statistically and practically significant differences in
GPA were found, with the EA participants reporting higher overall GPAs. Though the EA
participants reported higher scores on the single item measure of schoéicateortj this
difference was neither practically, nor statistically significaithe non-significant finding with
respect to school identification scores is somewhat surprising given gEstcrete.g., Dehyle,
1992; Faircloth & Hamm, 2005; Goodenow, 1993), which indicated that minority individuals
express weaker beliefs that they belong to their school than EA students. s€hishe
suggested that the lower sense of identification with school was the resslitrirhdiatory and
unequal treatment towards ethnic minority students. A possible explanation fanthe
significant findings may have to do with the context and homogeneous population of the Al
participants school. The Al participants came from a nearly 100% Al attenfeatytoperated
public school on a reservation. Thus, it is likely that experiences of ethnic-bas@udidestion
is lower in this school setting than it may be in a school with more diverse populatibopa sc
that is not on reservation, or a school that is not operated by an Al tribe.

Social identity variables.Statistically significant differences between Al and EA
students were found on all of the social identity variables examined. Al stueleoited higher
scores on ethnic identity, perceived discrimination, and perceived baifleegesults presented
here lend support to previous lines of research, which have found that ethnicity issaleote
component of identity for ethnic minority individuals than for EA individuals (Phigey
Alipuria, 1990), and that ethnic minority individuals report more experiences wittinaiisation
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and barriers than EA individuals because of their ethnic group membership (NeEMIBO7;
Wong et al., 2003).

Educational utility variables. Statistically significant differences between Al and EA
students were found on all three educational utility variables, with the Adiparits reporting
higher scores on measures of abstract, ambivalent, and concrete educatitynal bélhigher
scores on measures of abstract and concrete educational utility in ta@plesare not entirely
surprising given past research (Mickelson, 1990; Rowley, 2000), which showedrnbatymi
students hold both types of educational utility beliefs. Whereas some individlhigositive
beliefs in both concrete and abstract educational utility, others hold nelgelieds in both types
of educational utility, and others have differing beliefs towards eaeh(&g., high abstract
utility, low concrete utility, and visa versa).

Results regarding the academic correlates to these educational ulidity isemixed.
Whereas Mickelson’s (1990) findings indicated that only concrete educationglisitil
predictive of academic achievement, Rowley’s (2000) findings demonstratedizer of GPA
and educational utility profiles. Rowley found students with negative concrete drattbs
educational utility beliefs and good grades, students with good grades, positiaetabad
negative concrete beliefs, students with average grades and avereas ahstconcrete beliefs,
students with low grades and negative abstract and concrete beliefsjderdsstvith poor
grades and positive abstract and concrete beliefs. It is well beyond preeodtbe results in this
dissertation to draw a direct comparison to Rowley’s profiles. However, thatidipants in
this study most closely resemble Rowley’s profile of students with gegnades and average
abstract and concrete beliefs.

Some comparisons can be made to Michelson’s (1990) work, which situates educational
utility within the social context of ethnicity, class, and discrimination. Thegmt findings—
that Al sample reported higher abstract and concrete educational abligssbut also had
significantly lower GPAs than the EA students in conjunction with higher expesaidarriers
and discrimination—lends some support to Mickelson’s findings that minority students’
experiences with discrimination and barriers influences their concretateshad utility beliefs,
which in turn is correlated with lower achievement.

Perhaps the most useful means of understanding the educational utility betisfsthe
Al and EA participants is to examine their ambivalent educational utilitescorhe Al
participants reported significantly higher and stronger feelings bivatence towards
educational utility than the EA participants. This suggests that the Adipartts have more
strongly conflicting feelings and decreased confidence in the utiléwp @ducation. It is
possible that this ambivalence comes from what Rowley (2000) suggestedistdhie and
contemporary reality of their everyday experiences, which reflectrtignlgy role of their
minority status. This assertion is supported by the finding that concrete andhkzmibi
educational utility are highly correlated in this sample, which suggests that miineh of
ambivalence variable overlaps with concrete experiences of barriersnatiadidins.

The Al participants in this study can be compared to those in Dehyle’s (1992 saEmpl
Navajo and Ute students. Both samples came from predominantly Al communitie®close
border towns with EA residents. Dehyle’s participants expressed conflictiatsbe the utility
of education because of institutional barriers they faced in their daily limd3eHyle’s sample,
ambivalent feelings towards educational utility translated into decreaaddraic efforts and
increased dropout rates. In the current sample, it is possible that the sidypifmaat GPA of
the Al participants is in part due to ambivalent feelings towards education, ancqusriis
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decreased engagement in adaptive educational behavior. Both concret@eduatiity
beliefs and ambivalent beliefs had modest negative correlations (i.e., in the .25vidimga=PA.
The Contribution of Ethnic Identity

Past research has detailed a complex and somewhat inconclusive relatiorstgp am
ethnic identity, academic achievement, and school identification. Seminatrebga®gbu
(1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) suggested that a strong sense of ethnic identity might be
detrimental to the achievement of minority students. Ogbu argued that for soangies, a
strong ethnic identity is synonymous with the dis-identification with school, agj@écion of
mainstream values such as conforming to school norms and succeeding in nmaissireals.
Ogbu suggested that this oppositional identity and rejection of school norms is in réeponse
experiences of discrimination and barriers.

Recent research provides a more nuanced interpretation, and suggests that students
reactions to these experiences of discrimination and barriers alondneitbeliefs about
schooling are influenced by their ethnic identity. More contemporary oksearthe
relationship between ethnic identity and academic achievement (¢sghilet al., 2006;
Oyserman et al., 2003b) suggests that the strength and content of ethnig inleotihbination
with other important variables such as one’s awareness of racism, one’s immttecther
ethnic groups, or one’s beliefs in their ethnic group’s academic abilitiespieds how they
will perform academically. Oyserman et al. (2003b) demonstrated thatitystadents with
strong ethnic identities, who viewed themselves as members of both their ettupiagd
members of the larger society, performed better academically, ardnwvoee identified with
school—even in the face of negative stereotypes. In contrast, students with $tnong e
identities, and no identification with other ethnic groups, or students with weak ethnitadent
performed worse academically, and were more susceptible to the effeetgative stereotypes.
Altschul and her colleges showed that ethnic minority adolescents who had strong ethnic
identities, a high awareness of racism, and strong beliefs in their ethngggacademic
abilities, achieved better grades than their peers who did not strongly entdtrsseatonstructs
simultaneously. These contemporary research findings suggest thaidghtity, in
conjunction with other variables, plays an important role in the achievement outcontesof et
minority students.

Based on this research, | hypothesized that ethnic identity would improve the model i
explaining the academic achievement and school identification of the Al partisi Results
from the first block of the first regression analysis, in which GPA was thexdepevariable,
and perceived discrimination, perceived barriers, and concrete and abstracoedugtlity
were the independent variables, indicate that none of the independent variabtte@PA.

The second block of the first regression, which included ethnic identity, also did not predict
GPA. A comparison of the two models indicates that the addition of ethnic identity did not
significantly improve the predictive power of the model. A second regressiorongisoted

with GPA as the dependent variable, but with ambivalent educational utility ireptamncrete
and abstract educational utility in the independent variables. Results fromsthuofitk of the
regression indicate that none of the independent variables predicted GPA. drieeldeck of
the this regression, which included ethnic identity, also did not predict GPA.

A possible explanation for the reason why none of the independent variables predicted
academic achievement may have to do with the limited nature of the singlermmefiacademic
achievement—GPA. Previous studies (e.g., Kenny et al., 2003; Oyserman et al., 2003t Wong e
al., 2003) which looked at the relationship between the independent variables in this study and
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academic achievement used multiple indices of academic achievement, méiirfAnand
academic self-concept, and behavioral indices of school engagement socheagork
completion, task persistence, class attendance, and paying attention. irtaétapsssible that a
more comprehensive definition of academic achievement may have beegr adpetisentation
of achievement and would have been related to the independent variables.

Results from the first block of the third regression analysis, in which schodfichgian
was the dependent variable, indicate that abstract educational utilitycsigthyf predicted
school identification. Results from the second block of the second regression, whichdinclude
ethnic identity, indicate that the addition of ethnic identity did not significamgyove the
predictive power of the model. The finding that abstract educational utitibuated for some
variance in school identification is not surprising given the fact that absttacational utility
refers to mainstream ethics and beliefs about the promise of schoolingrasia fee upward
mobility. Thus, it makes sense that the variance in individuals’ sense of belonging to and
identification with school is related to the extent to which they buy into the itlegliemise of
education.

A fourth regression was conducted with school identification as the dependenteyariabl
and ambivalent educational utility replacing concrete and abstracttiediatatility in the first
and second blocks of independent variables. Results from the first block of the oegressi
indicate that none of the variables predicted school identification. However, theraddit
ethnic identity in the second block significantly improved the predictive power ofdtielm
Overall, ethnic identity, ambivalent educational utility, perceived baraexs perceived
discrimination accounted for 9.3% of the variance in school identification, viiticatientity
accounting for 4.4% of the variance. These results lend some support to resdatrgher
Altschul et al., 2006; Oyserman et al., 2003b), who argue against Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu &
Simons, 1998) theory of oppositional identity, and suggest that a strong sense of etitityc ide
and a strong sense of school identification can coexist.

A possible explanation for the overall low percentage of variance in GPA and school
identification accounted for by the independent variables may have to do withldsechtsen
to measure each variable. Perceived discrimination, perceived barrieasti@ohl utility, and
ethnic identity were identified as important variables that predict GPA and sdkatfication
based on Altschul et al. (2006), Ogbu (1989; Ogbu & Simons, 1998), and Oyserman et al.’s
(2003b) work. Ogbu’s work is entirely qualitative, and therefore, his conception of ethnic
identity, school identification, perceived discrimination and barriers, and echalatitility is
not comparable to a single measure of each construct.

Altschul et al. (2006) and Oyserman et al. (2003b) conducted quantitative resehrch a
operationalized these variables using multiple measures. For examplen@ystral. (2003b)
conceptualized ethnic identity by both the strength of identity (as done in thi$, $tutdglso the
content of identity. The content of ethnic identity was defined by the individeaks’ bf
awareness of their group’s minority status, the meaning they assignednontbiigy status, and
the extent to which they feel connected to their ethnic group. Altschul and hegaeliea
defined ethnic identity with respect to individuals’ level of connectedness to tieic gtoup,
their awareness of racism, and the extent to they characterize theirgetupas academically
successful. In this study, | only used a single measure of ethnic identitiidngt measure the
participants’ beliefs about their ethnic group’s achievement abilities, nomagdsure the extent
to which they identify with other groups. It is possible, that a more nuanced definietmad
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identity may have provided more insight into the variance of achievement and school
identification.
Clusters Based on Ethnic Identity and School Identification

One of the main premises of Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological
theory is that minority groups such as Als are forced to choose between a stsegfsethnic
identity and a strong identification with school. More recent researchA#sghul et al., 2006;
Oyserman et al, 2003b) suggests that though Ogbu’s assertions may beg partiadit, the
relationship between ethnic identity and school identification is much more catepli These
researchers contend that the content of individuals’ ethnic identities, coupled with the
experiences and interpretations of discrimination and barriers, determinésdiaduals will
identify with school. Results from the regression analysis in the curtghytlsind some support
to Altschul and Oyserman’s views, and indicate that an increased sense of etttitic ide
contributes to an increased sense of school identification. Based on previotusditéra
hypothesized that | would find four groups of Al participants with the followingleso high
ethnic identity and high school identification, high ethnic identity and low school idaititin,
low ethnic identity and low school identification, and low ethnic identity and high school
identification.

Results from this analysis do not support this hypothesis. Two groups thatddsiddesy
on levels of school identification were identified. The Low School Identibicatiuster had
substantially lower scores on school identification than the High School Idatdificluster,
but the groups did not differ significantly on ethnic identity, GPA, perceived whisaiion,
perceived barriers, or abstract, concrete, and ambivalent educational tiiough not
statistically significant, the difference between the abstract adoahtitility scores had a
medium effect size and suggests that the higher abstract educationasciléy in the High
School Identification cluster is meaningful and should be examined in future stities
finding that the two clusters did not significantly differ with respect to etideiatity is not
surprising in retrospect, given the homogeneous nature of this Al sample. It isHétehydst
individuals living in a mono-ethnic environment such as a reservation have an elevatedeand mor
stable sense of ethnic identity, given that they are immersed in ther gtbop’s culture, and
have fewer daily interactions with other ethnic groups.

The findings that the two clusters did not differ on measures of educationg GHA,
perceived barriers, or perceived discrimination calls into question the ussfolihgustering
this Al sample based on their school identification. School identification was melated with
GPA or any other of the major variables. It is possible that within the contaxtahogeneous,
tribally operated school, school identification has less of an relationship tititldles and
behaviors than it would in a more diverse school setting. Thus, future studies with Al
participants in an ethnically homogeneous school context may benefit from clustadegts
based on a different attitudinal or behavioral measure.

Limitations

There are a number of limitations to this study. Perhaps the most importasitiome
ethnically homogeneous context in which the Al participants come from. Most dEtiaguire
which guided the research questions in this dissertation is based on minority sitrdeattend
urban, ethnically diverse schools. As such, it is likely that ethnicity and nyiistatus are more
salient aspects of these students’ everyday academic lives as theyteegbiieally diverse
schools and encounter more experiences of ethnic barriers and discriminationheichdaol.
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Thus, perhaps, ethnicity-related attitudinal and social identity variablesaesimportant
predictors of achievement in contexts in which ethnicity is more salient.

Though the Al participants in this study are still subject to the historiciexges of
colonization and minority status, it is also important to note that individual trilvesfhised
differently from these experiences. Though all Al tribes have the legalkoigliucational
sovereignty, many cannot exercise this right because their communiteeadtarecovered from
the devastating effects of colonization and therefore do not have the organizétianalal,
human resources to operate a school district. The fact that the participantstndyiattend a
school on the reservation, which is tribally operated, speaks to an inherent organization and
infrastructure within this tribe that many tribal communities do not have. Thus,rtloggaats
in this study may not experience the same dramatic, daily impact of theiityngtatus as Al
students in a lower functioning community. Therefore, the contribution of these expsrte
their academic achievement may not be observed to the same degreenastitas i
communities.

The second class of limitations in this study relates to the measures usechéoof the
major variables and the psychometric properties of some of the scales. n#@ettearlier in
the discussion section, it is possible that the measures chosen are not dyféiapating the
depth of the constructs examined in studies which guided this investigation. For exezimgle
single item measures for school identification and academic achietjeand only a single
measure for ethnic identity may limit the scope and interpretations of theggdin addition to
the number of measures chosen, the lower reliability for the scores on the comblinedeete
educational utility subscales is also a limitation. The alpha for the comldoedt®nal utility
scale’s scores was 0.52, and the concrete scale’s scores was 0.59; thesgatphteslow, and
may have played a role in attenuating the relationships with other varialiessiudly.

Future Directions

Future research on the relationship between social identity and attitudiadlesidnd
academic achievement in Al populations should be mindful of historic and contemgamgayt
within which the participants live. The ethnically homogeneous and higher functimmtext
of my participants may have contributed to the non-significant resultslaGmsearch should
be conducted in a heterogeneous, urban Al school population and in Al tribal populations wit
non-tribally operated schools.

Future research should also conceptualize the relationship between ethnic identity a
academic achievement in a less linear fashion. Scholars (e.g., AltsehuR806; Gone, 2006;
Oyserman et al., 2003b; Trimble, 2000) have argued that ethnic identity is @&gpmpl
multifaceted construct that should be operationalized beyond Phinney and Ong’s (2007)
conceptualization of ethnic identity in terms of exploration, and commitment. Fopexas a
facet of ethnic identity, Altschul and her colleagues measured studertisdded achievement
or the extent to which they characterized their ethnic group as achievanmeaitd. Oyserman
and her colleagues (2003b) looked at individuals’ sense of identification with other groups.
Thus, future research on ethnic identity should focus on the content of individuals’ ethnic
identities in addition to identity strength, exploration, and commitment. Siyifature
research should operationalize academic achievement beyond a single roke@$theand
should include the measurement of academic behaviors such as homework completion, task
persistence, class attendance, and paying attention in class.

Additional psychometric research on Mickelson’s (1990) educational utility shauld
be conducted. The low reliability of the combined educational utility scale’essas well as
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the low reliability of the concrete educational utility scores suggedtthnacales are not
consistently measuring educational utility and should be modified. Once psydbaltye
sound, future research should be done to explore the behavioral correlates of ambivalence
towards educational utility. Though the Al participants in this study had higherssthan the
EA participants on abstract or concrete educational utility, the Al individisddad
significantly greater feelings of ambivalence towards educationgy utit would be useful to
know how this ambivalence affects their academic behaviors and engagemenhaalh sc
Conclusion

Al students are consistently among the lowest achieving ethnic minooitpgin the
country by nearly every measure of achievement. Unfortunately, much ektderch on
minority achievement excludes Al participants. Using establishedrodswith other minority
populations to guide the research questions, | aimed to further understand the relattoosgip a
social identity variables (ethnic identity, perceived discrimination, aneépextbarriers),
attitudinal variables (educational utility and school identification), andean& achievement in
Al adolescent populations. The results of this study clearly document that Al stodeats
different experiences with school than EA students and hold different attitudestabealuie of
school in their future lives. Al students report more experiences of disciionirgaid barriers at
school, and also express a greater ambivalence towards the utility of educdelping them to
achieve success in the future. However, no single variable explored providedaaragaplfor
the achievement gap between Al and EA students. The Al participants’ ethnic idgpl#yned
a small percentage of the variance in their sense of school identificationfféngrndies in
school identification did not correlate with differences in achievement.

Perhaps the most useful information to come from this study is that in this Al population,
sense of school identification had no bearing on academic achievement or ethnic idémtit
relationship between school identification, ethnic identity, and academic atieet/is at the
crux of Ogbu’s (1978; Ogbu & Simons, 1998) cultural ecological theory. Ogbu argtied tha
some minority students feel that identifying with school is subtractive anafuiao their ethnic
identity, and view identifying with school as adoptWiteways. This was not the case for the
Al students in this study, as school identification had no relationship with ethniityicent
achievement. The two clusters based on school identification and ethnic idegéty tiffered
on the measure of school identification, but were virtually identical on all atitadenal and
social identity measures as well as GPA. One explanation for this thehaarticipants in this
study attended a tribally operated school. It is likely that much of thiewum, though still
meeting state standards, was congruent with the students’ culture. Thusjdioa decdentify,
or not identify with school was not influenced by the concern of compromising one’sodense
ethnic identity. This suggests that Ogbu’s notion of oppositional identity may nelelant in
homogenous, culturally congruent, educational settings. This finding suggestewdingr
marginalized minority students with culturally relevant educationahgstinay help to foster a
healthy, balanced profile of students with a strong identification with school @nttiaued
connection to their ethnic group.
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Participant Group

Al (n =128) EA (n=282) Total Samplex  Significance Cohen’sd
Variables M SD o M SD o o t

Abstract Educational Utility 351 037 0.76 3.20 046 0.80 0.82 7.13* -0.71
Concrete Educational Utility 256 047 0.53 221 049 055 0.59 6.83* -0.72
Combined Educational Utility 3.01 0.27 0.49 275 027 041 0.52 9.30* -0.96
Ambivalent Educational Utility 551 1.60 N/A 3.68 1.64 N/A N/A 10.55* -1.12
Ethnic Identity 3.09 0.60 0.87 235 0.70 0.86 0.89 10.37* -1.10
Perceived Barriers 240 098 0.92 1.68 0.78 0.90 0.92 7.28* -0.85
Perceived Discrimination 1.84 0.62 0.86 1.33 058 0.92 0.91 7.86* -0.86
School Identification 532 1.64 N/A 5,62 150 N/A N/A 1.79 0.19
GPA 266 0.87 N/A 3.25 0.69 N/A N/A 7.39* 0.79

Note.Al = American Indian; EA = European American.

*p < .006.



Table 3
Intercorrelations Among Major Variables

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Abstract Educational Utility -0.050 -0.183 0.362* 0.005 0.019 -0.012 0.079
2. Concrete Educational Utility 0.940* 0.140 0.219 0.293 -0.258 -0.122
3. Ambivalent Educational Utility 0.063 0.219 0.283 -0.255 -0.142
4. Ethnic Identity 0.335* 0.334* -0.162 0.080
5. Perceived Barriers 0.574* -0.176 -0.134
6. Perceived Discrimination -0.252 -0.107
7. GPA 0.020
8. School Identification
* p<.006
Table 4
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Predicting Al Participants’ GPA
Step and predictor variable B SEB B Adj. R AR
Step 1: 0.013 0.013

Abstract Educational Utility 0.011 0.215 0.005

Concrete Educational Utility -0.078 0.168 -0.041

Perceived Barriers 0.106 0.945 0.119

Perceived Discrimination -0.081 0.139 -0.059
Step 2: 0.017 0.004

Abstract Educational Utility -0.044 0.228 -0.019

Concrete Educational Utility -0.076 0.169 -0.041

Perceived Barriers 0.091 0.092 0.102

Perceived Discrimination -0.089 0.140 -0.065

Ethnic Identity 0.104 0.142 0.072

Note.Al = American Indian.



Table 5

Second Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Predicting Al Participangs’ GP

Step and predictor variable B SEB B Adj. R AR
Step 1: 0.012 0.012
Ambivalent Educational Utility -0.020 0.055 -0.032
Perceived Barriers 0.105 0.089 0.119
Perceived Discrimination -0.080 0.138 -0.058
Step 2: 0.016 0.004
Ambivalent Educational Utility -0.015 0.056 -0.025
Perceived Barriers 0.093 0.091 0.105
Perceived Discrimination -0.086 0.139 -0.062
Ethnic Identity 0.092 0.134 0.064

Note.Al = American Indian.
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Table 6
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Predicting Al Participants’ Schauifidation

Step and predictor variable B SEB B Adji. R° AR?
Step 1: 0.088 0.088
Abstract Educational Utility 1.021 0.389 0.227*
Concrete Educational Utility -0.419 0.305 -0.119
Perceived Barriers -0.188 0.161 -0.112
Perceived Discrimination -0.042 0.251 -0.016
Step 2: 0.113 0.025
Abstract Educational Utility 0.770 0.408 0.171
Concrete Educational Utility -0.413 0.302 -0.117
Perceived Barriers -0.258 0.164 -0.154
Perceived Discrimination -0.079 0.250 -0.030
Ethnic Identity 0.471 0.254 0.174

Note.Al = American Indian.
*p<.01
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Table 7
Second Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Predicting Al Participants’ School
Identification
Step and predictor variable B SEB B Adji. R° AR?
Step 1: 0.050 0.050
Ambivalent Educational Utility -0.201 0.102 -0.173
Perceived Barriers -0.214 0.164 -0.128
Perceived Discrimination -0.052 0.256 0.020
Step 2: 0.093 0.044
Ambivalent Educational Utility -0.172 0.101 -0.148
Perceived Barriers -0.294 0.164 -0.176
Perceived Discrimination -0.094 0.251 -0.036
Ethnic Identity 0.591 0.243 0.218*

Note.Al = American Indian.
*p<.01



Table 8
Descriptive Statistics and Group Differences by Cluster
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American Indian Participant Group

Low School Identification Cluster High School Identification Cluster

(n=42) (n=86)
Variables M SD M SD t Cohen’'sd

Cluster Variables

Ethnic Identity 2.96 0.55 3.15 0.62 1.75 0.31

School Identification 3.24 0.96 6.34 0.63 19.08* 4.12
Comparison Variables

Abstract Educational Utility 3.40 0.36 3.56 0.36 2.60** 0.44

Ambivalent Educational Utility 4.48 1.34 3.95 1.42 2.02 -0.38

Concrete Educational Utility 2.65 0.45 2.52 0.47 1.57 -0.28

GPA 2.76 0.82 2.61 0.90 0.90 -0.17

Perceived Barriers 2.53 0.99 2.33 0.98 1.07 -0.20

Perceived Discrimination 1.85 0.67 1.83 0.61 0.19 -0.03
* p<.006






