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ABSTRACT 

 This dissertation is about curriculum and leadership in Arizona-Mexico border 

community schools. Specifically, I examine intended and received language arts curricula 

(i.e., what content is taught, to whom, and with what pedagogy) (Porter, 2004), the 

misalignments between these curriculum types, and the negotiations for leaders in border 

community schools. My dissertation draws on both classic and critical curriculum 

leadership studies (e.g., Hallinger, 2008; Johnson, 2006) with an emphasis on cultural 

capital (e.g.,Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (e.g., Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 

1992), and habitus (e.g., Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). I utilize ethnographic and 

phenomenological approaches to my study of four elementary schools and three middle 

schools located in two Arizona-Mexico border communities 120 miles apart from each 

other. Findings suggest that children living in border communities exhibit cultural capital 

(Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), but these strengths are not 

considered in the intended curricula. Participants see the culture of the border and the 

culture of the school as two very separate constructs, particularly in relation to 

curriculum. The children in the study consider this reality commonsensical. Culturally 

responsive curriculum leaders, though positioned to change the status quo, are compliant 

and helpless against the dominant standardized regime. External forces silence everything 

these leaders know about research and practice. My dissertation concludes with 

implications for research, practice, and policy to blend culturally responsive structures, 

pedagogy, and behaviors to the standardization movement.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

 Mexican-American border communities are juxtaposed between the United States 

and Mexico--physically separated by constructed fences, secured barricades, and 

reinforced walls. However, these international communities share cultural priorities (e.g., 

family, language, aspirations, and ethnic pride) stronger than the physical confines of the 

border. In multi-faceted ways, these Mexican-American cultural priorities embraced in 

homes and communities may be minimized in schools influenced by the standardization 

movement. The prescriptive focus of language arts curricula (i.e., standardized English, 

classic American literature, and formal speech) are particularly challenging for border 

community school leaders who wish to meet the demands of standardization in culturally 

responsive ways (e.g., Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005; Moll & Ruiz, 2002). 

 Drawing on United States-Mexico border culture literature (i.e., notions of power 

grounded in Mexican-American history, colonization effects, resistance measures, and 

survival tenants) (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005; Michaelson & Johnson, 2009), 

my study examines the potential misalignment between language arts curricula in border 

community schools that are intended (i.e., clearly defined concepts/content/practices 

written, taught, tested, and supported in the classroom) and received (i.e., hidden or 

omitted concepts/content/practices learned, remembered, and applied outside the 

classroom). Furthermore, my study considers the principal’s ability to recognize these 

misalignments, critique the disassociations, and provide practical solutions to bridge 
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intended and received language arts curricula. These solutions are, or might be, 

contextualized and shaped by children’s cultural capital (i.e., commodities attained 

through influences such as family, educational levels, resources, and linguistics) (e.g., 

Bourdieu, 1986; Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (i.e., life experiences and skill sets 

of Hispanics considered by the dominant class as deficits or resources) (e.g., Moll et al., 

1992; Sadowski-Smith, 2002), and habitus (i.e., lifestyles of individuals or groups 

cemented over time) (e.g., Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990; Hilgers, 2009).  

The Problem  

 In contemporary schooling in any context, what is taught in school may not be 

what is learned beyond the test. The school experience, thus, may be considerably 

narrowed toward pre-conceived content, prescribed pedagogy, tiered structures, and 

confined leadership practices. Then, what is received may be entirely different from what 

is intended. When leading, teaching, and learning have different orientations, valuable 

time and resources are wasted. Misalignment between the intended and received curricula 

is problematic for children and curriculum leaders in border community schools for many 

reasons. Specifically, four possible interrelated unintended effects are symptomatic of 

this misalignment: the art of learning, teaching, leading, and policy work. 

 First, when intended and received curricula are misaligned, the art of learning 

becomes robotic, sterile, lifeless, and disengaged. In particular, language arts curricula 

(i.e., reading, writing, and speaking) are central to all other school subjects (Stengel, 

1997). Students must wrestle language arts content through inquiry, engagement, 

analysis, synthesis, and critique. If reading, writing or speaking curricula lack fervor or 
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meaning for the learner, such depths of understanding may not be fully realized and 

applied to other school subjects or life settings. Children are more likely to be compliant, 

controlled, hegemonic custodians of others’ thinking rather than assertive, powerful, 

critical proprietors of their own thinking (Ogbu, 1982). This accepted passivity prepares 

children for their working class station in life.  

 Second, when intended and received curricula are misaligned, the art of teaching 

also becomes robotic, sterile, lifeless, and disengaged. Educators are more likely to rely 

on prescribed materials and canned pedagogical practices to deliver content rather than 

create classroom environments that are authentic, informed, engaging, and culturally 

responsive. This accepted approach to teaching increases the likelihood that children are 

being prepared for high-stakes tests rather than real-world life applications.  

 Third, when intended and received curricula are misaligned, the art of leading 

becomes robotic, sterile, lifeless, and disengaged. Principals are more likely to manage 

the curricular program toward standardization for fear of reprisal (e.g., Hallinger, 2008) 

rather than lead the curricular program toward culture for the betterment of 

children/society (e.g., Johnson, 2006; Magno & Schiff, 2010; Ylimaki, 2011). This 

accepted approach to leadership maintains the status quo, ensuring that children will 

continue to be sorted, labeled, and tested. And principals will spearhead those 

institutional and instructional efforts with fidelity.  

 Fourth, when intended and received curricula are misaligned, policy-making 

becomes separated from praxis, having devastating effects for the principal, teacher, and 

children. Consider, for example, Arizona’s mandated language arts standards designed 
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for K-12 classrooms across the state. Created by policymakers and special interest 

stakeholders (Arizona Department of Education (ADE), 2011; 2012), these written, 

taught, tested and supported curricula (Porter, 2004) draw from strengths and/or 

behaviors of majority communities (e.g., competitive, individualistic, monolingual, 

uniform, academic knowledge, and White culture) rather than strengths and/or behaviors 

of minority communities (e.g., cooperative, collectivistic, bilingual, diverse, functional 

knowledge, and Mexican culture). Thus, even if students build cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) in their homes and communities, these 

skill sets and experiences are purposely silenced in schools and institutions to make way 

for that which must be taught and tested (e.g., English, 2000; Walker & Soltis, 2004). 

Hence, through the deliberate enactment of the intended curricula, the dominant 

Eurocentric culture becomes the school’s habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). More 

specifically, these everyday school activities, practices, and experiences are deeply 

structured and inculcated. And children in border communities may have difficulty 

accessing them and receiving them. This is the tragic problem for Mexican-American 

children in border community schools.   

Studies Addressing the Problem 

 The misalignment between intended and received language arts curricula and the 

role of the principal in negotiating such misalignment has received some attention from 

scholars. However, the attention was sporadic and neglected border communities and 

student voices. For example, several conceptual and empirical studies (e.g., Glatthorn & 

Jailall, 2009; Hoy & Hoy, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Walker & Soltis, 2004) have 
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supported the notion that common curricula1 were in the best interest for all populations, 

regardless of skill sets, cultural practices, or language abilities. These studies intimated 

that one-size-fits-all intended programs spearheaded by curriculum leaders were: aligned 

(e.g., cumulative) (e.g., English, 2000; Glatthorn, 1987); spiraled (e.g., ideas revisited 

repeatedly) (Bruner, 1960); purposeful (e.g., targeted) (e.g., Tyler, 1949; Wiggins & 

McTighe, 1998); and guaranteed (e.g., viable, certain, and doable) (e.g., DuFour & 

Marzano, 2011; Jacobs, 1997; Schmoker, 2006). Additionally, one dominant culture, one 

standard language, and one intended curriculum were preserved through the passing of 

language laws, educational policies, English-only propositions, and standardized 

instructional models. Such parallels aimed to further enhance objective outcomes.  

 As evidence, consider the much publicized No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) 

(2002) that required 100% proficiency by 2014 in reading, writing, and math for all 

students, regardless of race, ethnicity, or socio-economics. NCLB (2002) was considered 

by some to be a civil rights act in that it directed school officials to close achievement 

gaps for students who were second-language learners, at-risk, homeless, and/or migrant. 

After all, these children had traditionally been “left behind.” An outcomes-based act, 

NCLB (2002) encouraged educators to provide the same linear, predictable, positivistic, 

and regulated curricula to all populations. In this paradigm, students and curriculum 

leaders had no voice in these official curricula. The intended content and instructional 

pedagogy were predetermined by external agencies and officials. Scholars, researchers, 

policymakers, and practitioners embracing this functional paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 

1 State and/or national mandated standards intended as official knowledge, enacted with fidelity in the 
classroom, and assessed on norm-referenced exams (Porter, 2004) 
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1979) intimated that successful implementation of predictable, controlled, and regulated 

intended national standards and curricula in the United States would replicate outcomes 

of high-achieving countries (e.g., Singapore and Finland) (Program for International 

Student Assessment (PISA), 2009).  

 Several conceptual and empirical studies on standardization (e.g., Glatthorn & 

Jailall, 2009; Hoy & Hoy, 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Walker & Soltis, 2004) 

supported the notion that implementing common curricula were in the best interest of all 

populations. However, other conceptual and empirical studies on cultural responsiveness 

(e.g., Apple, 2001, 2004, 2007; Cammarota, 2008; Cuban, 1992; Garcia, 1996; Mora, 

2002; Weber, 2008; Ylimaki, 2011) criticized this notion. These scholars argued that 

common curricula intended for all were inequitable and misaligned with marginalized 

groups’ strengths. These scholars suggested that while the standardization and 

accountability movement intended to close achievement gaps, there were unintended 

consequences for children in border community schools whose cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005), Funds of Knowledge (Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005), and habitus (Bourdieu & 

Passeron) were not regarded in the official intended curricula. Furthermore, these 

scholars contended that mandating one dominant culture, one standard language, and one 

mandated curriculum were counter-productive for individuals, discouraged democratic 

progressivism (Carlson, 2008), maintained habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), and 

created complex, unrealistic educational policies (Cavanagh, 2012). These theorists 

suggested that homogenization in schooling ignored cultural influences, damaged 

identity, devalued knowledge, created further misalignment between intended and 
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received curricula, and silenced entire populations. Moreover, looking through the same 

critical lens, Green, Herget, and Rosen (2009) deemed that replicating countries such as 

Singapore and Finland via implementing national standards and curricula was an 

unreasonable comparison since their populations were homogenous and wealthy in 

comparison to the United States’ population that was diverse and varied in socio-

economic status. 

 Likewise, scholars and researchers of United States–Mexico border culture (e.g., 

Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005; Michaelson & Johnson, 2009; Sadowski-Smith, 2002) 

embracing this radical paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 1979) critiqued the implementation 

of linear, predictable, positivistic, and regulated national standards and curricula in the 

United States. Rather, they suggested that curricula--and those teaching and leading--be 

adaptable, flexible, constructive, and culturally responsive. As evidence, consider 

culturally responsive approaches to development, enactment, and leading of curricula that 

“capitalize[d] on students' cultural backgrounds rather than attempting to override or 

negate them” (Abdal-Haqq, 1994, p. 1). Studies in urban community schools (e.g., Kozol, 

2005; Ladson-Billings, 1994) and border contexts (e.g., Gonzalez, 2005; Gonzalez et al., 

2005) suggested that intended and received curricula must embrace the culture important 

to a particular community. Moreover, these studies intimated that curricular approaches 

must be fully designed and implemented by caring, receptive, and socially just teachers 

and principals. According to additional scholars (e.g., Callins, 2006; Richards, Brown, & 

Forde, 2006), these culturally responsive approaches to implementing the content of 

education included institutional, instructional, and personal dimensions that: (a) enhanced 
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self-esteem among students whose racial, ethnic, or language heritage differed from the 

mainstream population; (b) promoted harmony that reduced conflict in schools and 

communities; (c) stimulated tolerant human interaction; and (d) engaged students 

intellectually which resulted in improved academic performance. 

 In border community schools with large percentages of Mexican-American 

children, these culturally responsive dimensions were largely constructed from being 

mindful of cultural capital (e.g., Michaelson & Johnson, 2009; Sadowski-Smith, 2002), 

Funds of Knowledge (Gonzalez et al., 2005), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 

Thus, those adopting culturally responsive approaches to language arts curricula sought 

to do more than understand  how to read, control how to write, and correct how to speak 

as measured by high-stakes tests (e.g., Bartoo, 2005; DuFour & Marzano, 2011; English, 

2000; Jacobs, 1997). Instead, those adopting culturally responsive approaches to 

language arts curricula critiqued that paradigm, replacing it with differentiated 

interpretations of reading (e.g., Callins, 2006; Dennis, 2010; Weaver, 2002), exposed 

hidden/multiple truths through writing (e.g., Calkins, 2004; Salch, Marino, & Fletcher, 

2001; Wood Ray, 2002), and conceptualized/emancipated thoughts through speech (e.g., 

Chaney & Burke, 1998; Kayi, 2005; Ladouse, 1995). Thus, what was received--

particularly perceptions of the intended curricula--would be closer aligned to what was 

written, taught, tested, and supported (e.g., Cuban, 1992; Porter, 2004). Spearheading the 

efforts toward culturally responsive language arts curricula was the leader of the school: 

the principal.   
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 Scholars (e.g., Hallinger, 2008; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008) suggested that the 

work of principals as curriculum leaders in any context included: (a) managing the 

instructional program by setting direction; (b) providing a positive learning environment; 

(c) promoting equitable structures/practices; and (d) developing people. Indirectly, all of 

these tenants required the principal to establish rigorous curricula, relevant pedagogy, 

useful assessments, and informed individuals. Many classic studies that addressed 

curricula and instructional pedagogy (e.g., Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Spillane, Hallett, & 

Diamond 2003) were quantitative in nature and addressed the intended curricula as 

opposed to the received curricula. Furthermore, while quantitative studies yielded useful 

findings for the practitioner in mainstream America, contexts (e.g., border) were not fully 

considered in these classic leadership studies.    

 A culturally responsive approach to school leadership recognized that the 

curricular program must be effectively managed through the prioritization of contexts 

(e.g., geographic location, culture, and language). The notion of culturally responsive 

leadership emerged from qualitative studies in African-American communities that drew 

on communal bonds (i.e., knowledge and skills learned in African-American homes) 

(e.g., Johnson, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1994). Culturally responsive leadership included 

appropriate, rigorous, and just programs that were child-centered, intercultural, choice-

driven, connected to family/community, authentic, and caring. Similar findings were 

discovered in leadership studies of communities with high percentages of Mexican-

American students. In these studies, culturally responsive curriculum leadership included 

drawing on cultural capital (Gonzalez et al., 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Yosso, 
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2005) when creating/embracing goals, school climate, institutional structures, 

pedagogical processes, and personal qualities.  

  In sum, numerous studies have been conducted on standardized intended 

curricula, which were the written, taught, tested, and supported (Porter, 2004) 

concepts/content/practices actually enacted in the classroom. These were impacted by 

mandates (e.g., high-stakes testing), laws (e.g., immigration and language), acts (e.g., 

NCLB, 2002), and power structures (e.g., tradition and standardization movement) (e.g., 

Apple, 2004; Bartoo, 2005; Bobbitt, 1918; Doyle, 1992; Kliebard, 1975; Porter, 2002; 

Tyler, 1949). Numerous leadership studies have been conducted on principals 

spearheading intended curricula with a high degree of standardization (e.g., Glatthorn & 

Jailall, 2009; Hallinger, 2008; Walker & Soltis, 2004).  

 In contrast, fewer studies have been conducted on varied received curricula, 

which were the concepts/content/practices understood, remembered, and applied outside 

the classroom as impacted by background, experiences, skill sets, prior knowledge, and 

perceptions of the intended curricula (e.g., Callins, 2006; Cammarota, 2008; Estrada, 

Gomez, & Ruiz-Escalante, 2009; Gonzalez, 2005). By the very nature of the definition, 

received curricula may be harder to examine and measure. Contemporary leadership 

studies have been conducted on culturally responsive approaches (e.g., Cooper, 2009; 

Johnson, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Magno & Schiff, 2010; Scanlan & Lopez, 2012). 

However, these leadership studies failed to address the misalignment between intended 

and received curricula that challenged principals in border community schools (e.g., 

Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005). Ignoring those potential misalignments might result in 
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constrained principal practices, sterile curriculum, lifeless pedagogy, and disengaged 

students. I aim to negotiate these misalignments in scholarly literature by exploring 

relationships or disassociations among intended/received reading, writing, and speaking 

curricula in border community schools. 

Significance of the Study 

 Language arts curricula that are culturally responsive, humanly stimulating, 

socially just, inclusive, democratic, and intellectually engaging is important to children, 

transformational to practitioners, and significant to scholars. That is why my study will 

extend existing research on intended and received language arts curricula as shaped by 

children’s cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and 

habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) along the Arizona–Mexico border. Further, my 

study will enhance understandings for curriculum leaders in culturally diverse settings. 

Principals leading in border community schools, as well as those serving high 

percentages of Hispanic students in mainstream America, will benefit from the potential 

findings and implications of this timely study. Conducted in communities that receive 

little attention, this study will expand notions of Arizona-Mexico border culture, 

particularly in regards to curriculum, policy, and leadership. 

Purpose of the Study 

 There are three central purposes to my study, each one building upon the previous 

one. They are: (1) to describe cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and/or Funds of Knowledge 

(Moll et al., 1992) exhibited in border communities; (2) to illustrate current realities of 

intended and received language arts curricula in border community schools; and (3) to 
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analyze how, if at all, curriculum leaders incorporate cultural capital (Yosso, 2005),  

Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) with 

the intended/received language arts curricula in border community schools. However, 

there is a larger purpose to my study which regards the current state of curriculum policy 

in relation to curriculum leadership praxis. My study intimates that change is needed. 

Working Definitions 

 Before providing the literature review and theoretical framework for my study, I 

will first contextualize language arts, culture, habitus, and Mexican-American border 

communities. 

Definition of Language Arts 

 In border communities, bilingualism is expected and embraced. Children who 

grasp Spanish communicate with their elders, maintain their culture, and navigate the 

Mexican side of the border. Children who grasp English successfully perform in school, 

gain access to American culture, and increase their opportunities on the American side of 

the border. Thus, in border communities, language is more than the literal English and 

Spanish words read, written, or spoken. Language personifies culture as it is lived, 

internalized, and celebrated on both sides of the international line. For these reasons, 

language arts is more than a subject taught in the school (e.g., Porter, 2004; Stengel, 

1997). Language arts is a paradigm received in the home (Gonzalez, 2005) that 

personifies the past, present, and future culture for generations of Mexican-Americans.      

 The term language arts was first used in 1948. It was defined as the subjects of 

reading, spelling, literature, and composition that aimed at developing the student's 
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comprehension and capacity for the written and oral language. This definition was not 

presumptuous; it did not assume a particular language or dialect. In fact, according to 

Merriam-Webster (2012), the top three worldwide languages spoken at home were: 

Mandarin Chinese (865 million), English (344 million), and Spanish (283 million). For 

my study, however, language arts referred to the content of reading, writing, and 

speaking in the English vernacular.  

 Reading. For my definition of reading, I drew from Arizona’s Revised Statute 

(A.R.S.) §15-704 (2002): 

 “Reading” means a complex system of deriving meaning from print that requires 

 all of the following: (a) the skills and knowledge to understand how phonemes or 

 speech sounds are connected to print; (b) the ability to decode unfamiliar words;

 (c) the ability to read fluently; (d) sufficient background information and 

 vocabulary to foster reading comprehension; (e) the development of appropriate 

 active strategies to construct meaning from print; and (f) the development and 

 maintenance of a motivation to read.  

Additional scholars (e.g., Allen, 2000; Daniels & Bizar, 2005; National Paideia Center, 

2012) suggested that reading involved sounds, decoding, fluency, vocabulary, 

comprehension, construction of meaning, and motivation. Additionally, I drew from 

Weaver (2002), an expert in reading pedagogy, to shape my definition: “Reading is the 

process of constructing meaning through dynamic interaction among the reader’s existing 

knowledge, the language of the text, and the context of the situation” (p. 10).  
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 Writing. For my definition of writing, I drew from researchers who also 

addressed the construction of meaning. For example, Weaver (2002) described writing as 

both a process and a product that informed, persuaded, expressed, or explained 

something. Wood Ray (2002) added that the meaning of the writing process and/or 

product was strengthened through practice, purpose, and example. These processes and 

products were most meaningful when they were authentic and personalized to the child. 

Calkins (2004) referred to writing as an art, something that was crafted over time rather 

than something that was produced in one sitting. These scholars did not mention 

particular writing traits or scoring rubrics in their definitions. 

 Speaking. For my definition of speaking, I drew from Chaney and Burke (1998) 

who also used terms such as meaning and contexts. They suggested that the art of 

speaking was: “. . . a process of building and sharing meaning through the use of verbal 

and non-verbal symbols in a variety of contexts” (p. 13). Ladousse (1995) and Harmer 

(1984), for example, applied this definition to role-playing practical scenarios in the 

classroom for students acquiring a second language. These role-playing scenarios were 

effective because they were real-life contextual applications rather than school-like 

standardized applications. Crookal and Oxford (1990) also encouraged simulation and 

games as a means to develop the art of speaking. Kayi (2005) suggested additional 

meaningful, contextual speaking activities for children honing language abilities. They 

were: discussion (i.e., dialogue about content-based lesson); information gap (i.e. partner 

work regarding the exchange of ideas); brainstorming (i.e., quick/free production of 

ideas); storytelling (i.e., summary or creation of a tale); interviews (i.e., formal 
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questioning of a participant); story completion (i.e., addition of sentences to an 

unfinished story); reporting (i.e., verbalization of  who, what, where, when, why, and 

how of a newspaper or magazine article); playing cards (the devising and answering of 

open-ended questions); picture narrating (i.e., summary of a story based on sequential 

pictures); picture describing (i.e., discussion of meaning); and finding the differences 

(i.e., description of similarities and differences between two pictures). 

 Thus, I applied definitions of reading, writing, and speaking housed in the 

constructivist paradigm to my dissertation study on intended and received language arts 

curricula in border community schools. These definitions prioritized constructs such as 

meaning, processes, purposes, connections, and contexts.  

Definition of Culture 

Culture can take on many meanings. Zion and Kozleski (2005) defined culture as 

the “combination of thoughts, feelings, attitudes, beliefs, values, and behavior patterns 

that are shared by racial, ethnic, religious, or social groups of people” (p. 3). Lederach 

(1995) defined culture as:  "Shared knowledge and schemes created by a set of people for 

perceiving, interpreting, expressing, and responding to the social realities around them" 

(p. 9). Hofstede (1997) defined culture as: symbolic communication whereby: “Some of 

its symbols include a group's skills, knowledge, attitudes, values, and motives . . . learned 

and deliberately perpetuated in a society through its institutions” (p. 42). My definition of 

culture merges these definitions. For my purposes,  culture is a combination of constructs 

(e.g., knowledge, experiences, symbols, heroes, religion, behavior, hierarchies, roles, 

communication, social habits, cuisine, language, music, arts, rituals, beliefs, and values) 
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shared by racial, ethnic, religious, or social groups of people that assist in perceiving and 

responding to the social realities around them (i.e., Hofstede, 1997; Lederach, 1995; Zion 

& Kozleski, 2005). 

Definition of Habitus 

 Having Aristotle origins in Western philosophy is a concept called habitus. Based 

on the notion of hexis or “state”, habitus has been explored by sociologists, 

anthropologists, psychologists, theologians, and philosophers in Germany (e.g., Elias, 

1969; Schäfer, 2008), France (e.g., Mauss, 1922, 1990; Merleau-Ponty, 1963; 1965; 

Wacquant, 2004), Belgium (e.g., Hilgers, 2009), United Kingdom (e.g., Crossley, 2001; 

Rimmer, 2010), and the United States (e.g., Bourgois & Schonberg, 2009; MacLeod,  

2004, Paxton, 2011). These scholars researched a wide range of topics such as: heroin 

addiction, poverty, musicianship, religion, boxing, and hoarding. But this eclectic 

research had a common denominator: Pierre Bourdieu’s (1973; 1986) work on habitus. 

 The aforementioned scholars referred to habitus as: lifestyles, values, 

expectations, and dispositions of particular social groups that are acquired through the 

activities and experiences of everyday life. These practices, perceptions, and attitudes 

were: inculcated (i.e., mundane processes of training and learning); structured (i.e., 

reflective of social condition or context); durable (i.e., pre-conscious, enduring, and 

ingrained); generative (i.e., practices produced within the conditions); and transposable 

(i.e., perpetuations of the condition that cements the product/self-fulfilling prophesy). 

Habitus was considered isomorphic, commonsensical, customary, routine, and 

conventional. It was the pre-conscious socialization for the individuals of that culture 
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and, thus, was rarely modified or reflected upon by those individuals. Bourdieu’s (1973; 

1986) work on habitus is particularly fitting when examining culture such as border 

communities or institutions such as schools. I draw on his work considerably in my 

analysis of intended and received language arts curricula in border community schools.   

Definition of Mexican-American Border Community 

 The constructs Mexican-American, border, and community have multiple 

meanings. For my purposes, Mexican-American refers to those people with ancestral 

lineage to both Mexico and the United States (Anzaldua, 1987). Border refers to a 

physical construction that separates two countries, such as the 1,996 miles of constructed 

fences, barricades, and walls currently separating Mexico from California, Arizona, New 

Mexico, and Texas (Eppinga, 2002). Community refers to individuals residing in a 

common geographic location (Arneil, 2006), such as the international border. Moreover, 

the people living in this geographic location (i.e., community) often share a historical 

context and characteristics (e.g., values, culture, celebrations, experiences, food, 

ideologies, religion, interests, crossings, commerce, services, language, education, and 

mores) (e.g., Gonzalez, Moll, Tenery, Rivera, Rendon, Gonzalez, & Amanti, 1995). For 

my study, thus, Mexican-American border community refers to people with ancestral 

lineage to Mexico and the United States who physically live on the American side of the 

international line and share common histories and characteristics.  

Summary of Chapter One 

 In Chapter One, I introduced my study on intended and received language arts 

curricula in a standardized era: misalignments and negotiations in border community 
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schools. I emphasized that the potential misalignment of intended/assessed curricula in 

schools and received/valued priorities in Mexican-American border communities is 

problematic for children expected to embrace school subjects and learning thereof. The 

solution may be in the hands of curriculum leaders informed about processes and 

dimensions that are culturally responsive, humanly stimulating, socially just, inclusive, 

democratic, and intellectually engaging. A multitude of studies existed on curriculum 

leadership that addressed standardization or culture as the primary focus. With its 

inculcating, structuring, durable, generative, and transposable qualities that sustain a way 

of life in any given context, habitus is a constant theme among these studies. But few 

studies addressed the intersections of culture, curriculum, policy, and leadership. 

Application of this nexus might decrease misalignments between intended content and 

received content, resulting in more meaningful learning, authentic teaching, and 

sustainable leadership. With the rise in Hispanic demographics in communities and 

schools today and the significant misalignments in literature addressing that population, 

my study is particularly timely, significant, and purposeful.  

 In the next chapter, I introduce extant literature that informs my study. Also, I 

describe the conceptual framework that encases my study. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Overview 

 In Chapter Two, I synthesize the vast but disparate literature on United States–

Mexico border culture, curriculum studies, and curriculum leadership. Moreover, my 

literature review specifically explores connections and gaps among these constructs.  As 

demographics are changing and becoming more culturally diverse, blending cultural 

capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1990) with the intended curriculum are important considerations for children 

and leaders in border community schools. What is read, written, researched, and spoken 

in the classroom can either excite or bore. What is learned and how it is learned validates 

both the community’s culture and the school’s culture.  

 But the literature suggested that cultural connections may be arbitrary rather than 

planned (e.g., Delpit, 2002; Guiheneme, 2006; Perkins-Gough, 2004). Curriculum was 

often prescribed rather than culturally responsive (e.g., Dennis, 2010; English, 2000; 

Walker & Soltis, 2004). And leadership was stipulated rather than informed (e.g. 

Glatthorn & Jailall, 2009; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008; Madeus, 1998). Although the 

literature illustrated some connections among these constructs, these connections were 

often unintentional and peripheral rather than deliberate and central. Moreover, the 

literature on leadership lacked attention to student voice and received curricula. My study 

on culture, curriculum, and leadership is important because it is timely, practical, and 

responsive to children, educators, and leaders of border community schools. Due to 
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changing demographics and increased Hispanic populations in our country’s schools 

(United States Census Bureau, 2011), findings from my study may provide principals in 

other regions with cultural resources, informed pedagogy, and leadership approaches that 

decrease misalignments between intended and received language arts curricula. When 

misalignments decrease, a coherent theoretical framework can be developed toward a 

new curriculum leadership paradigm.  

To this end, I present the literature review in three sections. First, I explore US-

Mexico border culture, including its history/heritage, contemporary controls, and border 

priorities (i.e., cultural capital and Funds of Knowledge). Second, I review curriculum 

studies/dimensions, considering historical influences, intended/standardized curriculum, 

received/individualized curriculum, and misalignments. Third, I consider curriculum 

leadership approaches (i.e., classic and critical) that may assist principals in negotiating 

intended and received language arts curricula in border community schools.   

United States-Mexico Border Culture 

 The past often shapes the present in overt or covert ways. Considerations of 

Mexican-American history/heritage, contemporary controls, and border habitus (i.e., 

cultural capital and Funds of Knowledge) may suggest why there are misalignments in 

schools with high degrees of curricular standardization.  

Mexican-American History and Heritage 

 A common expression among border dwellers is: Nosotros no cruzamos la 

frontera; la frontera nos cruzó a nosotros (i.e., we did not cross the border; the border 
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crossed us) (Anzaldua, 1987). To understand this expression, one must look to Mexico’s 

history.  

For centuries (1521-1848), Mexico endured many struggles to its land and people, 

including the Spanish Conquest of Mexico, Mexican War of Independence, the Treaty of 

Guadalupe-Hidalgo, The Gadson Purchase, and The Battle of Puebla. In totality or 

partiality, what is now known as California, Nevada, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, and 

Arizona were acquired, or as the history books suggest, colonized (e.g., Appleby, 

Brinkley, Broussard, McPherson, & Richie, 2003). This is a gentle way of saying overt 

attempts by Spaniards, Europeans, and Americans stripped Mexicans and Indians of their 

rights, religion, culture, land, and people (e.g., Redfield, 1929; Restall, Townsend, & 

Torres, 2003). As a result of these treaties, conquests, and wars, Mexicans and Indians 

have endured deception, exploitation, slavery, attempts to convince of inferiority, racial 

mixing, and prejudices (e.g., Bonfil Batalla, 1996; Hamnett, 1999; Scott, 1990). In 

regards to power relations, Redfield (1929) mentioned the Conquerors “decapitated the 

aboriginal society . . . removing gods, priests, and calendars” (p. 602). This slow cultural 

death was further evidence of the powerful versus the powerless. Bonfil Batalla (1996) 

supported this claim, adding inferiority to the mix.  He stated: “Colonial domination was 

most effective when it was able to convince the colonized of [its] own inferiority” (p. 22).  

 This brief historical overview of colonization illustrates that for nearly three 

centuries, Mexicans and Indians were stripped, changed, criticized, and silenced by the 

conquerors. Approximately one-third of their land was taken. Their bodies were sold. 

Their spirit was silenced. Their movement north was forced, and European principles 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       36 
 

were expected to be embraced. Moreover, according to Sampson (1993), assimilation 

practices were deliberate acts of power by the dominant class. He stated: “Dominant 

groups have the material power to make reality fit their ideas; less dominant groups 

become the reality the idea suggests” (p. 27). Thus, the history of Mexican people was 

one consumed with exploit and dominance over land, language, culture, and people.  

United States-Mexico border culture literature often critiqued the past as a way to 

understand and shape the present (e.g., Chavez, 1998; Davidson, 1988; Donnan & 

Wilson, 1999; Franquiz & Brochin-Ceballos, 2006; Herzog, 1990; Vila, 2000). 

Contemporary United States-Mexico border culture may be considered a fusing of two 

eras (i.e., past and present) just as the international line is the fusing of two cultures (i.e., 

Mexican and American).  

Contemporary Controls of Mexican-Americans 

 Similar to colonization, migration, and assimilation trends inherent in Mexico’s 

history that illustrated notions of power against Mexican-Americans, contemporary 

immigration propositions, education acts, and language laws/policies imposed in the 

United States in the past 20 years also illustrated notions of power against Mexican-

Americans. These influences shaped culture because these influences shaped perceptions 

and attitudes of worth and identity. For example, Operation Gatekeeper supported a 

coherent strategic three-tiered plan to keep illegal immigrants out of a 66 mole sector of 

San Diego, California (Office of the Inspector General, 1994). Proposition 209 (1996) 

sanctioned anti-affirmative action measures in California. The Control Act (1996) 

tightened United States immigration laws (Chang, 2011). Operation Safeguard 
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significantly strengthened security in two Arizona border communities (i.e., Tucson and 

Douglas) (Office of the Inspector General, 1999). Proposition 203 (2000) mandated 

English-only in Arizona’s public schools, which immediately halted bilingual education 

(Billips, 2000). The Homeland Security Act (2002) authorized 700 National Guard troops 

to assist border patrol agents in all six United States-Mexico border states after the 9-11 

terrorist attacks (United States Senate & House of Representatives, 2002). The 

Minuteman Project (2004), a self-proclaimed grass-roots militia that patrolled several 

Mexican-American borders, gained supporters through sensational media coverage 

(Holthouse, 2005). Results from this militia project stiffened Arizona’s immigration law. 

Senate Bill (SB) 1070 (2011) allowed law-enforcement personnel/agencies in Arizona to 

ask for proof of citizenship without due cause.  

Hence, the landscape for Mexican-Americans has been significantly shaped by 

historical forces (i.e., colonization, migration, and assimilation) and contemporary 

controls (i.e., propositions, acts, laws, policies, and projects). These forces and influences 

reminded majority and marginalized populations of their station in society.  However, 

Mexicans and Indians who have immigrated north of the border have resisted entry into 

the dominant culture in many ways. Moreover, though immigration propositions, 

education acts, and language laws/policies have directly affected contemporary border 

dwellers in regards to deportation, residency, hardships, poverty, and citizenship, the 

inner spirit of the people endured.  
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Border Habitus: Cultural Capital and Funds of Knowledge 

 Perhaps the unique cultural contexts and experiences in United States-Mexico 

border communities provided the backdrop that deepened hope, identity, and customs for 

its citizens. (i.e., Bonfil Batalla, 1996; Scott, 1990). To further understand contemporary 

United States-Mexico border culture, I will now examine border habitus (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1990) such as cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et 

al., 1992).  

Cultural capital and habitus. Bourdieu (1973; 1986) defined capital as 

accumulated goods attained through economic, social, and/or cultural influences. As 

applied to education, economical accumulated goods included diploma/degree 

attainment, scholarship attainment, or high-paying job security.  Social accumulated 

goods also included recognitions such as earning awards, passing high-stakes exams, or 

being accepted into prestigious universities post-baccalaureate programs.  Adding 

cultural to the construct capital, however, adjusted the meaning and examples. Thus, 

scholars of cultural capital (e.g., Guillory, 1993; Sadowski-Smith, 2002; Yosso, 2005) 

provided the following working definition: the historical connectivity, language, 

behavior, knowledge, skills, abilities, and resources possessed by a particular group or 

community. For those living in border communities, these international skills, abilities, 

and resources became more than necessities for economics and socialization. These 

international skills, abilities, and resources became their border lifestyles, dispositions, 

and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).   
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 A rural border community has small town appeal coupled with a bi-national 

knowledge base that draws on cultural capital (e.g., educational levels, resources, 

language, and historical connectivity) (Yosso, 2005). These cultural priorities may or 

may not be supported in schools with high degrees of standardization. Those individuals 

with cultural capital supported by the dominant group (e.g., White middle class 

communities) influenced institutions (e.g., schools), constructs (e.g., curriculum), 

educational policies (e.g., NCLB, 2002), local ideas (e.g., compliance), and everyday 

people (e.g., principals and teachers). Those individuals with cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005) supported by the marginalized group (e.g., Mexican-American border 

communities) may have little or no influence on institutions, constructs, policies, ideas, 

and everyday people. While Yosso (2005) described cultural capital in terms of critical 

race theory (CRT) (i.e., an academic discourse that critically examined society and 

culture in terms of race, law, and power) (Villenas & Deyhle, 1999), I will not focus on 

race in my application of cultural capital. Instead, I will examine three forms of cultural 

capital (Yosso, 2005) influenced by law and power that relate to schools and/or language 

arts curricula in border communities: family, aspirations, and linguistics. 

familial capital. The term familial refers to immediate and extended kin serving 

as advocates that provide networks for the individual (Yosso, 2005). Thus, familial 

capital are benefits attained (Bourdieu, 1973; 1986) through the support, safety, and 

connection provided by one’s relatives. For example, storytelling is traditionally a 

common activity for families living on the border. It is a means of transferring cultural 

pride, family traditions, language, and memories (Yosso, 2005). In her ethnography of a 
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street peddler in Mexico who experienced adversity, despair, violence, and exploitation, 

Behar (2003) brought to the surface meaningful familial customs that instilled humility, 

pride, values, and matriarchy. These familial customs included modest dress, frequent 

gatherings, cuisine, religious priorities, frequent international crossings, and maternal 

control. Likewise, the family unit was often extended to include aunts, uncles, and 

grandparents. According to scholars of border culture (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 

2005; Gonzalez et al., 2005; Kennedy, 1972), extended family often lived under one roof. 

Extended family was considered a part of everyday life. Nana (grandmother) and tata 

(grandfather) assisted in raising the children. This experience was inculcated and durable, 

adding to cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Often 

familial capital transcended all temptations, jealousies, and competitions. It was 

considered steadfast in Mexican-American communities. But behaviors acquired from 

such close-knit connections to family (e.g., cooperation, teamwork, collectivism, and 

humility) may not be supported in schools with a high degree of standardization.  

aspirational capital. The term aspire means to seek or accomplish something 

(Yosso, 2005). Thus, aspirational capital refers to benefits attained (Bourdieu, 1973; 

1986) through seeking/accomplishing a goal. For example, in Romo and Falbo’s (1996) 

qualitative study of dozens of Hispanic families in rural Texas communities, parents 

urged their children to graduate from high school, a goal they did not reach themselves. 

One father cautioned his son: “If you don’t study, you’re going to be like us” (p. 108) 

(i.e., relegated to a minimum wage job).  
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Added to this contemporary literature on aspirational capital were studies on 

border crosser labor and subjectivity (e.g., Schmidt Camacho, 2008; Torres, 2003). 

According to Schmidt Camacho (2008), border crossers/dwellers seeking work in 

maquiladores (factories), fields, and domestic areas were often subjected to low pay and 

poor working conditions. This reality shaped their personal and group identity. According 

to Torres (2003), they experienced shame rather than pride in their being. They embraced 

a victim mentality rather than a survivalist mentality. These perceptions transferred to the 

younger generations and became their habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) in terms of 

aspiring to a better way of life. 

These studies illustrated that although many Mexican-American parents in border 

communities lacked formal education and prosperous positions, they often wanted these 

things for their children. They wanted their children to acquire English, earn good grades, 

and seek higher education. These aspirations became their behaviors and “disposition of 

the social group” (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990, p. 161).  

linguistic capital. The term linguistic refers to language (Yosso, 2005). Thus, 

linguistic capital refers to benefits attained (Bourdieu, 1973; 1986) through the use of 

language. Because communal life on the United States-Mexico border is bilingual (i.e., 

English and Spanish), those living on the border acquire linguistic capital as their 

birthright. And individuals who are bilingual (i.e., English and Spanish) typically 

navigate well in border communities, states, and nations. This notion was supported by 

the National Association for Bilingual Education (2001). This association claimed that 

preserving a minority group’s linguistic and cultural heritage through the teaching of 
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curriculum in the student’s first language should be prioritized in schools. Additional 

researchers and scholars supported this notion. Hill (1999) considered the inner sphere 

and outer sphere of talk. Likewise, Torres (2003) and Miranda (2003) researched ways to 

maintain the Spanish language in their studies of Chicanas. Ramirez Oropeza (2002) 

addressed the Nahuatl language in her study of indigenous people of Huehuepohualli. 

Schmidt Camacho (2008) examined the Mixteco language in southern and northeastern 

United States. The point is that the preservation of language--including accents, code-

switching, colloquialisms, and slang--was considered essential for the preservation of 

culture. For example, a Mexican grandmother may not be able to share stories with her 

grandson in a language other than Spanish. Traditional music can be transferred only if 

the next generation understands the language in which it was originally created or sung. 

No other form of resistance is as meaningful as language. Perhaps Gonzalez’ (2005) 

seminal work on discourses of women and children may say it best in her metaphoric 

title: I am my Language. Gonzalez suggested that negating children’s first language in the 

family, home, and community invalidated their history/heritage, their contemporary 

lifestyle, and their habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). However, Prop 203 (2000) 

required schools to silence the Spanish language. 

Funds of knowledge and habitus. Drawing on Yosso’s (2005) cultural capital 

but focused specifically on k-12 education for people of Mexican-American descent is a 

concept called Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992).  It is based on a simple premise: 

“People are competent and have knowledge, and their life experiences have given them 

that knowledge” (Gonzalez et al., 2005, p. 7). Drawing from cultural capital (e.g., family, 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       43 
 

aspirations, and language) (Yosso, 2005), such knowledge and experiences may include 

physical regalia and customs influenced by Mexico.  

 Physical regalia are purposeful reminders of culture, individuals, history, and 

heritage that are valued, remembered, and celebrated among a social group (Bonfil 

Batalla, 1996). Passed down from generations, these physical reminders contribute to an 

individual/social group’s Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) and habitus (Bourdieu 

& Passeron, 1990). For example, Redfield (1929) identified cultural items (e.g., hearth, 

griddle, grinding-stone, pot, clothing, and food items) preserved in indigenous homes and 

communities nearly 100 years ago. These everyday items may have seemed strange to an 

outsider of the region, but they were essential to daily living for those communities. 

According to Bonfil Batalla (1996), modern day physical regalia that added to Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) for Mexican-Americans included religious artifacts, 

cultural murals, and the naming of things (e.g., monuments, street names, and buildings). 

The Cesar Chavez Building at the University of Arizona, for instance, is presumably a 

daily inspiration for Indian and Mexican students. In the infamous words of Cesar 

Chavez, an activist for poor farm workers: ¡Si se puede! (Yes, you can!)  

 Similar to physical regalia, customs drawn from Mexican-American history and 

heritage added to contemporary Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) and habitus 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Examples included religion, celebrations, food, music, and 

cultural mores (e.g., Broyles-Gonzales, 2002; Redfield, 1929). These Indian and Mexican 

customs preserved and maintained culture in its original state rather than mixed and 
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infused culture in its assimilated state. As evidence, consider two examples drawn from 

empirical studies.  

Broyles-Gonzalez (2002) conducted an ethnographic study of her grandmother, an 

indigenous woman with steadfast morals, teachings, spiritual fortitude, and wit. Her study 

illustrated the purity of custom preservation. As family and friends made the pilgrimage 

to see her one last time, the researcher’s grandmother requested some spiritual assistance 

“to deliver her to God” (p. 118). She requested the family to beautify the home alter with 

fresh roses from the garden. Both the alter itself and the belief in its ability to guide the 

spirit toward life everlasting are examples of cultural preservation in the face of colonial 

domination.  Rather than requesting last rites (a European custom), she requested a 

proper altar (a Mexican custom). This religious cultural practice was considered 

commonsensical to those living in border communities. It was everyday experiences in 

life and death that were a cultural group’s habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).  

Another example of the preservation of Mexican customs that enhanced Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) for children in border communities regarded celebrations 

such as Día de los Muertos (The Day of the Dead). According to Ramirez Oropeza 

(2002), this particular celebration was rooted in ancient times. Between October 31-

November 2, “All of Mexico coexist with the spirits of the deceased” (p. 21). 

Preparations included prayer, food, altars, cemetery visits, and an offering to Miktlan for 

those who died violently, as children, or within the last year. Decor in the home and 

community included homemade skeletons and backgrounds in colors symbolizing 

Mexican liberation: gold, red, and green. Día de los Muertos was not to be intermixed 
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with Halloween, even in border communities where cultural customs might blend. 

Additional celebrations in Mexican-American border communities that contributed to 

Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 2005) included: El Grito de La Indepencia (Cry of 

Independence/Mexican Independence Day) (i.e., September 16 commemorates 

independence from Spain); Los Posada (i.e., December 16-24 celebrates the birth of 

Jesus Christ); the Fiesta de la Epifanía (i.e., January 6 celebrates the baptism of Baby 

Jesus); Cinco de Mayo (i.e., May 5 commemorates the victory over France); Dia de las 

Madres (i.e., May 10 celebrates Mexican Mothers’ Day in a grandiose manner); and 

quinceañeras (i.e., coming-of-age birthday celebrations for 15 year old girls).  

 For many people of Indian or Mexican descent, living in society that adheres to 

Eurocentric ways is complicated and conflicting. Visiting the home altar, celebrating Día 

de los Muertos, preparing tamales, or kissing a friend on the cheek can provide comfort. 

Moreover, these “historically accumulated and culturally developed bodies of knowledge 

and skills . . . have aided [Mexican-Americans] . . . with their changing, and often 

difficult, social and economic circumstances” (Moll et al., 1992, p. 133). These bodies of 

knowledge and skill sets might be considered survival tenants for Mexican-Americans 

who endured oppressive history replete with poverty, greed, dominance, and exploitation. 

These subtle defense mechanisms address an imperfect past and hopeful future. Such 

survival tenants become inculcated, structured, and durable across generations (Bourdieu 

& Passeron, 1990). 

 Though cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 

1992) were deeply habitual (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) in Mexican-American border 
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communities, research suggested that cultural inclusions in the schools may be more 

sporadic due to mounting accountability pressures determined by state and national 

entities. According to Gonzalez et al. (2005), skill sets that aligned with intended 

curricula (e.g., aspirations) might be considered resources whereas skill sets that 

misaligned with intended curricula (e.g., physical regalia, customs, behaviors, and 

language) might be considered deficits.  

 deficit view. Through a deficit lens, home skill sets, socioeconomic status, and 

values were viewed as interferences and barriers to obtaining the official content of 

schooling (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 2005; Moll et al., 1992). To illustrate this view, consider 

Machado-Casas’s (2009) qualitative multi-case study on parenting multilingual 

immigrants in North Carolina. One mother navigated her son in and out of three 

languages and cultures (i.e., English, Spanish, and Otomi) to provide him with 

knowledge, culture, and connections beyond their limiting and oppressive physical 

boundaries. Her son’s teacher, however, saw this experience as a shortfall. She told the 

researcher: “That lady is not teaching her kid anything: she is only confusing him and 

making our lives more difficult . . . I have to teach that child. He will be confused by all 

those phrases . . . she calls languages” (p. 83). In this teacher’s view, learning skill sets at 

home (i.e., multiple languages) that did not align to school subjects shortchanged the 

child (who was sure to be confused) and the teacher (who had to reteach). Additional 

studies (e.g., Gonzalez, 2005; Moll et al., 1992) on the inclusion of family, celebrations, 

and mores suggested that these skills sets may not be valued in school. According to 

Gonzalez et al. (1995), deficit views such as these often resulted in lowered expectations, 
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remedial class work, and tracking. Hence, the cycle began for Mexican-American 

children.  

 resource view. Through a resource lens, however, home skill sets were viewed as 

supplements and enhancements to obtaining the official content of schooling (e.g., 

Gonzalez et al., 2005; Moll & Ruiz, 2002). Several qualitative studies conducted in 

southern Arizona considered Funds of Knowledge as a resource (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 

1995; Gonzalez et al., 2005; Moll et al., 1992; Moll & Ruiz, 2002). Instead of teachers 

waiting to see what knowledge base students brought to the classroom door, these studies 

connected home and school in a more proactive way: home visits of a unique nature. 

Drawing on extensive qualitative studies in southern Arizona for over 20 years, Moll et 

al. (1992) and Gonzalez et al. (1995) have identified communities that possessed 

additional life experiences and skill sets such as: agriculture, ranching, mining, 

economics, household management, local histories, communications/translating, 

international experiences, commerce, appliance repair/operation, moral/ethic training, 

collaboration, childrearing, painting, and first aid procedures. In the ethnographic study 

conducted by Gonzalez et al. (1995), for example, four teachers acted as researchers 

“seeking to construct a template for understanding and tapping into the concrete life 

experiences of their students” (p. 450). Moreover, participants reflected on their own 

biases and redirected their opinions about what knowledge was of most worth. Teachers 

also reshaped their lessons to make specific academic connections for the children they 

visited. Through home visits over a two year span, teachers discovered there was nothing 
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deficient in Latino kids’ knowledge base. It just may have been misaligned to the content 

written, taught, tested, and supported (e.g., Porter, 2004; Stengel, 1997) in the schools.  

 Border culture literature suggested that history and contemporary influences 

tremendously shaped United States-Mexico border culture (i.e., knowledge, experiences, 

behavior, and values shared by ethnic groups) (e.g., Hofstede, 1997; Lederach, 1995; 

Zion & Kozleski, 2005). Externally controlled constructs such as colonization, migration, 

assimilation, immigration policies, educational acts, and language laws/policies have 

enhanced the need for the maintenance of cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992). Thus, literature on border culture suggested a priority of 

family, aspirations, language, physical regalia, and customs. These priorities were evident 

in the lifestyles, behaviors, and dispositions of border community dwellers. However, 

border community institutions such as schools may or may not capitalize on cultural 

capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) in the development 

and enactment of curriculum. The next section will examine curriculum studies with a 

special focus on intended curricula (i.e., standardization and knowledge tested), received 

curricula (i.e., individualization and knowledge experienced), and the misalignments 

thereof.   

Curriculum Studies and Dimensions 

  Curriculum, or the content and methods of education (English, 2000), is central 

to my study on intended and received language arts curricula in border community 

schools. What content is taught and learned in schools is important to individuals, 

communities, states, and nations. Personal and public histories are shaped by what is 
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taught and learned in schools. There is power in knowledge. For this reason, development 

and enactment of curricula can be considered a political, economic, or social act, even at 

the local school level (e.g., Apple, 2001; Apple & Beane, 2007; Stengel, 1997).  

Historical Influences on Curriculum 

Curriculum studies experienced a monumental transformation in the past 100 

years due to historical events, political laws, social changes, and personal belief systems 

in the past 200 years (i.e., Barger, 2004; Sass, 2015). As can be noted in Appendix A, the 

1800’s was a century of firsts for education. For the first time in the United States, 

elementary schools, public high schools, and private colleges were founded. Specialty 

schools developed for the deaf and blind. Seminary, teacher training, law, or medicine 

was the focus of certain colleges. Schools were designated for Blacks, Indians, and 

women.  Textbooks were designed to facilitate literacy. Blackboards were created to 

teach in front of groups rather than individuals. The “modern” typewriter and practical 

fountain pen were invented and utilized in schools. School attendance laws were 

established and later enforced. Educational associations and departments were formed. 

And school/district leadership positions were fashioned to meet the needs of these new 

schools, subject areas, and populations. During the 1800’s, “The schools made a 

commitment to broadly educate all and to produce the educated electorate that 

Washington, Jefferson, and others of the colonial period saw as the bedrock of a 

democracy” (Ogden, 2007, p. 361).  

As history, politics, and laws changed in the turn of the 1900’s, curricular 

priorities and schooling practices also changed. According to Feagin (1989), “By the 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       50 
 

early 1900’s, most states practiced some form of social segregation and had 

institutionalized school segregation as the main vehicle to maintain a segregated society” 

(p. 33). Schools, curriculum, and instructional practices were thought to be separate but 

equal. In 1945, however, federal legislation finally ended the era of de jure 

desegregation. Thus, the second half of the century experienced monumental changes in 

society and in the classroom, including bussing to desegregate schools and the offering of 

bilingual programs (Risinger, 1976). At the same time when cultural pluralism was 

widely accepted, accountability became a buzz word, owing to such practices as state and 

national exams (Ogden, 2007). In the midst of turbulent historical times, however, there 

was clarity in scholarship--quality scholarship in curriculum that has stood the test of 

time. Since creating a national curriculum was a priority, empirical and conceptual 

studies erupted, resulting in learning theories and teaching theories.   

Learning theories underscoring curriculum studies. Learning theories 

underscoring curriculum studies focused on the child, society, and/or standards. For 

example, Dewey’s (1897, 1902, 1916) work was wide in scope (e.g., democratic aims of 

education, schooling purposes, subject matter as social life, methods of instruction, and 

social progress/reform). However, its center was always the child: “The child's own 

instincts and powers furnish the material and give the starting point for all education” 

(Dewey, 1897, p. 77).   Likewise, Piaget (1929, 1970) focused on the child’s notion of 

reality in relation to cognitive development.  Maslow (1943) introduced to the 

educational community what is still referred to today as “Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs” 

(i.e., human needs as pre-requisites to motivation in learning). Focusing on cognitive, 
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affective, and psychomotor domains, Bloom’s Taxonomy (Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, 

& Krathwohl, 1956) underscored curricular studies and teacher education programs. 

Vygotsky (1934, 1962) extended the work of scholars before him, examining the social 

aspect of speech and child development.  

Other learning theories developed in the 1900’s, however, focused on 

standardization rather than the child or society. For example, Thorndike (1901; 1913), 

argued that mental functions, habit formation, connections, responses, and repetition were 

essential for learning content in schools and skills for everyday living. Born out of this 

paradigm were educational reforms that prioritized standardization such as Bobbit’s 

(1918) three R’s (i.e., reading, writing, and arithmetic) or Skinner’s (1953) behaviorism 

(i.e., “reinforcements . . .  arranged by the educational agency for the purposes of 

conditioning” (p. 402)).  In contemporary times, NCLB (2002) drew from learning 

theories housed in standardization.  

Teaching theories underscoring curriculum studies. Prominent teaching 

theories evolved from the aforementioned scholars with special attention on the child, the 

society, or the standards. For example, in the 1970’s scholars (e.g., Elias & Elias, 1976; 

Kohl, 1969; Rathbone, 1972) introduced a teaching theory focused on the child called 

open classroom. This paradigm changed the physical layout and functionality of 

classrooms from: rows of desks to decentralized learning areas; time on task to 

uninterrupted periods of study for exploratory learning; controlled classroom movement 

to freedom of movement; and whole class instruction/lectures to individual/group 

activities. Teaching theories that focused on the society required democratic or 
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missionary work as part of the school curriculum, uniting family, community, state, 

nation, and world (e.g., Montessori, 1946, 1989). An excerpt from a modern-day secular 

high school’s mission statement illustrated the society-centered teaching and learning 

focus, whereby students were expected to: “demonstrate a personal concern for 

individuals, a special concern for the poor . . . and a sense of community” (Gladstone, 

2014, p. 47). Finally, teaching theories focused on standardization included practitioners 

like Hunter (1982) who franchised the mastery teaching/learning model. This 

standardized teaching approach included: scripted preparation and delivery systems, 

packaged lesson plans, specific goals/timelines, direct instruction, signal-based teaching, 

skill focused delivery, collective student repeating activities, and intentional pacing. 

Back-to-the-basics arguments prominent in the NCLB (2002) era can be traced back to 

teaching theories on standardization. 

Albeit, curriculum studies/theories were tremendously shaped by the country’s 

historical events, political laws, social changes, scholarship, and personal belief systems. 

The United States has experienced a turbulent history. Political laws and societal mores 

have changed considerably as a result of that turbulence. Scholars have shifted attention 

toward a wide array of topics, resulting in opposing evidence, theories, and schemas. 

Individuals have changed personal belief systems in tremendous ways to align with these 

historical, political, social, and scholarly realities and representations. No singular focus 

in our schools’ curricula could be expected to be born from such chaos. Curriculum 

studies were vast, and there were multitudes of ways to examine these studies.  
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What is taught in Arizona’s border community schools and how that is led is the 

focus of my study. Therefore, I will examine curriculum studies prominent in 

contemporary schooling in any context: standardization and individual development. 

Focusing on misalignments that challenge school leaders in marginalized contexts such 

as border communities, I house the literature on standardization and individual 

development in two categories: intended curricula and received curricula. 

Intended Curricula/Standardization  

Several scholars and researchers (e.g., Doyle, 1983; 1986; Jacobs, 1997; 

Glatthorn & Jailall, 2009; Porter, 2004; Walker & Soltis, 2009) have focused on intended 

curricula. These were the covert content written, taught, tested, and supported in 

classrooms, schools, districts, and countries.  

Written language arts curricula. Written curricula were created in the form of 

guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans, and objectives. Elements of the written curricula 

were rhetorical in nature. Often these were derived from educational initiatives, state 

reports, public speeches, and scholarly texts by policymakers and politicians. These 

elements morphed into mandates, such as state and national standards (e.g., Stotsky, 

2005; Weber, 2008) often considered the ceiling (i.e., maximum to be taught and tested) 

rather than the floor (minimum to be taught and tested) (Walker & Soltis, 2004).  

These written documents drew on mandated state/federal standards that were: 

aligned (e.g., English, 2000; Glatthorn, 1987), spiraled (Bruner, 1960), purposeful (Tyler, 

1949), and guaranteed (e.g., DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Schmoker, 2006). Arizona state 

standards, for example, were horizontally and vertically aligned, making each year build 
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cumulatively from the previous year. Examples of this aligned language arts curricula 

might be interactive word walls (e.g., Harmon, Wood, Hedrick, Vintinner, & Wallefor, 

2009) and the six traits for writing (ADE, 2012). Additionally, the written curricula were 

spiraled so basic ideas were revisited repeatedly, “building upon them until the student 

has grasped the full apparatus that goes with them” (Bruner, 1960, p. 13). Not only were 

written curricula spiraled, but they had “clearly defined purposes” (Tyler, 1949, p. 1). 

Over half a century later, Wiggins and McTighe (2007) supported Tyler’s contention, 

stating: “Schooling at its best reflects a purposeful arrangement of parts and details, 

organized with deliberate intention, for achieving the kinds (sic) of learning we seek” (p. 

9). Additional scholars (e.g., DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Schmoker, 2006) of written 

curricula in schools examined content that was “guaranteed and viable,” meaning certain 

and doable for each child.   

Taught language arts curricula. Moreover, the written curricula made readily 

available to practitioners were expected to be taught with prescribed fidelity, regardless 

of a child’s needs, cultural strengths, or geographic location. The heavy use of textbooks 

and workbooks, for example, increased the likelihood that the content taught was 

consistent and able to be systematically monitored (e.g., Bardos, 2008/9, DeWitt, 2013). 

Additionally, data from summative tests were used to place students in class levels or 

grouping assignments (e.g., Crossman, 2014; English, 2000; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 

2007). The content taught to these different groups (i.e., higher order application 

activities versus test-prep activities) inevitably widened the disassociations between 

intended and received curricula. Brophy and Good (1974) cited evidence of the ill-effects 
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of tracking and remediation. They suggested, “The tracking system insures that the 

highest achieving children are likely to get the best education that the school system has 

to offer, while the low achievers are likely to get the worst. Over time this factor alone is 

liable to increase the differences between the two groups of children” (p. 85). Oakes 

(1985) concurred, extending the notion further to examine how schools structured 

inequality.  

Scholars of k-12 education (e.g., English, 2000; Madeus, 1988; Porter, 1995) 

mentioned that the standardization movement resulted in instructional strategies that were 

on-task and informed, including repetition (Thorndike, 1913), questioning techniques 

(Hanson & Filibert, 2006), and grouping practices (Harmer, 1983). This one-size-fits-all 

pedagogical focus may have been problematic for children in border communities 

because how curricula were enacted by the teacher was of particular importance. 

According to Doyle (1983; 1986), the teacher who made informed pedagogical decisions 

in the enactment of taught curricula—including the inclusion of multifaceted resources 

and pedagogical practices—decreased misalignments between what was intended and 

what was received. Informed teaching practices will be further reviewed in the received 

curricula/individual development section.  

Tested language arts curricula. The written and taught curricula, then, became 

the tested curricula (English, 2000). Testing a set of knowledge is nothing new. Socrates 

tested Plato. Ralph Waldo Emerson tested Henry Thoreau. Anne Sullivan tested Helen 

Keller. Dr. Benjamin Mays tested Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Teachers and principals 

have educated individual students, entire classes, and whole schools for hundreds of 
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years. And testing was part of that educating process (Harvard School of Public Health, 

2014). In these scenarios, however, the art of learning, teaching, and leading was often 

constructivist in nature. That is, curriculum, assessments, pedagogy, and approaches were 

adjusted to the students’ inherent knowledge and skill sets.  

 But a recent phenomenon of the American educational system required the same 

curriculum, assessments, pedagogy, and approaches to be implemented for all 

individuals/populations, regardless of background, knowledge, skill sets, cultural 

priorities, or human interests. And state agencies often administered sanctions for those 

individuals and schools not passing the predetermined assessments. In Arizona, schools 

were labeled A-F based upon results of two summative tests to meet NCLB (2002) 

requirements: Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA)1  (ADE, 2011) 

and Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS)2 (ADE, 2012). Such 

federal/state-mandated tests were called high-stakes because there were sanctions 

imposed on individuals, schools, and districts that did not perform well over time. These 

sanctions included retaining students, withholding funding, dismissing principals, and 

restructuring schools (NCLB, 2002). Considered another way, high-stakes assessments 

were “the tail that wags the dog”, meaning, “what is assessed is what gets taught, which 

becomes or defines the curriculum” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007, p. 127). 

1 High-stakes language tests for students in English Language Learner Program that determine placement 
in particular language classes or exit from the program 
2 High-stakes reading, writing, math, and science tests proctored to all students from 2002-2014. When I 
collected my data for my study, AIMS was in full force. At the time of this dissertation’s publication, 
however, AIMS was being phased out and replaced with Arizona’s Measurement of Educational Readiness 
to Inform Teaching (AzMERIT), another high-stakes assessment. 

                                                 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       57 
 

Supported language arts curricula. These written, taught, and tested curricula 

were supported by stakeholders at the school, district, and state levels as evidenced 

through budget allocations, professional development trainings, and the like. Moreover, 

as a result of Proposition 203 (2000) and Flores v. Arizona (2000) 1, support became law. 

For example, every teacher and administrator in Arizona is required to obtain 60 class 

hours (i.e., four college units) of Structured English Immersion (SEI) training before 

teaching students or leading schools (ADE, 2012). This professional development 

mandate was a direct result of Flores vs. Arizona (2000).  

 At the time of my study, Arizona had two sets of language arts intended curricula 

officially relegated to school personnel and regulated by state/federal officials: Arizona 

Academic Content Standards for Language Arts and Common Core State Standards for 

English Language Arts (ADE, 2011, 2012). Created by policymakers and special interest 

stakeholders, this “official knowledge” (e.g., Apple, 2004; Ylimaki, 2011) was intended 

(Porter, 2004) in all schools, whether situated in affluent suburbia or impoverished 

borderlands. Both of these sets of language arts curricula were centered on the subject 

(e.g., Bobbit, 1918; Glatthorn & Jailall; 2009; Tyler, 1949) rather than centered on the 

institution (e.g., Maslow, 1943; Montessori, 1989;  Rogers, 1969; Steiner, 1928/1961; 

1924/1997), society (e.g., Apple, 2007; Freire, 2009; Purpel & McLaurin, 2004; Rawls, 

2003), or child (e.g., Cravens, 1993; Dewey, 1902; Hall, 1901; Thorndike & Woodworth, 

1901).    

1 This case originated in Nogales, Arizona, by a concerned parent who claimed that her child enrolled in 
special language classes was not receiving the same quality education as other students due to limited 
state funding earmarked for curriculum and instruction.  
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 Arizona academic content standards for language arts. Arizona state standards 

in reading and writing were written, taught, tested, and supported (ADE, 2011). These 

concepts and performance objectives were written in terms of alignment, spiraling, 

purpose, and viability. These standards were to be taught with fidelity and tested via 

high-stakes exams in grades 3-10. And these standards were supported by the state of 

Arizona and local school districts. In contrast, Arizona state standards in 

listening/speaking and viewing/presenting were visionary in design. Performance 

objectives were not specified or articulated by grade levels for these components, perhaps 

because listening, speaking, viewing, and presenting were not formally tested on AIMS 

(ADE, 2012). Though the Arizona Academic Content Standards for Language Arts was a 

144 page document that required coverage of 6 strands, 28 concepts, and 126 

performance objectives, a brief listing of the middle school (grades 7-8) components can 

be found in Appendices B-D.    

 Common core state standards for english language arts. The Common Core 

State Standards Initiative, fully enacted in 2014-2015, had key design considerations for 

the 45 states (including Arizona) that fully adopted the initiative (ADE, 2012). First, the 

Common Core State Standards mandated academic achievement in reading, writing, 

speaking, listening, and language housed under College and Career Readiness (CCR) 

Anchor Standards. Second, the foci were outcomes, integration of literacy models, 

blended research and media skills, and shared responsibility for students’ literacy 

development among multiple disciplines (i.e., English language arts, history/social 

studies, science, and technical subjects).  Third, once fully taught (Jacobs, 1997) and 
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tested (English, 2000), students were expected to do the following: demonstrate 

independence; build strong content knowledge; respond to varying demands of audience, 

task, purpose, and discipline; comprehend as well as critique; value evidence; use 

technology and digital media strategically and capably; and understand other perspectives 

and cultures (ADE, 2012). The Common Core Initiative for Language Arts was a 732 

page document that required coverage of 17 standards and 42 complementary CCR 

Anchor Standards. A brief listing of the middle school (grades 6) components can be 

found in Appendix E-H.   

 State and national curricula for language arts were mandated in all schools across 

the country. The creators of the official standards made no provisions for schools in 

border communities. School principals and educators serving in border community 

schools were expected to implement the same mandated language arts curricula with 

fidelity and yield the same results as those schools in the suburbs. Unquestionably, the 

principal leading in border communities had a duty to develop and implement the 

aforementioned state and national mandated language arts standards. In particular, 

children from marginalized communities must successfully transition through the grade 

levels, master English, and graduate from high school. In doing so, they will have the 

same post-secondary opportunities and career choices afforded to affluent children. But 

perhaps other curricular considerations may be more culturally responsive yet hold the 

same degree of rigor and accountability. These considerations might focus more on the 

child (e.g., Dewey, 1902; Maslow, 1943) or the society (e.g., Gladstone, 2015; 

Montessori, 1989) as a means to acquiring the subject (e.g., Bobbitt, 1918; Thorndike 
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1901; 1913). A look at received curricula suggest why these might be important 

considerations.  

Received Curricula/Individual Development and Perceptions 

Intended curricula focused on narrow overt content designed by politicians, 

planned by policymakers, enacted by teachers, and regulated by administrators. However, 

received curricula focused on broad covert processes experienced and actualized by the 

learner (e.g., Cuban, 1992; Weber, 2008). Intended curricula were based in literal 

understanding of content as measured by high-stakes tests. Conversely, received curricula 

were based in broad understanding of content experienced in the child’s mind and/or life 

as measured by authentic processes, structures, projects, and applications. What was 

received was “. . . the reality of the pupil’s experience” (Kelly, 2004, p. 6). This reality 

(i.e., truly understood and remembered concepts and content that students take out of the 

classroom) was often larger than what standardized high-stakes tests could measure. 

Moreover, these received concepts were democratic (i.e., unrestricted, self-governing, 

and autonomous) rather than totalitarian (i.e., authoritarian, autocratic, and one-party) 

(Kelly, 2004). Prophetically, Albert Einstein may have coined the essence of received 

curricula in this statement: “Education is what remains after one has forgotten what one 

has learned in school.”  

Literature on received curricula was sparse, fragmented, and conceptual rather 

than empirical. Regardless, the “unstudied curriculum” was equally as important as the 

“studied curriculum” (Jackson, 1968), particularly when adding curriculum leadership 

and border communities to the equation. What curricula were received was largely due to 
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perceptions of curricula that were intended (Porter, 2004), hidden (i.e., norms, structures, 

lessons, values, attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that were veiled, indirect, or covert in the 

classroom/school) (e.g., Apple, 1971; Cornbleth, 1984), and/or null (i.e., content that 

consciously or unconsciously was omitted to provide space for the official, intended 

content) (e.g., Eisner, 1994).  

Perceptions of intended curricula. Perceptions are difficult to examine because 

they are shaped according to one’s background and belief systems.  For this reason 

perceptions differ among individuals, groups, communities, and nations. As applied to 

the content of schooling (Stendal, 1997) and received curricula (Porter, 2002), 

perceptions mattered because they became one’s reality. If, for example, reading was 

intended (i.e., written, taught, tested, and supported) in a compartmentalized manner, the 

message received by the learner might be that reading was an isolated event done to 

pronounce the words, say a large quantity of words per minute, answer the teacher’s 

question, or pass the test. But if reading were taught in a holistic manner, the message 

received by the learner might be that reading was a process to gain awareness, 

perspective, insight, reflection, expertise, and scholarship. The former was a pre-

determined proficiency; the latter was an undetermined creation. Likewise, writing and 

speaking could be written, taught, tested, and supported in formulaic ways that 

standardized a child’s thinking. Or writing and speaking could be experienced in non-

formulaic ways that inspired a child’s thinking. Thus, perceptions of the intended 

curricula tremendously shaped what was received (e.g., Doyle, 1986, 1992; Freire, 2009; 

Kayi, 2005; Porter, 1995; Rogers, 1969; Wood Ray, 2002).  
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 With the high degree of standardization and high-stakes testing prevalent in 

schools today, majority community strengths and interests were often reinforced whereas 

minority community strengths and interests were often negated. Standardization 

promoted one dominant schooling experience that emphasized competition and 

individualization, Eurocentric characteristics. It denied multiple schooling experiences 

that encouraged cooperation and grouping, Hispanic characteristics (Cammarota, 2008). 

Standardization mandated the command of one language (i.e., English), which silenced 

the use of home language (i.e., Spanish), a cultural identifier (Gonzalez, 2005).  

Standardization in testing measured what was valued by White culture. Standardization in 

testing did not measure inherent strengths that Mexican-American border children 

exhibited such as cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) 

and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 

Hidden curricula. Along with received curricula being influenced by perceptions 

of that which were intended, what was truly taken away from the classroom may be 

influenced by what was not directly written, taught, tested, and supported. Several 

curriculum studies (e.g., Cornbleth, 1990; Crossman, 2014; Doyle, 1992; Jackson, 1968; 

Kelly, 2004) examined covert, indirect understandings learned in school, referred to as 

the hidden curricula. These understandings were received through perceptions of veiled 

norms, indirect structures, and covert lessons common to the school’s operation. Hidden 

curricula also included subtle behaviors, values, dispositions, or beliefs held by the 

people in the school. Depending on the models provided and the perspectives of the 

learner or the observer, the hidden curricula may have included both positive and 
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negative. However, the latter were more commonly received by children in these 

curriculum studies. 

Additional critical curriculum theorists (e.g., Apple, 1971; Oakes, 1985; Olson, 

1981; Pinar, 1978; Pinar & Bowers, 1992) expanded the notion of hidden curricula. 

These theorists suggested that institutions such as schools generated and reproduced 

social inequities to fit the basic demands of the dominant culture. These inequities were 

not necessarily the official content that was intended (i.e., written, taught, tested, and 

supported). Rather, these inequities were unofficial norms experienced, sustained, hidden, 

and received. More theoretically, Jackson (1968)--influenced by the educational 

psychology of French philosopher, Emile Durkheim--contended: “The school's function 

of socialisation is represented by three central characteristics of school life which teach 

the student to fit into a society of the same three characteristics--the crowds, the praise, 

the power.”  Fitting into society via crowd, praise, and power was evidenced through 

sequential room arrangements, timed segments of formal instruction, an annual schedule 

still arranged to accommodate an agrarian age, disciplined messages (e.g., sitting up 

straight, being quiet, standing in line, and raising hands), and the endless competition for 

grades.  

Forty years after Jackson’s research, the list could be expanded to include the 

sorting of children based on testing data, language skills, and special programming (e.g., 

Apple, 2004; Madeus, 1988; Oakes, 1985). As evidence of the hidden curricula or 

received curricula, consider an author’s note from a publication of southwestern 

vignettes. Writing about herself in third person, Matiella (1994) stated in the introduction: 
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“She graduated without honors from Nogales High School in 1970” (Wilder, 1995, p. 

22). This author’s inclusion intimated that she flourished as a published writer in spite of 

sub-standard grades and/or class placement at the high school level. This scheduling 

structure may have been the norm of the school as embraced by the educators/leaders 

(e.g., Cornbleth, 1990; Doyle, 1992; Kelly, 2004). The school’s norms and structures--

though hidden rather than actually intended (written, taught, tested, and supported)--

perhaps became the habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). And these hidden curricula 

became the perception--albeit, the reality--of the children.  

In his conceptual study on hidden curricula, Crossman (2014) extended this 

notion further. By considering the hidden attitudes and beliefs that coincided with the 

sorting of children, Crossman surmised:  

Female students, students in lower-class families, or those belonging to 

subordinate racial categories, are often treated in ways that create or reinforce 

inferior self-images. They are also often granted little trust, independence, or 

autonomy and are thus willing to submit to authority for the rest of their lives. On 

the other hand, students who belong to dominant social groups tend to be treated 

in ways that enhance their self-esteem, independence, and autonomy and are 

therefore more likely to be successful (p. 1).  

Children of all ages perceived these attitudes and belief systems that may be subtle but 

constant and permanent. So besides lessons on reading, writing, speaking, and behaving, 

what children received in schools with high degrees of standardization were value-laden 

messages on what to read, how to write, when to speak, and by what method to behave.  
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Although there were few empirical studies solely focused on hidden curricula, one 

seminal empirical study conducted by Anyon (1980) resounded in the scholarly 

community and supported my study on intended and received curricula in border 

community schools. Anyon (1980) examined several fifth grade classes in five New 

Jersey elementary schools. Based on their geographic location, Anyon (1980) referred to 

two schools as working-class, one school as middle class, one school as affluent 

professional, and one school as executive elite. Among the schools having a wide range 

in socio-economics, significant differences in philosophies, curricula, and pedagogy were 

observed. Supported by curriculum theorists (e.g., Cornbleth, 1990; Doyle, 1992; Kelly, 

2004), Anyon (1980) referred to these differences as the hidden curriculum (e.g., veiled 

norms, indirect structures, covert lessons, subtle behaviors, assumed values, determined, 

dispositions, and core beliefs).   

In the working class schools, work was “following the steps of a procedure” 

(Anyon, 1980, p. 3) in mechanical, rote ways. There was a heavy reliance on textbooks, 

workbooks, and worksheets that were all provided in the classroom. The mechanics of 

punctuation were taught in a perfunctory manner rather than a contextual manner because 

“simple punctuation is all they’ll ever need” (p. 4). Movement of students was controlled 

at all times by the teacher. “Why are you out of your seat” (p. 5) was asked multiple 

times in multiple settings. The answer to this rhetorical question was always “the wrong 

answer.” 

In the middle class school, work was “getting the right answer . . . Answers 

[were] usually found in books or by listening to the teacher. Answers [were] usually 
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words, sentences, numbers, or facts and dates; one [wrote] them on paper, and one [was 

expected to] be neat” (Anyon, 1980, p. 6). Similar to the working-class schools, there was 

a heavy reliance on textbooks in the middle-class school. Work was completed in class 

and had little to do with students’ interest or feelings. Extension assignments were not 

expected.  Students were not asked to analyze why things were or how things fit together. 

Subject areas were fragmented. Writing in social studies that could have been connected 

to language arts was instead disjointed. When children tried to make connections, 

teachers discouraged that activity and refocused them on the textbook. 

In the affluent professional school, work was “creative activity carried out 

independently” (Anyon, 1980, p. 8). There were choices for the children in regards to 

curricula, resources, and methods. Punctuation, for example, was taught in context. 

Students were advised: “Where you put commas depends on how you say the sentence; it 

depends on the situation and what you want to say” (p. 9). There was an emphasis on 

practice and presentation through the analysis and synthesis of information. Textbooks 

were used less frequently than other sources, including primary sources. Although the 

teacher was in charge of the classroom, management was gained through negotiation 

rather than sarcastic directives or external regulations. Students had a say in how the class 

was conducted, and this was done in subtle but meaningful ways.  

In the executive school, work was “developing one’s analytical, intellectual 

powers” (Anyon, 1980, p. 10). Discussions were realistic and analytical. Opinions of the 

children were considered important rather than something to be redirected. Emphasis was 

on applying what is learned in one subject to another subject. Language arts “involved a 
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large amount of practice in presentation of the self and in managing situations where the 

child was expected to be in charge. . .” (p. 12) rather than the teacher or the principal 

expected to be in charge. There was little or no attempt to regulate movement in the 

classroom, hallways, or school.  

 Findings from Anyon’s (1980) seminal study suggested that norms, structures, 

and belief systems differed tremendously in the five schools. He contributed that to the 

schools’ socio-economics and the belief to create products (i.e., children) for work 

according to their station in life. These hidden understandings were embraced and learned 

by adults and children alike. Anyon (1980) suggested that these hidden curricula may not 

have been accidental. He purported:  

The “hidden curriculum” of schoolwork is tacit preparation for relating to the 

process of production in a particular way. Differing curricular, pedagogical, and 

pupil evaluation practices emphasize different cognitive and behavioral skills in 

each social setting and thus contribute to the development in the children of 

certain potential relationships to physical and symbolic capital, to authority, and 

to the process of work. School experiences . . . help to reproduce this system of 

relations in society (p. 13). 

Thus, perhaps an intentional or unintentional by-product of schools in marginalized 

communities was the reproduction of social inequities (e.g., Apple, 1971; Bowles & 

Gintes, 1976; Oakes, 1985; Olson, 1981; Pinar, 1978; Pinar & Bowers, 1992). Through 

hidden norms, structures, lessons, values, attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors, what was 

received might have been very different than what was intended. Decreasing 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       68 
 

misalignments between intended and received curricula was important for educators and 

leaders in that energy and resources could be focused in a positive and productive way. 

As Dewey (1897) mentioned over 100 years ago, “I believe that if nine-tenths of the 

energy at present directed towards making the child learn certain things, were spent in 

seeing to it that the child was forming proper images, the work of instruction would be 

indefinitely facilitated.” Perhaps then teachers and leaders could develop and implement 

curriculum efforts in ways that promoted rigor, relevance, and choice.  

Null curricula. The aforementioned studies suggested that what were received 

for the learner might be perceptions of the taught curricula. Likewise, what were received 

for the learner might have been hidden messages (i.e., from the veiled norms, structures, 

and lessons within the school) and hidden behaviors (i.e., from the veiled beliefs or 

values of the people within the school). Moreover, received for the learner might also be 

curricula that were not just perceived or hidden but curricula that were entirely omitted. 

These complete omissions of content were considered the null curricula.  

According to scholars (e.g., Apple, 2004; Crossman, 2014), politicians and 

policymakers were empowered to make conscious decisions about what to include and 

what to exclude from the official curriculum. And these individuals had more power than 

those individuals positioned in the schools. Eisner (1994), however, offered some major 

points regarding the null curricula as it pertained to the functionality of schools that 

curriculum leaders might consider. He eloquently stated: 

There is something of a paradox involved in writing about a curriculum that does 

not exist. Yet, if we are concerned with the consequences of school programs and 
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the role of curriculum in shaping those consequences, then it seems to me that we 

are well advised to consider not only the explicit and implicit curricula of schools 

but also what schools do not teach. It is my thesis that what schools do not teach 

may be as important as what they do teach. I argue this position because 

ignorance is not simply a neutral void; it has important effects on the kinds of 

options one is able to consider, the alternatives that one can examine, and the 

perspectives from which one can view a situation or problems (p. 97). 

For these reasons, Eisner further contended that what students cannot consider, process, 

or use “have consequences for the kinds of lives they lead” (p. 103). When certain 

subjects or topics were left out of the overt curriculum, policymakers, school 

administrators, and classroom teachers implied that certain content and processes were 

not important enough to study. Such omissions indirectly created habitus (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1990) for the institution and of the mind. 

  In contemporary times, null curricula might be considered the de-emphasis or 

total omission of content either intentionally or unintentionally on the part of 

policymakers, textbook publishers, school administrators, or classroom teachers. For 

example, Arizona policymakers have created standards for core and non-core subject 

areas, suggesting that a comprehensive learning program was important. But because 

high-stakes tests typically assessed and publicized results for reading, writing, and math 

(ADE, 2012), other subject areas (e.g., social studies, science, art, computers, foreign 

language, physical education) may have been de-emphasized at the local levels. On a 

larger scale, social studies or science curricula may be omitted entirely at the elementary 
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school level to carve more space for the intended curricula that was tested. Or null 

curricula might be the omission of writing in fourth and eighth grade classrooms in 

Arizona since that subject area was not assessed on AIMS (ADE, 2012) for those specific 

grade levels. Substituting short passage/multiple choice questions in place of long 

novels/essay responses was yet another example of null curricula. The intent was to 

practice the format for the high-stakes test rather than experience the process for life 

outside the classroom (Madeus, 1988). 

Likewise, null curricula could be the result of textbook companies and their 

emphasis or omissions of content. Consider social studies and language arts textbooks 

that often included certain multicultural historical figures in the sidebar rather than in the 

text (e.g., Malcom X in the sidebar and Martin Luther King in the text; Dolores Huerta in 

the sidebar and Cesar Chavez in the text). Publishers--though largely influenced by state 

and federal agencies--have tremendous decision-making power in the trajectory of 

American schooling (e.g., Bardos, 2008/9; DeWitt, 2013). The point was that classroom 

teachers closely relying on textbooks likely de-emphasized/omitted certain individuals or 

events that had contributed to our society. In effect, the content of education provided in 

schools today became commonsensical (Apple, 2001) and habitual (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1990) due to omissions from textbooks and heavy reliance on those textbooks.  

The received message in these examples may have been this: what was 

deemphasized or omitted were intentionally deemphasized or omitted because this 

content was not on the test. Or this content was not in the textbook. Or this content was 

not important to the teacher, principal, district, or state. Content on these individuals, 
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subjects, or events were deemed to have no value. Albeit, the misalignment between what 

was intended by outside entities and individuals and what was received by children was 

widened. This division was problematic for individuals, schools, curriculum leaders, 

communities, states, and nations.  

Misalignments of Intended and Received Language Arts Curricula 

 Empirical and conceptual studies on curriculum were vast. A quick computer 

search yielded thousands of results including curriculum types that were subject-centered, 

child-centered, society centered, or a combined focus (e.g., Walker & Soltis, 2004).  

These studies were conducted across the grade levels in every country of the world.  

However, the vast majority of contemporary curriculum studies conducted in the United 

States might be categorized under the construct standardization or intended curricula. 

For example, in Arizona the written, taught, tested, and supported (Porter, 2004) content 

of education (English, 2000) was clearly prioritized. As evidence, consider The Arizona 

Department of Education’s (2015) website intended for all stakeholders (i.e., educational 

leaders, classroom teachers, parents, and students). This site listed these areas on its 

homepage: accountability, standards, assessment, assessment calendar, educator 

certification, finance, special education, English Language Learners (ELL), and school 

reports/results. Dominating the homepage was a colorful middle section called 

“Assessment” whereby Arizona’s Achievement Assessments were linked (i.e., 

AzMERIT, AIMS, Alternative assessments1, AZELLA, NAEP2, PISA).  

1 AIMS-A is proctored to students in the special education (i.e., self-contained) program. 
2 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a national assessment proctored to a sample of 
students in grades 4, 8, and 12. Results are used to compare the quality of education among states.  
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Though considerable scholarly literature existed on intended curricula, limited 

scholarly literature existed on received curricula. Housed in individual development and 

perceptions as opposed to group standardization and results, received curricula garnered 

sporadic attention and rarely considered student voice. Unlike its predecessor, literature 

on received curricula did not span multiple grade levels or geographic locations. There 

was no link on the Arizona Department of Education website that considered these 

unexamined curricula.  Likewise, literature on decreasing misalignments between 

intended and received curricula was limited in scope.  Rather, studies (Burris & Welner, 

2005) that examined misalignments were relegated to achievement gaps among student 

populations in relation to the intended curricula (i.e., written, taught, tested, and 

supported). Alarmingly, no studies existed on misalignments between intended and 

received language arts curricula, particularly in border community schools.  Perhaps 

examining empirical and conceptual studies on curriculum leadership may assist in 

negotiating these misalignments. After all, curriculum leaders--individually and 

collectively--can and do influence shifts and change trends.  

Curriculum Leadership 

What practices, programs, and courses are planned, designed, and implemented 

have importance for children, communities, states, and nations. Thus, the focus in this 

next section will be twofold: (a) classic curriculum leadership based on standardization 

that is fixed, practiced, and predictable; and (b) critical curriculum leadership based on 

individual development that is fluid, informed, and equalized. I have divided this section 

into classic and critical because the literature largely divides it that way. In Chapter Five, 
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I will consider a more culturally responsive approach to leadership that may blend the 

two bodies of literature.  

Classic Curriculum Leadership 

Classic curriculum leadership literature approached the content of schooling 

(English, 2000) in an instrumental manner with little attention to curriculum theory and 

culturally responsive pedagogy. This classic approach aligned itself with the 

standardization movement which often resulted in attention to the intended curricula and 

inattention to the received curricula (Porter, 2004). For example, according to scholars of 

classic curriculum leadership (e.g., Hallinger, 2008; Hoy & Miskel, 2008), approaches to 

leading the language arts curricular program included managing things (e.g., institutional 

practices, courses, content, materials, and assessments), processes (e.g., instructional 

pedagogy, and strategies), and people (e.g., self-reflective/caring students, parents, staff, 

and community). Standardization, high-stakes testing, and accountability initiatives were 

underlying factors in leading classic curricular programs.  Moreover, the quality of the 

curricular program was greatly enhanced when the principal spearheaded the efforts.  

Several classic curriculum leadership studies (e.g., Doyle, 1992; Hallinger, 2008; 

Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2010; Robinson, Lloyd & Rowe, 2008) 

substantiated this claim. With designs and quantitative methods that supported the 

intended curricula led by the principal, these studies cited strong effects on student 

achievement. For instance, using a 104-item survey Leithwood et al. (2010) studied 

principals’ and teachers’ instructional leadership in 96 schools across the United States. 

All scales of the Leithwood et al. survey achieved acceptable levels of reliability (Alpha 
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coefficients between .72 and .96). This study demonstrated the indirect effects among 

particular curriculum leadership practices and student outcomes. These included 

managing: things (e.g., setting direction and redesigning the organization); processes 

(e.g., improving the instructional program); and people (e.g., developing the ability to 

reflect and provide an ethic of care in everyday interactions).   

Using a quantitative meta-analysis of 27 leadership studies regarding the 

relationship between leadership and student outcomes, Robinson et al., (2008) reached 

similar conclusions. Specifically, they found three sets of curriculum leadership practices 

having moderate to strong effects on student outcomes: things like setting goals and 

expectations (a moderate effect of .42); processes like planning, coordinating, and 

evaluating the teaching of the curriculum (a moderate effect of .42); and people as in 

promoting and participating in instruction, learning, and professional development (a 

strong effect of .84). Findings from Leithwood et al. (2010) and Robinson et al. (2008) 

suggested that instructional leaders focused on the intended curricula (Porter, 2004) and 

achieved favorable results. However, while these two seminal studies were frequently 

cited in educational leadership literature, neither explicitly considered culture in the 

management of things, processes, and people. 

 Other classic studies on curriculum leadership reached similar conclusions. For 

example, Hallinger (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of empirical studies focused on 

curriculum leadership. He found that giving more attention to things like planning, 

designing, and implementing curriculum was a key construct toward influencing student 

outcomes and school success. He also discovered that it was essential for the people in 
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the organization to embrace certain personal qualities (e.g., goal-oriented, collaborative, 

charismatic, expert, and innovative) to successfully manage the instructional program. 

Likewise, Blase and Blase’s (1999) qualitative study of 809 teachers in the southeastern, 

mid-western, and northwestern United States examined the personal characteristics of 

principals that enhanced curriculum and instruction. Using inductive-exploratory research 

and comparative analysis, teachers’ questionnaires were coded line-by-line and analyzed. 

The main findings suggested that principals informed about curriculum and instruction 

talked with teachers to promote reflection on curriculum development. Additionally, they 

facilitated meaningful professional growth on instructional pedagogy and/or the 

enactment of the intended curricula (Porter, 2004). In these classic leadership studies, 

principals developed processes by developing their people toward the goal of 

standardization. 

In an earlier study, Doyle (1992) suggested particular domains that the 

instructional leader should embrace when managing the instructional program. They 

were:  (a) knowing the key elements of discipline, subject, or lesson; (b) simplifying the 

key elements for the teacher, parent, and student; (c) representing or arranging the key 

elements in an order that is logical and germane to the context; and (d) facilitating a fluid 

enactment of classroom content and delivery. Hallinger’s (2008) findings, as well as 

Blase’s and Blase’s (1999) findings on reflection and growth in regards to curriculum 

leadership, echoed Doyle’s (1992) findings. Doyle’s study mentioned contexts and a fluid 

enactment, intimating but not directly linking the study of curriculum to culture.  
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These classic curriculum studies did not consider cultural contexts (i.e., urban or 

border) in the curriculum leadership equation. And these contexts often increased the 

challenges for the principal. Also, all of these aforementioned studies on curriculum 

leadership neglected to mention cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge 

(Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) as a factor in the school’s 

culture. This was a critical oversight because the expectations, values, lifestyles, and 

experiences of children within their communities had a tremendous bearing on 

misalignments between intended and received curricula. Moreover, the studies on classic 

curriculum leadership focused on management rather than leadership. Managing the 

curricular program required the principal to accept the status quo. Leading the curricular 

program required the principal to challenge the status quo. According to Johnson (2006), 

whenever curriculum leaders were in a position to reinforce standards, they were in a 

position to reinforce the school’s culture (i.e., standardization). This was and is the 

misalignment in classic curriculum leadership studies as it relates to intended and 

received language arts curricula in border community schools.  

 Clearly there was a pattern among practitioners, researchers, and scholars of 

classic curriculum leadership. In this paradigm, curriculum leaders consciously aligned 

purposes, knew curricular content, refined practices performed by their staff, created a 

positive learning environment, arranged school structures that inhibited or supported 

student achievement as measured by summative tests, developed people in the 

organization, and embedded cultural norms. Spearheaded by the principal, these practices 

allowed intended curricula to be prioritized, fixed, practiced, and predictable. Although 
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numerous empirical studies of classic curriculum leadership addressed intended curricula, 

few studies of classic curriculum leadership addressed received curricula. This was true 

for both conceptual and empirical studies. This gap in the literature was problematic 

because anytime there were disparities between what was intended and what was 

received, schooling was compromised for children who needed it most. An examination 

of critical curriculum leadership, an approach that addressed context, may provide a 

better understanding of content actually intended and received in marginalized 

populations and why that may be important.  

Critical Curriculum Leadership  

Other scholars have taken a critical approach to curriculum leadership. Leading 

the curriculum program through a critical lens rather than a standardization lens meant 

that the primary consideration in all decision-making was culture, society, or the child 

rather than standards (e.g., Banks, 1999; Ylimaki, 2011). Thus, critical curriculum 

leadership literature approached the content of schooling (English, 2000) in a fluid and 

informed manner with much attention to curriculum theory (e.g., teaching and learning), 

culturally responsive pedagogy, and the role of politics. This critical approach aligned 

itself with the child-study movement which often resulted in critique of the intended 

curricula and some attention to the received curricula (Porter, 2004). 

Empirical studies on one type of critical leadership (i.e., culturally responsive) 

were initially conducted in African-American communities (e.g., Dillard, 1995; Johnson, 

2006; Ladson-Billings, 1994). For example, in her historical case study of the life of 

Gertrude Elise MacDougald Ayer, the first African American woman principal in New 
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York City whose tenure was in the 1930’s and early 1940’s, Johnson (2006) examined 

culturally responsive practices. Findings suggested that Ayer “incorporated students’ 

cultural knowledge as a vehicle for learning, fostered the development of sociopolitical 

consciousness and democratic citizenship in her elementary school, and advocated for 

social and political reform in the wider Harlem community” (p. 20). She created the 

Activity Program, which was child-centered (e.g., Dewey, 1900; Maslow, 1943) 

progressive education that incorporated intercultural curriculum, human relations work, 

neighborhood field trips, family involvement, parent empowerment, an ethic of care 

based in advocacy, transformative intellectualism, and a clear social justice agenda. 

Culturally responsive leadership in the 1930’s and 1940’s was a rarity, but Gertrude Elise 

MacDougald Ayer was a principal ahead of her time.  

 Ladson-Billings (1994) also conducted a noteworthy study on cultural 

responsiveness in education. In her classic ethnographic multi-case study of eight 

exemplary teachers of African American students, Ladson-Billings coined the term 

“culturally relevant pedagogy.” Her study addressed the mismatch between African 

American students and their White teachers, primarily in regards to cultural validation, 

curriculum comprehensiveness, multidimensional activities, empowerment, and 

transformative practices such as class participation structures. Implications for the 

culturally responsive teacher and/or principal regarded how African American students 

experienced academic success. Findings suggested that cultural competence and 

consciousness were cultivated in all aspects of schooling, including curriculum and 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       79 
 

instruction. However, this study loosely defined “academic success.” This construct was 

not determined by high-stakes tests created by outside entities.   

Findings from these two seminal studies on culturally responsive leadership 

conducted among African-Americans in urban settings were applicable to other 

marginalized contexts in particular ways. Culturally responsive curriculum leaders 

believed that prerequisites for promoting student outcomes were: history, diversity, 

family background, cultural beliefs, mores, desires, interests, language, communal bonds 

(African-American communities) (Ladson-Billings, 1994), and Funds of Knowledge 

(Mexican-American communities) (Moll & Ruiz, 2002). Such alignment was good in 

theory but difficult to apply to practice. However, some principals in challenging contexts 

with high percentages of Hispanic children did embrace culturally responsive curricular 

practices, even when faced with internal adversity (e.g., poverty, immigration, limited 

English acquisition, and home/school misalignments) and external demands (e.g., limited 

resources, and accountability pressures).  I filtered the literature on critical curriculum 

leadership to focus explicitly on schools with high percentages of Mexican-Americans.  

Magno and Schiff (2010) conducted an empirical multi-case study of 14 school 

leaders, focusing on one particular school leader who provided culturally responsive 

practices, programs, and courses for his diverse student population. Mr. Bolls (a 

pseudonym) was the principal of a high school with a heavy influx of immigrant children. 

Concerned that their academic needs were not being met through traditional means of 

pigeonholing the students into the institution, he adjusted the institution to fit their needs. 

For example, he created a Diversity Office, opened elective classes for all regardless of 
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skill or language, validated students’ language by providing them translation 

opportunities, made arrangements for tutoring with peers, provided numerous cultural 

clubs (e.g., Haitian, Asian, African American, and Cape Verdean), and “nurtured a school 

culture which invit[ed] and celebrat[ed] diversity” (p. 88). A sense of belonging allowed 

immigrant and marginalized students to embrace school subjects. Misalignments between 

what was intended and received (Porter, 2004), thus, were less prominent.   

Additional critical leadership studies illustrated the work of culturally responsive 

principals in providing culturally responsive programs, courses, and content for 

marginalized populations, particularly Hispanics (e.g., Goldenberg, 2008; Ogbu 1992a; 

Rodriguez, Murakami-Ramalho, & Ruff, 2009; Zembylas & Iasonos, 2010). For 

example, in their international study on successful southern Arizona principals in 

changing demographics and border contexts, Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, and Villasenor 

(2012) examined four culturally responsive principals well-versed in instruction. Using a 

multi-case methodology, their data sources included documents (i.e., central governing 

bodies and school), ethnographic notes (i.e., school and classroom visits), and 88 

interviews (e.g., school/district leaders, parents, and students). The researchers used the 

constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) when coding and analyzing the 

data; initially 41 codes were created as part of a larger study called the International 

Successful School Principal Project (ISSPP). For this International Study, similar design 

and methods were employed with principals in multiple sites in four countries. Findings 

from Ylimaki et al.’s study (2012) suggested that culturally responsive principals were 

conscious of border culture and language strengths when they designed their 
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organizations. They created a bilingual education center, infused cultural 

artifacts/symbols, and developed a school-wide culture that bred acceptance, tolerance, 

and care. Course offerings were inclusive, whereby language or prior success/failure 

were not determining factors for enrollment in particular courses of study. 

These critical curriculum leadership studies, among others, suggested that 

culturally responsive principals tremendously influenced the intended curricula, both the 

actual content taught (e.g., Cummins, 1996; English, 2000) and pedagogy enacted 

(Doyle, 1992). They did not accept the content as something covered but rather as 

something experienced. For example, culturally responsive content spearheaded by the 

principal might have included: ordering high-interest literature that celebrated diversity 

and intimated tolerance (e.g., Banks, 1999; Callins, 2006; Cornbleth, 1990; Roberts & 

Inman, 2007); infusing dual-language programs/clubs (e.g., Estrada et al., 2009); 

facilitating community partnerships from diverse cultures (e.g., Epstein & Associates, 

2009; Magno & Schiff, 2010; Zembylas & Iasonos, 2010); removing subtle biases in 

textbooks (Madhlangobe, 2009); and using of multiple assessment measures rather than 

solely relying on multiple-choice exams (Madeus, 1988). In facilitating academic content 

in these diverse ways, students’ strengths, interests, and modalities were embedded in the 

school’s culture/habitus (e.g., Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990; Zion & Kozleski, 2005) rather 

than being peripheral to the school’s culture/habitus (e.g., Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990; 

Zion & Kozleski, 2005). 

Similar to influencing the actual content taught in the school (English, 2000), the 

culturally responsive curriculum leader influenced pedagogy enacted in the classroom 
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(Doyle, 1992). For example, Spillane et al. (2003) conducted a four-year longitudinal 

study with 84 teachers at eight high-poverty Chicago public elementary schools that 

predominantly served marginalized populations. The purpose was to ascertain the 

influence curriculum leaders had on actual classroom instruction. Of the 84 teachers 

observed and interviewed, 83.3% (70 teachers) indicated that the principal shaped their 

instructional practices due to his/her knowledge, skill, expertise, interactive style, social 

interaction, support, networking, trust, and distribution of materials. But for the principal 

to have this influence, he/she had to know what culturally responsive pedagogy looked 

like. Culturally responsive pedagogy was not standardized pedagogy. It was not “drill and 

kill” workbook exercises. It was not the memorization of facts. Instead, culturally 

responsive pedagogy was fluid, multi-purposeful, engaging, rigorous, student-friendly, 

creative, original, intuitive, and family/community oriented  (e.g.,  Delpit, 2012; Gay, 

2000; Kayi, 2005; Madhlangobe, 2009; Richards, Brown, & Forde, 2006; Ylimaki et al., 

2012).  In this paradigm, teachers allowed students to bring models from home to explain 

and connect taught concepts (Porter, 2004) to their lived experiences (e.g., Moll et al., 

1992; Yosso, 2005).   

Along with the application of culturally responsive content and pedagogy, critical 

curriculum leaders in urban and border communities often personified cultural responsive 

words and actions. Whether disciplining a child, speaking with a parent, working with 

community members, developing curriculum, or evaluating teachers’ instructional 

delivery, the culturally responsive leader modeled personal qualities of empathy, 

sensitivity, fluidity, and care. For example, Madhlangobe (2009) conducted a dissertation 
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study of culturally responsive leadership practices exhibited by a leader in a culturally 

and linguistically diverse high school in Texas. Findings from this study suggested 

several themes worthy of consideration. Culturally responsive leaders built relationships 

with students, parents, staff, and community. This approach was natural and constant for 

the individual. Culturally responsive leaders were persistent and persuasive. They did not 

succumb to external pressures, including those related to standardization and 

accountability. Culturally responsive leaders communicated with honesty, sensitivity, and 

empathy. Often these individuals had developed thick trust (Arneil, 2006) with the school 

community. Perhaps the leaders themselves were members of the community and could, 

therefore, relate to the difficulties experienced by its members. Or perhaps the leaders 

consistently modeled personal qualities that the community valued. Moreover, culturally 

responsive leaders were present with and for individuals. They never judged or criticized. 

Instead they taught, guided, and inspired people to greatness, especially those in most 

dire need of teachings, guidance, and inspiration. Additional scholars of critical 

curriculum leadership suggested that principals embraced the cultural contexts of the 

community (e.g., Cammarota, 2008; Eppinga, 2002) and modeled culturally responsive 

personal qualities for all people in the organization to emulate (e.g., Cooper, 2009; 

Magno & Schiff, 2010; Miran, 1997; Prassas, 1997; Yimaki, 2011). 

Classic curriculum leadership studies often focused on managing the curricular 

program via things, processes, and people (Hallinger, 2008). Standardization, high-stakes 

testing, and accountability initiatives were the core of these studies (e.g., Glatthorn & 

Jailall, 2009; Jacobs, 1997; Walker & Soltis, 2009). Conversely, critical curriculum 
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leadership studies also focused on leading the curricular program via things, processes, 

and people. However, culture, multiple learning opportunities, support systems, and 

holistic experiences were the core of these studies (i.e., Johnson, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 

1994; Magno & Schiff, 2010; Ylimaki et al., 2012). Much of the curriculum leadership 

literature--both classic and critical--was position-taking. The separate literature camps on 

curriculum leadership intimated that principals did not even try to merge the two 

paradigms. Principals were not validating/including research to praxis in a way that made 

connections for children. And scholars were not examining schools and individuals that 

balanced standardization and culture as I attempt to do in my study. Furthermore, neither 

position was listening to the children, parents, teachers, and leaders in border community 

schools.  

Summary of Chapter Two 

 In sum, my literature review addressed United States-Mexico border culture, 

intended curricula/standardization, received curricula/individual development, and 

curriculum leadership. Numerous empirical and conceptual studies existed on these 

topics in isolation. However, when adding border communities to the studies of 

curriculum and leadership, misalignments were most evident.  

The misalignment between the official knowledge intended (e.g., written, taught, 

tested, and supported) and the unofficial knowledge received (e.g., perceptions of taught 

curricula that were either hidden or null) was addressed in a few curriculum studies (e.g., 

Doyle, 1992; Porter, 2002). However, even in contemporary curriculum studies, what 

was absent was the border community.  This context was uniquely different from 
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African-American populations, immigrant populations, and Mexican-American 

populations supplanted in mainstream America. Misalignments existed on curriculum 

leadership and received curricula, particularly in border communities. Although there 

were several studies on culturally responsive curriculum leadership (e.g., Johnson, 2006; 

Magno & Schiff, 2010), these studies focused on quality programs and support required 

to attain the intended curriculum. These studies did not focus on quality programs and 

support required to modify, adapt, or change the intended curriculum to better meet 

cultural contexts. Also, student voices were completely absent from the literature on 

culture, curriculum, and leadership. What the children were taking away from their 

schooling--particularly those residing in border communities--was not even considered in 

the aforementioned curriculum and leadership studies. Absence of the children’s 

culturally diverse perspectives in relation to curriculum and leadership thereof was 

particularly concerning. Such a void begs the question posed 100 years ago that still 

informs scholarly arguments in contemporary times: are children vessels to be filled or 

fire to be kindled (Plutarch, 1927)?  

Ultimately, the principal leading in border communities is responsible for shaping 

language arts curricula that is accessible, culturally responsive, rigorous, and attainable.  

Findings from my study may suggest how that meaningful goal is accomplished. In the 

next chapter, I introduce my dissertation study. Specifically, I identify my research 

questions, design, approach, sampling, data sources, data collection methods, and data 

analysis/interpretation approaches. I also share my researcher identity and study’s 

limitations.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODS AND DESIGN 

Overview 

 Researchers make choices regarding whom, what, where, when, why, and how 

they study, as well as how to present that data. These choices convey different purposes 

to the study, voices to the data, and meanings to the findings. In designing my 

dissertation on intended and received language arts curricula in a standardized era: 

misalignments and negotiations in border community schools, I made conscious choices 

about the inclusion/exclusion of literature and conceptual frameworks. Likewise, I made 

conscious choices about the methodologies employed, including how I determined the 

design/approach, sampling strategies, data sources, researcher identity, and limitations.  

All decisions were informed by the literature and informed by my research questions.  

Research Questions 

 I addressed three specific research questions for my study to potentially find gaps 

or linkages among culture, curriculum, and leadership. They were:  

• How might cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, and habitus exhibited by 

children be described in border communities? 

• How might current realities of intended and received language arts curricula be 

described in border community schools? 

• How, if at all, do curriculum leaders negotiate border community priorities (i.e., 

cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, and habitus) with curricular priorities (i.e., 

intended/received language arts curricula) in border community schools?  
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Research Design and Approach 

Since United States-Mexico border literature is housed in an interpretive 

framework that considers ideas and experiences on the borderland, it was logical for me 

to employ interpretive approaches (i.e., ethnographic and phenomenological) to my 

study. Additionally, I utilized multi-case study with methods supported by scholars (e.g., 

Creswell, 2009; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Eisner, 1991, 1994; Flick, 2007; Glesne, 2011; 

Stake, 1995). Case studies “provide an opportunity to uncover [and influence] through 

insight, discovery, and interpretation” (Merriam, 1988, p. 10) realities that are bounded 

by contexts such as time and place. Scholars (e.g., Creswell, 2009; Stake 1995) suggested 

that case studies allowed the researcher to explore particular phenomena from many 

angles, contexts, and individuals. Additionally, using multiple cases strengthened the 

understanding, interpretation, and critique of the phenomena examined in my study. 

However, to examine Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) exhibited by children in border 

communities, I expanded Merriam’s traditional approach to case study (i.e., observations 

and interviews) to include student work.  

Approaches to my study were both ethnographic and phenomenological. Since I 

have resided in the De Anza community for nearly 30 years, I have access to and natural 

rapport with the participants, which is recommended in ethnographic approaches. 

Moreover, I used thick description to describe (graphic) one particular cultural group 

(ethnos) to ascertain “how people within a cultural group construct and share meaning” 

(Glesne, 2011, p. 17). Additionally, my approach to this study was phenomenological. 
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“Through extensive and prolonged engagement to develop patterns and relationships of 

meaning” (Creswell, 2009, p. 13), I explored occurrences (phainomenon) that were 

reasoned (logos). The phenomena having the highest rate of occurrence were further 

explored. I interpreted experiences of people living in border communities by: collecting 

multiple sources of data; analyzing data inductively; cultivating holistic, emerging, and 

interpretive perspectives; considering emerging designs; and using a theoretical lens (i.e., 

literature on border curriculum and leadership) throughout the entire process (e.g., 

Creswell, 2009; Glesne, 2011).  

As I analyzed emerging data for themes, I probed deeper to critique the presence 

or absence of certain phenomenon. I also sought to consider the larger meaning (e.g., 

emancipation of thoughts, structures, and paradigms) for principals who lead the 

language arts curricula in border community schools. In examining multiple cases over 

time, I allowed the data to speak and navigate the study rather than force the data toward 

preconceived categories. This bottom-up approach to data collection and analysis allowed 

me to discover concepts and hypotheses through constant comparative analysis. This 

inductive strategy leads “. . .  researchers to go back and forth between analysis and data 

collection because each informs and advances the other” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011, p. 

361). Additionally, examining multiple cases required me to theoretically sample 

different groups to strengthen comparable and dissimilar information.  

In the next three subsections, I indicate sampling strategies, data collection 

methods, and data analyses used to support my research questions and study 

design/approach. 
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Sampling 

 A researcher’s sampling strategies are key components to selecting sites and 

participants as well as to presenting potential findings based on that selection. For this 

reason, purposive sampling was utilized for this study.  As cited by Patton (2002), “The 

logic and power of purposeful sampling . . . leads to selecting information-rich cases for 

study in depth. Information-rich cases are those [where] one can learn a great deal about 

issues of central importance to the purpose of the research” (p. 46). 

Sites 

 Relating to the geographic location of my dissertation, approximately six million 

people currently live in 45 counties located on the United States side (i.e., California, 

Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas) of the Mexico border. In Arizona, approximately 

65,000 people live in six border communities, ranging in population from 35 to 22,634 

(Migration Immigration Source, 2012; U. S. Census Bureau, 2011). To examine my 

phenomenon in information-rich contexts, I conducted my study in two of the larger 

Arizona-Mexico border communities 120 miles apart from each other. I purposely 

selected these two border communities because they were in immediate proximity to the 

border, grossly underrepresented in scholarly literature, and accessible to me. Table 1 

indicates some demographics for Covarrubias (a pseudonym), De Anza (a pseudonym), 

Arizona, and the United States: 
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 Table 1: Demographics: Community, State, and Country 

Demographics Covarrubias, 
Arizona 
(pseudonym)  

De Anza, 
Arizona 
(pseudonym) 

Arizona United 
States 

Population 17,378 20,837 6,392,017 308,745,538 
Persons per square mile 1741.1 1001 56.3  87.4 
Hispanic origin 82.6% 95% 29.6% 16.3% 
No high school diploma  
     (25 yrs. or older) 

37% 30.8% 15% 15% 

Bachelor’s degree or higher 12.9% 10.9% 26.3% 27.9% 
Language other than English 
spoken at home 

72.4% 92.1% 27.1% 20.1% 

Foreign born 29.3% 41% 14.2% 12.7% 
Individuals living in poverty 
      *($21,203.00 or less for a    

family of four) 

34.3% 29.4% 15.3% 13.8% 

Median household income $28,170 $29,442 $50,448 $51,914 
*Sources:  United States Census Bureau (2008), United States Census Bureau (2010) 
 
 
Thus, in the two particular border communities selected for my study, the majority of the 

population was Hispanic in origin, resided in densely populated areas, and did not speak 

English at home. Additionally, a large percentage lacked high school education and lived 

in poverty. In my study, I observed firsthand how intended and received language arts 

curricula played out in schools having such unique community characteristics and 

challenges.   

 In particular, my study was conducted at three schools from Covarrubias (i.e., one 

elementary and two middle) and four schools from De Anza (i.e., three elementary and 

one middle). I asked the superintendents to select the sites based on effective and/or new 

curriculum leadership, strong instructional programs, and cultural responsiveness. I also 

garnered support for my study by sharing overall purposes and specific protocols to be 
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used with children and principals. Arranged by grade level observed, particular school 

demographics for the seven selected school sites can be found in Table 2: 

Table 2: School Demographics 

School (Pseudonym) Grades 
Offered 

Enrollment  % Free & 
Reduced 

A-F 
Letter 
Grade 

Grade 
Observed 

Buena Elementary School K-5 309 78% A Grade 5 
Cesar Chavez Elementary School  Pre K-5 196 89% F Grade 5 
Hope Elementary School Pre K-5 391 94% A Grade 5 
Sycamore Elementary School  K-5 480 92% B Grade 5 
Rio Grande Middle School  
Jaramillo Middle School 
Montez Middle School 

6-8 
6-8 
6-8 

429 
647 
487 

94% 
94% 
80% 

D 
A1 
C 

Grade 6 
Grade 7 
Grade 8 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Source: ADE, 2012 

 
 

Sampling multiple sites from two border community school districts provided a broad 

understanding of the phenomenon being examined (Creswell, 2009) and strengthened my 

findings (Stake 1995).  

Participants 

 With the sampling process for site selection established, I will now introduce the 

process for participant selection. Since I explored my topic from the ground up, I began 

with student voices rather than principal voices. However, I asked the principals for their 

recommendations regarding class selection. Due to my focus on cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) 

1 In 2014-15, ADE conducted an investigation on possible data tampering at Jaramillo Middle School. 
Though the 2014 AIMS data was in question during this investigation, a letter from ADE (2015) mentioned 
irregularities from previous years (i.e., “The 2012 Mark Discrimination Report identified almost 130 grade 
7 student test records in three separate subjects – Reading, Writing, and Math” (p. 6)).  
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prevalent in border community schools, I asked the principals to recommend mainstream 

or English Language Learner (ELL) classes spearheaded by dynamic, cooperative 

teachers1. Once recommendations were made, I contacted the teachers about my study, 

plan, and timeline. My purposive participant sampling (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005) 

consisted of non-identifiable students from the schools/grade levels identified in Table 2 

located in two border communities identified in Table 1. The non-identifiable students 

were representative of the schools’ and communities’ demographics.  

 Once the non-identifiable student data were collected and coded, I conducted 

interviews with the seven principals who led those children. Characteristics of the seven 

principal participants can be found in Table 3: 

   
Table 3: Principal Characteristics 

Principal 
(Pseudonym) 

Ethnicity/ 
Gender  

Yrs. in 
education 

Yrs. as 
principal  

School (Pseudonym) 

Principal Bejarano White female 21 7 Buena Elementary School 
Principal Trenton White female 14 1 Cesar Chavez Elementary School 
Principal Rojas Hispanic female 33 4 Hope Elementary School 
Principal Link White female 9 1 Sycamore Elementary School 
Principal Machado Hispanic female 17 1 Rio Grande Middle School 
Principal Lopez Hispanic female 20 8 Jaramillo Middle School 
Principal Williams White female 21 3 Montez Middle School 

 

Sampling seven principals allowed me to consider multiple perceptions, perspectives, 

realities, goals, and tensions in regards to the phenomenon. Gender, socio-economic 

1 Two of these classes were honors classes. I discovered that truism toward the end of my study. 
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status, sexual orientation, educational attainment, and religious affiliation were not 

considerations in the sampling of the principal participants.  

Data Sources and Collection 

 I collected and recorded several data sources for my multi-case study over a seven 

month period (October 2012-April 2013). These data sources included 154 student 

responses, 55 participant observations, and seven semi-structured interviews of 

principals. Specifics on the data sources can be found in Table 4: 

Table 4: Data Sources 

Data Sources Quantity Type  Completion Time  
Researcher-generated  
Documents 

154 Non-identifiable 
student essays 

9-110 minutes each  
10 hours (total) 

Participant observations 26 
23 
6 

Hallway/Office 
Classroom 
Campus activities 

15-180 minutes each 
39 hours (total) 

Principal interviews 7 Semi-structured 53-103 minutes each  
9 hours (total) 

 

Document Analysis 

 Document analyses were central to my study on intended and received language 

arts curricula in border community schools. Analysis of the students’ essays heightened 

the quality of my participant observations and interviews. However, before proctoring the 

writing prompts to fifth-eighth grade students, I visited the schools and classrooms 

multiple times. In doing so, I developed rapport with all stakeholders, particularly the 

students (Glesne, 2011). This relationship was natural rather than contrived because the 

students already saw me in a principal’s role, particularly in the De Anza community. 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       94 
 

After establishing rapport with the children and gaining support of the classroom 

teachers, I distributed Parent Consent Forms (See Appendix I)1 and identified a due date 

for their return.  

 After collecting the signed Parent Consent Forms2, I arranged a suitable time to 

proctor the writing prompts on skills learned at home, storytelling, border culture, and 

memorable school lessons. With my knowledge of priorities pertaining to writing, I 

aligned my prompts to the format used on AIMS (ADE, 2014). This was a selling point. 

See Appendix J for the four prompts written in RAFTS format (i.e., role, audience, 

format, and topic) (National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), 2011). The teachers 

and I co-proctored, reading the prompt in English and referring the students to the 

translated version on the backside of the paper. Students were reminded that this writing 

response would be used as a class grade. In doing so, students would inevitably take this 

activity more seriously. Moreover, students were provided dictionaries and thesauri and 

informed that this was an independent activity. In their writing, I expected to see either 

connections or dissociations to the literature on culture and curriculum. And this 

support/gap may have influenced principals’ work with culture in the standardized era.  

 Once the students completed the essays, teachers removed those whose parents 

did not approve of their child’s participation in the research project. Also, upon my 

request the teachers blackened the students’ names and handed the written responses to 

me. I kept careful record of these data. I separated them into seven folders labeled with 

1 I was careful to soften educational jargon and general wording in the parent letter. 
2 160/162 parent permission forms were returned. Of the 160 returned, six parents did not give me 
permission to use their child’s non-identifiable data in my research. So 154/162 (95%) gave me permission 
to use their child’s non-identifiable data in my research. 

                                                 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       95 
 

the appropriate school names and pseudonyms. Additionally I numbered the papers from 

Student 1-Student 154. In case a reference or follow up needed to be made at a later time, 

I color-coded, sorted, labeled, and numbered the students’ essays by school first and by 

selected prompt second. Although students had a choice in prompt selection, clearly the 

most popular choice was the prompt requesting a description of the people, culture, and 

schools in Covarrubias/De Anza (i.e., Prompt 4 with a response rate of 42%). On a 

related note, 19% of students responded to Prompt 1 (i.e., skills learned at home). Prompt 

2 (i.e., storytelling) had 14% of the students responding. And 25% of the students 

responded to Prompt 3 (i.e., favorite/least favorite reading, writing, and speaking 

lessons). 

Participant Observations 

 A second data source fully utilized in my qualitative study was participant 

observations, whereby “The researcher takes field notes on the behavior and activities of 

individuals at the research site” (Creswell, 2009, p. 181). Denzin and Lincoln (2011) 

added that participant observations collected in the natural setting (e.g., school, office, 

and classroom) might extend to curricular lessons and programs. Following the 

recommendations of these scholars as well as Miles and Huberman (1994), I was always 

mindful of the following dimensions when conducting participant observations: setting 

(i.e., where the research took place); actors (i.e., who was observed or interviewed); 

events (i.e., what the actors were doing); and processes (i.e., how the events evolved 

within the setting over time). Participant observations were ongoing, although I 
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conducted the majority of them prior to proctoring the essays to students and 

interviewing the principals.  

 As Creswell (2009) advised, I recorded observational data using an observational 

protocol, which can be found in Appendix K.  For the 55 participant observations I 

conducted for my study, I took field notes in the natural setting (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011). I considered the environment (i.e., physical setting), actors (i.e., participants), 

events (i.e., actual activities actors were doing in the classroom, office, or campus 

activity), and processes (i.e., institutional, instructional, and personal dimensions that 

evolved over time) (Miles & Huberman, 1994). The advantage of this data collection 

method was that I was naturally “exploring topics that may have been uncomfortable for 

participants to discuss” (Creswell, 2009, p. 179) in their student essays or principal 

interviews. It was highly unlikely that individuals found my visits intrusive.  

 Although Glesne (2011) suggested that researchers know their role as objective 

observer rather than subjective participant, Creswell (2009) suggested this process did not 

have to be so narrowly defined. He stated: “Qualitative observers may also engage in 

roles varying from a non-participant to complete participant” (p. 181). The point is that 

when conducting observations, I intentionally engaged in both roles. For example, in 

gaining rapport with the students prior to obtaining Informed Parent Consent and 

proctoring the writing prompts, I was a participant. My insider status (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2005) as a recognized member of the border/school community was an asset for me in the 

participant role. However, when observing the classroom, hallway, office, and campus 
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activities, I played the role of a non-participant. This switch in roles required redirecting 

interactions of students and teachers who were tempted to gain my rapport.  

Interviews 

 A third data source utilized in my qualitative study was semi-structured 

interviews of seven principals. According to Spradley (1979), interviews were explicit, 

purposeful, specific speech events whereby the researcher encouraged expanded 

responses through the framing of descriptive, structured, and contrasting questions. 

Drawing on Glesne (2011), I initially asked general questions and moved into more 

specific questions in three central areas of focus: culture of community/school; language 

arts curricula and tensions thereof; and curriculum leadership. Purposefully, I navigated 

my questioning toward strengths, emphases, voids, and disappointments on the same 

three central areas of focus expressed by the students in their essays. See Appendix L for 

the principal interview protocol. 

 Throughout the interviews I was warm and inviting rather than cold and sterile. 

This rapport heightened comfort and increased the likelihood that words would fly 

(Glesne, 2011) and data were heard (Rubin & Rubin, 1995). All interviews were 

conducted face-to-face, which allowed me to have control and flexibility over the semi-

structured questioning (e.g., Creswell, 2009; Spradley, 1979). Using an electronic device, 

I recorded all seven principal interviews that were conducted in the principals’ offices. In 

this way I could hear intonation and pauses and see nonverbal representations (e.g., 

discomfort, sarcasm, humor, humility, and satisfaction). I transcribed these interviews 

immediately.  
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Data Analysis and Interpretation 

 I analyzed and interpreted case studies using phenomenological approaches. 

Drawing from Creswell (2009), I followed several steps to analyze and interpret my data. 

First, I prepared the raw data by checking each observation protocol and interview 

transcription for accuracy. To increase readability, I electronically separated the 

observation protocols into three sections: hallway/office, classroom, and campus 

activities. Second, I organized the raw data by printing the observation protocols and 

transcriptions and stapling into two large packets. I also placed the seven manila folders 

with the numbered student essays alongside the two packets. Then my data were 

physically in one place.  

 Third, I read through all the data in a holistic manner numerous times. Fourth, I 

inductively coded the data by writing themes into the margins of the students’ essays, 

participant observation protocols, and principal interview transcripts. I placed those 

themes on a spreadsheet under deductive headers based on the terminology in the 

research questions. These initial deductive codes and inductive themes were: Funds of 

Knowledge (e.g., manners and skills); cultural capital (e.g., aspirations, family, and 

language); storytelling (e.g., grandparents, parents, and relation); reading (e.g., likes and 

dislikes); writing (e.g., likes and dislikes); speaking (e.g., likes and dislikes);  culture 

(e.g., people, identity, school, community, and things); and miscellaneous (e.g., advice 

and off-topic content). Fifth, through an ongoing iterative process, I negotiated themes, 

descriptions, research questions, my study’s design, and even the dissertation title. 

Ultimately, I refined the codes to: family, Spanish language, aspirations, ethnic pride, 
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intended language arts curricula, received language arts curricula, current leadership 

habitus, and future leadership habitus. Finally, I interpreted the larger meaning of the data 

by drafting my thoughts, always beginning with the students’ voices. Although initially 

seen as linear in design, these steps were “. . . more interactive in practice; the various 

stages are interrelated and not always visited in the order presented” (Creswell, 2009, p. 

185).  

 In analyzing and interpreting the data, I considered reliability and validity. 

According to Yin (2003), reliability referred to stability or consistency among researchers 

and projects. I was the only person collecting, recording, analyzing, and interpreting the 

data for my study. So to increase reliability, I aligned codes and clustered themes with 

scholars’ definitions, particularly in relation to cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds 

of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992). Also, I increased reliability by being consistent and 

steadfast in my attention to detail. Analyzing and interpreting the data was a very time-

consuming process that required focus, reflection, and revision of the literature. I took 

considerable time in this stage of the process. In doing so, my analyses were more stable, 

and my interpretations were more consistent.    

 According to additional scholars of qualitative research (e.g., Creswell, 2009; 

Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Gibbs, 2007), validity referred to employing certain procedures 

to check for the accuracy, trustworthiness, authenticity, and credibility of the findings. To 

increase trustworthiness, authenticity, and credibility in my data analysis, I employed 

several validity strategies supported by scholars (e.g., Carspecken, 1996; Creswell, 2009; 

Creswell & Miller, 2000). These included: triangulation (i.e., multiple data sources at 
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multiple sites/districts through prolonged exposure); inclusion of discrepant information 

(i.e., complex themes that run counter to the coded themes); bias clarification (i.e., self-

reflected, honest narrative about the researcher’s preconceived notions that may shape 

interpretation of findings); member checking (i.e., portions of the polished product shared 

with participants to confirm/increase accuracy of cultural descriptions and themes); thick 

descriptions (i.e., portrayal of  participants, experiences, and findings that “transport 

readers to the setting” (Creswell, 2009, p. 191)); and peer debriefing (i.e., critical 

colleagues inside and outside the study provide a keen eye to the entire process). 

However, my most prominent validity strategies used were triangulation and thick 

descriptions.  I ensured quality and control using the aforementioned reliability and 

validity measures.  

Researcher Identity 

 For nearly 30 years I have lived in one of the border communities where I 

conducted half my dissertation study. I am a White woman, a middle school principal 

with influence in the De Anza community, and a mother of a child in one of the schools 

in the study. Additionally, my husband was born and raised in this border community. He 

knows generations of people that reside in this border community and has provided 

introductions and facilitated social engagements. Such familiarity and comfort among the 

researcher and participants is referred to as insider status (e.g., Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; 

Glesne, 2011), which can be a strength or weakness. However, for my study such 

familiarity was a clear advantage. In spite of my race/ethnicity, I have developed thick 

trust (Arneil, 2006) with members of the De Anza border community. And even though I 
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was an outsider to the Covarrubias border community, I still had insider status (Denzin & 

Lincoln, 2011). Perhaps participants were at ease having the knowledge that I, too, lived 

in a border community for a quarter of a century and led a school in that context. I 

embrace the culture, language, people, struggles, and successes. That knowledge base is 

very much who I am and what I portray in speech and action. Since I have access to and 

natural rapport with members of a border community, the students’ written responses and 

principals’ interviews were conversational, descriptive, humorous, and telling rather than 

formal, concise, sterile, and guarded. Telling stories about schooling is an activity border 

town dwellers typically embrace. This is where the story is. This is where my story is. 

Limitations 

 A few limitations to this study bear mentioning. They are: small sample size, 

omission of additional voices, collection timeframe, researcher bias, participant 

familiarity, and scholarly wording. Although my data sources were plentiful, they only 

represented a small portion of the children and principals in Arizona-Mexico border 

community schools. And I did not have follow-up interviews or group discussions with 

the children. I took what they wrote at face value. Moreover, their parents and other 

community members were not solicited to provide further evidence of cultural and/or 

school priorities.  Likewise, the seven months I collected data was a relatively narrow 

time from which to draw generalized conclusions.  

 Since I am a middle school principal in De Anza, I am aware of potential 

researcher bias that could have adversely affected reliability of the data. Moreover, I have 

experiences and views with the topic of this research. For example, in De Anza 28/180 
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school days (17%) were dedicated to standardized formative and summative assessments. 

This heavy emphasis on teaching and testing standardized curricula pre-determined by 

local, state, and national entities concerns me. My attachment to this topic may lead me to 

over emphasize data that support my opinion or to disregard data that do not support my 

opinion. At the same time, I may be more critical of the data since I live it. I addressed 

potential research bias by continuously exploring my own subjectivity as well as 

collecting data at multiple sites in multiple ways.  

 Familiarity among the participants and the researcher may have been a limitation 

as well. The participants (especially the students) may have written what they thought I 

wanted to hear. They may have seen me in a leadership role even though I was in a 

researcher role for this project. This may have been particularly true for participants in 

De Anza schools since many of the participants knew me. However, I became a familiar 

face to the students at Covarrubias in a relatively short time. And they, too, saw me as a 

principal and researcher. Either way, the students may have seen me as a person with 

authority and power. And the principals may have been extraordinary sensitive to 

criticizing the current system that was highly regulated, extremely public, and vastly 

monitored. These curriculum leaders may be operating in a panoptical era that limited 

their ability to deviate from prescribed curricula, even if they wanted to do so. Beyond 

the scope of my dissertation, I recognize that notions of power and control may have 

influenced participant responses (both students and principals) in various ways (e.g., 

Kavalle & Brinkmann, 2009; Schratz, 1993).    
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 Moreover, scholarly wording of the prompts also may have been a limitation, 

particularly for those students struggling with English. This potential limitation was 

corrected by my allowing the students to respond to the prompts in English, Spanish, or a 

combination of the two languages. Additionally, I provided the writing prompts in 

Spanish and encouraged the students to refer to that translation. Also, those students in 

special programming (i.e. special education) may have found the task too challenging in 

either language. Writing an essay or letter on a prompt of choice may have been 

unreasonable for some students. I remedied this particular limitation by asking the 

teacher to intervene.   

Summary of Chapter Three 

 In Chapter Three, I introduced the design (i.e., multi-case study) and approaches 

(i.e., ethnographic and phenomenological) to my dissertation study on intended and 

received language arts curricula in border community schools. Qualitative in design, I 

identified my three research questions that addressed culture, curriculum, and leadership. 

Additionally, I specified that my purposive sampling included seven school sites (i.e., 

four elementary and three middle) in two Arizona-Mexico border communities 120 miles 

apart from each other. These schools had evidence or hope of improved student outcomes 

as determined by AIMS (ADE, 2012). Participants included 154 non-identifiable students 

and seven principals with strong reputations as curriculum leaders. Data sources included 

document analysis of researcher-generated essay prompts, participant observations of 

schools/classrooms/events, and interviews of principals. Data were collected, recorded, 

analyzed, and interpreted over a seven month period (October 2012-May 2013). I 
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analyzed and interpreted the evolving nature of events undertaken by the participants 

within the setting in relation to intended/received language arts curricula, with its 

inclusion or absence of cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Gonzalez et 

al., 2005), and curriculum leadership praxis. I identified with the participants due to my 

connection to the border community and leadership position in the school. In the next 

chapter, I present my findings to my qualitative multi-case study.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

FINDINGS 

Overview 

In Chapter Four, I present findings by research question first and by prevalent 

theme second. In doing so, I blend data sources, provide depths of understanding, and 

expose misalignments that may merit further introspection or critique. This chapter 

begins with findings on Arizona-Mexico border culture. Specifically, I illustrate the 

extensive cultural capital (i.e., familial, linguistic, and aspirational) (Yosso, 2005), Funds 

of Knowledge (i.e., ethnic pride) (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 

1990) prevalent in the border communities where my study schools are located. I then 

present findings on dimensions of language arts curricula, including particular findings 

related to content and learning processes that are intended and received (Porter, 2002, 

2004). I then share findings on an additional theme threaded throughout the study: 

curriculum leadership and its influence with decreasing misalignments on intended and 

received language arts curricula in border community schools. 

Research Question 1: Cultural Capital, Funds of Knowledge, and Habitus  

 My first research question was: How might cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds 

of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) exhibited by 

children be described in border communities? This question was important to my study 

because it allowed me to understand the surroundings, traditions, backgrounds, priorities, 

interests, experiences, and customs of people residing in the borderlands. Findings 
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drawing on students’ essays, participant observations, and principal interviews validated 

one student’s declaration: “Living in a border town is not like living anywhere else.”  

The physical surroundings of these two border communities 120 miles apart from 

each other were strikingly similar. The communities were heavily influenced by the 

culture of Mexico. Discolored stucco adorned locally owned curios (gift shops). 

¡Bienvenidos (welcome) exclaimed hotel signs. Relics of suns and lizards hung on 

exterior walls of a laundromat. Elderly women wore vestidos Mexicana (Mexican 

dresses), chanklas (flip flops), and beaded jewelry con cruzes (with crosses). At the local 

McDonalds, whose menu was in español (Spanish), vaqueros canosos (gray-haired 

cowboys) met for morning cafe, jugo de naranja, avena, papas, o burritos de huevo con 

verdura (coffee, orange juice, oatmeal, hash-browns or burritos with egg and vegetables). 

A license plate bearing a Mexican state adorned a sticker that read: Colosio por 

presidente (Colosio for President)1. A billboard read Disfrutar Sol con limon y sal (Enjoy 

Sol beer with lemon and salt). Commonplace were conversations among the locals 

conducted in Spanish (e.g., ¡Ojala lo pasen bien! (Hope you have fun); Gracias, ya 

sabemos que si. (Thanks, I know we will)). Musica en espanol (Spanish music) blared on 

a transistor radio in a garage. Locals ordered flan (Mexican pudding) or purchased a 

green apple with chamoy (red spicy caramel) wrapped in cellophane from Chatitas, a 

local restaurant in Covarrubias. Or they enjoyed menudo (stew made with cow intestines) 

from El Zarape, a local restaurant in De Anza. In a local hotel lobby hung framed 

1 Luis Donaldo Colosio, a hopeful candidate for presidency in Mexico, was gunned down during a 
campaign year (i.e., March 23, 1994). He symbolized hope, change, and democratic ideals for those fed up 
with a political system mired in corruption and abuse of power (Salinas, 2004). Tattered Colosio bumper 
stickers and signs are commonplace in border communities. 
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photographs of cattle ranches, adobe structures, fields (i.e., citris, copper, cotton, and 

saguaro), and rodeos. Tiendas (stores) along the border sold replicas of Ettore “Ted” 

DeGrazia, who painted indigent children rather than wealthy children.  

In both Covarrubias and De Anza, there were multiple symbolic representations 

of the Catholic faith.  Billboards exclaimed: “God is everywhere”; “Seek the Lord and all 

that is Good”; “And the greatest of these if love” (Corinthians 13:13). Bumper stickers 

preached: “As I have loved you so you must love one another” (John 13:34); God is 

watching us.”  De Virgin de Guadalupe (Mexican Virgin Mary), Padre Kino (Father 

Kino), and cruces (crosses) adorned the walls and shelves of family-owned Mexican 

restaurants. Published in Spanish, a local newspaper in Covarrubias displayed a cross on 

its cover page. It lay on a wicker chair outside the post office with its headline: Otro túnel 

encontrado (another tunnel found). In front of numerous humble abodes (homes) were 

grottos.  

In route to the schools in my study, I also observed physical evidence of Mexican 

culture. For example, in route to Cesar Chavez Elementary School I noticed several fence 

lines strewn with the morning wash, suggesting the town was awake. I was careful not to 

drive too fast, however, for the road was unpaved and the clothing deserved to be free 

from dust.  When I entered Rio Grande Middle School on a cold December morning, a 

grandmotherly figure covered in a thick coat and tightly wrapped shawl around her face 

passed me in the crossway. I greeted her: Buenos diaz, señora  (Good morning, Mrs.). 

Buenos diaz, señorita (Good morning, Miss) she responded, tugging her tattered shawl 

tightly to avoid the chill. An overflowing wash frequently inched toward Sycamore 
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Elementary School. Just a few blocks from the border, government housing and trailer 

homes enveloped Hope Elementary School. This was not middle-America with its 

singular language and Eurocentric culture. Covarrubias and De Anza were unique. 

Though living in the Arizona side of the border, their habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 

1990) was tremendously shaped by Mexico. As I learned later in the interviews, this 

influence brought great pride to the community.  Visitors to Covarrubias and De Anza 

might be “strangers in a strange land” (Heinlein, 1961). But to the people in my study, 

this locale was home. And White culture was strange. 

To ascertain the extent that border culture was exhibited by children in their 

homes, communities, and schools, I targeted this topic when observing, proctoring, and 

interviewing. For example, the participant observation protocol I prepared and utilized 

directed my view toward evidence of cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge 

(Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) in the physical setting and 

intended curricula. Approximately one-third of the interview questions addressed the 

border community, its people, and its customs. Additionally, three of the four prompts 

proctored to children in fifth-eighth grade addressed cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds 

of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron (1990). Based on 

the children’s responses, principals’ interviews, and participant observations, I 

ascertained that cultural priorities were dominant in the community and home but to a 

much lesser degree in the schools.  The absence of Mexican-American culture in the 

schools was a significant finding as was its alarming substitution. 
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Numerous findings of Arizona-Mexico border culture surfaced from all data 

sources. However, I examine the four most prevalent findings that shaped the children’s 

culture: family (i.e., immediate and extended kin that provided networks, support, safety, 

values, behaviors, and foundation); language (i.e., bilingualism in English and Spanish 

that assisted in navigating two nations); goal-setting (i.e., the vision and tenacity in 

seeking and accomplishing a goal beyond present conditions); and ethnic pride (i.e., the 

priorities and behaviors associated with Mexican-American celebrations, food, music, art, 

misrecognition, and resilience).  

Family 

Multiple times, participants described the border community as “close knit” and 

“family oriented.” In particular, several references were made to the genuine love and 

respect students had for their brothers, sisters, parents, and extended family members. 

These were considered priority over self-interests. Stated Student 145: “The people in a 

border community . . . care a lot for their families. They put their families first before 

anything else.” Family and culture were inseparable, as evident in this comment: “Our 

culture is like loving our family” (Student 21). Illustrating deep admiration and 

appreciation for parents, Student 110 realized: “Without our parents teaching us . . .  

things, we would struggle in life.” Such reverence and enmeshment with family was 

consistent with literature on familial capital (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 2005; Yosso, 2005). 

Openly expressing such warm sentiments for family may be considered uncharacteristic 

for teenagers, but for Mexican-American children in Covarrubias and De Anza, 

expressing warm sentiments for family was the norm.  
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 Roles and duties within the family unit were a finding as well, which was 

consistent with the literature on family and its impact on skill sets and behaviors (e.g., 

Bejarano, 2005; Moll et al., 1992). Principal Rojas mentioned: “The matriarch is the most 

important person of the family.” Often the madre (mother) impressed upon her children 

that: “. . . family time is important, if nothing else at meal time” (Principal Machado). 

Findings also suggested that siblings had a very important role in the family structure for 

those in Covarrubias and De Anza.  They modeled behavior, taught manners, cooked 

meals, and tutored school lessons. Student 39, for example, stated to his teacher: “You 

are not the only teacher I have. I have two more teachers at home . . . my brother . . . and 

my sister.” Principal Rojas expressed this insight on family roles: “Older siblings, 

especially older girls, are very nurturing much more so, I think, than you might see in 

some of the northern most cities. I think that girls are almost groomed to be maternal 

from a young age. They’re the nurturers in the family. I see that as cultural as well.”  

Principals mentioned the phenomenon of older children (especially girls) babysitting 

younger children and the economic necessity for them to be in that role. Family roles and 

duties such as these were consistent with literature on familial capital (e.g., Kennedy, 

1972; Yosso, 2005). 

 The importance of maternal roles was echoed in several non-identifiable student 

essays and expressed by the majority of the principals. Many children in border 

communities lived with extended family members, who were sometimes their caretakers. 

According to scholars of border culture (e.g., Alzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005), living 

with extended family members required certain behaviors of children in the household, 
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such as patience, humility, tolerance, cooperation, and group interests. For example, 

without detail Student 57 simply wrote, “My grandma takes care of me.” And after 

explaining how his grandfather tells funny jokes and cool stories, Student 81 exclaimed: 

“I love [my grandfather] so much!” Another student recognized his grandparents’ talents 

that he, too, hoped to attain. “Tata (grandpa) is smart, funny, and he makes fantastic stuff. 

And nana (grandma) is a great artist” (Student 32). For Student 62, the expectation at 

home was to “. . . clean the table and help my tia (aunt) clean the house.” Such frequent 

visitations with extended family and co-habitants might be due to economic necessity, 

immigration/deportation, or family connectivity. Principal Link surmised:  

 Family is a big part of parents’ expectations. I think that a lot of my students have 

 multi-generational households. They’ll live with their grandparents. Or their 

 nana (grandma) will live with them . . . Lots of nanas and tatas (grandfathers) . . .  

 raise their grandchildren or take care of their grandchildren while their parents go 

 to work . . . The family is always, in my experience, very supportive. If someone 

 loses their (sic) job or loses their apartment another family member will take them 

 in. I think that reliance on family members is an expectation. 

Principal Machado concurred: “Some live with relatives on this side while their parents 

live across the line” (e.g., colloquialism for “across the international border”). Such a 

deep connection to extended family is consistent with Yosso’s (2005) work on familial 

capital in that family interests were valued more than self-interests.  

 Additional findings suggested that family values admired, appreciated, and 

celebrated in border communities may be influenced by religion. As suggested by 
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Student 70 and supported by United States-Mexico border literature (e.g., Behar, 2003; 

Torres, 2003), family and religion were closely linked; they were one the same. This 

individual wrote: “I love the blessings with my family.” Principal Rojas and Principal 

Link provided some context to this statement. They indicated that “many of our customs 

and traditions are tied to the Catholic religion” (Principal Rojas) and “Family traditions in 

this community are Catholic-based because a lot of our families are Catholic” (Principal 

Link). This elementary principal continued speaking about the students that attended 

catechism every Wednesday in lieu of tutoring or other after-school activities. Likewise, 

Principal Machado mentioned: “Children’s upbringing is based on the values of the 

Church.” Similarly, Student 126 stated: “There’s a popular religion named Catholicism 

which the majority of De Anza people adore.”  

 Although my study was conducted in public schools as opposed to private schools 

affiliated with a particular religion, I noticed a subtle connection to religion/faith amongst 

the children. For instance, I told one fifth-grade girl from Hope Elementary that she had 

beautiful earrings (crosses adorned with delicate jewels). She responded, “Thank you. Mi 

madrina (my godmother) gave them to me for my First Communion.” I also noticed a 

sixth-grade boy from Rio Grande Middle School wearing a rosary around his neck. He 

continuously looped the beads around his fingers while writing his essay. I commented 

on his rosary to which he responded, “Mi mamá me dijo que lo usara diario.” (My mom 

told me to wear it every day). In his native language I asked if he liked wearing it. He 

replied, “Todos lo traemos puestos.”(We all wear it). I sought clarification by asking 
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who he meant by “we.” “Mi familia.” (My family). Wearing this symbol of faith 

exemplified a natural extension of his familial capital (e.g., Behar, 2003; Yosso, 2005)  

 Furthermore, participants suggested that their families frequently infused the 

Catholic faith in family gatherings such as baptisms, birthdays, weddings, and holidays. 

“Christmas, for example, is celebrated big because of the Catholic religion. There is a lot 

of family unity and bonding” (Principal Machado) whereby the family “. . . comes 

together at Christmas time and has tamales at Christmas dinner” (Principal Link).  

Principal Bejarano also commented on family celebrations centered on religious services 

or ideals. She stated: “Well they certainly like to have parties that involve the extended 

families. And that means birthdays, baptisms, the quinceañeras-- those are all 

opportunities so that they can have a big family get-together.” Likewise, Principal Rojas 

mentioned that families celebrated quinceañeras which began in the church and ended in 

the dance hall with elaborate decorations, catering, full music ensembles, and 

debutants/escorts. But this participant added to the list: “. . . weddings and the family get-

togethers on the weekends.” 

 Frequent informal family gatherings on both sides of the border were 

commonplace in border communities as well. At these social events, immediate and 

extended kin provided networks, support, safety, and values “Family is a big part of the 

culture here. Mexican families are usually very close. We always have big family 

gatherings. . . I love to share experiences with my family” stated Student 152. Student 

144 lightheartedly indicated: “Everyone has a party for anything.” Principal Link also 

mentioned, “Traditions are deeply rooted in family experiences. . . It ends up being a lot 
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of people all of the time and great food and good cooking and lots of happiness and 

everyone just being together.” Frequent family gatherings were consistent with literature 

on familial capital (Behar, 2003) in that time together was valued more than time alone.   

 The words tradition and family often went hand-in-hand when speaking about 

strengths of border communities. For example, Principal Lopez mentioned: The 

community of Covarrubias is primarily Hispanic. It’s a community that is very 

traditional, and there are families that have been here for generations.” Furthermore, 

Principal Rojas mentioned that family entrenchment was an expectation or cultural norm. 

She stated: “We do come from a very small community and again tradition is that the 

children stay close to home. So they are not afforded as many opportunities by the 

families to leave the nest and see the world outside their own little community.” Principal 

Bejarano also noted the everyday presence of family that was the cultural norm:  

 There are a lot of family meals together. And I mean more extended families that 

 go to grandma’s house a lot or they go to the aunt’s house a lot. And people will . 

 . . show up to somebody’s house – usually the person who knows how to cook. 

 And their sister, their other sister, their brother, their grandma – they will all be 

 there having dinner a lot.  

 Participants suggested that the love, respect, priority, admiration, and appreciation 

that children may have for their siblings, parents, and extended family members may be 

influenced by multi-generational households, religion, and family gatherings. However, 

principals intimated--and participant observations validated--that this close-knit 

connection to family may also be due in part to “. . . events revolving around the 
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children” (Principal Bejarano) in the Covarrubias and De Anza communities and schools. 

Sports activities, music programs, and awards ceremonies, for example, were family-

oriented activities. Principal Williams said, “You see a lot of people at the sporting 

events. They are very much into sports here.” Principal Trenton concurred. She stated: 

“You see a lot more parent involvement in youth-oriented activities in the community 

like sports.” Echoing these sentiments was Principal Machado: “Being with children is an 

important tradition in this community. Sporting events are huge. The kids participate in 

sports at school and traveling teams.” Participant observations of middle school sporting 

events (i.e., girls’ soccer and boys’ basketball) suggested that parents and extended 

family members supported children in school and community athletic programs. 

 Along with active participation in their children’s sports activities, families in 

border contexts also attended music programs, awards ceremonies, and conferences at 

their children’s schools. As suggested by Principal Trenton: “[Covarrubias] is pretty 

family-oriented in most respects. There are lots of kids that have tons of extended family. 

That does play a significant role in the educational process. You often times will have 

aunts, uncles, grandparents, [and] cousins that show up to family-oriented functions or 

parent-teacher conferences. “Likewise, Principal Bejarano mentioned the presence of 

extended families at school functions. She stated: “When we have honors assemblies, 

when we have concerts, when we have end-of-the year transition ceremonies, we get lots 

of family members Not just mom and dad. We have grandma, grandpa, aunts, [and] 

uncles attending those events. So the families are present there.” In my participant 

observations of a holiday concert and awards assembly, both at Buena Elementary 
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School, I noticed parents, grandparents, and extended family members in the audience. 

Both events were standing room only, suggested that extended family were members of 

the home culture and participants in the school culture (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; Behar, 

1987), at least in peripheral ways.  

 Family was such an important component to students’ cultural upbringing that it 

went beyond extended family attending events and activities in the communities and their 

schools. Findings suggested that behaviors (e.g., unity, love, cooperation, and 

connectivity) drawn from familial capital (Yosso, 2005) were interspersed at the school 

environment and classroom level also. Principal Machado, for example, recognized: “We 

infuse the family values and morals in school. You heard it this morning with the 

message about overcoming obstacles. We always talk to them about making good choices 

and being respectful. . . . Also we have a rewards system where they get tickets for 

random acts of kindness.” As she mentioned, during the morning announcement this 

principal provided a vignette of a famous painter, Monet, who persevered to overcome 

obstacles and fulfill his dream. The principal ended her announcement with this catch 

phrase: “Make it a great day. It’s your choice.” Inclusion of this vignette was intentional 

on Principal Machado’s part. Moreover, during my participant observations, I noticed 

numerous postings for parents to attend meetings and special events. Montez Middle 

School was having a talent show that was: “Fun for the whole family!” Rio Grande 

Middle School posted a flyer in every classroom that read: “Comida-reunión. Padres, los 

invitamos a participar todos los miércoles.” (Let’s do lunch. Parents are encouraged to 

attend every Wednesday).   
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 Individual classroom practices and lessons also suggested an interspersing of 

behaviors (e.g., unity, love, cooperation, and connectivity) drawn from familial capital 

(Yosso, 2005). Student 149 clearly embraced this notion: “One big character trait I think 

border town schools have is we treat each other like family.” A handmade bulletin board 

at Hope Elementary loudly displayed the teacher’s expectation that the children in her 

classroom were like a family unit. It read: “We are a family. We may not always like 

each other. We will always RESPECT each other. We will always HELP each other. We 

will always HAVE EACH OTHERS’ BACK!!!!!! We are a family.” This philosophy was 

exemplified during a lesson I observed in that same classroom. In front of the entire class, 

students were orally sharing haikus that they had written. After each presentation the 

teacher reminded the children: “Equity clap.” In unison all 28 fifth graders clapped . . . 

once only. This practice implied that they respected each other and had each other’s 

back via recognizing everyone in an equitable manner. This expectation was the 

classroom’s habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), and it drew from literature on cultural 

capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) 

 Additionally, in a language arts class at Montez Middle School I observed the 

infusion of family values and strengths. The eighth graders were to interview a family 

member as part of a class assignment. When explaining the assignment, the teacher 

provided this example:  “Leticia (a pseudonym) will show how to make tacos because 

they are her favorite food. She will interview Grandma because she knows how to make 

tacos.” The project had infinite possibilities in that it could potentially manifest familial 

sentiments, roles, multi-generational households, religious priorities, gatherings, events, 
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and behaviors (e.g., Behar, 2003; Bejarano, 2005). Connecting classroom lessons to 

family, however, was not a pronounced finding in my study. In fact, in the 23 classroom 

visits among seven school sites, this was the only example where family was 

intentionally infused in the intended curricula (Porter, 2004). This absence, too, was an 

important finding.  Some principals may have recognized the need to include families in 

the school culture since family was such a priority in their communities. But Principal 

Williams cautioned their inclusion in the actual classroom: “But what does the parent 

have to offer in their child’s education when they . . .  don’t speak the language? The 

whole school experience is kind of daunting.” 

 The importance of family dominated all forms of my data, including many 

interviews, observations, and student writing samples. The warm sentiments that children 

expressed toward their families may have been heightened by appreciation of roles, 

extended family, religion, gatherings, events that involved children, and behaviors 

infused in school, classrooms, and lessons. Additionally, when families gathered in these 

border communities, they celebrated, ate, prayed, and talked. And the mode of 

communication was Spanish.  

Spanish Language 

The prevalence of Spanish in Covarrubias and De Anza communities and homes 

was another prominent finding in my study. This finding was consistent with Gonzalez’s 

(2005) landmark study on language and identity of Mexican-American youth. Student 42 

stated: “Since most of us are Hispanic we do know two languages, which are English and 

Spanish.” But Student 10 mentioned: “You have to speak in English when you are in 
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school because sometimes teachers don’t talk Spanish.” Student 144, however, disagreed: 

“We can talk to the teachers in both languages so we can understand [the content] in 

another.” And Student 147 offered yet another perspective: “Most of us our first language 

is Spanish . . . Most of us are bilingual though . . . Yet at school we mostly speak 

Spanish--the students do, not the teachers.” Knowing two languages and knowing when 

to use the two languages was commonsensical for children in border community schools. 

However, principals mentioned--and participant observations validated--that bilingualism 

had both benefits and drawbacks for children in border community schools. 

 Benefits. Spanish was clearly given equal status at school/district activities 

involving parents and families. For example, Principal Bejarano translated at her school’s 

holiday concert, academic awards ceremony, and parent meeting.  She solicited help from 

the crowd when she was perplexed, and a few bilingual articulates gladly chimed in to 

assist. Additionally, Principal Rojas translated for the superintendent at the Christmas 

dinner and gift exchange hosted at Hope Elementary School, whereby community 

organizations provided food, drinks, and a gift from Santa for families in need. Likewise, 

postings at school sites intended for parents were translated in Spanish, including a parent 

bulletin board (Hope Elementary School), Arizona Find posters (Cesar Chavez 

Elementary School), bienvenidos (welcome) sign (Jaramillo Middle School), and a 

community/school agriculture project (Rio Grande Middle School).  

 The immediate benefit of a language-rich bilingual culture in the school was that 

parents were given equal access to information in their home language. Such assistance 

and access was considered the school’s habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Sending a 
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notice home in English without the Spanish translation, for example, would be perceived 

as presumptuous, insensitive, and inappropriate. Leading a parent meeting in English 

only would be considered tactless and obtuse. Perhaps Principal Bejarano stated this 

phenomenon best, mentioning how she connected with parents by showing a deep 

understanding of language and culture: 

I need to have an understanding of what the culture is on both sides of the border 

because . . . they have the influence from both sides of the border . . . At least I 

can understand so when I put procedures or policies in place . . . I can anticipate 

problem areas, anticipate reactions I’m going to get, and anticipate . . . [how] I 

can smooth things over before it . . .  becomes a problem.  

To garner support in leading the school and building thick trust (Arneil, 2006), Principal 

Bejarano’s mode of communication with parents was Spanish.  

 Moreover, additional data from my study revealed that bilingualism was 

considered beneficial for children in the long-term sense. To better understand, interpret, 

and critique linguistic capital (Yosso, 2005) exhibited by children in border communities, 

I asked the principals what language was valued and what advantages resulted from 

living in border communities where two languages were spoken. They had much to say 

on this topic and much anecdotal evidence to support their claims. For example, Principal 

Link surmised: “Their first language is Spanish. But I don’t think that is because English 

is less valued. I think that is their culture and that is how their parents were raised.” 

Principal Lopez added to this perspective:  
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 I know that at home Spanish is the primary language. Here at school we value 

 both languages and honor both languages. [We] respect that they come from 

 homes speaking their native language, which is Spanish. But the goal of Jaramillo 

 Middle School is to make sure the kids are proficient in English. And that’s what 

 our entire curriculum is based on . . . acquiring and being proficient in the English 

 language. 

And Principal Rojas considered the parents’ priorities regarding the benefits of language. 

She indicated: “The language that’s valued at home in our community is Spanish. 

Although a strong emphasis is now being placed by our community on attainment of 

English proficiency . . . because the parents want to ensure that their children have the 

skills necessary to be able to succeed in the work force.”    

 Other principals spoke about the long-term benefits of bilingualism that extended 

beyond the classroom walls. “Bilingual abilities are an asset,” stated Principal Trenton. 

She continued:  

 I want for those kids to feel like that’s an asset. And when we talk to parents 

 about that--especially our ELD [English Language Development] kids--yes it’s 

 extremely important that your children become fluent in English, but we don’t 

 want them to sacrifice their Spanish either. So what can we do to support you in 

 helping them with their English acquisition while still embracing their cultural 

 languages? One of the things that I’ve talked with parents about is that when you 

 speak in another language it’s almost like intelligence cubed because you process 
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 it both ways. It’s an interesting paradigm. It’s the same concept but if you can 

 wrap around it in two languages you are better off for it.  

Using a different analogy than “intelligence cubed”, Principal Bejarano also spoke about 

the benefits of bilingualism. She purported:  

 Definitely having two languages--whether or not they speak it--adds a lot. It’s 

 not just knowing different words . . . backgrounds, understanding[s], but also kind 

 of a way of thinking. Because if I think about it in Spanish, I approach things a 

 different way than . . . when I’m thinking in English. English is very linear, very 

 straight to the point. But when I’m thinking in a different way--or how would my 

 Grandma think of it--you know, that kind of thing. So they get that kind of 

 experience. 

Other principals noted that knowing two languages provided multiple experiences and 

enhanced cognitive abilities that included biculturalism. “The advantages are that they are 

bicultural. They have two sets of knowledge. They are more aware of international 

matters, at least with Mexico. They are dual language speaking, which is a great 

advantage,” purported Principal Machado. “Advantages would be that multi-cultural 

perspective they get to see and experience. Their cultural schema, I think, is much larger 

than somebody who does not grow up in a border town. I think that they have a broader 

understanding of both cultures in a more real sense,” illustrated Principal Trenton. 

According to United States-Mexico border scholars (e.g., Hill, 1999; Miranda, 2003; 

Torres, 2003), maintaining a marginalized group’s linguistic and cultural heritage was 

important for the individual navigating in a multi-cultural society. However, multiple 
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bicultural experiences were not part of the official curriculum taught and tested in 

Covarrubias and De Anza.  

 As mentioned in the earlier section on familial capital, crossing the line was 

commonplace for dwellers in Covarrubias and De Anza.  And that bilingual/bicultural 

experience was beneficial to the children. As Principal Williams illustrated: “Because of 

their ties to Mexico, our kids are international travelers almost every day of their lives . . . 

It almost becomes so melded you can’t separate the two. It’s like north [Covarrubias] and 

south [Covarrubias] in a way because our kids have so many family members and they 

spend so much time across the line.” Crossing the international border may have been a 

unique cultural experience to those visiting Covarrubias or De Anza. However, for those 

residing in these border communities, this phenomenon (i.e., lifestyles acquired through 

activities and experiences of everyday life) was common knowledge or habitual 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). The familiarity and comfort of the international border was 

a source of ethnic pride for the children. “Mexico is our neighbor. They live right next 

door” (Student 147). “I used to live like yards away from the border. Now I live miles 

away” (Student 51). “You could become citizens and have your own passport” (Student 

69). “You can also go visit your tata (grandpa) or your nana (grandma) if she gets sick or 

she has an accident . . . You get to know how they live in other places in the world” 

(Student 127). “It’s also really cool to be able to visit two different countries in one day” 

(Student 142). 
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 By some contrast, principals also commented on frequent crossing of the 

international border as somewhat mundane for residents. Consider the perfunctory 

comment by Principal Bejarano:  

 Border . . . is more a legal term . . . because here’s the line between Mexico and 

 America. And in some senses it’s very much there as the dividing line. But for so 

 many family events it’s like it’s not there. It’s more just like a checkpoint . . . it’s 

 just like a little reality happening. “Here’s the line. Stop here. Go here. I’m a 

 citizen. I’m not a citizen I have nothing to declare.” 

Likewise, Principal Machado suggested that: “Border is a division. But there is unified 

movement [because] the Mexican Consulate does much to sustain the Mexican culture.”  

Principal Lopez also recognized the unified movement. She stated: “Border means two 

different countries but yet so dependent and interdependent on each other.”  

 Principal Rojas extended this notion by saying: “They are considered sister cities 

in many ways” but are separated by “the big fence a mile away.” Principal Link added to 

this discussion:  

Physically there is a border, and it causes some physical limitations in the 

movement of our families. But culturally I don’t see it as a border because . . . a 

lot of our community members go back and forth as if there were no border. They 

have family over there. They have family over here . . . there’s not a sense of the 

border as maybe an outsider would see that. 

Principal Bejarano added: “And weekends . . . they go across the line to be with their 

families. Spend the weekend over there because they just have that  connection. A couple 
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of our families have houses across the line. They live here and they stay here all week but 

they still have a house across the line.” Principal Trenton extended the notion of family 

as the central purpose for crossing the international line. She said: “Some of them [cross] 

to go see family members . . . Some of them probably live over there. I mean when you 

get down to brass taxes they may have papers to prove they live here but they go and 

reside there. A lot of them have dual residencies. They have houses here and houses 

there.” Principal Williams commented on the seamlessness of border crossing and its 

beneficial effect on skill sets for children in this context. She theorized: “Because of their 

ties to Mexico, our kids are international travelers almost every day of their lives . . . It 

almost becomes so melded you can’t separate the two. It’s like north [Covarrubias] and 

south [Covarrubias] in a way because our kids they have so many family members and 

they spend so much time across the line.”  

 What the children from Covarrubias and De Anza learned from their frequent 

international crossing contributed to their cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) in ways that 

children may not experience in American cities that are distanced from the border. These 

skill sets (i.e., bilingualism and biculturalism) were considered assets (Gonzalez et al., 

2005) in their schema that extended beyond the schoolhouse doors. For example, 

Principal Bejarano proudly stated: 

[Our kids] are flexible in dealing with different kinds of people because they do 

get to see very different ways of life. We are very much like Mexico, but it is a 

different world over there. The way the pace of everything, the way school is run, 
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the way business is run--it’s very different. And the kids get exposed to doing 

things two different ways. I mean they even get exposed to two different money 

systems. So they do have that flexibility in knowing how to deal with different 

societies. 

Knowing how to deal with different societies may be an argument for the implementation 

of society-centered curricula (Walker & Soltis, 2004) rather than the subject-centered 

curricula currently mandated in schools. This skill set clearly acquired by children in 

border communities like Covarrubias and De Anza was not part of the intended curricula 

in their schools. If the focus in Covarrubias and De Anza schools were on problem 

solving, group participation, and activism of local/international issues, misalignments 

between intended and received curricula may have decreased. However, for the children 

in the border community schools in my study, the focus was not on problem solving, 

group participation, and activism of local/international issues. The focus was on 

standards and prescribed content to cover those standards. 

 Some of the principals in my study suggested that having such a broad 

understanding of language and culture increased their children’s marketability in the 

workplace. Consider Principal Rojas’s comments about this benefit: “They can be truly 

bilingual [and] biliterate. They are more worldwide marketable because of the ability to 

communicate and work in two different languages. They have more opportunities simply 

because once they acquire the English proficiency they can go to other places that need 

people to speak Spanish.” And Principal Lopez added the following perception with 

shades of dominant globalization and neoliberal discourses:  “The advantage is that 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       127 
 

[bilingualism] provides . . . a student to learn or be exposed to both languages. There are 

advantages in . . . seeing the different ways people interact . . . [and] cultures interact. Just 

the fact that you’re interacting with people that make you more . . . versatile . . . more 

marketable if you will to adapt and be able to socially get along with all sorts of people.” 

Likewise, Principal Trenton mentioned: “To be competitive in our global economy and 

our global society it’s almost critical that they have both languages because that’s an 

advantage for them.” 

 Although parents and grandparents were afforded the courtesy of obtaining 

information and programs in Spanish, children were not afforded that same courtesy--at 

least not consistently. For example, in numerous participant observations, I witnessed 

students translating for adults (i.e., teachers and students; teachers and parents; principal 

and custodian; and principal and parent). This practice was commonplace in all seven 

schools. But perhaps the most prominent and immediate benefit to bilingualism took 

place in the classroom itself, whereby children were often tutors and mentors for those 

acquiring English to access the official curriculum. In several classrooms, I noticed that 

teachers strategically placed students struggling with English next to students having a 

better command of English.  

 For example, at Sycamore Elementary School, I observed one fifth grade boy 

passing notes to another fifth grade boy. Even during the proctoring of my writing 

prompt--which was an independent activity--I witnessed this particular boy pass notes to 

his classmate approximately 18 times. I asked the note-receiver if he needed my help. He 

looked at me puzzled. Responding for the note-receiver, the note-passer perfunctorily 
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said, “He doesn’t speak English.” Listening to our conversation, one girl added and 

pointed for emphasis: “He is his translator.” It was so matter-of-fact that it was striking. 

Translation in this classroom continued taking place as a student asked me how to say 

casa de dos pisos in English. Translation: second-story house. Those children having a 

command of both English and Spanish were used as resources in the classroom. This 

everyday occurrence validated their language and identity (Gonzalez, 2005). But teachers 

did not facilitate this translation activity to validate language and culture. Teachers 

facilitated this translation activity to provide access to the intended curricula. Thus, short-

term benefits of children with bilingual abilities included assisting adults in 

communication and assisting peers in accessing official curriculum. 

 Thus, data show that bilingualism/biculturalism was the cultural norm in the 

community, widely accepted as beneficial in the long-term, and accepted at school in 

functional ways. However, only one school in my study (i.e., Jaramillo Middle School) 

provided a Spanish class offering. This finding was surprising in light of the previous 

comments and the location of the schools. The other two middle schools (i.e., Rio Grande 

Middle School and Montez Middle School) recently eliminated Spanish to make way for 

a required year-long writing course. The purpose was to boost their scores in this area on 

AIMS (ADE, 2012). For the four elementary schools in my study, Spanish was never an 

offering in Specials (i.e., enrichment units or classes). But they used to have bilingual 

classes before the passing of the English-only law (Prop 203, 2000). Eliminating or 

deemphasizing Spanish concerned the principals in my study, but not enough to change 
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the course of events. This reality relates to the next finding in my study: drawbacks to 

bilingualism.   

 Drawbacks. Ironically, the same principals who mentioned bilingualism had 

long-term benefits outside the classroom also mentioned that bilingualism had drawbacks 

inside the classroom. In relation to learning the prescribed curriculum and taking high-

stakes summative tests, multi-cultural capacities were not considered a resource but a 

barrier. According to Principal Machado:  “Language is a barrier since so many are not 

proficient in either language . . . The process is slower when you are thinking in two 

languages.” Principal Rojas concurred with this assertion. She commented: “Being 

biliterate or bilingual . . . is sometimes difficult because they think in Spanish. And it 

becomes a barrier sometimes for them when they are trying to put thoughts into writing 

or speaking. And sometimes they have a positioning difficulty and grammatical errors.” 

Consider an exchange at Sycamore Elementary School whereby the teacher corrected 

pronunciation of a word in past tense. The teacher instructed the class: “You do not say 

‘ed’ like in Spanish. It’s different in English. Think in English, not in Spanish.” Principal 

Trenton also spoke about bilingualism as a deficit in the classroom. She stated: “The code 

switching is hard because a lot of times you get kids that are can speak both languages 

but they are not proficient in both languages.” Principal Bejarano referred to bilingualism 

as “a speed hump.” She rationalized it this way: 

 [Bilingualism] does impact the instruction because obviously we can’t just jump 

 right in and teach the grade level standards because they have to know what we 

 are saying when you are teaching them. So we do have to use different kinds of 
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 strategies . . . We can’t just take our teacher’s guide and just do it the way it is in 

 there because we have to do a lot of scaffolding, a lot of extra support, a lot of 

 filling in--whether it’s language or whether it’s background knowledge or 

 [whether it’s] experience. 

Principal Lopez also experienced speed humps when newcomers entered her school 

without a command of English or American experiences. She asserted that these children 

relied on Spanish to communicate. “So that for me is an obstacle . . . I wish that they 

could come in with some English, but they don’t. Sometimes they don’t have cognitive 

skills in their own native language which makes it even more difficult. 

 My observations confirmed reliance on Spanish for several children just as this 

principal mentioned. For example, at Sycamore Elementary School I saw an exchange 

between teacher and student. In context of a reading selection, the teacher asked the 

children “what is faster?” A boy responded in slang-like Spanish el carro (the car). 

“English please,” redirected the teacher. “The test is in English.”1 I observed a similar 

exchange at Rio Grande Middle School where children were writing stories to include 

illustrations and a moral. The teacher visited each table of children, guiding them in 

completing this task. I noticed a stout boy speaking in Spanish with a table partner. 

“English!” exclaimed the teacher when passing by. The boy noticed my surveillance, 

smiled sheepishly, and continued in Spanish once the teacher moved toward another 

group of students.  Spanish was his habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990); English was his 

deviation.  

1 Based on Countdown to AIMS written on the board, the test the teacher referenced was AIMS (ADE, 
2012). 
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 Other principals also mentioned the struggle in school due to limited English 

language and American experiences. For example, Principal Rojas spoke about barriers 

being: “. . . the students’ lack of exposure to very common vocabulary.” She suggested 

possible solutions, such as: “. . . either bringing in regalia or taking the students out on 

field trips so that they can experience some of the vocabulary that they needed . . . to 

comprehend what they [were] reading. . . . and the content that they [had] to master” (i.e., 

the official knowledge tested on AIMS) (ADE, 2012). Principal Lopez also spoke about 

drawbacks not just in language/vocabulary acquisition but in cultural experiences. She 

continued: “There [are] a lot of things . . . that kids can’t really relate to, especially a lot 

of the kids from Mexico. They can’t relate. They don’t have the language [and 

experiences] to relate to a lot of these things.” Principal Bejarano also spoke about the 

lack of time to teach English as an obstacle. “We want to have more time to teach the 

students because they don’t have a lot of experience in their background so there are so 

many things they don’t know. So when a teacher is trying to teach a lesson on volcanoes . 

. . the students don’t know what an island is [or] what the earth’s plate is.” 

 When students struggled with acquiring new English vocabulary, scholarship, and 

cultural experiences, they often became frustrated. Their limited ability to access the 

official curriculum (Apple, 2004) could be considered a deficit (Gonzalez et al., 2005). 

This view might adversely affect future generations of Mexican-Americans. According to 

Principal Bejarano, a particular phenomenon emerged when deficit views were at play:  

 I’ve been here a long time and I’ve seen a lot of families [where] older children 

 are very fluent in Spanish. And by the time the younger child comes around they 
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 only speak English. They can understand Spanish more or less but they don’t 

 converse in Spanish. . . In some cases the parents have seen their older children 

 struggle in school because they have more Spanish in their backgrounds so they 

 say let’s just stick to English to make it easier for them in school. 

Principal Trenton asserted that sometimes the teachers themselves were not equipped to 

provide the language instruction, and this, too, was a drawback to bilingualism. She 

stated: “Our teachers are home grown and, therefore, their language skills are not where 

they should be for a professional. And that’s just the flat out truth.” 

 Language, therefore, was a dominant finding in my study. Analysis of all data 

sources (i.e., student essays, participant observations, and principal interviews) suggested 

that there was an acute awareness of bilingualism (i.e., English and Spanish) and its 

advantages in home, community, and society as well as possible disadvantages in school. 

These findings supported research on asset and deficit models (e.g., Gonzalez, 2005; 

Moll & Ruiz, 2002). Under the standardized regime, Spanish was considered a huge 

deficit in accessing the official curriculum to be enacted with fidelity (e.g., Doyle, 1986; 

Porter, 2004) 

Aspirations 

Another prominent finding under the theme of cultural wealth regarded 

aspirational capital (Yosso, 2005). All data sources revealed the presence of goal setting 

and goal achievement both individually and collectively. Participant observations 

suggested that all schools in my study publically celebrated students attaining top grades, 

good attendance, and stellar behavior. For example, Buena Elementary School’s entrance 
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way showed Student of the Month photos and descriptions. Outside the library at Hope 

Elementary School was an attractive bulletin board that read: “Look Who’s Popping this 

Month.” Sprinkled on the board were photographs of 16 students formally seated and 

holding gold medal certificates for perfect attendance. Under the photographs, the caption 

read: “You never know what you can do until you try.” A large bulletin board outside the 

principal’s office at Sycamore Elementary School showcased six photos bearing the 

following captions: Student Spotlight, Volunteer Spotlight, and Staff Spotlight. Enclosed 

hallway bulletin boards near the eighth grade wing at Montez Middle School listed 

newspaper clippings of National Honor Society, Honor Roll, and Principal’s List. Cesar 

Chavez Elementary School also displayed Honor Roll recipients and perfect attendance. 

At an academic awards ceremony at Buena Elementary School, over 150 students 

received certificates for academic achievement, attendance, and improvement. Student 

enrollment was 223. Other schools used their marquees to inform parents about academic 

priorities or attainments.  

 In their written responses to the researcher-generated prompts, students aspired to 

reach goals set by their parents, teachers, or principals. For example, Student 26 said: “I 

love getting good grades.” Similarly, Student 31 stated: “I really try my hardest to get 

straight “A’s” which I already have.” Student 152 added that some teachers set high 

aspirations for their students. This individual purported that teachers “. . . want to see us 

winning Nobel prizes or Olympic gold medals. Mr. Ruiz (a pseudonym) is one of the 

people who inspires me to succeed.” My participant observation of a fifth grade class at 

Buena Elementary School confirmed that teachers inspired children to consider 
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opportunities. “You can be anything you want to be when you choose to be drug-free,” 

stated Ms. Moore (a pseudonym). In agreement, sitting in a sixth grade classroom 120 

miles away from Ms. Moore’s classroom, Student 105 responded in an essay: “El 

esfuerso todo se pueda” (By strength everything is possible). These subtle responses 

further supported research on aspirational capital, particularly in relation to not being 

relegated to low-paying jobs with sub-standard working conditions (e.g., Schmidt & 

Camacho, 2008; Torres, 2003).  

 Across students’ essays, participant observations, and interviews, I noted a clear 

theme regarding aspirations toward higher education. For example, Student 96 mentioned 

that her sister attended college in Covarrubias and that she intended to do the same thing. 

Constant reminders of college as a viable goal for Mexican-American children living in 

border communities permeated the hallways and classrooms of the seven schools 

examined in my study. At the four schools examined in De Anza, posters declared: 

“Think college” and “Talk to me about college.” A banner hung in a classroom at 

Jaramillo Middle School that read: “It pays to be educated” It then proceeded to illustrate 

what the earnings were for a high school drop-out, a college graduate, and post bachelor’s 

graduate. At the three middle schools I observed, numerous college banners were hung in 

the hallways, over classroom doors, and behind teachers’ desks. Moreover, teachers and 

principals proudly displayed their certifications and degrees for children to see and aspire 

toward in their own lives.  

 Rio Grande Middle School in Covarrubias, in particular, exhibited an inordinate 

amount of college information. Along with 25 college banners that hung in the corridors, 
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there were seven large bulletin boards at various intervals in the hallways that provided 

information on higher institutions of learning (e.g., University of Arizona, Arizona State, 

Berkeley, Rutgers, Louisiana State University, University of California Los Angeles, 

Princeton, and Academy of Art University). At numerous wings at the school, there were 

posters that asserted: “College: It’s not just a dream. It’s a plan.” Next to these posters 

were placards that provided long-term plans for achieving particular aspirations. For 

example, one read: “Before I write my best-selling novel, I need to go to college. So I’m 

getting ready by working hard in my language arts classes. What do you want to be when 

you grow up?” This last inquiry was the same one displayed on a bulletin board in 

Sycamore Elementary School 120 miles away, where students were reminded to “Reach 

for the top” of a mountaintop by completing Sycamore Elementary School, then De Anza 

High School (a pseudonym), and then college.  These gentle reminders of high school 

graduation as a means to higher education supported research conducted by Romo and 

Falbo (1996). 

 Findings suggested that principals were very cognizant of aspirational capital 

(e.g., Bourdieu, 1973; 1986; Yosso, 2005) and invested many efforts in nurturing and 

engaging children’s aspirations. Principal Trenton, for example, stated: “We’re trying to 

take that to the next step. We want the kids and the families to kind of broaden their 

horizons. Principal Machado informed me: “We were just talking about this to the 

students during our forum Wednesday. We had speakers talk to the students about 

Latinos and their educational level because a very low percentage attend and complete 
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college. This is concerning.” Principal Trenton said that at her school/district the Student 

of the Month visited a neighboring community college. She enthusiastically stated: 

And the kids come back and brag about it because “I saw animal hearts. And I 

saw sheep eyes. And I developed pictures in the photo lab.” And so they get these 

experiences and then they bring them back . . .  And now the parents are like, 

“When are my kids getting to go to [the university]?” [I tell them] “That’s just 

down the road. That’s out there for your kids. That’s where your kids are headed 

next.” And so I think we are working as a school district expanding those goals 

and helping the parents expand those goals. 

Thus, it was evident that schools in Covarrubias and De Anza were doing much to instill 

goal-setting, particularly when it came to college.  

 Principals also mentioned that several parents expressed an interest in college for 

their children. According to Principal Machado: “They want better for their kids than 

what they may have had.” Principal Lopez agreed. She intimated: “About . . .  95% of 

[our] parents don’t have a college education. But now they are thinking that that is a 

priority for their children.” Although parents in Covarrubias and De Anza had high 

aspirations for their children, some expressed reservations or stipulations. Consider these 

comments: “I think that a lot of the parents would want their kids to go to college but if 

they don’t go to college I don’t know that’s an end-all . . . they are accepting of other 

avenues for their kids,” said Principal Bejarano. Principal Link concurred as evidenced 

with this comment: “I think that parents very much encourage their children to go and 

have other opportunities, whether that means going with a university or some higher 
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education. But I think eventually there’s an expectation that they come back and be with 

their family. Again I think that family is a big expectation in our community.” 

 A couple of the principals who were of Mexican-American heritage themselves 

talked about their own struggles to attain higher education. They suggested that college 

helped them reach even higher aspirations. For example Principal Machado knew that 

participating in the page program while in high school provided her with other learning 

opportunities. In describing this experience as a turning point in her life, she asserted: 

“Hispanics cannot feel discouraged.”  Principal Lopez also spoke of personal challenges 

she overcame through education. She explained: “Even though my parents didn’t have a 

college education, all of their five kids went to college. We didn’t grow up with a lot of 

money, but education was a priority. Having good grades was a priority.” The point is 

that daily these principals modeled aspirational capital (Yosso, 2005) for the students 

they served. The reminders were frequent. Higher education as a feasible goal became the 

habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) of the children. “Think college!” they were told, as 

opposed to thinking what else? 

 Although some parents sought higher education opportunities for their children, 

others sought high school graduation as their main goal for their children. For example, 

Principal Rojas suggested:  

 Parents want to have their children attain a high quality education, learn a skill, be 

 able to read and write, and not all the parents have a desire for their student to go 

 on to higher education. But they do want them to have skills where they can be 
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 marketable and enter the work force upon graduation from high school. That is 

 one of their goals. At least complete the high school level.  

Principal Machado concurred:  “Parents have high expectations of their kids, which is 

finishing high school.”  Principal Bejarano echoed: “I think that the parents want them to 

graduate from high school and to be successful so that they can get a good job once they 

are out of school.” Two other principals commented on this same notion. “Parents work 

hard and value education very highly. . . . Parents primarily hold education as a priority 

and they want the kids to have an education, which includes a high school diploma” 

(Principal Lopez). “I think it’s important to the families that their kids finish high school 

because a lot of the community hasn’t. They didn’t finish high school. So for them that’s 

the goal” (Principal Trenton). United States Census data (2010) confirmed this assertion 

(i.e., 37% did not have a high school education in Covarrubias; 30.8% did not have a high 

school education in De Anza). For Student 114, however, the immediate goal was to 

regularly attend middle school so she could someday have a decent paying job. Her 

grandfather’s vignette poignantly illustrated that internalized message:   

 [My grandfather] hugged me with one arm and pulled me to his side softly and 

 told me that going to school is a privilege that some kids don’t have just like him. 

 [Apparently] when my [great] grandfather died [my grandfather] had to quit 

 school to work in the ranch milking the cows and cleaning the ranch grasslands. 

 Since that day I comprehend that I have to go to school to have good work.  

 Related to the notion of schooling and work, principals talked at length about 

parents’ interests in English acquisition as a means to the work force. For example, 
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Principal Bejarano indicated: “I think that everybody wants their child to speak English 

proficiently because they know that to graduate from high school to do post high school 

work in most cases in most careers you have to have a good level of English.” Likewise, 

Principal Machado stated: “English is not enforced at home. But they are hopeful that 

their kids will learn English. A few even ask to learn English themselves.” Principal 

Williams provided a vignette to illustrate how one Mexican-American woman acquired 

English and how she (and her children) directly benefited from that new knowledge 

base/aspirational capital. Apparently Principal Williams was an elementary teacher at the 

time. And the story goes: 

 I had a parent that spoke absolutely no English, and I had her little boy. She 

 wanted to help, but she didn’t want to come in and work with kids because she 

 didn’t speak English . . . She asked if she could come clean my classroom during 

 class. She would come in once a week and would listen to me as she was 

 cleaning. It was very unobtrusive cleaning . . . But she would walk around . . . and 

 she’d look at what they were doing. And she was really using that for herself. 

 That was how she started really being able to learn the language. You know she’s 

 a math teacher now. It’s just amazing. And at the end of the school year, she 

 invited my TA (teacher’s assistant) and me out--she lived in a little trailer out 

 here--to have lunch. She wanted to cook lunch for us. And I’ve never forgotten 

 her . . . And it was just amazing where she went with that (laughter). . . . Learning 

 a new language as an  adult is 90% determination, you know, more than anything. 
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 And she was determined that she wanted to be an influence for her kids in her 

 kids’ life. . . . so she learned enough English to get through four years of college 

Thus, learning the English language was a goal for individuals in Covarrubias and De 

Anza, particularly to enhance social/cultural capital and life benefits (Bourdieu, 1973; 

1986).   

 Principal Link addressed aspirations parents had of children but from the lens of 

those outside De Anza. It concerned her that “minority communities have a bad rap from 

majority communities [in that] we don’t value the same things and don’t have the same 

expectations of their students.” She disagreed with this perception, claiming: “I’ve never 

had a conversation with a parent where they didn’t want those things for their children . . 

. but I think that maybe the perception is there. . . . It’s misinformation.” Additional 

principals in my study mentioned that parents had higher aspirations for their children 

than their current station in life. But they looked to the school to assist in providing such 

access and opportunities. 

 Aspirations such as current successes in elementary/middle school, future plans to 

continue formal education, and the acquisition of English to attain educational and career 

goals were strong themes in the data on Mexican-American border culture. These were 

all sources of cultural delight for children and adults alike.  However, data confirmed that 

additional sources contributed to the participants’ sense of self, home, school, and 

community: ethnic pride. 

Ethnic Pride 
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 Respect, dignity, esteem, satisfaction, enjoyment, honor, and resilience were 

facets that surfaced in the data, particularly in relation to experiences and beliefs shared 

by Hispanic ethnic groups (e.g., Hofstede, 1997; Lederach, 1995; Zion & Kozleski, 

2005). Ethnic pride was manifested in many ways for those in Covarrubias and De Anza; 

however, dominant findings centered on these sub-topics: (a) positive cultural 

experiences (e.g., history/heritage and skill sets influenced by international crossing, 

celebrations, food, music, and art); and (b) unique misrecognition and resilience (e.g., 

poverty, deportation, and negative perceptions).   

 Positive cultural experiences. Children from Covarrubias and De Anza exhibited 

ethnic pride that was internalized and shaped by Mexican heritage, history, and culture 

rather than American history, heritage, and culture. Likewise, skill sets were influenced 

and enhanced by particular experiences germane to those residing on the Arizona-Mexico 

border. 

 history/heritage/culture. Border culture literature (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; 

Bejarano, 2005; Restell, 2003) addressed Mexican history (e.g., colonization, 

exploitation, and assimilation) as a way to understand current border community 

priorities. In my study, students and principals spoke fondly about their Mexican-

American heritage and culture. As suggested by Student 128: “In [De Anza] we are very 

influenced by our Mexican past, including me.” Student 141 agreed: “I think most of the 

[Covarrubias] population originated from Mexico. . . Also since many people here 

originally come from Mexico they usually bring their traditions too.” Student 143 

provided a specific rationale for identifying herself with a particular heritage. This fifth 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       142 
 

grader wrote: “I consider myself more Mexican than American [because] I came from 

Mexico.” And Student 121, a seventh grader 120 miles away from Student 151, drew a 

picture of himself holding two flags: one Mexican and one American. In the picture he 

was smiling. Figure 1 illustrates the ethnic pride exhibited by this child:  

Figure 1: Boy Holding Two International Flags 

 

 

 

 

 

 Principals also suggested that the past influenced the present for children in 

Covarrubias and De Anza, particularly in regards to behavioral norms. Stated by 

Principal Link: “I think that living in a border town [people are] very protective of their 

heritage because it’s . . . the way of life here.  It’s very much a Mexican community in 

heritage and cultural practice, and the majority of people . . . identify themselves with 

that Mexican heritage.” Both in principals’ speech and action, findings suggested there 

was validation of historical influences such as customs, values, and behaviors. Three of 

the principals in my study attended schools in their communities when they were 

children. Mexican heritage was very much a part of their schooling and a part of how 

they currently led their schools (according to their own testimony). For example, 

Principal Lopez indicated: “I encourage for kids to be validated. Their culture is 

important for who they are. One of the things that is really important is that I always felt 
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like my values were validated when I was young. And I still remember that very much so. 

And I carry that on to my experiences here as the principal.”  

 Principal Machado also led a middle school that she attended as a child and took 

great pride in that connection. She indicated: “To be a resident of this border community 

means to have pride and honor. That is why I felt it was necessary for me to give back to 

the community. When I was hired to teach, I felt honor knowing that I was giving back to 

a community and school that gave me so much. Now as a leader I can motivate people to 

be the best they can be.” Although principals’ commented on their personal validation of 

ethnic pride, my findings suggested that these examples had to do more with behaviors 

and personas rather than actual activities linked to language arts curricula.  

 For example, Principal Williams, not originally from Covarrubias, spoke about 

validation of the culture as a leadership prerequisite for the children and families she 

served. Respectfully, she illustrated: 

 You have to be really sensitive to what other peoples’ needs are in their lives. So 

 after living so long in a border community I know that there are certain ways I 

 need to listen to people when they come in. I need to validate their expectations of 

 what the school role is in their child’s life. I had to sort of adjust my own 

 personality because it might be seen as being rude to them even though it wasn’t. 

 I really had to consider their values. And I think that to be a leader in a 

 community like this you have to have that respect for what they bring to the 

 school. They send their kids the best way they can, and they are expecting us to 

 do great things with them. 
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Principal Link added: “All kids come with problems. And all kids come with advantages. 

And I think that we just need to be aware of what support structures are at home, what the 

challenges are that they have at home, build on those strengths, and do our best with 

supporting our students, our families with those challenges. So it’s up to us as leaders to 

try to make ourselves more knowledgeable about those different aspects so that we can 

still accomplish the same things with all kids.” Thus, principals were protective of the 

children’s heritage, customs, values, and behaviors. Their culturally responsive behaviors 

holistic in nature supported research on ethnic pride (e.g., Bonfil Batalla, 1996; Scott, 

1990).  

 Findings suggested that children’s ethnic pride was developed and defined in 

multi-faceted ways, including their explanation of culture. For example, Student 126 

exclaimed:  “Culture! We all have culture! Culture could mean traditions, food, rituals or 

just the simple act of how we do things.” In a similar way, Student 74 perceived culture 

as “something that belongs to you.” According to Principal Bejarano, “Culture is the way 

that you do things, what you value, what you believe, how you act.” And Principal 

Machado added: “Culture is . . . who you are and what you live for.” Providing a lovely 

analogy for ethnic pride as a result of border culture, Principal Trenton eloquently stated, 

“Culture is that set of ideals and beliefs and traditions and values that are inherent in your 

family and in your community. And our culture here in [Covarrubias] borrows from 

[Verde] (a pseudonym) just as [Verde] borrows from us.” Such descriptions of culture 

and ethnic pride drawn from history and heritage were these border dwellers’ habitus, for 
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their everyday experiences were inculcated, structured, durable, generative, and 

transposable (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 

Principals also mentioned how particular aspects or behaviors along the border 

influenced students’ ethnic pride, supporting research on knowledge and customs for 

border community children (Broyles-Gonzalez, 2002). Embracing, for example, was one 

such value-laden cultural identifier having historical roots. Principal Trenton noted: “I 

think that this is a very warm culture . . . There’s a lot of embracing touching . . . people 

greet you and they kiss you on the cheek. . . the parents will greet the teacher with a kiss 

on the cheek . . . And that’s very culturally engrained.” As a participant observer of 

student drop-off areas at the start of the school day in all seven school sites, I witnessed 

firsthand how students commonly kissed their parents (or grandparents) farewell. I also 

heard family members impart endearing comments like mijito(a) (my son/daughter). In 

the hallways, libraries, and office areas I witnessed kisses on the cheek dozens of times--

sometimes among students and sometimes among adults. After 60 hours of campus visits 

to seven school sites in two Arizona-Mexico border communities, I saw a handshake--the 

formal Eurocentric way of greeting a person--only once. And that was when officials 

from the Arizona Department of Education greeted office personnel during a visit at 

Cesar Chavez Elementary School.  

The etiquette, conduct, and principles children learned at home shaped their 

ethnic pride and served as a direct extension of the parents’ expectations and cultural 

heritage. Children’s awareness of this connection was remarkable. “My family taught me 

good stuff like my manners, behaving, and no fighting,” said Student 25. “Manners are 
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very important when you are at your friend’s house. . . [and] when we are in public. Plus 

when we use manners in front of others, they won’t be rude. That is because they will 

know you are polite, so they will treat you with more respect,” added Student 108. 

“Being good is important. To be good you should treat people nicely. You should never 

bully people,” said Student 55. “Never be rude to someone because then later it can 

backfire,” cautioned Student 112. “I say ‘thank you’ when people give me things or food 

in school . . . [and I] care for people, family, and friends,” mentioned Student 57. “Three 

skills that I learned from home are do your best, treat others nicely, and respect 

everything,” indicated Student 131. “If the teacher is talking to you and you talk back to 

her, that isn’t good manners,” stated Student 60. “The second thing that I was taught at 

home again by my mom and dad is to have these good traits. Like always be respectful . . 

. have lots of responsibility . . .  never lie . . . and be trustworthy,” said Student 112. 

Participant observations also noted that good manners and morals were expected 

at school. These expectations and behaviors that drew from notions of familial capital 

(Yosso, 2005) enhanced ethnic pride. Principal Machado from Rio Grande Middle 

School surmised: “We have to teach them respect.” Though based on my participant 

observations and student responses, I would suggest teachers have to continue students’ 

understanding of respect first learned in home and community. For example, at a 

classroom in Rio Grande Middle School I noticed a behavioral scale on a life-sized 

thermometer. A clothespin bearing each student’s name in this fifth grade class was 

clipped to the following color-coded categories: great job; good day (three names); ready 

to learn (11 names); think about it; teacher choice (one name); parent contact. At the 
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library at that same school a poster addressed manners. It read: “Pay attention. Allow 

everyone an opportunity to learn.” At Buena Elementary School any staff member could 

catch/reward students for showing good manners (among other behavioral goals) by 

issuing Character Counts slips (Josephson Institute, 2014). These were placed in a bowl 

and a name was drawn every day to receive a prize. Showing good character was 

externally rewarded at the majority of schools in my study. 

skill sets. Other positive cultural experiences exhibited by children in Covarrubias 

and De Anza that instilled ethnic pride included Mexican-American celebrations, food, 

music, and art. Participants mentioned that Mexican history and heritage influenced 

contemporary celebrations and festivals in border communities. And sometimes these 

were infused in Covarrubias and De Anza schools. “Many of the celebrations are tied to 

the Mexican heritage that is prevalent here,” mentioned Principal Rojas. “And a lot of the 

activities . . . are influenced by both sides of the border,” added Principal Bejarano. As 

suggested by Student 145: “The border people like to celebrate every weekend no matter 

what the occasion . . . My family still does old Mexican traditions as well as American. 

The border culture is beautiful because two nations combine to celebrate.” These 

celebrations include birthdays, El Grito de La Indepencia (September 16), and Cinco de 

Mayo (May 5).  Likewise Principal Link succinctly stated: “We adopt their holidays, and 

they adopt ours.” Such Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) were inherently unique 

for children in border communities such as Covarrubias and De Anza.  

 Findings indicated that birthdays and other milestones were celebrated big in 

border communities, adding to ethnic pride. According to Student 122, “People celebrate 
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American and Mexican cultures in De Anza . . . like breaking a piñata.” Even a one-year 

old has a big birthday bash in border communities. As expressed by Principal Bejarano, 

who married into the Hispanic culture: “Birthdays are . . . a lot different here than where I 

grew up . . . It really hit me when my son turned one. In [my home state] I never would 

have had a party like I had here for his first birthday . . . because he’s one, you know. . . 

It’s not that they have parties to have parties but to get together.” One birthday 

celebration that was mentioned by many participants had its historical roots in Mexico: 

quinceañeras (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005). As mentioned by Student 150:  

“One of the funnest (sic) things to go to in Covarrubias are quinceañeras. Quinceañeras 

are big parties celebrating a girl’s 15th birthday. It’s a big deal.” These celebrations 

include escorts, decorous dance, and formal introductions of family members, typically 

more ceremonial than an American wedding. To be invited to a quinceañera is 

considered an honor. But to be a participant in a quinceañera is considered a tribute to 

your family, duty to your community, and homage to your Mexican heritage (Bejarano, 

2005).   

 Along with birthday celebrations that took on a Mexican flare for children in 

border communities, additional celebrations were recognized, including El Grito de la 

Independencia. Three principals in Covarrubias commented on schools being closed on 

this holiday. Principal Machado stated: “We do not have classes the sixteenth of 

September because students participate in the parades and celebrations” and “the fiestas . 

. . rodeos . . . car races and the things that go on culturally on the other side,” added 

Principal Trenton. She continued:  “Because attendance is so low . . . the district has 
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decided . . . to have fall recess. [That] is what it is called on the calendar, but it coincides 

with Mexican Independence.” Student 153 said that his/her school “is very much like 

Mexico” when it came to celebrations. This individual surmised: “We even get the day of 

September off for Mexican Independence, but I think that’s just to gain money.” In De 

Anza children had school on September 16, but this celebration was recognized in other 

ways. Principal Bejarano stated: “I will let the kids come dressed in traditional Mexican 

clothes. The kids like that.” This principal also mentioned that one of the schools in the 

district hosted a community festival on El Grito de la Independencia. 

 Additional celebrations preserved Mexican customs (e.g., Broyles-Gonzalez, 

2002; Ramirez Oropeza, 2002), contributing to cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) for children on 

both sides of the border. These included physical decor, reenactments, non-uniform days 

to wear traditional Mexican garments, music, or announcements on the following:  Día 

de los Muertos (The Day of the Dead), Las Posadas (reenactment of the birth of Jesus), 

Cinco de Mayo (May 5), and Mexican Mother’s Day (May 10). Student 126 thought 

including such cultural celebrations in the community and in the schools was important 

because “Mexicans live here and want to enjoy their remembrance.” Principal Williams 

wholeheartedly agreed, as can be ascertained by this statement: “We have to respect their 

traditions as well because they are very important in the lives of our students and our 

families.” Principal Bejarano suggested that bi-national celebrations “just add a depth to 

their experience. The great thing is they don’t even know they are getting it. It’s just . . . 

the way that it is.” Embracing these celebrations and traditions that were heavily 
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influenced by Mexican history and heritage became the community’s habitus (Bourdieu 

& Passeron, 1990).  

 But were these cultural inclusions part of the school’s habitus?  Schools having 

high degrees of standardization--such as those in my study--built upon this cultural 

wealth (Yosso, 2005) in peripheral ways rather than in direct ways (e.g., content, 

pedagogy, and structures) to support academic growth. Although Mexican celebrations 

were recognized at home and in the community, some principals found them to be 

intrusive on time and focus for AIMS (ADE, 2012). Principal Link spoke about this 

tension more, realizing that she was missing connections to cultural wealth (Yosso, 2005) 

that would enhance her leadership capacity:   

 I think that one of the biggest complaints that I’ve gotten is our lack of 

 celebrations . . . One of the things that I have tried to do as an instructional leader 

 is to focus on instruction. And so when I came to De Anza . . . I observed . . . 

 Easter celebrations, Mother’s Day, Cinco de Mayo, end of the year, graduation. 

 The list goes on and on. And I thought “I’ve only been here two months and 

 we’ve already had eight parties.” And so I’ve tried to pare that down. And I have 

 received complaints from parents like, “But we always do this.” And “it’s 

 something that the kids look forward to.” So I think that celebrating is something 

 that’s very important in the culture. So that goes back to what I said earlier that 

 my work as an administrator I have started to learn what the community values.  

Other principals also recognized that there were misalignments between what the border 

community valued and what the school community valued (or perceptions thereof). 
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Principal Williams, for example, mentioned that the community may value Mexican-

American celebrations, but state guidelines suggested there was no value in these things. 

“Sadly,” she said, “We’ve taken all the fun out of education.” She continued: 

As a [former] kindergarten teacher, part of my program was for kids to have that 

social development where they got to bring these stick ups to celebrate their 

birthday. It was their special day. Now we can’t do that. We’ve got nutrition 

policies. We wouldn’t want them to have a cupcake. And we don’t allow them to 

bring in invitations to give out. So I don’t see a whole lot of that integrated into 

school. We can acknowledge it in their personal lives, but we really don’t really 

celebrate it here.  

But after some reflection, this same principal informed me that she still found a way to 

celebrate birthdays and culture without violating law (i.e., Prop 203, 2000) or infringing 

on time on task (e.g., English, 2000; Glatthorn, 1987). She infused birthdays in a non-

intrusive manner: through announcements and the marquee. She continued: 

“[Covarrubias] celebrates a lot of life’s milestones with their kids, with their families . . . 

You can come into this office on any day if it’s a student’s birthday it’s full of flowers 

and balloons and teddy bears.” Over 120 miles away, Principal Rojas said the same thing: 

“Birthday celebrations are still a very big thing in [De Anza.] And I know in the middle 

and high school . . . the parents send balloons at school and stuffed animals and so forth.”  

Though a public school, Principal Lopez facilitated a yearly event to celebrate Los 

Posadas. She theorized: “I think that one way to continue to respect their culture and 

value them as people [is to] have those programs or those celebrations integrated into our 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       152 
 

curriculum. So, for example, in December we had the posadas . . . [where] we had a 

procession and we had a little celebration with a couple of kids dancing. We had 

champurro [Mexican hot chocolate] and pan dulce [sweet bread] for each child.” This 

principal saw the need to incorporate celebrations into school experiences and, thus, 

enhancing school culture and parent satisfaction. In regards to integrating celebrations 

into the school day, Principal Rojas realized the following:  

 Looking at our community and what is important to our parents, we want to 

 insure that we do include celebrations. For example Cinco de Mayo, diez de seis 

 de septiembre, the quinceañeras--they’re brought into play because we want the 

 families to be assured that we value them, that their beliefs and their traditions are 

 important. So that’s a source of buy in for us.  It’s good PR for the parents but 

 also for the children.  

Infusing celebrations into the school environment increased belief in the school and its 

leader. This was a finding. However, these inclusions were peripheral to the language arts 

curricular program. Students did not necessarily read, write, or speak about Mexican-

American history, heritage, culture, or celebrations. If they did, it was a passage in the 

textbook or workbook rather than something special the teacher prepared or principal led.  

Whether identifying themselves as more Mexican or more American, findings 

suggested that children recognized and appreciated cultural experiences that included 

Mexican food. Student 18 wrote straightforwardly: “In my culture we eat Mexican food.” 

This student, among countless others, mentioned Mexican cuisine enjoyed daily, such as:  

frijoles (beans), tortillas (flat, round bread-like staple item made from maize/corn), 
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burritos (a tortilla rolled around a meat or bean filling), carne (meat), enchaladas (corn 

fritters stuffed with meat and simmered in a chili sauce), and taquis (corn snack), 

Principal Trenton added a favorite of hers to the list: hilados (popsicles made with 

Mexican fruit). Consistent with Kennedy’s (1972) research on Mexican cuisine, 

participants also mentioned particular foods enjoyed at festivals and holidays. These 

included: tamales (cornmeal dough filled, folded in corn husks, and stacked into a 

steamer), fajitas (pieces of skirt steak cooked on mesquite), chiles rellenos (stuffed 

chilies), flautas (deep-fried tortilla and savory filling) guacamole (avocado dip), and 

sopaipillas (fry-bread). 

One student from Covarrubias and two principals from De Anza mentioned one 

particular grocery store that embraced the Mexican culture. “This store is decorated with 

the Mexican flag colors,” (i.e., green, red, and white) stated Student 21. Principal Rojas, 

though 120 miles away, referenced this same grocery store: 

Many of our students don’t go to Safeway. They go to Food City. So we do a 

compare and contrast of how different the two areas are. But the reason we do that 

is because if you go to Food City, for example, they have the piñatas and they 

have the vegetables and the fruits arranged differently than they would at 

Safeway. And that would be part of their culture. Food City also has an area that 

they cook. It’s a mini café where they have the traditional Mexican dishes, and 

they get to talk to the managers there as well as one of the cooks. They sell 

tortillas, and they make tortillas there too. That’s part of their culture. 
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Food is a significant part of border community culture. It is a part of family life in that 

making traditional dishes is a skill shared from generation to generation. In multiple 

participant observations, I saw students in the cafeteria eating and enjoying Mexican 

food. As one fifth grade student from Hope Elementary went back for a second helping, 

she confessed to me that the cafeteria’s enchaladas were better than her aunt’s 

enchaladas. “But you know her, so don’t tell her I said that,” she implored. 

 Along with Mexican cuisine adding to overall cultural experiences that deepened 

cultural pride, music contributed to overall cultural experiences for children in 

Covarrubias and De Anza. For example, Student 18 stated: “We . . . like to dance and 

sing.” Student 140 mentioned: “At celebrations we may include Mexican dances and 

Spanish singers.” Music was something that intrigued Student 131 on a more personal 

level, as can be seen in this comment: “Music has been a skill that my dad and 

grandfather have taught me about . . . pretty soon I will be playing the guitar for my 

church band.” My participant observations also noted the inclusion of music in the 

overall curricular program for all seven schools examined. Music being a cultural priority 

and skill set was supported by literature (Broyles & Gonzalez, 2002). Though schools 

were faced with severe budget cuts--which were more pronounced in marginalized 

communities like Covarrubias and De Anza--music programs remained intact.    

 Art also contributed to cultural experiences for children in my study, but to a 

lesser degree than celebrations, food, and music. In a broad sense, students mentioned 

how art was infused in their community and school. Student 68 noted: “Our culture is so 

colorful.” Student 17 mused: “In Covarrubias there is a lot of art.” And Student 44 also 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       155 
 

observed the infusion of art in the community. This child indicated: “The culture that we 

have here is art. We have culture in the park.” I asked Principal Trenton what this child 

meant by “culture in the park.” She provided context, mentioning that the local park had 

an elaborate area for mural painting that took on an international flare. I visited the locale 

and found the artwork to be quite colorful, detailed, and historic in nature. This artistic 

display reminded me of a mural at a recreation center in De Anza whereby an entire wall 

in the gym was devoted to Hispanic athletes and Hispanic leaders. 

In two of the schools in my study, I noticed artwork that was influenced by 

Mexican heritage. Modern day physical regalia added to ethnic pride for Mexican-

Americans (Bonfil Batalla, 1996). At Rio Grande Middle School, for example, a large 

Aztec painting that depicted an indigo man, a snake, and a dragon hung near the front 

office. In the hallway of Cesar Chavez Elementary School, I saw two framed posters 

designed by Diego Rios, a famous Hispanic artist. However, these were two isolated 

displays of international art. In the seven schools examined in my study, hallways and 

classrooms were devoid of artwork that reminded students of their border communities. 

This misalignment was a finding.  During a participant observation in a classroom at 

Cesar Chavez Elementary School, I observed a boy drawing a woman dancing with a 

salsa skirt twirling. When I took notice of his work, he informed me that art, particularly 

drawing and creating comic books, was an interest of his. He showed me some of his 

designs. I complimented him, for he was quite talented in this genre. Although art was 

valued in the community and school, it was not a specific course offering in any of the 

schools examined in my study with the exception of Jaramillo Middle School. For the 
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other schools, art was eliminated from the scheduling--even Specials for elementary--to 

make way for interventions (test-prep) courses. This, too, was another misalignment 

between community priorities and school priorities. 

Findings on positive cultural experiences such as celebrations, food, music, and 

art illustrated this truism further. However, participants spoke about resilience in 

overcoming cultural discrimination or misrecognition, adding another layer to cultural 

pride among study participants in these border communities.  

 Cultural misrecognition and resilience. Mexican history and heritage clearly 

influenced contemporary cultural experiences that were positive. However, resilience 

may be an additional cultural identifier that shaped ethnic pride for those residing in 

border communities. Cultural challenges such as poverty, deportation, changing 

residencies, and negative perceptions also shaped cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) for children in 

border community schools in Covarrubias and De Anza.  

Though beyond the scope of this study, Payne’s (2005) and Templeton’s (2011) 

research on the effects of poverty--particularly resiliency--coincided with findings in my 

study. Likewise, findings from my study linked to research on schooling inequities due to 

poverty levels (Bowles & Gintis, 1976). Data from my study suggested that the effects of 

poverty (and perhaps culture) created perceived obstacles in achieving the intended 

curricula in schools. Children who did not have access or could not yet achieve the 

official curriculum (Apple, 2004) did not pass high-stakes tests, classes, or grade levels. 

“Students like me don’t pass tests and [we] flunk classes,” confessed Student 117. Such 
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stark reality may be reminiscent of Bourdieu’s (1973; 1986) work on schools reproducing 

children for a class-based society or Anyon’s (1980) work on hidden curriculum. 

Principals addressed this topic rather than children, as children were oblivious to any 

other school culture other than the one they experienced. For example, Principal Link 

contended:  

 Our students come in with a lot of challenges. We are like 95% free and reduced 

 lunch. So they are coming in with challenges associated with poverty. So is there 

 a way we can support our families better to help their students have better 

 achievement? . . . We have several parents who are illiterate. So how am I 

 communicating with those parents? . . . There are so many factors that contribute 

 to that we’re missing the mark. When I figure it out we’ll have really high student 

 achievement (nervous laughter). 

Principal Bejarano also expressed concerns about accessing the official curriculum—

particularly vocabulary--due to the high poverty level that limited exposure to real-world 

applications. She said: “Regardless of their proficiency level, our students are low in their 

vocabulary overall, which . . . is probably attributed to their poverty level [more] than to 

their language background.”  

 Principal Machado also mentioned the challenges associated with poverty, 

specifically “the lack of parent involvement due to conditions at home. Parents either 

having to work two separate jobs or parents not working.” Additionally, some parents 

limited the choices of the children due to conditions at home. They just may not have the 

vision or resources to see beyond their present condition. Principal Machado brought this 
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point home: “Kids need to go to summer programs, but the parents are protective of their 

kids. They don’t want them going out there, but that’s what they have to do.” 

With poverty consuming the lives of many families in border communities such 

as Covarrubias and De Anza, sometimes parents became desperate to survive and 

provide. Sometimes they looked for fast money which was more accessible in border 

communities. Student 143 recognized: “We’re exposed to more drugs and danger.” 

Principal Machado profoundly surmised:  

 A lot of students have parents in prison but they are there for different reasons 

 than might be the case in other regions of the country. They are there for drug 

 trafficking or illegal immigrant crossing not murder or fraud. It is survival. . . . No 

 one else has to deal with deportation or their mother in jail for smuggling. It is 

 unique to the border. 

With inconsistent parental control, children in Covarrubias and De Anza might make 

poor decisions. Principal Machado illustrated this point in regards to dropping out of 

school. She warned; “There is a high drop-out rate for Hispanics, more so in 

[Covarrubias].” This comment was consistent with the literature in that 30.8% of people 

25 years or older do not have a high school diploma in Covarrubias as compared to 15% 

in both Arizona and the United States (United States Census Bureau, 2010).  

 Another challenge unique to children in the border communities in my study was 

deportation of family members. Principal Rojas provided this context: “Due to the 

hardships they are going through, the economic struggles, [and] the unemployment rates, 

deportation issues . . . have increased. With the passing of the law [Prop 203, 2000], we 
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have seen an influx of family that is separated by the border. Either the father or the 

mother have been deported and are forced to live in Mexico.” Principal Link also 

mentioned the potential restrictions of the border. She indicated:  “That happens with 

some of our families. Our families are split. Or our families spend a lot of time in Mexico 

because someone in their family can’t cross over the border.” Consider the story of one 

girl attending Montez Middle School. Principal Machado straightforwardly stated such 

injustice:  

There is never a dull moment here with the challenges, border issues, [and] 

neglect. So many cross every day and have to prove residency (looks sheepishly) 

but we know what they do. No scratch that. Look, there’s this girl who might not 

be attending our school anymore because of some issues with residency. The aunt 

came in and told me. She has been attending our schools for years, and now 

because of some paper that her mother cannot legally sign she is going to be 

removed from  our school. She’s a kid. That’s not right. 

My findings on deportation intersected with literature on colonization (e.g., Anzaldua, 

1987; Appleby et al., 2003; Redfield, 1929), suggesting that post-colonization effects 

may still be playing out in border communities and schools such as Covarrubias and De 

Anza.  

Related to deportation, a finding in both Covarrubias and De Anza was dual 

residencies or a constant changing of residencies. Principal Trenton suggested that some 

children lived across the border and attended school on the American side of the border. 

She surmised: “Some of them probably live over there. I mean when you get down to 
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brass tax, they may have papers to prove they live here. But they go and reside there. A 

lot of them have dual residencies. They have houses here and houses there. They live 

with an aunt this week, a cousin next week.” Principal Rojas provided additional realities 

of dual residencies and how that was a very unique cultural challenge for children (and 

schools) in border communities: 

The children are “living” (participant made a proverbial quoting gesture with her 

hands emphasizing living) on this side . . . and they travel between the two 

countries almost on a daily basis. Many times that poses a challenge because they 

can’t cross early enough to come to school. Something happened in Mexico, and 

they’re delayed. And they either don’t come to school . . . don’t have water . . . 

don’t have electricity. They don’t get to school. And the other issue is that many 

of our families decide to cross back into Mexico and attend school there. And so 

we have a transient problem. In and out--a revolving door. So we don’t get 

enough time to fully educate them, fully provide the education that they need. 

And then they’re gone to the other side. A few months later they come back, and 

they have regressed. That’s one big challenge. 

Thus, frequent crossing of the international line could be considered a resource (e.g., 

expand their multi-cultural schema) or a deficit (e.g., prevent consistent schooling 

practices/opportunities) (Gonzalez et al., 2005).  

 Although history and heritage shaped cultural experiences for children in 

Covarrubias and De Anza, perceptions of past history and present living also shaped 

cultural experiences for these children. Principal Trenton spoke about the perception of 
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border violence and illegal immigration. Principal Rojas addressed the topic of crime. 

She implied: “Most of the people here feel safe even though we have that publicity 

regarding crime. We don’t see it. Although we do have high poverty and high 

unemployment rates, the crime level is not high.” Principal Lopez also indicated negative 

perceptions of border communities in regard to crime as well as immigration. She said: 

“Sometimes [De Anza] . . .  has been in the news a lot because of the immigration debate 

going on and also the violence going on in Mexico.” However, according to Principal 

Trenton, the children may not be affected by these negative perceptions of the border 

community. She claimed: 

 These kids are probably not as impacted, as maybe they’re not subjected to 

 outside opinion about the border. So they don’t feel that as much. But I think that 

 when kids from other places come here or when people come here . . . that’s the 

 perception . . . It’s a dangerous place. When we interview people from other states 

 . . . that’s one of the questions we get. “Is it safe? Am I going to get mugged 

 coming out of my apartment by an illegal?” Well, no. That’s really not how it 

 works. You know, you’re probably safer here than you are in Chicago.  I can say 

 that with 100% certainty. 

Unique cultural challenges such as such as poverty, deportation, changing residencies, 

and negative perceptions contributed to cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of 

Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) for children living in Covarrubias and De Anza. These 

unique cultural challenges were so much part of the children’s habitus (Bourdieu & 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       162 
 

Passeron, 1990) that they did not even notice their realities and resiliencies. But the adults 

noticed. 

 Those who led and taught children in my study schools needed to be familiar with 

cultural priorities such as family, Spanish language, aspirations, and ethnic pride. They 

also needed to understand and empathize when it came to hardships such as poverty, 

deportation, changing residencies, and negative perceptions. Attracting and retaining 

these individuals was a constant theme in my study. Though beyond the scope of this 

dissertation, principals intimated that they found it difficult to hire and retain culturally 

responsive individuals who were highly qualified. And managing people (Hallinger, 

2008) that were culturally responsive was important for the community, school, and 

children. Unfortunately, their schools were often used as stepping stones to more 

attractive positions. This could be due to low pay, locale, or teaching challenges that 

reflected in their evaluations. 

Principal Machado intimated: “Our starting pay for teachers does not attract new 

people to our community.” Principal Trenton elaborated further: “I’ve seen a least four . . 

. highly effective teachers come spend two to three years and then leave.” She continued 

her example, saying that one particular teacher connected with her students and increased 

their academic achievement as measured by high-stakes exams. She became a valuable 

member of the school community. She was awarded a $9,000 stipend through the 

Teacher Advancement Program (TAP) (Teacher Advancement Program, 2013). Principal 

Trenton reminisced: “We did not offer enough to keep her here. Perks. She was young, 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       163 
 

26 years old. Why do you want to live in a border town when you got this credentialing? 

She could go anywhere. She went to Vail. They don’t need it.” 

 Other principals surmised that the teacher evaluation system linking teacher 33%-

50% of performance with student outcomes made it even more difficult to retain quality 

people. One principal who implored anonymity said, “Why would a new teacher to the 

field purposely go to [our district] to seek employment knowing that she would be 

considered a developing or beginning teacher at the onset rather than effective or highly 

effective? Everyone’s going to Scottsdale. The teaching profession is just easier there.” 

Another principal, who wanted to be sure her comment was off the record, said, “Don’t 

even get me started on that thing. Now we will have even fewer qualified applicants for 

my school. Sometimes I think the state and entire country has gone mad. I mean what the 

hell are they thinking?” The proverbial they, of course, were policymakers. 

Summary of Research Question 1: Border Culture 

 There was strong evidence that students in Covarrubias and De Anza used cultural 

capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 2002) in their homes and 

communities but to a much lesser degree in their schools. The genuine love, admiration, 

and appreciation of one’s family was a strong finding in my study. In particular, findings 

pointed to roles, connections with extended family, religious influences, family 

gatherings, events revolving around children, and infusion of certain familial behaviors in 

the school and classroom. Additionally, there was an acute awareness of bilingualism and 

its long-term advantages for individuals, communities, and societies. Likewise, there was 

an acute awareness of its short-term disadvantages for children accessing official 
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knowledge taught and tested in schools (e.g., Apple, 2004; Gonzalez, 2005). Aspirations 

were another dominant finding in relation to border culture. Principals and students 

themselves expected success in school, as measured by good grades, high test scores, 

appropriate behavior, and successful graduation from high school. Additionally, there 

was a strong push for higher education. Ethnic pride was also a finding in my study 

evidenced by history/heritage, positive cultural experiences (e.g., international crossing, 

celebrations, food, music, and art), and misrecognition and resilience (e.g., poverty, 

deportation, changing residencies, and negative perceptions). 

Research Question 2: Curricula Dimensions 

 My second research question was: How might current realities of intended and 

received language arts curricula be described in border community schools? This 

question was important to my study because I wanted to have a clear understanding of 

reading, writing, and speaking curricula currently intended (i.e., written, taught, tested, 

and supported) and received (i.e., perceptions of taught curricula that were hidden or 

null). Participant observations, principal interviews, and students’ responses (to a lesser 

degree) contributed to the findings for this research question.  

Intended Language Arts Curricula 

 Though my presentation for intended curricula is lengthy, I only include a 

sampling of the data. This was the largest finding in my study, particularly the tested 

language arts curricula. As presented below, findings on intended language arts curricula 

were written (i.e., guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans, standards, and objectives), 

taught (i.e., content that was aligned, spiraled, textbook-based, and data-driven), tested 
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(i.e., classroom tests, formative exams, and summative assessments), and supported (i.e., 

local, state, federal initiatives that were purposeful, guaranteed, and viable).  

 Written language arts curricula. Written language arts curricula included 

guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans, and posted objectives. Physical evidence of 

written language arts curricula was inordinate for the schools in my study. Curriculum 

guides were at the teachers’ stations. Pacing calendars were clipped to bulletin boards. 

Learning targets, standards, and/or objectives were written in dominant locations in the 

classrooms and remained in that location over time. Detailed lesson plans on complex 

templates were provided to me without my asking.   

 curriculum guides/pacing calendars/lesson plans. Several principals spoke about 

the development and implementation of curriculum guides, pacing calendars, and lesson 

plans that were created via language arts standards (i.e., state and national). A sampling 

of the language arts standards used in Arizona is located in Appendices B-H. For 

example, Principal Link mentioned: “We’re transitioning from state standards to 

Common Core. We’re using our maps.” Principal Williams reminded me: “This year it’s 

a combination of the old standards and the new standards.” She continued: “But all of 

what we do . . . is guided by our pacing guide which is tied to the standards . . . With the 

books that our district adopted . . . the coaches work with our grade level teams on 

developing those pacing guides. So that’s going to guide everything they do from the 

beginning of the school year to the other.” Other principals also mentioned reliance on 

pacing guides that were created with teachers representing grade levels.  Principal 

Bejarano explained: 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       166 
 

We have these curriculum maps that were developed at the district level. The 

School Improvement Coordinator got one representative per grade level from 

each of the six elementary schools and then they looked at the standards. They 

sequenced the standards to make sure that all of the standards were taught before 

the famous AIMS test. And then they went to look for materials to support 

teaching the standards. So we have these curriculum maps as a guideline. You can 

almost call them pacing guides. 

Likewise, Principal Link indicated: “We teach using our curriculum maps that are 

designed by a group of teachers by all of the schools in our district. And that kind of sets 

the tone for where we are going.” Principal Rojas concurred: “We do utilize a curriculum 

pacing map that was created by a team of fifth grade teachers, each one representing a 

different elementary school in our district. The focus of the reading or language arts 

program is the development of vocabulary, writing skills, reading fluency, 

comprehension, and actually oral speaking because students need to be able to utilize all 

of those different components in order to be able to read.”  

 Additional principals referenced standards, maps, and guides written to meet the 

demands of AIMS (ADE, 2012). Principal Machado realized that the guide was aligned 

to tests. “We use the pacing guide that is aligned to the benchmark assessments,” she 

stated in a perfunctory manner. All principals suggested that high-stakes assessments 

primarily determined the written curricula. The written language arts curricula (i.e., 

curriculum guides and pacing calendars) were prepared “backwards” as Wiggins and 

McTighe (2007) suggested educators do in a high-stakes testing and accountability era.   
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Thus, the intended curriculum was conflated with pacing guides, calendars of various 

types, and lesson plans deeply rooted in state and national standards. Notice that across 

the principal quotations, there were emphases on alignment strategies connecting 

academic subject standards to assessments (e.g., Bartoo, 2005; English, 2000; Stotsky, 

2005). The student/individual as subject, with all of his/her cultural wealth (Yosso, 2005), 

was noticeably absent.  This absence might explain the division between intended and 

received curricula.  

Further, the written guides and calendars seemed to be more focused on reading 

than writing, as can be ascertained when I inquired about the formalized writing 

curricula. Principal Link stated: “We don’t have a solid writing curriculum in my 

opinion. Our curriculum director at the district purchased a new program . . . to teach 

writing. But we only got one textbook for all of our teachers to share at every grade level 

and so to actually expect implementation of that actual adoption is far-fetched.” 

Likewise, Principal Lopez indicated: “Writing has been challenging because . . . in my 

opinion the teachers don’t know how to teach writing.” And Principal Williams 

confessed: “Our writing curricula? Oh that’s kind of a joke. Whoops, I didn’t say that.” 

And when I inquired about the inclusion of the speaking component in the language arts 

program, I was reminded that speaking was not tested on AIMS (ADE, 2012).   

Moreover, principals spoke about how they monitored the use of pacing guides 

and curriculum maps based on the standards. For example, Principal Machado 

mentioned: “I meet with the grade level every two weeks. We address data, curriculum, 

and the pacing guide . . . I expect teachers to follow the pacing guide faithfully.” 
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Likewise, Principal Bejarano discussed how she verified implementation of curriculum 

maps through her class observations and lesson plan checks. She spoke about “having 

that expectation that they are doing what they are supposed to be doing.” She continued:   

All the time I’m referring them back to . . . the map. Are you following the map? 

Where are you on the map? Not where are you at the book, but what standard are 

you working on? Digging into the standards so that they are seeing that they need 

to be including the Common Core. They need to be making those instructional 

shifts that are in the Common Core . . . I check their lesson plans every week to 

see what activities they’re doing. And I write questions . . . “How does this match 

the standards? Are you . . . getting the kids to talk?” Some refection questions that 

tell the teacher . . . what the expectations are because they can see the comments I 

am making. ‘Oh that’s what she wants to see. That’s what we should be doing.’  

In other words, principals saw their roles as managers of the intended curricula. They 

managed the implementation of curriculum guides, pacing calendars, maps, and lesson 

plans. They made sure these written testaments were aligned to the standards measured 

on AIMS (ADE, 2012). Drawing on curriculum studies on standardization (e.g., Bruner, 

1960; Stotsky, 2005; Tyler, 1949; Weber, 2008), principals saw their primary role as 

managing the curricular program (Hallinger, 2008) toward pre-determined standards, 

pedagogy, and structures.  

 Two of the principals in my study expressed appreciation and satisfaction for 

having such focus and alignment on the written curricula that would be taught and tested 

(Porter, 2004). Principal Trenton, for example, indicated: “All of these kids are going to 
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get a better education because of the things that these teachers are doing, because of the 

things that we’re planning, and [because of] the goals that we are setting.  All of these 

kids are going to have their experiences enriched because of that. That’s what’s important 

to me. These principals fully embraced and managed the intended language arts curricula 

mandated of them, including the high-stakes testing piece. 

 standards/objectives. Findings suggested that the written curricula included the 

intentional creation, implementation, and monitoring of guides and pacing calendars. 

This often took the form of posted objectives that drew from the language of state and 

national standards. “I do ask the teachers to make sure that their language standards are 

included in their lesson planning. So if you walk in the classroom you will see those,” 

mentioned Principal Williams. All of the principals in the study required their teachers to 

post their standards/objectives as a reference for the day’s lesson. In multiple participant 

observations of class lessons, I noticed specific objectives posted in relation to both state 

and national reading, writing/grammar, and speaking standards.   

 reading. The majority of classrooms I observed had daily postings of reading 

standards and objectives. And many of these postings included the specific numerical 

identification of state or national standards along with the description. These letters and 

numbers had meaning. For example, 8.R1.9 was an Arizona state standard, and the letters 

and numbers stood for: Grade 8, Reading Strand 1, Concept 9. As a second example, a 

classroom at Cesar Chavez Elementary School had the following posting: 5.RL.7  ELDP: 

III: R-4 (CT) (F/NF): HI-34. Sub-Objective 5.RI.4, and the letters and numbers stood for: 

Grade 5, Reading Literature, Standard 7: English Language Development Proficiency 
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Level Stage III: Reading Standard 4 (Comprehending text) (Fiction/Non-fiction): High 

Intermediate Objective 34.  Sub-Objective Grade 5, Reading Informational Text, 

Standards 4. In everyday language, this meant that the children were to do the following 

during this lesson: Using complete sentences, examine how multi-media elements 

contribute to the zone of a text by analyzing different features within a text. Use context 

clues to determine the meaning of grade level words. 

At a fifth grade class in Hope Elementary School, the following reading standard 

was posted on the board: 5.RF.4: Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency to support 

comprehension. Specifically, learning activities to support this written standard included 

reading The Grizzly Bear Family (pp. 606-616) from the district-approved textbook. The 

children were also required to answer questions from The Practice Book (pp. 201-215) 

that pertained to fluency, chronology, problem/solution, and comparisons/contrasts. In 

my participant observations, I noticed similar postings of standards and objectives in 

elementary and middle school classrooms in both Covarrubias and De Anza.  

For example, a classroom at Cesar Chavez Elementary School had the following posting 

5.R1.2 III R-4 (CT) (NF): III-23: I will make connections between two ideas by 

comparing and contrasting characteristics using a Venn diagram. Sub-Objective 

III.LKS.2-DOC: H1-8: I will use academic vocabulary to present the compare and 

contrast anchor chart to my peers. Posted at a Rio Grande Middle School language arts 

classroom was: IV: R4: HI-24: Interpret information from nonfiction text for a specific 

purpose. And at a later visit: IV. R-4: HI-4 / CC Reading: L-6:2: We will evaluate the 

argument and specific claim in a text in order that we learn to identify persuasive 
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reading. Similarly, posted at a Huber Middle School language arts classroom was: 8.R1.9 

I will analyze a case in which two or more texts provide conflicting information by 

analyzing historical documents and drawing conclusions about what these documents 

were for. 

Two of the classrooms I visited did not use the specific codes but identified the 

verbiage of the standards nonetheless. During a classroom visit to Buena Elementary 

School, I noticed this standard/objective posted on the board: Understand informational 

texts. To do this, students were going to identify vocabulary from a reading in their 

textbook. And at a language arts classroom at Jaramillo Middle School, these reading 

standards were written: Acquire and use accurately a range of seventh grade vocabulary. 

Determine central themes in a story. Analyze how setting shapes the plot. Assess the point 

of view. Describe characters. 

Reading objectives/standards were also proudly posted on hallway displays.  For 

example, at Sycamore Elementary School each teacher had a bulletin board affixed 

outside his/her classroom in which to display student work. The majority of these 

displays indicated the reading objective and showcased exemplary student work, 

particularly in the area of informational text (which according to the blueprint accounted 

for approximately 50% of the AIMS Reading exam) (ADE, 2012). In my observations I 

took note of bulletin board themes that displayed the standards and evidence of student 

work.  At Sycamore Elementary School students compared and contrasted informational 

texts (ELA.S.RI.5) via using a Venn diagram to consider animal cell anatomy vs. plant 

cell anatomy. Down another corridor, flip charts that required students to analyze 
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informational text for meaning and tone (5.RL.7) were displayed. Similarly, worksheets 

that required students to read and comprehend informational texts (3.R1.10) were posted 

at Hope Elementary School. And assignments that determined the main idea of a text, 

recounted the key details, and explained how they supported the main idea (3.R1.2) were 

prominently located in another corridor.  

 writing/grammar. Coupled with reading standards/objectives adorning the boards 

and walls of classrooms/hallways were writing/grammar standards. Sometimes they were 

written using the Arizona state standards verbiage, and sometimes they were written 

using the Common Core national standards verbiage. But the point is that they were 

always written every day at every visit. For example, at Hope Elementary School there 

was a daily assignment from the grammar and practice workbooks to meet the standard. 

During one observation, written on the board were the following learning activities: L2.2 

(Language Grade 2: standard 2), or Demonstrate command of the conventions of 

standard English, capitalization, punctuation, and spelling when written. These activities 

included pages 152-163 from a grammar textbook and pp. 69-80 form a practice 

workbook. That was 20 workbook pages of isolated lessons on homophones, adjectives, 

spelling patterns, articles, conventions, and sentences. This lesson was heavily relying on 

textbooks and workbooks (Madeus, 1988) as opposed to constructivist activities.  

Objectives/standards on writing or grammar posted in the classroom were also a 

huge finding in my study. For example, posted in a fifth grade classroom at Sycamore 

Elementary School was a written objective (i.e., S2-C6-12, S2-C6-13: Students will work 
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in groups of three or four and create new words by identifying base/root word and 

adding a prefix) along with these corresponding lessons: 

Use Practice makes Perfect worksheets, The Suffix–ize pp. 26-27, Figurative 

Language, Idioms worksheets, or Hover Cam. Writing Buckle Down: Simple 

sentences/Compound sentences Lesson 13. Complete sentences pp. 74-76. 

Figurative and Literal Language Test.   

Similarly, students in a fifth grade class at Cesar Chavez Elementary School were 

expected to: demonstrate command of standard English by applying and writing verbs in 

perfect present tense (5.L.1.a-e and 5.L.2.a-e and III: w2 SEC CG/POS: H1-7). At the 

same school a few weeks later, this writing objective was posted on the board: I will 

produce clear and coherent writing by working w/ my group to analyze my errors using 

my revision checklist (5 w 4; 5.w.10).  Students at Rio Grande Middle School worked on 

persuasive letter writing (1v-W-1. S1: C7 PO2, PO3, PO4). And students at Montez 

Middle School evaluated the advantages and disadvantages of using different mediums to 

present a different topic or follow a specific writing structure to generate ideas, plan, 

organize, evaluate, and revise the report. Though the precise numbers/letters identifying 

the standard, proficiency level, and objective were not posted, the wording of this lesson 

were taken verbatim from the Common Core standards (ADE, 2012).  

Findings on the standards-based writing curricula were prominent in the hallways 

of school as well, particularly at Sycamore Elementary School and Cesar Chavez 

Elementary School. At Sycamore Elementary School, there was a bulletin board 

depicting McDonald’s super-size choices. The display read: 4W1C Students will write 
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opinion essays on texts supporting a point of view with reason and information. So long 

super sizes! Just a few paces later I encountered another bulletin board displaying pockets 

full of pronouns. The language standard posted on this attractive bulletin board was: 

2L1C Students will use pronouns correctly. The office hallway at Cesar Chavez 

Elementary School was also strewn with charts and graphs, delineating the school’s 

writing priorities based on results. Such a heavy emphasis on the relationship between 

standards/objectives to core content dated back to scholars of classic curriculum studies 

(e.g., Bobbit, 1918; Tyler, 1949). More contemporary scholars (e.g., Glatthorn & Jailall, 

2009; Walker & Soltis, 2004) also supported this emphasis on standards-based education 

and subject-based approaches to meet the aims of education.  

 speaking/listening. In comparison to the reading and writing standards/objectives 

that were written or displayed, the speaking and listening standards/objectives were 

written or displayed sporadically and somewhat superficially. Principal Williams 

suggested: “I don’t know of anything in particular that addresses speaking other than 

what the eighth grade teachers are incorporating into their classrooms that involve the 

presentations that they do. There’s quite a bit of that but there’s no particular curriculum 

for that.” The same vague speaking curriculum was evident at the other schools. For 

example, at Hope Elementary School, taped to a chalkboard on 9x12 white copying paper 

were 15 examples of various standards. Written on one paper was SL6 (Speaking and 

Listening standard 6): Adapt speech to a variety of contexts and tasks, using formal 

English when applicable to task. In three participant observations of classroom lessons, 

however, I witnessed students formally presenting science projects (Rio Grande Middle 
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School), poetry (Hope Elementary School), and demonstrative speeches (Montez Middle 

School). So the speaking/listening standard was being enacted but to a much lesser 

degree than reading and writing. Regardless, the speaking/listening standard was not 

formally written into the curriculum guides, pacing calendars, and lesson plans.   

Taught language arts curricula. As previously illustrated, intended language 

arts curricula--particularly reading and writing/grammar--were written in the form of 

curriculum guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans, objectives, and standards. In the 

schools observed, it was evident that these written documents and guidelines were 

expected to be taught with fidelity. I present findings on taught curricula via considering 

the what (i.e., content that was aligned, spiraled, purposeful, and guaranteed) and the how 

(e.g., pedagogy/enactment that was on-task and informed).  

prescribed content: aligned, spiraled, purposeful, and guaranteed. Findings 

suggested that there was an acute awareness of the taught language arts content having 

intentional alignment (e.g., English, 2000; Glatthorn, 1987), spiraling (Bruner, 1960), 

purposes (Tyler, 1949), and guarantees (e.g., DuFour & Marzano, 2011; Schmoker, 

2006). Participant observations validated the presence of such curricula initiatives. In 

walkthroughs at all the seven schools examined in my study, principals checked for 

posted objectives, detailed lesson plans, and data-driven instruction. It was expected that 

what was taught matched the official written and tested curricula. Matching the language 

arts curricula and instruction to the content of the high-stakes test was one way to 

guarantee its viability Principals monitored curricular standardization mandates, seeing 

this duty as their primary role. This was what they were stationed to do.  
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Data from my study suggested that the language arts curricula taught were 

streamlined for all the schools. The language arts curricula taught in these elementary and 

middle schools included these particulars: (a) vocabulary to enhance the quality of 

reading; (b) traits, grammar, and prompts to enhance the quality of writing; (c) reliance 

on textbooks to streamline content; (d) reliance on data to determine course placement 

and exposure to prescribed content; and (e) class discussions and projects to enhance the 

quality of speaking.  

 teaching vocabulary to enhance the quality of reading. During participant 

observations of classroom lessons, I saw physical evidence of grammar/word walls. To 

varying degrees, these were used to frontload vocabulary for the day’s readings. Research 

by Harmon et al., (2009) supported this initiative for all populations. Regardless of the 

grade level taught, some of the same literary elements appeared on these grammar/word 

walls, such as: parts of speech, figurative language, and text features. These were 

consistent with the definition of reading determined by A.R.S. §15-704 (2002). For 

example, permanently posted in the room at Montez Middle School was a bulletin board 

affixed with this label: The Language Store. The word wall displayed definitions to 

common language arts terms used in K-12 classrooms. Across town, a classroom in Cesar 

Chavez Elementary School had a grammar wall with similar postings. Additional 

displays, however, included text features, exemplary webbing examples, and literacy 

terminology.   

 An ELD classroom in Rio Grande Middle School, in particular, had a very 

explicit grammar wall that spanned across several walls in the classroom. Lists were 
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displayed under the following: person, place, thing (nouns); quantity, articles, 

demonstrative (adjectives); linking, physical actions, models (verbs); direction, time, 

frequency, location, quantity (adverbs); purpose, location, time (preposition); indefinite, 

interrogative, reflexive, intensive, relative (pronouns); and subordinating, cause, time, 

contrast, coordinating, condition (conjunction). Over 200 words were identified on these 

28 hand-written lists strewn across the room’s walls and windows--perhaps to keep the 

sunlight out of an already overheated classroom. Physical evidence suggested that the 

majority of the principals in my study required their teachers to employ word walls in 

their teaching to increase vocabulary acquisition, perhaps because their students lacked 

“exposure to very common vocabulary” (Principal Rojas). 

 Not only did curriculum leaders speak about reading curricula in terms of being 

aligned to the standards and emphasizing vocabulary, but the expectation was that 

reading curricula built upon previous years’ teachings. Specifically, they led literacy by 

looking for a spiraling of fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary. In relation to intended 

reading curricula, spiraled teachings observed in all classes included fluency, vocabulary, 

and/or comprehension. This focus on spiraling connected to literature on curricular 

standardization (Bruner, 1960). For example, at Hope Elementary School a child’s 

fluency was corrected or complimented. Vocabulary instruction was either front-loaded 

or infused in the reading lesson at Cesar Chavez Elementary School and Rio Grande 

Middle School. In multiple ways, comprehension was frequently and consistently 

checked at Buena Elementary School, Hope Elementary School, and Montez Middle 

School. When I observed a classroom lesson at Sycamore Elementary School, I noticed a 
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poster that summarized steps to good reading spiraled from elementary through middle 

school. These comprised considerations for reading: (a) before (i.e., think, predict, and 

connect); (b) during (i.e., ask); and (c) after (i.e., review, evaluate, and retell). 

The principals in my study all considered themselves positioned to lead and 

manage the taught reading program. Some believed they were knowledgeable in literacy, 

which helped them lead the curricular program and gain the teachers’ respect. For 

example, Principal Bejarano spoke about her expertise in reading and pedagogy. She 

said:  

 All the training that I had in teaching reading . . . really makes a big difference 

 because I can look at the activities and say and you know this is going to help you 

 get where you need to go. Or this is lacking somewhere. I definitely have that 

 much stronger with reading as opposed to grammar, writing . . . [and] other areas. 

 It does help a lot, and I think that people see that I am an expert when it comes to 

 talking about this area of the curriculum. So when . . . I make a statement they 

 value that. They believe it. And they go with it. 

Likewise, Principal Trenton felt confident about her knowledge base in reading. She also 

felt that this was an advantage when leading the curricular program at her elementary 

school. She mentioned: 

I love reading. When I was a teacher I loved teaching it. When I was a student I 

loved learning it. And it’s something I do in my leisure time . . . That being said . . 

. having a big store of background knowledge of . . . reading strategies helps me 

support teachers when they come up to a roadblock and they’re like “I don’t know 
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how to approach this.” There’s nothing I like better than engaging in dialogue 

about good classroom instruction when it comes to literacy . . . And so when I 

engage them in a dialogue about something I always try to leave them walking 

away thinking about what they are doing, how their approach is, what their 

approach is, what [they] can do differently, what [they] can do better, and what 

[they] are already doing great. 

The reading curriculum at all the schools examined in both Covarrubias and De Anza 

included the deliberate teaching of vocabulary. Likewise, the teaching of writing at these 

schools was aligned, spiraled, and purposeful.  

 teaching  traits, grammar, and prompts to enhance the quality of writing. 

Findings suggested that the six writing traits (i.e., content, organization, sentence fluency, 

word choice, voice, and conventions) (ADE, 2012) and the five paragraph writing prompt 

were other aligned language arts concepts clearly taught each year of schooling. The 

traits and prompts were intentionally spiraled with more complexity. Physical evidence 

included posters (i.e., six traits and writing processes), handouts, and references during 

lessons on writing. For example, I observed direct instruction of the writing process at 

Hope Elementary School, Buena Elementary School and Sycamore Elementary School. 

During these lessons students were directly taught how to write five-paragraph 

persuasive essays. Stationed at the overhead projector, a teacher at Sycamore Elementary 

School asked students to brainstorm reasons for and against school uniforms. On the 

overhead she wrote the ideas generated by the students. When that process was 

completed, she modeled how to write an opening paragraph, the three body paragraphs, 
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and the concluding paragraph. At intervals she provided time for students to work 

sections of the essay and regrouped when clarification was needed. She informed me that 

the following day they would peer edit their essays, using the six trait rubric as a guide. 

Likewise, at Jaramillo Middle School students peer-edited each other’s persuasive essays. 

They focused on two of the state-approved writing traits (i.e., word choice and 

conventions) (ADE, 2012).  Knowing that the teaching of the six writing traits was so 

deeply embedded in the school culture due to AIMS (ADE, 2012), I designed the writing 

prompt for the students using that format. See Appendix J.  

Spiraled teachings in several classes observed included the use of graphic 

organizers and isolated grammar lessons. These teachings have been revisited since early 

elementary. Yet, they continue to be taught in upper elementary, middle school, and 

perhaps beyond. For example, observed in all seven classrooms visited and mentioned by 

participants was the use of graphic organizers. Student 70 simply stated: “I have learned 

to draw a graphic organizer.” But this individual was not the only one. When writing 

lessons or prompts were presented to the children--such as the researcher-generated one I 

used to solicit non-identifiable data--it was automatic for the majority of children to use a 

web to categorize their thoughts and later place those thoughts in paragraphs. At Rio 

Grande Middle School, a girl even retrieved a small flower pot on a shelf to create a web 

on her lined paper. Carefully she placed the flower pot with a round bottom on her paper 

and made four circles: one in the middle and three surrounding it. She then returned the 

pot to its original location and grabbed a ruler to make lines for her brainstorming web. 
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 Isolated grammar lessons that emphasized conventions, editing, and revising were 

yet another spiraled activity explicitly taught. For example, Student 11 said: “In grammar 

you do pages from your spelling workbook.” Likewise, at Sycamore Elementary School, 

the bell work activity for the writing/grammar time frame was subject/verb agreement, 

transitions, capitalization, plural/singular spellings, and compound sentences. The 

grammar lesson during one visit at Rio Grande Middle School was on subject/verb 

agreement. Principal Link enthusiastically spoke about a new writing program that: 

 . . . breaks down the components to a level where the students are able to look at 

 grammar, sentence structure--and all of this is also included in the language 

 developmental vocabulary development portion--and then putting it all together 

 so that students are taught how to construct sentences using the grammatical 

 patterns incorporating the vocabulary and then having them write. But the most 

 important part is the modeling that the teachers are doing--to walk the students 

 through the process. So the teachers insure that the students comprehend how to 

 put together a sentence first and then create the different paragraphs. And  the 

 format is given to them like an outline or skeleton so that the three teachers in 

 that grade level anyway teach the same way regardless of the level of English 

 proficiency of the students. 

 Children were well aware of the writing concepts to be taught and had opinions 

about those lessons. For example, Student 28 commented: “Writing is special because it 

has its own thing called the six traits.” And Student 116 from Covarrubias remarked: 

“My least favorite is when we do the writing samples. It gets very boring but we have to 
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do it.” Likewise, Student 11 stated: “In writing they give you a prompt and you write 

about it.” Student 38 mentioned: “The only fun part I think is writing what you want to 

write about with no prompt. I think writing prompts limit what we can write about . . . 

That is why I didn’t like writing this year.” Student 115 added to this discussion on 

writing prompts: “When writing you need to check your spelling, grammar, and 

punctuation so you can get a good score and also follow the six traits of writing.  

 Adults also had numerous experiences and opinions about writing prompts 

aligned to the six traits. For example, in De Anza a teacher mentioned that students had to 

practice persuasive writing so they would do a good job on the upcoming district 

quarterly assessment. Principal Trenton informed me about her writing alignment plan. 

She said: 

The big pink poster out there has the Common Core writing standard for the 

writing process. And we asked the teachers to bring an average sample from their 

writing and then underneath that define exemplars based on what they think. The 

next step to that is that we are going to be looking at exemplars provided by the 

state and comparing exemplars that you came up with vs. exemplars that the state 

came up with and what do we need to do to close that gap. So that’s the direction 

that we are heading in.  

Extending this notion further, Principal Lopez mentioned that she involved the parents in 

the writing alignment initiatives. She required students to produce a writing sample each 

quarter, required teachers to grade those writing samples, and then mailed the writings 

home to parents. She said, “I also include examples of a 6 paper, 5 graded paper 4, 3, 2 so 
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they can compare [their child’s] to those state examples. So they have a guide. So they 

can see their kids’ writing and say, ‘OK this is what a 6 . . . paper is like. This is what a 5 

paper looks like. This is what a 3 paper looks like.’ And the parents are used to it.”  

Regardless of the inclusive efforts made in aligning the teaching of writing, 

principals expressed that this aspect of the language arts curricula was a struggle for the 

children they served. “Writing is a challenge for our students” stated Principal Machado 

because they “don’t do well in mechanics” (Principal Lopez).  Likewise, Principal 

Trenton admitted: “The biggest area of deficiency . . . [is] the writing. It is not at the same 

level as what the state is expecting. [And] conventions are just atrocious.” Principals led 

writing initiatives by “improving instruction, especially the grammar piece” (Principal 

Machado). Principal Trenton explained how she raised the level of awareness for the 

teachers and the level of expectation in the children in regards to six-trait alignment. She 

continued speaking about quality instruction to remediate, communication efforts, 

student-to-student feedback, and rubric development/implementation. As the curriculum 

leader, she firmly stated that she led these writing alignment initiatives: “Having a big 

store of background knowledge of writing process, writing strategies . . . helps me to 

support teachers when they come up to a roadblock . . . I provide the structure. I provide 

the direction. And I keep them on track.” The tremendous efforts made in the teaching of 

writing (i.e., traits, grammar, and prompts) were not consistent with research that 

emphasized meaning, personalization, and authentic purposes (e.g., Calkins, 2004; Wood 

Ray, 2002) 
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Thus, the teaching of writing (and reading) in the seven schools examined in my 

study was similar in its focus that was aligned, spiraled, and purposeful (e.g., Bruner, 

1960; English, 2000; Tyler, 1949). One way this prescribed reading and writing content 

was delivered in a systematic way was through reliance on textbooks that were aligned, 

spiraled, and purposeful.  

 reliance on textbooks. A related finding to taught language arts content regarded 

reliance on textbooks to streamline the teaching of prescribed content. “We get taught 

with the heaviest textbooks ever” complained Student 126. In my participant 

observations, I saw this complaint fully realized. The students’ desks were stacked with 

textbooks and workbooks. For example, at Sycamore Elementary School, students used a 

language textbook that was 528 pages. They also possessed a reading textbook, language 

handbook, children’s dictionary, and multiple test-prep workbooks (i.e., reading and 

vocabulary). At Cesar Chavez Elementary School, the reading textbook was 691 pages, 

the writing textbook was 530 pages, and the additional textbooks/workbooks were 

plentiful in depth and breadth. At Montez Middle School, the literature textbook was 

1059 pages, and the supporting readers’ notebook was 353 pages. Students also carried in 

their backpacks multiple test prep workbooks and a thick vocabulary binder to be used in 

their language arts class. 

 Participant observations confirmed that textbooks and workbooks were heavily 

used in the teaching of reading and writing. After all, as Principal Trenton surmised: “The 

teachers’ comfort zone is in the textbooks.” Conversely, Principal Williams theorized: “I 

think we stunt kids’ growth when we assume that we can use a textbook that’s going to 
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mean the same to every single kid . . . I think we need to do a better job of helping our 

teachers think beyond the textbook.” Her comment matched scholars’ critique of 

textbooks (e.g., Bardos, 2008/09; Dewitt, 2013). But my findings suggested that this was 

not happening. Instead, even principals relied heavily on textbooks when speaking about 

taught language arts curricula. They mentioned literature series, writing kits, and online 

computerized programs “that get scored by the company” (Principal Machado). Or as 

Principal Link indicated: “Our curriculum series is kind of like read and test . . . It’s not 

project-based.” Likewise, Principal Lopez mentioned two particular test-prep workbooks 

aligned to the standards that all teachers were required to use. This principal said: “And 

that’s all aligned . . . and she has to teach it. And also I feel that that puts some 

accountability on her part.” In a participant observation of a classroom lesson at Rio 

Grande Middle School, I noticed a teacher heavily relying on a grammar workbook. As I 

entered the classroom the students took notice of my presence; however, the teacher did 

not notice me for over three minutes. She was engrossed in scripted instruction on 

prepositions. “The cat climbed ______ the wall.” As the workbook indicated, the students 

shouted over when the teacher paused. “My sister looked around her bedroom for the lost 

textbook. The television sat near the cabinet. Michael ran up the staircase. Dancing with 

my dad was fun.”1 When the teacher finished her scripted segment on prepositions, she 

looked up and saw me. I then approached her, shook her hand, introduced myself, and 

greeted the children. 

1 The teacher read—and the students dutifully responded— to approximately 20 simple sentences. None 
of the sentence examples were compound or complex. 
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 That scripted scenario might be explained by Principal Link, who led in a school 

120 miles away from Cesar Chavez Elementary School. She posited:  

We have an adopted curriculum and so that inhibits some of our instructional 

decisions. Not all teachers are good at--are successful with--that much 

instructional freedom. And so for some of our teachers having that core program 

is really great because I know that they are teaching specific skills. And they have 

a resource to go to when they are struggling and implementing instruction.   

Principal Bejarano, however, was cautious about heavy reliance on textbooks and 

programs. In her opinion, the program they had been using for years--which was phasing 

out due to lack of funding--was entirely “skill acquisition, skill acquisition, skill 

acquisition.” According to this principal: 

 We moved away from just reading books to [children] for fun. We’ve moved 

 away from reading poetry. I mean [this program] did wonders for us, but now 

 we are really seeing the drawbacks. [And], with the Common Core coming in we 

 are shifting to the new standards. The shift has led us to more evidence in their 

 reading, finding evidence, using evidence, citing evidence, providing evidence in 

 their writing. That’s definitely a shift. We’re doing a lot more informational text, 

 and this has made us . . . step away from the core program that we had because it 

 doesn’t have enough informational text in it. 

And Principal Rojas was in agreement that heavy reliance on textbooks and reading 

series would impede this instructional shift. She ascertained: “Our Common Core 

standards as well as the summative testing . . . will be dealing with non-fiction passages. 
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And so in preparation for that test we are pulling out the fiction portion of the stories and 

just focusing on the non-fiction in order to prepare them to be able to pass this test. That 

is sad.” 

 reliance on data. Reliance on textbooks to deliver the prescribed reading and 

writing curricula was a concerning finding that linked to research by Madeus (1988) and 

Bardos (2008/9). Additionally, reliance on reading and writing summative data that 

determined placement in course levels and exposure to prescribed content thereof was a 

finding that linked to research (e.g., Crossman, 2014; English, 2000). Comments like 

“data don’t lie” (Principal Lopez), “look at the data” (Principal Bejarano), or “data drives 

instructional decisions” (Principal Trenton) were commonplace. In my study, scheduling 

of classes was determined by the previous year’s AIMS data (ADE, 2012). Scheduling of 

intervention classes was determined by either summative or formative tests. This 

placement determined what content was taught, to whom, and for what purposes. Apple 

(2004, 2007) suggested that this ideology was damaging to children because it 

reproduced inequities in the classroom, school, and society. Class placement based on 

data assured these kids deserved this content while those kids deserved that content. This 

paradigm may be reminiscent of separate but equal (Sass, 2015) but in regards to 

language, class, and ability as opposed to skin color. Additionally, providing different 

content to different populations increased misalignments between the intended and 

received curricula.   

Regardless, all seven principals in my study used data to sort children into classes, 

levels, and delivery systems. Taking away choices from children so they were taught a 
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heavier dosage of the official curricula was considered a better guarantee of achieving the 

intended language arts curricula. Principal Williams stated in a perfunctory manner: 

“Right now there is no choice for kids in our schedule  . . . We don’t want to do anything 

but core subjects.” She prophesied that even if she did not make that decision, the district 

or state would move in and make that decision. Principal Williams also illustrated how 

data were used to make curricular decisions: “Based on . . . our writing scores over the 

last few years, we felt the kids had to have more intense writing. So they have reading for 

an hour a day and they have writing an hour a day.” This, in effect, limited their 

opportunity to take an elective course (i.e., Spanish) where writing may have been 

integrated.  

In a similar way, intervention classes and/or lessons were designed at all schools 

in my study. And the basis of enrollment in these classes was formative and/or 

summative testing data. Principal Trenton illustrated this phenomenon further when 

addressing her ability to target reading levels. She stated:  

We are very diagnostic with our assessment practices in reading so we can target 

and pinpoint every student’s reading level [and] areas where they need some 

support with regard to specific skills and strategies. Teachers strategically plan for 

their guided reading groups . . . And in that way there’s a high level of 

differentiation in reading instruction . . . to support meaningful literacy activities. 

Likewise, upon my arrival to Rio Grande Middle School, the principal made an 

announcement over the intercom for sixth and seventh grade students to report to 

Response to Intervention (RTI) (Mellard & Johnson, 2008) rather than attend band class. 
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I then stumbled across RTI class rosters posted outside the teachers’ classroom doors. 

These lists clearly were determined by formative assessment results implemented at all 

schools in my study. I asked Principal Machado about this process. She said: “We use 

RTI. The guide indicates that three times a week they separate into these groupings based 

on test scores. We then provide interventions. We rotate kids every two weeks. The upper 

echelon gets higher order thinking skills to help them with their AIMS scores.” I was left 

wondering, and what does the lower echelon get? 

At Sycamore Elementary School, I noticed frequent movement of children as 

well. A teacher at that school explained: “I have Benchmark,” meaning she taught a 

group of children who were at grade level on the district-mandated formative assessment.  

Once again, this sorting was not accidental because children had to learn the prescribed 

curricula. This reality was their habitus and the habitus of those individuals who taught 

them (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). According to Principal Rojas who led a school in the 

same district: 

The intervention time is when we . . . look at the results of their data . . . and then 

divide those students according to their specific needs. We have a team of seven 

staff members who provide small group instruction. And the skills that are 

delivered to those students the lessons are planned according to those skills that 

they didn’t grasp. 

 To address the diverse needs of students in interventions as well as those in 

traditional classes, bookshelves were filled with leveled books. This was particularly 

evident at the elementary schools in my study. As stated by Principal Trenton: “One of 
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the things we are working on--and I started with last year--is building a leveled library of 

literature from which the teachers can select appropriate texts to teach skills and concepts 

in reading.” Likewise, Principal Rojas spoke about an online reading program that 

adjusted the readability level based on individual children’s achievement data.  “So the 

program individualizes the articles for the students at their readability level that they can 

actually comprehend. And so that helps the teachers to insure that the students are on 

track with their reading.” But Student 45 cautioned: “Don’t guess on your computers . . . 

test because the computer will tell you to stop guessing.” 

According to the principals near the end of their careers, frequent sorting of 

students based on student achievement data was a relatively new phenomenon. They did 

not like this practice but did it anyway because they felt they had no choice in the matter. 

Principals—both new and seasoned--were managing the curricular program (Hallinger, 

2008) via spreadsheets that evidenced the sorting of kids and content thereof. Perhaps 

they were so busy managing the curricular program that they neglected to lead the 

curricular program. 

At a later juncture I will share more findings on limited choices for children due 

to tracking and results-oriented paradigms that shaped the received curricula for children. 

However, even at this young age, students indicated that they were buying into this belief 

system. Perhaps Student 148 stated the phenomenon best: “All the schools in 

[Covarrubias] have recently adopted a new learning system so we have a better education 

than last year’s students.” As insightful as this is for a middle school child, I am left 

wondering better for whom? 
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Reliance on data did not only pertain to sorting children and teaching certain 

content, reliance on data also meant follow-up on the results. Principal Trenton, for 

example, remembered to celebrate successes through examination of student achievement 

data. She enthusiastically stated: “One of the really great things that we just got news of 

is that we had seven kids in fifth grade move up on our data wall from the fourth grade 

reading level to the fifth grade reading level.” Principal Link added that the intervention 

teachers, coaches, and aides at her school talked about their plans for children placed at 

the different levels. “They talk about their strategies that they are using to teach the 

different aspects of the standards . . . [for] their intervention groups or what they are 

doing to provide intervention for their students.”  

 Furthermore, Principal Trenton spoke about her reliance on data in regards to 

proper alignment of content, pedagogy, and outcomes. She said: 

 I look at the alignment between teacher data and student data. And when I look at 

 teacher data I’m collecting data on the teachers in multiple formats. I’m looking at 

 their lesson plans. I’m looking at the design of the instruction. And then I go back 

 and look at the delivery of the instruction. And then I go back and look at the 

 results of that instruction and how the results align to what the state is expecting. 

 And so from there we need to identify gaps. We need to identify areas of strength, 

 areas of weakness. Get to the root of the problem. What happened? Where did it 

 break down? What’s going on? 
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Although Principal Trenton was the most data-driven, diagnostic, outcomes-based 

principal in the study, she suggested that reliance on data can be “a double edged sword.”  

In a cautionary manner, she explained: 

I think that in some ways it’s damaging because learning is developmental. Some 

third grade kids are born in August of that year and are almost a year younger 

than the rest of the kids in that classroom. So when we look at their 

developmental continuum they may not be at that place yet but they are being 

judged as if they were. And so that child doesn’t do well on a test. Oh well that 

child is below average. “Really? That child is struggling. That child this. That 

child that.” And so we make these judgments, and it almost becomes a self-

fulfilling prophesy in a way. And I’ve seen it the other side of things. The kid is 

developmentally more advanced than [his] peers. Maybe not any more intelligent 

[but] harder-working, does really well on the test. So this kid’s a genius.  

Other principals concurred. Data provided the impetus for diagnosing where students 

may struggle. Data, however, also could result in a self-fulfilling prophesy for the 

children and/or resentment of the children who did not perform well.  

 Reliance on textbooks and reliance on data influenced the taught curricula in the 

schools examined in my study, particularly in the areas of reading and writing/grammar. 

Principals equated textbook series with language arts curriculum. There was little 

deviation for the classroom teacher, and that was the expected norm. Likewise, principals 

relied heavily on data in the implementation of the intended curricula. However, 

principals and teachers did not rely on textbooks or data to teach speaking. This area of 
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language arts was deemphasized. Since it was not a segment of the high-stakes 

assessment, it was not worthy of focus.   

 implementation of projects, presentations, and class discussions. Grammar/word 

walls, six traits, and assigned prompts were considered to be aligned and spiraled in 

focus. And the reliance on textbooks and data assisted in those alignment efforts. To this 

end, Principal Bejarano suggested: “Explicit and systematic--that was our mantra for 

everything. Explicit is good but a lot of times explicit doesn’t make the kids think 

because you’re telling them everything.” According to scholars (e.g., Crookal & Oxford, 

1990; Kayi, 2005), speaking activities (e.g., presentations, class discussions, role-playing, 

storytelling, and interviews) can make kids think, synthesize, experiment, integrate, and 

solve. My study yielded some evidence of these speaking activities.   

 For example, Principal Link illustrated the authentic benefits of projects and 

presentations in the language arts program: 

 When you have project-based learning, it often is accompanied with other 

 opportunities like collaboration with their peers. . . . They learn how to take 

 leadership roles. They learn how to delegate different aspects of projects 

 amongst themselves. So those are all skills that are necessary in all workplaces. 

 And so I think that it prepares them better for life after school. ‘Cause I rarely, in 

 my job, take a test with multiple choice. But  what I am held accountable for doing 

 is being able to implement a goal. . . . And so if we give our students similar 

 experiences in their own learning then they will be better equipped with those 

 skills when they go onto the workforce.   
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Principal Machado, among other participants, offered a way to make kids think in a way 

that was enjoyable for them. She intimated that teachers must make connections to their 

lives by using innovative strategies and content. “I think their favorite lessons would be 

those that demonstrate non-linguistic representations such as projects.” Principal 

Williams concurred: “I think they enjoy the presentations they give . . . I’ve been in 

several classrooms where they are presenting power points and I think they enjoy that.” 

The principals were correct, and research supported that assertion (Kayi, 2005).  

 Moreover, students had powerful memories about speaking activities that they 

enjoyed. And they wanted more of these integrated activities and less of the test-prep 

lessons. Student 9 said: “Some speaking activities that I like are projects. They are so fun 

to do. You get to color, research, learn new things, and you get to say it in front of the 

class.” Student 81 also appreciated project-learning, especially in light of the alternative: 

“I would much rather do a project than those boring workbooks. I mean how many times 

do I have to learn what a noun is? Now you see what I mean, right?  BORING!” 

 Expressed by some principals was the desire for authentic but innovative content 

and activities germane to children’s interests and abilities. However, this was not at the 

expense of dismissing the standards. Boring or not, alignment to the standards was still 

considered a requisite for what was expected to be taught, including classroom speaking 

activities. For example, Principal Lopez mentioned a poetry writing/speaking activity that 

involved community members as judges. She also spoke about an all-about-myself 

project where children “. . . invite parents to come in and celebrate their lives and what’s 

important about them and so forth. And yet it’s aligned to the standards. [Teachers] 
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connect it to the standards so they don’t get off from that.” Principal Bejarano was also 

enthused about projects and presentations aligned to the standards, especially at the lower 

grades:  

 I think my success is going to be that kindergarten students are going to do . . . a 

 research project. . . . They have a graphic organizer to help them get their notes . . 

 . We put projects up in the cafeteria. We put projects in the library . . . [for] that 

 consistent message of . . . “This is how it’s in the standards.” I think [teachers] are 

 integrating it more–how grammar and writing and speaking and reading go 

 together . . . weaving everything together more. 

The focus on projects and presentations housed in the standards and integrated among 

multiple disciplines was beginning to be the new paradigm thinking. “And that comes 

definitely from the Common Core” (ADE, 2012) (Principal Bejarano) and “21st Century 

standards” (21st Century Education, 2012) (Principal Link). Principals mentioned that 

formal speaking opportunities in the classroom, such as projects and presentations, were a 

support for the reading and writing curricula. Principal Bejarano indicated:  

We’re also doing more with speaking, presenting, and researching . . . but kind of 

through the back door. But our SEI teacher . . . has found that those presentations 

have really boosted their students’ proficiency in English . . .  It should have been 

something that we knew all along. And I think that we knew it but we never 

pushed it just . . . because we were so focused on “Let’s read these. Let’s answer 

these questions” that we didn’t have that component. Maybe we didn’t know how 

powerful it would be. 
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Thus, integration of the speaking component had benefits for the intended reading and 

writing curricula. Moreover, students found class projects and presentations to be fun. 

Principals appreciated real-world application afforded by successful implementation of 

these speaking activities.   

Although there was a splattering of enthusiasts on the speaking curricula that were 

eclectic and somewhat haphazard, findings suggested that principals led reading and 

writing with much more fervor and concentrated effort than they led speaking. As 

previously determined, when asked about the speaking curriculum, principals often fell 

silent. They went on and on about their reading and writing curricula, enthusiastically 

sharing what series they used and how effective (or ineffective) those texts were. They 

detailed how they used data to sort the children into classes and level the instruction to 

meet the various academic needs of the students. Spreadsheets of their successful sorting 

hung near their desks, outside classroom doors, and in corridors. However, non-existent 

was a structured curricular plan for teaching the art of speaking. Principals were 

apologetic about their oversight.  

Only one principal had a curriculum checklist for the speaking component. 

Principal Trenton, The Intended Curricular Guru of my study,  led the speaking curricula 

in the same way all principal participants led the reading and writing curricula: with 

checklists in hand. Specifically, Principal Trenton looked for quality feedback: “We need 

to know that students are using academic vocabulary when they are speaking to each 

other. We need to know that students are using correct grammar and complete sentence 

structure when they are . . . answering a question.” So she spoke about what she looked 
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for in her walkthroughs: “I am looking for student-to student feedback . . . because that is 

that speaking component.” The other six principals in my study did not mention class 

discussion as a tool to enhance speaking. And they certainly did not check for 

implementation of class discussions.  

 Hence, project-based learning and class discussions were integrated activities that 

enhanced formalized public speaking for children in Covarrubias and De Anza. These 

speaking activities were extensions of the prescribed reading and writing lessons 

typically drawn from the textbooks. What intended content was taught—and perhaps how 

it was taught—was based on where children were sorted. I will now present findings on 

instructional strategies commonly implemented to teach the intended language arts 

curricula in border community schools.   

 instructional strategies: on-task and informed. Strategies that were on-task and 

informed assisted with the enactment (Doyle, 1986) of the taught language arts curricula. 

An acute awareness and integration of these strategies was a finding in my study. As 

Student 28 advised a sibling entering fifth grade: “Soon you will be attending fifth grade 

where you will be learning many new and superb strategies in reading, writing, and 

speaking. . . .Our teacher is helping us by building better structure in our fluency, 

comprehension, accuracy, and vocabulary.” Student 119 offered similar advice: “Tip: 

come up with strategies so you will remember what you learn.” And student 66 added: 

“Whenever you read, break words into syllables to read them better.” Without their 

knowing, these students referenced Structured English Immersion (SEI) strategies. These 

strategies were intended to help teachers instruct English Language Learners (ELL) in 
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acquiring English in a systematic, informed way. SEI Strategies were highly 

recommended by the Office of English Language Acquisition Services (OELAS) (ADE, 

2011) and mandated for educators in Covarrubias and De Anza.  

Instructional strategies used to teach the prescribed content were heavily 

influenced by the people external to the school.  As Principal Rojas mentioned: “What we 

are incorporating . . . [are] those structured English immersion strategies which are just 

very good teaching research-based strategies to help the students do a better job in the 

acquisition of their skills.” In the four De Anza classrooms examined in my study, posters 

hung that read: Super SEI Strategies. Evidence of instructional strategies drawn from 

ADE (2011) and utilized by language arts teachers in these border community schools 

included but were not limited to: choral repetition, questioning that promoted higher-

order thinking, and grouping to increased student engagement. 

 choral repetition. Choral repetition (i.e., the repetition of sounds, words, or 

phrases to properly pronounce or memorize content) (Chaney & Burke, 1998) was a large 

finding in my study. In preparing the children for an upcoming vocabulary test, a 

Sycamore Elementary School teacher stated particular words (i.e., heaved, caverns, 

origin, collapsed, deposited, gorges, crust, geologists, and extend), and the students 

repeated in unison. At Buena Elementary School, children took a spelling test that was 

anything but silent. Instead the 26 children sounded out the words before writing them on 

paper. Additionally, the teacher provided context by using the word in a sentence: 

“Sammy’s childhood was very enjoyable.” “Ch, Ch, Ch, oo, oo, oo” repeated the fifth 

graders. By my standards based on my secondary training, this was a very noisy spelling 
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test. At Rio Grande Middle School, the teacher provided the students with a catchy 

mnemonic device: “Two vowels go a walking. The first one does the talking.” She then 

proceeded to illustrate with the word moan. “Oo, oo, oo” repeated the sixth graders in a 

crowded classroom of second-language learners. In classes where choral repetition was 

the typical instructional strategy used to teach reading, grammar, and speaking, students 

talked 50% of the time (i.e., Super SEI Strategy) (ADE, 2011).  But that talk was not 

something they constructed themselves. Instead, they used repetition to learn vocabulary 

and spelling. This teaching strategy drew from classic curriculum studies (e.g., Skinner, 

1953; Thorndike, 1913) 

 questioning that promoted lower/higher order thinking. At two school sites, I 

observed teachers asking students to justify their answers, probe deeper into the why as 

opposed to the what, and apply their new understandings to the world at large. This was 

not a dominant finding (i.e., witnessed only twice in 23 classroom visits) but I present it 

because it was a significant finding if for no other reason than the low occurrence of it in 

my study. At Montez Middle School, the teacher promoted higher order thinking when 

assigning students a research project on propaganda techniques used in advertising. The 

teacher used a splash activity (i.e., an army recruitment video) to increase interest in the 

lesson. It worked. A thoughtful discussion ensued that required inferences, analysis of 

multiple data sources, and scholarly reflection.  

Likewise, at Cesar Chavez Elementary School, children read aloud about 

platypuses and wrote direct quotations that led to inferences. To keep the children on-

task, the teacher asked them to consider this strategy: direct quote + schema = inferences. 
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She also asked them to consider inferences that were: (a) text to self; (b) text to text; or 

and (c) text to world. During the lesson on platypuses, the word “otter” appeared. After 

leafing through a children’s reader on animals in the sea, one student exclaimed: “Here’s 

a picture of an otter” “Thank you for making that text to text connection” complimented 

the teacher. In that same classroom I noticed student work displayed on Diary of a Wimpy 

Kid (Kinney, 2009). One boy wrote about similarities between Greg, the main character 

of the book, and himself. The paper earned 100%, and a note from the teacher read: 

“Nice text to self!” In these examples, students were pushed to their productive 

discomfort level (i.e., Super SEI Strategy) (ADE, 2011; Hanson & Filibert, 2006) in that 

they were required to think critically rather than literally.  

With the exception of these few instances, however, instructional strategies that 

were on-task and informed were relegated to basic recall. Students were asked who, what, 

when, and where. Occasionally, as indicated above, they were asked why or how. In my 

23 classroom visits, they were never asked why not? 

 grouping techniques intended to increase student engagement. On-task 

instructional strategies such as choral repetition and high-order questioning often 

involved arranging children in pairs and small groups as opposed to whole class 

instruction. In my participant observations I saw evidence of this strategy (e.g., ADE, 

2011; Harmer, 1983), more in the De Anza schools than in the Covarrubias schools. 

However, this was not a major finding in my study, with the exception of Cesar Chavez 

Elementary School, a school heavily monitored by the Arizona Department of Education.  



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       201 
 

 For example, at Jaramillo Middle School I saw partner work employed “to revise 

the writing sample to a holistic score of ‘6’.” At Buena Elementary School I observed 

children partnered to complete a grammar activity. At Rio Grande Middle School I 

witnessed buddy reading.  At two schools, I observed group work whereby each student 

had a role and a responsibility for an outcome. For example, at Montez Middle School 

children formed a literature circle which consisted of five individuals: character analyzer, 

vocabulary finder, summarizer, illustrator, and discussion director. Clearly this was not a 

new activity, for children transitioned into these groupings and began analyzing the 

literature piece accordingly. Likewise, at Cesar Chavez Elementary School I observed 

five small groups of children working on different reading and writing activities. One 

group was taking turns reading aloud about ugly pets. Another group was silently 

reading. A third group was researching on the internet. A fourth group was taking notes 

from additional sources in the classroom. And the final group was working with a 

teachers’ aide using manipulatives to determine the difference between a city and a state. 

Once that was determined, the aide suggested comparing and contrasting the evidence.  

 When I asked a student what was occurring, he pointed to a poster and said in a 

perfunctory manner: “It’s Daily 5” (i.e., a framework for structuring literacy time) 

(Boushey & Moser, 2015). The poster outlined the following stations: (1) read to 

yourself; (2) word work; (3) read to someone else; (4) work on writing; and (5) listen to 

reading and listen to writing. This student may not have known that these instructional 

strategies for learning the language arts content were consistent with learning theory 

(e.g., Skinner, 1953; Thorndike, 1901; 1913)  and teaching theory (Hunter, 1982), but 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       202 
 

findings suggested that principals made that connection. In my study, some principals 

spearheaded the instructional strategy of grouping as a way to increase student 

engagement and better align curriculum to achieve desired effects. Comments suggested 

deliberate efforts on the principals’ part to facilitate the teachers’ use of grouping as 

opposed to whole group instruction. Referring to the fine work teachers in her school 

were doing, Principal Bejarano indicated: 

They’re also changing the way that they have taught in the past because they are 

including more group work. They are including a lot more discussion of “read this 

and prove it to me. Why did you say that? Where did you get that?” So there’s 

just a lot more discussion so the teachers have to plan very differently because in 

the past it was let’s read the story, let’s ask the questions. You know . . . do the 

workbook page in the practice book. 

Principal Trenton also embraced grouping as a preferred instructional strategy to spiral 

the content. She was quite aware of her teacher’s implementation of Daily 5, emphasizing 

that “the kids would self-select . . . and engage on an independent basis in that chosen 

activity while she work[ed] with small groups of students with specific structured guided 

reading lessons, skills, strategies, things like that.” Principal Trenton took ownership of 

leading initiatives on pedagogically sound instructional strategies. She indicated: “I am 

improving teacher quality and improving what is happening in the classroom such as 

Daily 5. It is inexpensive and differentiates reading. It is not taxing. The stations build 

stamina. There is a notebook to monitor learning stations such as conferences with guided 

reading. It works.”  
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 Along with the implementation of informed, research-based grouping techniques 

intended to increase student engagement, some principals emphasized the aspect of being 

on-task.  For example, Principal Lopez also spoke about the benefits of always being on-

task but she had a different spin. She indicated:  

 I make sure is that I get a strong language arts department . . . If kids can be 

 provided with a strong language arts program, in the end they know how to read 

 and write. That will definitely help them in all the other subjects. . . I put a lot of 

 pressure on my language arts teachers to make sure they don’t waste time, to 

 make sure they are on task. Students must be on task.  

Participant observations confirmed that students at her school, among others, were 

always on-task. Not a minute was wasted. With this same paradigm in mind, Principal 

Machado implemented a “Read While You Wait” campaign. There were reading stations 

in every classroom and every sitting area on campus (e.g., entranceway and nurse’s 

office). As evidence that this expectation had become their classroom habitus (Bourdieu 

& Passeron, 1990), after completing my writing prompt, students picked up a magazine 

off a display without the teacher’s reminder.   

Thus, principals led language arts curricula alignment initiatives on six-trait 

writing, standards-based projects, multiple subject integration, and instructional strategies 

that were on-task. Choral repetition, higher-order questions, and student engagement 

grouping were instructional strategies intended to increase the quality of the taught 

curricula. These on-task, informed instructional strategies drew on research by Lujan, 

Collins, and Love (2010) in that they modeled language experiences and meaningful 
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interactions. However, these strategies were observed to a lesser degree in my study. And 

alignment to the standards was never compromised.  

 Thus, the taught language arts curricula regarded content (that was aligned, 

spiraled, purposeful, and guaranteed) and instructional strategies (that were on-task and 

informed). The taught curricula evidenced in my findings drew from studies on 

standardization, including learning theories and teaching theories that promoted 

repetition, conditioning, and direct skill acquisition (e.g., Bobbitt, 1918; Hunter, 1982; 

Thorndike, 1901, 1913; Tyler, 1949).  Of course, all of this will be on the test. 

 Tested language arts curricula. Intended language arts curricula that were 

written and taught were also tested. Just as border culture was dominant in the home and 

community, testing culture was dominant in the schools. Findings on the topic of tested 

curricula were overwhelming, both in quantity and quality. I sifted through numerous 

pages of transcripts on this topic alone. My participant observations of classrooms, 

hallways, and office areas also yielded overwhelming evidence of the testing culture 

prevalent in these border community schools.  

Tested curricula were part of the children’s vernacular. “Read every day for high 

scores!” exclaimed Student 66. “If you have a writing test, they get you prepared,” 

mentioned Student 118. Student 10 said, “I don’t like to read . . . because you have to 

think a lot and keep it all in your mind for a test.” Cautioned Student 56: “Don’t bomb 

the test. If you do not pass you have to stay behind until you pass fifth [grade].” Testing 

culture was part of the adult’s vernacular as well, evident with comments made by 

teachers and principals. “This class is strategic. Those (pointing) are benchmark. And 
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down there (pointing) is intensive,” a teacher at Sycamore Elementary School advised 

me. “You need to learn this. It will be on the test,” a teacher at Hope Elementary School 

told her fifth graders. “Be sure to read your email regarding the listening and speaking 

test. We have RTI most of next week. We will need to shift students,” announced 

Principal Machado over the intercom on a crisp December morning. I present tested 

language arts curricula by considering classroom assessments, district-mandated 

formative assessments, and state-mandated summative assessments.  

 classroom assessments. Assessments are a part of schooling, and preparing 

children to test well is a part of teaching and leading. Some findings suggested that 

classroom assessments required extensive memorization. For example: Student 10 said, 

“I don’t like to read . . . because you have to think a lot and keep it all in your mind for a 

test.” Other findings suggested that assessments were a necessary burden: “Reading, 

writing, and speaking tests . . . are the most important because they count for half of your 

grade. OK, let’s get through it,” said Student 29. Other students had a more positive 

outlook on assessments. Student 47, for example, offered this advice: “All the tests you 

do in fifth grade really are not hard . . . If you pay attention when you are learning you 

might get 100%.” Student 130 said she was good at tests thanks to her brother who taught 

her to think “outside the box, never inside the box . . . My older brother taught this to me. 

And this skill has really helped me with questions on different tests like . . . reading . . . 

It’s now just a habit to think outside the box with test questions nowadays.” In several 

observations I noticed the proctoring of classroom assessments, especially if I visited on a 

Friday. Spelling tests, vocabulary tests, and comprehension tests were routine. At Buena 
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Elementary School two students finished the prompt I provided and then completed a 

chapter test from a workbook that they missed due to an absence. Two students from 

Hope Elementary School took a vocabulary test as the teacher moved onto the next class 

activity. A student at Montez Middle School made up a missed quiz on a story from the 

textbook. Students were either individually or collectively assessing during each of my 

classroom visits. The practice was commonsensical for the children and teachers. 

 district-mandated formative assessments. Evidence of district-mandated 

formative assessments was commonplace. Galileo (Assessment Technology Incorporated 

(ATI), 2015) was the formative reading assessment used for all seven schools in my 

study. Additionally, all four elementary schools used the Dynamic Indicator of Basic 

Early Literacy Skills (Dibels) (Center on Teaching and Learning (CTL), 2015) to further 

assess reading. Additionally, at the De Anza schools, a quarterly writing assessment was 

proctored district wide that including a prompt prepared for each grade level at all the 

schools. These quarterly writing assessments had been in place in De Anza schools for 

over 25 years; they were deeply rooted and habitual for both educators and children 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). At the four schools in De Anza, both the Galileo (ATI, 

2015) and quarterly writing assessment were lengthy to proctor and required a shift in the 

bell schedule. At the three schools in Covarrubias, the Galileo (ATI, 2015) assessment 

was short and built into the actual class hours. Either way, formative assessments were 

required and frequent. And according to Principal Bejarano: “They are done district wide, 

and we do them because we have to do them.”  The following observations illustrate this 

point further.   
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 As I was taking note of the physical classroom at Hope Elementary School, I 

witnessed two students entering class late because they were making up a formative test 

in a different location. Similarly, three children at Montez Middle School were on laptops 

in their language arts class retesting their Common Formative Assessment (CFA’s) 

because they did not obtain a passing score the first time. I asked Principal Williams for 

clarification on CFA’s. She stated: 

Teachers work with [students] on the common formative assessments, which is 

new for the whole district this year . . . So there are common formative 

assessments . . . but there are also several versions of them so kids have multiple 

opportunities to bring their grades up . . . They take the test. If 75% of the kids 

pass it, they can move on. If not, the teacher reteaches. They are tested again. And 

if the second time they still don’t have 75% of the class reaching that 75% 

mastery, we bring in a coach to do a lesson because obviously we are talking 

about an instructional thing there. 

Principal Trenton and Principal Machado, both from Covarrubias as well, added that 

CFA’s were proctored every 3-4 weeks. They were “based on the skills that were taught 

during that quarter” (Principal Trenton) and were “benchmark, so they are reliable data. 

These tests help teachers check for understanding” (Principal Machado).  Thus, formative 

data were used to determine quality of teaching, a new layer to Hunter’s (1982) mastery 

teaching and learning model.  
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 Frequent proctoring of district-mandated formative assessments was a dominant 

finding in my study. For example, Principal Bejarano commented on the proctoring dates 

for Galileo. (ATI, 2015) She said:  

 We did a pre-AIMS Galileo test in August and then we’re doing the post in 

 January. Is that true? In January when we came back we did another AIMS 

 Galileo test. Then in October we did a Galileo, a Common Core. And then in 

 December we did a Common Core and Galileo . . . And then I’m pretty sure we 

 have another one scheduled--I think it’s in March--I don’t know. 

Hence, the district-mandated formative assessments were designed with AIMS standards 

in mind, and others were designed with Common Core standards in mind. And these 

formative assessments were staggered throughout the school year but were heavily 

concentrated before the proctoring of AIMS (ADE, 2012).  

 Principal Williams, leading in a different district, expressed her concern about the 

number of formative assessments: “I’m just worried that . . . we’re testing too much.” 

Principal Link also spoke about the quantity of times students were assessed formatively. 

She stated: “Our most Intensive students are assessed every week . . . Our Strategic 

students are tested every other week. And then our Benchmark students are tested once a 

month. In the last month, [however], I have asked for all teachers to assess their kids 

every two weeks, whether they are Benchmark or not.” Further evidence substantiated 

that formative assessments were considered commonsensical and valuable. After all, as 

Principal Williams remarked: “They are usually testing the power standards.” And that 

was considered an important prelude to the high-stakes test. In late November at Hope 
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Elementary School, the learning targets posted were: Review ALL 2nd Quarter 

skills/AZELLA (ADE, 2011) skills. In early February at Sycamore Elementary School, 

the objective posted was:  Galileo (ATI, 2015) Review. Clearly these days’ lessons were 

intended to prep children for the upcoming tests rather than to “learn many facts, 

adventures, and ideas that cross through your mind when reading” (Student 66).  

Several principals commented on the frequency of formative assessments and 

opportunities to redo the formative assessments as just part of the daily culture at school 

that was structured, durable, and generative for everyone involved. For all seven schools 

in my study, the frequent formative testing became the schools’ habitus (Bourdieu and 

Passeron, 1990).  In particular, principals spoke about the importance of formative 

assessment data. According to Principal Lopez: 

 We use that to see . . . where every kid is at. And . . . all the kids that didn’t pass 

 the reading Galileo have to retake it--being a different test. We just kind of get it 

 from the bank. Test questions that are available with ATI. We retest them. And if 

 they don’t pass we retest them again but this time after school. So there are

 consequences to not passing the first time around. They get another chance to take 

 it in the cafeteria. If they don’t pass that one, they have to take it after school. 

 They have to take it. I give them three weeks to pass the Galileo test.  

When I asked this principal why they had to keep retaking the test, she suggested that 

they had to pass. When I asked her why they needed to pass, she posited: “Those results 

are used very wisely by the teachers because . . . I make teachers accountable for results 

even if they have those students or not.” She answered the question in terms of gaging 
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potential achievement for AIMS (ADE, 2012), but not in terms of larger purposes of 

schooling (e.g., Apple, 2004; Dewey, 1926). Similarly, Principal Rojas stated:  

 Galileo is supposed to be a good temperature of how they will do on AIMS. So 

 we look at our set goals, the percentage of students that we expect to meet and 

 exceed. Then look at how they did on Galileo as a grade level . . . then as a class, 

 then having the teachers look at their individual students and how far they are 

 from meeting those goals. So we do break it apart. Break it down so in this 

 particular grade the students definitely know their scores. They know their goal 

 and they know what the grade level itself must attain.  

What is missing is a larger sense of purpose for the tested curricula. AIMS (ADE, 2012) 

was the sole reason for utilizing formative assessments like Dibels (CTL, 2015) and 

Galileo (ATI, 2015). With such a narrow focus and purpose for testing, misalignments 

between intended and received curricula were widened since other inclusions (i.e., 

culture, child, and society) were not made. Although the district-mandated formative 

assessments took time, Principal Lopez spun it this way:  

 The way I see it is it is part of the instruction. I kind of instilled that attitude to the 

 teachers . . . OK that also tells me if the teachers are really teaching to the 

 standards, Are they really teaching standards or are they spending the time 

 teaching things that are not related to the curriculum? And that’s really important 

 to me too. 

 A related finding was the public display of formative assessment results. I saw bar 

graphs and comparison charts at school entrances, cafeterias, libraries, classrooms, 
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hallways, and gymnasiums. Data were everywhere. Specifically, I saw individual 

students’ results posted at a Buena Elementary School classroom. At Jaramillo Middle 

School, class results were posted on bulletin boards with handwritten notes from the 

principal indicating the following: “Great Job!”; “Moved to exceeds–yeah!”; and “Need 

to move FFB [falls far below]– Boo!”  

At Rio Grande Middle School, results of district-mandated formative assessments 

were hand-written on a cone-shaped poster in room: the bottom part of the sugar cone 

was falls far below; the top part of the sugar cone was approaches; the first scoop of ice-

cream (vanilla) was meets; the second scoop of ice-cream (chocolate) was exceeds; and 

the cherry on the top was 100%. The children’s names did not appear. Rather, their 

student identification numbers were clustered on this display, primarily relegated to the 

cone section. In multiple visits, no more than three students’ names were slated on the 

scoops of ice-cream. And never was a child’s name listed on the cherry. Likewise, 

formative reading data were charted and posted at Hope Elementary School. Specifically, 

two children scored in the 80% range, six children scored in the 70% range, three 

children scored in the 60% range, and 14 scored in the 50% range or below. The 

children’s actual names were identified; I noticed that 13/14 listed in the 15% or below 

range were boys (there were 15 boys in a class of 28). The message received for children 

in these border community schools was that the testing culture was valued. Moreover, 

their struggles to achieve success in the testing culture were a source of frustration and 

disappointment for their parents, teachers, and principals. That was a hard message to 

receive, and that message was frequent and public. The fact that children accepted the 
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testing culture as the school culture suggested that this message was not only received but 

accepted and internalized.  

 Evidence of district-mandated formative assessments was not only in the 

classrooms but in the hallways and office areas as well. For example, I visited Sycamore 

Elementary School one brisk October day to find Dibels individual class data (CTL, 

2015) posted in the classroom on handmade pumpkin cut-outs with this scale identified: 

Benchmark 80%; Strategic 60%; Intensive 40% and below. Additionally, I noticed 

Quarter 1 Galileo (ATI, 2015) test scores posted at six places in the hallways.  At Rio 

Grande Middle School the Student History Report (names and scores) of an online 

writing program used district-wide was posted outside a classroom. At Buena Elementary 

School a traveling trophy was granted to the class that showed the most improvement 

from pre and post testing on Galileo (ATI, 2015). At Hope Elementary School, test scores 

with labels in Spanish were posted on a hallway bulletin board labeled Información de los 

Padres de familia (Parent Information).  

 Thus, an inordinate amount of time was used to proctor these district-mandated 

formative assessments. Children were frequently making up or redoing assessments. 

School, class, and individual scores were posted for all to see. According to my findings, 

all of this was done to prepare for the big summative tests that were intended to measure 

individual achievement, school success, teacher effectiveness, and principal quality.   

 federal/state-mandated summative tests. Two summative tests used in Arizona 

endorsed by the federal government are AZELLA (ADE, 2011) and AIMS (ADE, 2012). 

Findings on federal/state-mandated summative tests such as AZELLA (ADE, 2012) were 
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minimal, but findings on AIMS (ADE, 2012) were plentiful. Clearly, opinions existed on 

the purpose, strengths, and weaknesses of summative tests.  

Regarding AZELLA (ADE, 2012), administrators and teachers did not speak of 

the content of the assessment; rather, they spoke of the effect of not reclassifying 30% of 

the students in the ELD Program in order to receive three points on the A-F 

Accountability rating. “I had 80% last year. Only four kids did not pass” a teacher from 

Rio Grande Middle School boasted when escorting me to the library for Specials. Three 

principals mentioned that AZELLA (ADE, 2011) had changed in 2012, and that it may 

make a difference for their teacher success and school letter grade. Principal Bejarano 

provided much detail to that effect: 

It’s AZELLA III, and it’s . . . much more difficult. Much more time consuming. . . 

I can’t imagine that we are going to have good reclassification rates in 

kindergarten . . . If the AZELLA scores are terrible because of the test itself, it’s 

going to hit [teachers]. It’s going to hit me because obviously everybody’s scores 

affect my evaluation. It’s going to affect our school label. Not that I’m proud but 

we were an “A” by four points this year--three of those being the AZELLA bonus 

points. I’m just really trying not to stress and think about it too much . . . Yeah, 

that AZELLA test. This is very demoralizing.   

This participant’s narrative showed how the accountability paradigm had fully shaped the 

school habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), and the accountability paradigm had 

defined her as a leader.  
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This elementary principal was also very concerned about the logistics of the 

AZELLA assessment (ADE, 2012). The state informed schools that the testing window 

for this language assessment would be two weeks in January. And this principal thought 

that time frame was inconsistent and unfair. “Can you imagine giving AIMS in January . . 

. I’m not a statistician but I think that’s invalid . . . How can any kind of data analysis be 

valid when the testing conditions are so different?” The focus on points earned for 

passing AZELLA (ADE, 2011) and reclassifying children rather than lessons learned was 

a finding. And the fact that data were going to be used as an evaluative tool was 

expressed by other principals as well. Students, however, did not directly mention 

AZELLA (ADE, 2011) in their written responses. It was just another test they had to 

take.  

In contrast, there was strong evidence of AIMS (ADE, 2012) infiltration in all the 

seven schools in my study. Similar to the numerous postings of district-mandated 

formative assessments, AIMS (ADE, 2012) bar graphs and comparison charts--often 

three-year or five-year longitudinal--were posted at school entrances, cafeterias, libraries, 

classrooms, and hallways. Testing data were everywhere, even posted in the toilet stalls 

at two sites. Some principals posted disaggregated data by grade level, teacher, and/or 

program. Other principals compared their school’s AIMS (ADE, 2012) data to schools in 

the district, schools in neighboring districts, the county, or the state. And two of the 

principals did all these things. Additionally, student planners, parent letters, parent 

meetings, and morning announcements were venues for AIMS (ADE, 2012) reminders. 

Middle school intervention classes were called AIMS Prep. Stacks of School 
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Improvement Plans whereby AIMS (ADE, 2012) results determined goals were at 

entrance tables for parents to peruse at Hope Elementary School. A poster in a language 

arts classroom at Jaramillo Middle School read: “Mustangs (a pseudonym) rock the test.”  

And behind the hoop in the gym was a colorful painting that reminded the basketball 

players when shooting their free throws: Think AIMS. 

 Tensions resulting from tested language arts curricula. Perhaps the biggest 

finding on high-stakes testing regarded the tensions it presented to stakeholders, 

particularly principals. Several principals spoke about how they wanted to lead 

differently but felt crippled to do so. Their leadership style clashed with what was 

demanded of them. Findings for these individuals intimated that the curricular priorities 

in the school and the cultural priorities in the Covarrubias/De Anza homes and 

communities--as well as their own personal belief systems--were often misaligned, 

resulting in unprecedented tensions.  

Regardless of the tensions associated with high-stakes testing, principals spoke at 

length about leading standards implementation with fidelity. Although state officials and 

district specialists considered matching curricula to the test to guarantee success in 

reading and writing, principals experienced tensions in this area. All principals provided 

the necessary training to the teachers. Five principals conducted weekly walkthroughs 

looking for several processes/dimensions (e.g., learning objective, time on task, 

standards/assessment alignment, student engagement, pedagogy, and environment). 

Additionally, the principals checked lesson plans, required word walls, mandated daily 
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objectives to be posted, and relied on textbooks or research-based series to align the 

taught curricula to the tested curricula. Yet results sometimes fell short.  

Then principals and curriculum leaders regrouped to analyze data and make 

adjustments to the taught curricula. Principal Lopez explained the process in this way: 

“One of the things that we do is we bring in all the curriculum leaders and we talk about 

our AIMS results. And we break it up by strand and see where our students were weak in 

in terms of the writing, the reading.” Perhaps Principal Bejarano stated the unprecedented 

tensions best when discussing her requiring teachers to instruct the standards assessed on 

AIMS (ADE, 2012). She confessed: 

 And I feel really bad because I think that I really crammed this down their throat 

 and pressured them to teach to the objective, teach to the objective, teach to the

 objective, but not to teach global. Maybe that’s another reason why kids can’t 

 think, can’t reason . . .  It’s so sad. I’m making them do that? I’m making them do 

 that because someone’s making me do that. And the more I’m doing all of this, 

 it’s horrible. 

When I asked her why she was leading the curricular program in a way that may have 

been contrary to her style or beliefs, she responded in a perfunctory manner: “Because 

we’re teaching objectives to pass the AIMS. Because if you don’t pass AIMS they put it 

in the newspaper that you’re a bad school and that is so unfair ‘cause it devalues 

everything that everybody does here.” Fear of reprisal influenced principals, teachers, and 

students to do everything possible to meet the demands of the standardization paradigm. 

Participants had much to say about the limits, conflicting purposes, and pressure that 
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AIMS (ADE, 2012) produced. These were tremendous tensions for the principal wanting 

to lead in culturally responsive ways.  

 limits of aims. Several principals commented on the limits of AIMS (ADE, 2012), 

including narrowing curricular choices and relegating pedagogical practices. Leaders 

were not permitted to provide culturally relevant curriculum, high-interest literature, 

community partnerships, Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) inclusions, and multiple 

assessment measures. These things were decided for them. For example, Principal 

Bejarano said: “I think people are just afraid [that] if we don’t hit these narrow skills that 

they’re not going to do well . . . or get everything they need to get for AIMS.” She 

continued, saying that teachers “. . . do a great job teaching what they have to” but “feel 

their hands are tied.” Principal Link was concerned that AIMS (ADE 2012) “targets a 

certain kind of learner. And a certain kind of student will be successful on that kind of 

assessment.” Principal Rojas concurred, expressing that students learn how to take 

multiple choice tests but cannot think analytically: “We are doing so many things just in 

order to have students pass the test. And so the children are not being allowed to learn 

more, be exposed to fiction, and . . . grasp meaning from stories. “These comments 

suggested that teachers and principals feel powerless to change the status quo (Burrell & 

Morgan, 1979), lacking the capacity to influence trends in education.  

 Principal Williams also addressed the narrowed focus which she considered 

limiting: “[With] accountability I sometimes think we’ve narrowed our focus way too 

much. And we forget about all the other things that kids could benefit from . . . But it’s 

not all about test-taking. There has to be some fun things that kids enjoy doing.” Principal 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       218 
 

Bejarano also expressed concern that “making the test so important does take away . . . 

the fun of learning.” She continued mentioning that the test prevented children from 

“want[ing] to learn more, be self-starters, and [be] life-long learners because they just had 

that ‘I gotta take a test, pass a test, and that’s it’ attitude.” Perhaps the children embraced 

this I-gotta-pass-the-test-attitude because the constant reminders (e.g., physical , content, 

structural, and pedagogical) were everywhere at school.  

 Likewise, consider the position held by Principal Trenton: “When you teach kids 

a skill for a test it’s a very narrow focus, but when you teach kids a skill for life you teach 

it in multiple formats and multiple applications.” Principal Trenton surmised that children 

themselves focused on AIMS (ADE 2012) too much, to the detriment of learning 

holistically. During her walkthroughs she frequently asked children what they were 

learning and why it was important. She hoped to solicit response that related to culture, 

background, or language. “It could be any of those things, but it has to be important to 

them,” she relayed to me. And she continued: ‘“Otherwise, why am I learning it? So you 

pass the test? Is that the only reason why you need to know that? Is that the only reason 

why this is important to you?’ They say that!” Critical curriculum studies (e.g., 

Guiheneme, 2006; Moll & Ruiz, 2002) clearly linked learning to the arts and aesthetics, 

but that research was completely ignored when the entire curricular focus was directed 

toward one test.  

 In particular, this same principal eloquently summarized the limits imposed by the 

mandated implementation of AIMS (ADE, 2012). With visible frustration she implored: 
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Honestly, I think everything we do is driven by that damn test. I think we 

overemphasize that one measure. Everything [we] do every day is get these kids 

ready for the tests. And I think that’s a travesty. And it’s robbing kids of the 

beauty of education. Because education isn’t tests; it’s life. And we want the kids 

to be able to go out into the world and be productive citizens. And whether or not 

they pass the AIMS test often times isn’t really relevant to quality of life. . . . The 

teachers that are most successful with their AIMS scores are the ones that take 

that life approach--that global approach. “We’re going to learn this because it’s 

good stuff. We’re going to learn this because it’s enjoyable. We’re going to learn 

this because it’s enriching. We’re going to learn this because this is awesome.” I 

think those are the ones that really get the results rather than saying “you need to 

know this for the test” (Principal Trenton).  

That is what she said; however, Principal Trenton’s actions were in direct contrast to 

these words.  With state officials looming over her every move, this principal newly 

assigned to Cesar Chavez Elementary School was compelled to lead the standardized 

curricula program as outside entities told her to lead the standardized curricula program.   

 conflicting purposes of aims. Along with concerns about the limits to curriculum, 

instruction, and focus, principals expressed concerns about the conflicting purposes of 

AIMS (ADE, 2012).They wrestled with the equity in using the same measure for all 

children and the meaning behind outcomes. For example, Principal Williams stated: 

I honestly believe that the kids we have here in a border community are not going 

to test the same way the kids in Scottsdale are going to test. So I don’t know how 
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we can measure them the same way. That’s what I struggle with . . . The other 

thing that I struggle with is we do have ELL’s. We do have kids who are in the 

FEP [Fluent English Proficient] 1 and 2, but we’re testing them with the same test 

that we test the proficient kids. So to me that’s a problem. (nervous laughter) 

Principal Trenton also expressed concern about the content of AIMS (ADE, 2012) being 

appropriate for all populations. She surmised: “Unfortunately the problem with those 

tests is that yes they measure successes but they also don’t measure successes because 

success isn’t always evident based on that test. However, the measure used to determine 

academic achievement in Arizona was AIMS (ADE, 2012) as opposed to authentic or 

alternative assessments like portfolios, presentations, or projects. That singular content-

driven focus created tensions for the principals in my study.  

 Along with using the same measure for everyone regardless of skill sets, 

principals also wrestled with what the data intended to measure. Principal Trenton, for 

example, asked: “Is (sic) the data valuable?” She answered her own question: 

“Marginally. That data [are] turned around and used to judge teachers, judge schools, and 

judge principals.” One principal equated children as being pieces of data. And this 

disclosure disturbed her. Principal Bejarano admitted: 

 When we’re talking data, one student can make such an impact. Isn’t it sad that 

 we know that one student in a grade level is worth two percent? Because that’s 

 what they turned it into. And especially the teachers know. “Twenty-five kids in 

 class? One of my kids is worth four percentage points . . .” That’s scary, huh? 
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 Because we focus on the data, the testing, the data, the testing. Turn that 

 recorder off. 

Seeing children partially rather than holistically was a tension expressed by many 

principals.  When speaking about measuring success one child at a time principals 

became agitated. Although that may sound admirable in the eyes of the infamous “they” 

or “the powers that be” (Principal Machado), principals felt there were so many obstacles 

for the children they served, community in which they lived, and district at which they 

worked.  

 pressure due to aims. The majority of the principals commented on the 

insurmountable pressure that resulted from AIMS (ADE, 2012) testing. Although not in 

the stem of my questions, the word pressure surfaced in the interviews time and time 

again. Limits to what was taught, how it was taught, and why it was taught created 

pressure. But what created tremendous pressure for principals were accountability 

measures (e.g., threats by district personnel and/or sanctions by the state). Some 

principals were noticeably uncomfortable about the topic of AIMS testing (ADE, 2012), 

particularly when discussing letter grades and school labels. They confided in me, 

perhaps because I was among them in this struggle. Evidence of their discomfort came 

out as scripted/textbook responses, nervous laughter, raised voices, or swearing--and one 

principal wept. For example, Principal Machado succinctly stated: “We have to master 

the AIMS test, which is a constant barrier.” Principal Link indicated: “I think that the 

way we assess students is under a lot of pressure . . . high anxiety.” Principal Rojas 

agreed with that appraisal. She believed: “It puts too much pressure on them to pass a 
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test.  It doesn’t put pressure on the staff or the students to really teach and learn. It’s no 

longer about did you really learn the skills and can you apply them. It’s turned into, can 

you pass the test?” Students also felt the pressure of performing on AIMS (ADE, 2012), 

as evident in their responses on least favorite schooling lessons.  

 According to Principal Rojas, the intended purpose of a summative assessment 

like AIMS (ADE, 2012) may be “to determine proficiency levels of mastery of given 

skills for the students on an individual basis [and] to measure growth both individually as 

well as school wide and grade level wise.” However, she theorized, the real purpose was 

“to give us labels unfortunately.”  She nervously laughed and continued: “The state 

assigns a label of A-F based upon the results of the summative assessment of AIMS.” 

And assigning this school label resulted in physical ailments and emotional scars for 

principals. Principal Machado added: “It is one assessment piece to ding you.” And it was 

intentional, deliberate, and swift. Principal Trenton elaborated on this reprimanding 

concept. She explained:  

 When you are in school improvement, your school improvement status is judged

 by test scores. Are they looking at what the kids are growing in? Are they looking 

 at the fact that hey we’re going to get a community garden next year? They don’t 

 care. They care about how many kids get how many points and the bottom 25% 

 counts twice. And what are you doing to meet their needs? And so sadly that’s 

 where the focus is. 

Principal Bejarano also spoke about unprecedented pressure that resulted from school 

labels. She asserted: “The pressure is there to do well on AIMS so you can be an ‘A’ 
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school.” On the other hand, if students did well on AIMS (ADE, 2012) and an “A” school 

label was earned, then all the pressure may have been worth it. As Student 125 proudly 

exclaimed: “[Jaramillo is] an amazing school because it is an ‘A’ school.” This student 

knew the testing frenzy vernacular and had clearly embraced the paradigm. I couldn’t 

help but wonder, however, would Jaramillo be any less amazing if it were a “B” school? 

 Principal Trenton provided another slant to high-stakes testing such as AIMS 

(ADE, 2012) and the pressure resulting thereof. She recognized that the pressure to pass 

AIMS (ADE, 2012) was all-consuming. However, she felt compelled to prepare her 

children for that occasion: 

We have to prepare our kids for judgment--academic judgment. They have to be 

prepared for that because unfortunately that’s the world we live in. You are being 

academically judged to take your SAT so I can judge if you’re college bound. Go 

take your college entrance exams so I can judge whether your high school did a 

good enough job preparing you to start at an appropriate level of college. Write 

your thesis so I can judge if you know enough about this content area to be 

considered a master in this subject. We live in a society of judgment, and the kids 

have to be prepared for that. And so those judgments we choose to enter into. 

Some of those judgments are forced upon us. And often times when we judge 

kids, there are a lot of square pegs trying to fit into rounds holes. We have to 

prepare the kids for that. 
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Thus, principals in the study overwhelmingly felt that AIMS (ADE, 2012) presented 

them with limits, conflicting purposes, and pressure that were exponentially challenging 

for children in border communities and their leadership thereof. 

Findings on the tested curricula suggested that principals: created intervention 

time/classes based on testing data; mandated tutoring based on testing data; limited 

interruptions to instructional time; and monitored implementation of prescribed 

curriculum maps, learning activities, and assessments. To varying degrees, all seven 

principals spoke about aligning/managing these processes to increase the likelihood of 

passing AIMS (ADE, 2012). And in my participant observations I saw these processes in 

the form of: intervention class lists (all seven schools); tutoring lists (i.e., Hope 

Elementary School and Sycamore Elementary School); modified bell schedules that 

decreased recess time (i.e., Buena Elementary School, Hope Elementary School, and 

Sycamore Elementary School); curriculum monitoring checklists (i.e., Buena Elementary 

School, Hope Elementary School, Sycamore Elementary School, and Jaramillo Middle 

School); data walk checklists (Cesar Chavez Elementary School); and posted test results 

(all seven schools). 

The testing culture was the school’s culture. The physical environment, 

vernacular of adults (and children), resources/materials, bell schedules, and celebrations 

focused around testing of the written and taught curricula (Porter, 2004). Cultural capital 

(Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) were not even considerations 

in the tested curricula (i.e., classroom, formative, and summative assessments) even 

though over 95% of the children were Mexican-American. And this was the accepted 
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habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). What was tested on AIMS (ADE, 2012) was 

written and taught (e.g., Glatthorn & Jailall, 2009; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007)--no 

more and no less.  

 Supported language arts curricula. Intended language arts curricula that were 

written, taught, and tested also were supported in purposeful ways by local, state, and 

federal initiatives and stakeholders. The arrangement, parts, and details of language arts 

curricula were organized, implemented, and monitored with deliberate intention for 

achieving the kind of learning desired. Purposeful input: decisive output. Findings from 

my study suggested that language arts curricula that were written, taught, and tested were 

supported in multiple ways. These included support via time, money, people, and belief 

systems.  

time/money/people. Findings suggested that time, money, and human resources 

were devoted to supporting the written, taught, and tested language arts curricula. For 

example, reading coaches at the elementary levels were hired to support the reading 

program. Some coaches worked with children in a pull-out program, and other coaches 

worked with teachers on reading curricula and instruction. Since reading was prioritized 

due to high-stakes tests, money was allocated for this position. Following suit, no school 

in my study had a science coach, humanities coach, or art coach. These subjects, after all, 

were not required to be taught and tested (Walker & Soltis, 2004).  Reading coaches were 

an elementary school priority. The three middle schools in my study did not have reading 

coaches. Two of these middle school principals (i.e., Principal Lopez and Principal 

Williams) considered this position to be a luxury. 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       226 
 

Along with reading coaches that supported the intended language arts curricula, 

time, money, and people were utilized to create curriculum guides and pacing calendars 

aligned to state and federal mandates. Unpacking the standards (ADE, 2012) was a 

cumbersome task that required sorting materials, typing lengthy documents, copying 

resources, and making decisions. Sometimes materials were set aside that did not meet 

the new set of standards, and additional ones needed to be ordered. During my first visit 

at Cesar Chavez Elementary School, I noticed Principal Trenton perusing catalogues to 

purchase a new reading series more aligned to the Common Core standards (ADE, 2012).  

Typically, committees were set aside to complete this task. These individuals were either 

compensated with extra pay to work after hours on the task or provided a substitute 

teacher to work during the day on the task.  

Three of the principals spoke about professional development that targeted the 

teaching of the official curriculum. Some spoke about this reality with genuine 

enthusiasm (i.e., Principal Bejarano, Principal Trenton, and Principal Machado). But 

others (i.e., Principal Rojas and Principal Link) spoke with guarded reservation about the 

inordinate time, money, and human resources it took to provide targeted professional 

development. Likewise, there were mixed feelings about the time commitments, financial 

allocations, and personnel resources needed to meet the requirements of the official 

curricula. Principal Williams was appalled with the unquestioned support of the written, 

taught, and tested curricula. She recalled a former time in education where the goals were 

more broadly defined. But Principal Lopez disagreed. She felt that finally her kids were 

measured in the same way children in mainstream America were measured, not some 
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water-downed version of curriculum and assessment. Regardless, ADE (2012) supported 

the written, taught, and tested curricula as evidenced by audits (i.e., Cesar Chavez 

Elementary and Rio Grande Middle School), mandates, and sanctions thereof. And nearly 

everyone bought into it.  

 belief systems. Particular content, teaching approaches, and testing systems were 

supported by federal and state entities as determined by purposely stated goals that were 

implemented with fidelity and celebrated publically. Intended curricula were neoliberal, 

hegemonic, systemic, and habitual (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) for children, teachers, 

and principals. Belief systems built on standardization were embraced by the children and 

adults in my study.  

purposefully stated goals. Posted district and school goals were publically 

displayed in the office area, hallways, and classrooms of all seven schools in my study. 

All were determined by one measure: AIMS (ADE, 2012). For example, a vision reform 

model was attractively framed at the entranceway of Cesar Chavez Elementary School. It 

read: “In order for all students at [Cesar Chavez Elementary School] to become 

contributing members of a global society, each student will meet or exceed reading, 

writing, and math AIMS.” The means to becoming contributing members of a global 

society (i.e., scoring high on an exit exam) were not mentioned by scholars of democratic 

schooling (e.g., Dewey, 1916; Weis & Fine, 2004).  At this school, a goal for students in 

the ELD Program was specified as well. It read: At [Cesar Chavez Elementary School] 

we will increase reclassification rates by 30% as measured by AZELLA.” Since this 

school was under the state’s watchful eye due to their failing letter grade, the principal 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       228 
 

and her teachers identified monthly sub-goals as well. Identified on butcher paper all 

along the office walls and teachers’ workroom were these sub-goals: (a) We will improve 

writing conventions by 25% every 4 weeks by developing and using a school-wide self-

peer editing checklist; (b) We will increase student to student feedback by 10% to a total 

of 32% (i.e., quarter average as measured by the data walks and evidenced by lesson 

plans, rubrics, closure activities, student work, objectives, and student talk) by the end of 

3rd quarter; (c) We will have 90% accuracy in spelling by studying high-frequency words; 

and (d) We will increase our letter grade to a C or better, an increase of 29 total points by 

the 2013-14 school year.  

Likewise, posted in Rio Grande Middle School’s corridors, classrooms, and 

library was this purposely stated student achievement goal: improve reading proficiency 

by 15% on AIMS (ADE, 2015). At Jaramillo Middle School, academic goals for the 

2012-13 school year were: 85% meeting/exceeding AIMS Reading, 70% 

meeting/exceeding AIMS Math, and 70% meeting/exceeding AIMS Writing. A bulletin 

board at Jaramillo Middle School classroom exclaimed: “We Got R Eye on You!” And 

then each child’s goals for AIMS (ADE, 2012) were written on Halloween cut-outs.  

Principals also spoke about stated goals in reading and writing, using purposeful 

language such as aim, object, target, end, goal, purpose, plan, and point. For example, 

when speaking about developing language arts curricula, Principal Trenton indicated that 

the teachers developed a SMART goal (Schmoker, 2006) in relation to the academic 

goals determined by AIMS (ADE, 2012). She advised them: “Here’s my expectation for 

you. Here’s what we need to do. Let’s do this. So I don’t do the work. They do the work.” 
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These purposefully stated goals, awards, and expectations were not only posted on school 

grounds but shared with parents in mailings and at school activities, For example, at an 

awards assembly at Buena Elementary School, a power point was running in the 

background that included AIMS data (ADE, 2012), achievement awards, and goals for 

the upcoming year. Principal Machado stated the importance of setting and attaining 

goals. She intimated: “I think that if we continue to have that goal and hold ourselves 

accountable for achieving that goal . . . it will continue to get better.” Likewise, Principal 

Link surmised: “I think areas we are really strong in . . . are areas that teachers are held 

accountable for.” 

 purposeful implemented goals. To meet the purposeful stated reading and writing 

goals, there was an abundance of implementation efforts. For example, at a holiday 

concert at Buena Elementary School, the principal reminded parents to be sure to read 20 

minutes a day to their children. Posters and displays in classrooms and hallways 

emphasized the importance of reading and writing. Additional ways that reading and 

writing goals were implemented included: (a) assigning homework that was focused; and 

(b) providing tutoring that was targeted.  

 Posted on the boards and doorways in several classrooms were homework 

assignments that extended the day’s lesson of the reading or writing standard. During one 

observation at Cesar Chavez Elementary School, for example, the homework assignment 

was to complete the introductory paragraph and first body paragraph of a five-paragraph 

essay. Additionally, children were assigned 10 simple present tense sentences and three 

pages from a test-prep workbook. During one of my visits at Hope Elementary School, 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       230 
 

the homework assignment was to complete grammar workbook pages on pronoun usage 

and helping verbs. At Montez Middle School the homework assignment was to interview 

a family member. All of these homework assignments were focused and purposeful 

extensions of the class lessons.   

 Tutoring was another strategic, purposeful way to provide additional intervention 

and practice of skills to meet targeted goals in reading and writing. At some of the school 

sites tutoring was assigned; at other school sites tutoring was available for everyone who 

opted to attend. For example, at Montez Middle School students were assigned tutoring if 

they earned zeros on multiple homework assignments because as Principal Williams 

stated “Zeros are unacceptable.” Likewise, Principal Bejarano indicated: “We 

recommend the students [to attend tutoring] based on their grade and their Galileo test 

scores.” At Hope Elementary School students have some flexibility in attending the 

tutoring program. But they are required to attend the remedial program twice a week if 

formative test scores merit that assignment. The other two days of tutoring, children 

could participate in activities like art or cheerleading. At a different school, Student 33 

recognized that: “Some of the students stay for 21st Century,” (21st Century Education, 

2012), which was an online program that charted growth in the core areas.  

 purposeful celebrations of attained goals. In the findings section on border 

culture, I illustrated celebrations in the community that were reluctantly infused in the 

school. These were colorful celebrations that had a Mexican flare. The celebrations 

included Mexican cuisine, music, family, and conversations in Spanish. Purposeful 

celebrations of attained goals in this section on standardization shared none of those 
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elements. For example, a huge banner hung at the entrance of schools designated as “A”, 

claiming their status. Additionally, posted in an enclosed case outside Buena Elementary 

School were these accolades: “A” school – 2 yrs. in a row and National Title I District 

School Award. Jaramillo Middle School’s claim to fame was: Distinguished School 

Award. All of the schools in De Anza had a large banner posted at the school entrances 

that read: High Expectations. Accountability. No Excuses.  

In all seven schools, the written, taught, and tested language arts curricula were 

supported with time, money, and personnel. Additionally, embedded belief systems 

illustrated purposeful stated reading and writing goals. These were posted in several 

places on campus. Teachers and principals made implementation efforts to reach those 

goals, including frequent reminders, strategic homework, and targeted tutoring. These 

were the supports in place. Celebrations were made public when goals--as determined by 

high-stakes assessments--were attained.  

Summary of Intended Language Arts Curricula 

 Findings on intended language arts curricula were profuse. Clearly a vast amount 

of evidence was manifested on written, taught, tested, and supported language arts 

curricula in Covarrubias and De Anza schools. Reading and writing curricula, in 

particular, were defined by state standards, national mandates, and federal law. Principals 

budgeted for and monitored implementation of the intended curricula. Teachers 

instructed and principals led the intended curricula with fidelity. However, principals 

experienced insurmountable pressures associated with one particular aspect of the 

intended curricula: high-stakes testing. Children accepted the intended language arts 
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curricula--including the formative and summative testing--as the normal schooling 

process. Since they all attended school in the NCLB (2002) era, they had been presented 

with little else. The lengthy presentation of intended curricula will be in direct contrast to 

the short presentation of received curricula, which I will explain in the next section.    

Received Language Arts Curricula 

 Intended language arts curricula were explicitly: written (i.e., based on Arizona 

standards); taught (i.e., prescribed content and on-task pedagogy); tested (i.e., high-stakes 

exams and accountability sanctions); and supported (e.g., by local, state, and federal 

initiatives/stakeholders). Conversely, received curricula were implicitly hidden or null 

from what was intended (e.g., Crossman, 2014; Eisner, 1994). In my study, these 

permanent gifts of authentic knowledge were often impacted by background, prior 

knowledge, and perceptions of the taught curricula. Moreover, received curricula were 

more difficult for me to ascertain in that the evidence was more nuanced. Instead of 

looking for something present, I was looking for something absent and/or an indirect 

consequence of something present. In the next few paragraphs, I will share evidence of 

received language arts curricula that will include perceptions of the taught content often 

hidden or null. 

 Hidden curricula. Hidden curricula were evident in the veiled, indirect, or covert 

lessons, structures, and norms of the schools in Covarrubias and De Anza. The concepts 

and content in these hidden lessons, structures, and norms were received by children, 

perhaps without their even knowing it. Hidden curricula were not in the textbooks. They 
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were not directly taught and tested. Instead, the hidden curricula were typically deeply 

embedded in the schools’ habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).  

 lessons. As previously demonstrated, numerous lessons on reading and writing 

were aligned to state and national standards. They were explicitly written for the children 

to see. The expectation was to learn these standards and perform well on formative and 

summative assessments. The hidden curricula, though, was that reading and writing must 

all be done for that particular purpose.  As mentioned by Principal Bejarano: 

 Kids are not doing a lot of free reading for fun, for pleasure because we are 

 focusing so much on skills, skills, skills, skills, skills. . . . SSR [sustained silent 

 reading] went out because the kids had to be doing something. The teacher had to 

 be doing something, you know. . . . And now every text that you read with the 

 kids has to teach them something. They have to answer the questions. They have 

 to be able to tell you the sequence of the story. They have to know ‘why did the 

 character do that?’ It’s not just reading. “Look how fun reading can be.” So kids 

 are not choosing to read. 

Similar to Principal Bejarano’s assertion about reading lessons losing their fervor, 

children had mixed messages reading lessons. For example, Student 15 theorized: “The 

goal of reading is to read fast.” Student 11 stated: “In reading you have a story of the 

week and then you answer questions.” And Student 8 added: “I don’t like . . . reading 

[because] I always get the questions wrong.” And in a similar way, Student 49 had this to 

say about writing: “The purpose [of writing] is to write five paragraphs.”  
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 Based on perceptions of the intended language arts curricula, what children 

received was that reading should be done fast because questions needed to be answered. 

And writing format was more important than writing content. It never occurred to these 

students that the subject-centered approach to schooling (Walker & Soltis, 2004) was not 

the only approach to schooling. And the real hidden finding in reading lessons like these 

was that such narrowly defined, implemented, and regulated curricula were accepted and 

embraced by the adults at the school rather than denied and rejected by the adults at the 

school. Children emulated that modelling. 

 Likewise, outside of school writing serves a purpose other than a grade for a class. 

However, the taught and tested writing curricula were scripted to the point where some 

students did not write a sentence before gaining teacher approval. And this was the 

expectation. This hidden lesson was evident when I proctored the writing prompt for my 

dissertation. Keep in mind that I read the directions and actual prompts at all seven 

schools. And children at all seven schools asked how many paragraphs the writing 

needed to be and if this activity would be a grade for the class. The answer to the first 

question was to have a beginning, middle, and end. The teachers and I anticipated the 

second question and had the response ready: this would be a grade for the class. 

Furthermore, the children asked what would happen if their parents did not give them 

permission for this activity. Our response was that they would still complete the activity 

for a class grade. I would make copies of all their responses and take only those whose 

parents agreed.  That explanation gave the students a reason to complete the activity.  
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 However, children in three of the seven classes had additional questions. They 

were entirely dependent on the teacher and me to complete this lesson. For example, at 

Rio Grande Middle School, the children inquired:  “Does it need to have a title”; “Do I 

skip a space between paragraphs”; “What does culture mean”; “Is this OK”;  “How many 

sentences in a paragraph”; What do you mean by vividly?” Students at Hope Elementary 

School insisted on checking with the teacher or me once they completed their graphic 

organizer. They sought permission to start their writing. They asked some of the same 

questions students at Rio Grande Middle School asked but added the following: “How do 

you spell learned”; “How do you spell teacher”; “Can I go to the bathroom”; “Do we put 

Dear Yin here or here”; “What is the third paper for”; “Can I sharpen my pencil”; “Is Yin 

a boy or girl”; “ Like this, miss”; “Who do I write it to”; “How do you spell your”; “What 

is consider”; “Do I count the sentences in the paragraphs”; “What do you mean 

describe”; and “What happens if we don’t finish?” In this classroom half an hour passed 

before the children settled down to write. And even then their focus was sporadic. The 

teacher and I were assisting the entire 90 minutes of this lesson. It was truly exhausting.   

 At Sycamore Elementary School, dependence on the teacher and me was evident 

as well. A girl asked a peer for translation of a word. He didn’t know and asked another 

student for the translation of that word. This went on until the teacher intervened. A boy 

wrote on a dictionary. I redirected him. The entire class was distracted even though the 

teacher and I were attending to their needs the whole time. Hands were continuously 

raised to check if a sentence was written correctly or if an idea was acceptable. These 

students had many of the same questions as those from Rio Grande Middle School and 
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Hope Elementary School but added the following: “Who is Cristina”; “Can I use a 

different name instead of Cristina”; ‘Why do we have to do this”; “Does the comma go 

here or here”; “When is interventions”; “What if I don’t have a brother or sister”; and “Is 

lunch the same time today?” Students were redirected at least 12 times by the teacher to 

be quiet and write. I spoke to three students individually about responding to the prompt. 

These three students only produced a couple of choppy, incomprehensible sentences that 

had nothing to do with any of the prompts.  

 In particular, students from the three aforementioned classes were not self-

directed. And when it came to the writing curricula, there was a hidden message to such 

dependency. The received implication--perhaps for both the teacher and the student--was 

that there was one correct way to write. As a result, writing lacked authenticity and 

authorship.  Moreover, little or no higher-order thinking was going on since the focus was 

on what was correct in the eyes of the teacher, proctor, and/or student.  Format took 

precedence over content. Conventions took precedence over voice. At additional schools 

I observed the teacher directly guiding the students through the writing process, whereby 

there was little or no choice in what or how students wrote. Ironically, the topic at three 

schools—clearly overused—was school uniforms.  Taking away choices in writing may 

be problematic, but some students saw this phenomenon differently. Student 135 

claimed: “The one word that could describe writing . . . would be choice. In any writing 

time, you always have the power of choice.” Student 137 concurred: “Writing lets you 

express yourself.” But these may be isolated opinions, for I discovered the opposite in my 

participant observations.  Researchers of writing (e.g., Calkins, 2004; Weaver, 2002; 
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Wood Ray, 2002) described writing as a process, an art, an expression, and a craft. But 

little was processed or crafted in an artistic or expressive way in the 23 class lessons I 

observed.  

 structures. Similar to classroom lessons, structures within the school and within 

the classroom can have hidden messages. For example, I came to find out that the three 

classes that exhibited high dependency in writing were either designated as ELD classes 

or designated as having a high concentration of ELL students in those classes. These 

children were, in essence, tracked to these classes to meet the Arizona’s four-hour 

language block mandate referred to as the ELD Model (ADE, 2011). The hidden message 

received was that students acquiring English were placed with other students acquiring 

English. They were placed there to learn how to read and write correctly. They were not 

at the same level as other students placed in the general classes. The implication was that 

not knowing English was a deficiency at school. Tracking students in this manner was 

consistent with a deficit model (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 2005; Moll et al., 1992).  

 Related to this notion of students channeled to ELD classes, I was surprised to 

find during one of my visits to Rio Grande Middle School that the class had moved to a 

different location on campus. Apparently the district made a switch at a couple of schools 

to even out the student to teacher ratio, and that resulted in this particular teacher having 

13 more students added to her class. They now had 38 students in this class and needed a 

bigger classroom. With one teacher and two instructional aides, everyone made it work as 

best they could. But I couldn’t help but notice that this structural change made the room 

crowded, hot, noisy, and busy. It didn’t help that the classroom was next door to the gym. 
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Buzzers, whistles, bouncing balls, and screaming kids could be heard as the teacher said 

on a Friday afternoon: “Repeat after me ch ch ch child.” And in unison the children 

repeated “ch ch ch child.” The hidden curricula received may be this: sacrifice the kids in 

the ELD Program for the majority.  

 Another form of tracking was structuring interventions classes or sessions. As 

mentioned in the taught curricula section of this dissertation, non-identifiable student 

essays, participant observations, and principal interviews found ample evidence of 

formative or summative assessment data being used to track children into intervention 

groupings. At some schools structuring interventions classes/sessions was a year-long 

placement. Principal Williams explained: “We put the very high readers in one class with 

the thought that we needed to do more to move those kids into higher levels. And the 

very low readers were put in another class.” For other schools structuring interventions 

classes/sessions was a bi-monthly placement.  Principal Trenton explained it in this way: 

 Our groups have just been redefined and redeveloped based on the new data 

 for their fluency that just came for fourth and fifth grades. . . . Kids are broken 

 down. We have our Tier 3 groups at about 5-8 kids in each group. Our Tier 2 

 group we’re running about 12-15. And fourth and fifth grades are still polishing 

 their grouping strategies right now. Our primary groups got theirs solidified last 

 week and are off and running. So we’re still collecting data and looking at where 

 kids fit best and that will be used in assigning groups to adults because our Tier 3 

 kids are with the certified teachers and our Tier 2 kids are with IA’s [instructional 

 assistants]. 
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Principal Link also described how she and her teachers sorted the children into 

intervention groupings. She said:  

 When we group our students we look at Galileo. We look at Dibels. And we have 

 teachers give feedback in terms of the students’ progress in class . . . So at 

 intervention time there are five people who teach . . . the three grade level 

 teachers, the aide, and the reading specialist. Our reading  specialist and the aide 

 are in the same classroom, and they bring up the most intensive students. 

And in other schools structuring interventions classes and/or sessions was a pull-out 

activity. As Principal Bejarano illustrated: 

 They’ll have a 45 minute intervention block where the students who are 

 struggling in reading . . . leave the room to go with the reading specialist  or 

 another staff member to get some extra help . . . In reading they do some 

 acceleration for the students who stay in the class. So they usually been reading 

 from a chapter book, a book that they are not going to do in the core class. 

Regardless, the sorting of children was a dominant finding in my study. Children were 

frequently lining up and moving here and there to get the right kind of education for their 

academic needs. Through such frequent restructuring, the hidden curricula received may 

have been that all children were not ready or worthy of accessing accelerated curricula. 

That message can be internalized, and children might enact a self-fulfilling prophesy that 

relegates them “to submit to authority the rest of their lives” (Crossman, 2014, p. 1).  

 Not only was sorting done at the school/grade level but at the classroom level as 

well. For example, at Buena Elementary School two lists were posted with half the 
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students’ names on each list: Spelling Froggers and Spelling Tadpoles. The inference was 

obvious. As I became more comfortable with the environment, I began to notice some 

divisions in the physical classrooms. Some teachers sorted the children in the resource 

program to one part of the room. And some teachers sorted the children in the ELD 

Program (ADE, 2011) to another part of the room. Though this may have been done for 

logistical purposes, the hidden message for children in these specialized programs was 

that they could not learn the same things or in the same way as children who were 

mainstreamed.  

 Structures such as sorting may not be hidden, but the internal effects of such 

structural divisions can be deeply hidden. For example, school, class, and individual 

student data were posted in many locations of all the schools in my study. There was 

nothing hidden about that. However, participant observations confirmed that the reading 

and writing lessons in the lower tiered groups were remedial in nature. Workbooks, 

worksheets, and basil readers were commonplace. But the reading and writing lessons in 

the upper tiered group included the use of newspapers (Cesar Chavez Elementary 

School), advanced chapter books (Buena Elementary School), and projects (Montez 

Middle School). The hidden message received through such public and frequent 

displaying, comparing, sorting, and differentiating may be lasting.   

 norms. Hidden messages can be found in classroom lessons and school/course 

structures. Additionally, hidden messages can be found in the norms of the class or 

school. For example, the norm in some classrooms was that no Spanish was spoken--not 

to the teacher, not to each other, not to a person entering the room. It was a literacy and 
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language rich classroom--and all literacy and language were in English. There were no 

reminders, no challenges, and no battles. It was simply the understood norm for that 

classroom. The implication, hidden message, or received meaning was that English was 

valued at school, and Spanish was devalued at school. This norm was particularly evident 

at the classrooms observed at Buena Elementary School, Montez Middle School, and 

Jaramillo Middle School. The message was subtle; yet, the expected norm was 

understood. But in the other four classrooms in my study, students received frequent 

reminders to use English and were reprimanded for using Spanish. A couple of principals 

spoke about language and its misalignment to the core curricula. Principal Trenton said, 

“Well, I would like to say that all language is valued at school. We want the kids to be 

literate both in English and Spanish, although the state of Arizona prefers that students be 

literate in English and instructed in English.” Principal Williams added: “We have to 

value English in school because it is the law.” Thus, the law (i.e. Prop 203, 2000) 

dictated to entire generations what capital (e.g., linguistic) (e.g., Bourdieu, 1986; Yosso, 

2005) must be valued. This statement, along with my participant observations, clearly 

illustrated the marketization of education as neoliberalism and hegemony.  

 Another norm at two of the schools in my study was the frequent visits from state 

officials. During my second visit at Cesar Chavez Elementary School, for example, I 

found myself walking alongside a third grade class. Carrying a Dora the Explorer 

backpack that appeared to weigh her down, a girl asked if I was a substitute teacher. 

When I told her that I was an observer, another girl chimed in “She’s from the state.” 

After inquiring with the teacher, I understood that they had visitors from the state the 
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previous day. Because their school was labeled a failing school, state officials frequently 

conducted audits of curriculum and instruction. The purpose was to be sure the official 

curriculum (Apple, 2001) was taught and led with fidelity.  

 When I visited this same school approximately one month later to proctor the 

researcher-generated essays, the teacher quickly wrote the following standard on the 

board: Writing: 5.w.10 and 5.w.4. and III: w-1CE Within a given timeframe, I will 

produce clear and coherent essay/letter writing by responding to the given prompt. 

Approximately 15 minutes later, three state officials conducted another audit, stopping by 

this teacher’s classroom with clipboards in hand. Being the inquisitive researcher, I 

introduced myself to the visitors and asked if I could see the form they used to evaluate 

schools. The form was not a form; it was a packet (i.e., five pages of checklists with 

boxes for commentary). I thanked the individual for showing me the packet and returned 

to my research so he could return to his audit.  

 Visits from state officials were the norm for students at Cesar Chavez Elementary 

School and Rio Grande Middle School. Children and adults were accustomed to being 

probed and watched. And in their eyes I may have been another person monitoring their 

reading and writing curricula. Though hidden from direct observation, the covert message 

was that the principal, teacher, and children themselves were constantly watched and 

evaluated. Their reading, writing, and speaking was expected to be at a higher level, and 

that level was determined by people like these important state officials.  That level was 

not determined by their teacher or their principal because they did not have the 
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knowledge or authority to decide these things. This was the norm, and it was widely 

accepted as the school’s habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990).  

 Another norm evident in many of the schools was the lack of choice in matters 

that affected the school’s operation. There may be a hidden agenda when choice is taken 

away from adults positioned to lead. For example, Principal Williams said: We don’t 

have any choices on the books we use. That’s a district’s decision.” Principal Trenton 

mentioned, “My choices were restricted due to guidelines from the state, guidelines from 

the district, and other peoples’ priorities.” When I asked Principal Machado why she 

could not implement some of the things she mentioned as being the perfect curriculum, 

she responded perfunctorily: “Mandates. We are a ‘D’ school so we have strict guidelines 

to adhere to and pre-determined resources.” Choices were also taken away from children 

to make way for the official curriculum. This was considered the accepted norm. To 

varying degrees, summative assessment scores determined placement in classes for 

children in all seven schools in my study. No foreign classes were offered in order to 

make way for a writing class required of all students at Montez Middle School. At the 

middle schools, electives were limited for those children not passing AIMS (ADE, 2012).  

 Another hidden norm was the lack of curricular integration. Principal Lopez 

mentioned that upon her arrival at Jaramillo Middle School, “I noticed that . . . everyone 

was in their (sic) own departments and taught what they were supposed to teach. None of 

the integration was going on between the writing and reading.” She said that with her 

elementary background, she was able to help teachers make those connections within 

their own classroom and among subject areas. In a similar way, Principal Link spoke 
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about her knowledge in literacy, particularly in the area of language acquisition and the 

on-task/integrative instructional strategies aligned to that initiative. She said: “I think that 

I have some personal strengths that I haven’t utilized . . . I come with a really solid 

foundation with language acquisition and the research on language acquisition.” She 

suggested that this knowledge would support her teachers in understanding how to 

increase language skills in reading that could be applied to all subject areas. When I 

asked her why she spoke about this as a future initiate rather than a present reality, she 

fell silent for a considerable amount of time. There was something deeply hidden in her 

silent response. I respected that and shifted to another topic. However, I can infer that 

there must be constraints, mandates, or people preventing her from sharing her 

knowledge with her teachers.  And her reluctance to speak about it is yet another layer 

that suggests complacency or fear of reprisal. 

Relating to curricular integration, I present findings on limited exposure 

to/blending of science, social studies, and Specials. In all of the elementary schools in my 

study, little or no social studies or science curricula were presented in the seven hour day. 

This void was concerning to some participants because an opportunity to integrate 

reading, writing, and speaking was missed. These disciplines would have provided 

content that was complex, varied, authentic, and relevant to students’ lives. Projects in 

science would have provided an opportunity to read, research, write lab reports, and 

present findings. Projects in social studies would have provided an opportunity to connect 

lessons from the past to present day issues. Historical fiction, for example, could play a 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       245 
 

very important role in integrating social studies and language arts curricula. Principal 

Lopez mentioned that she was talking to a group of middle school children on politics: 

We were discussing similarities and differences about President Obama and the 

new the new President of Mexico and what one President has to focus on and 

[what] the other one in Mexico has to focus on. I noticed that this is one thing that 

they get engaged with. Something that is meaningful to them that they can relate 

to. It’s really important that they get really excited about a topic.  

But instead, my findings suggested that children in the schools in my study were 

frequently exposed to short, isolated read-and-test passages to check for fluency, 

vocabulary, and comprehension.  Several principals commented on the lack of integration 

among subjects, but Principal Bejarano referenced the true need for science. She said: 

 Kids they love doing science. It doesn’t even have to be an experiment. They just 

 love learning all of this.  . . And unfortunately because we have not focused so 

 much on science and social studies--because we’ve been hammering reading so 

 much--the kids just don’t know a lot of things. They just don’t have that 

 knowledge of simple things like the weather or how a plant grows. I mean if it’s 

 bad in science it’s horrible in social studies. In fourth grade they still don’t know 

 the difference between a state and a country. I mean just very basic things that 20 

 years ago kids would know.  

Similar to Principal Bejarano, Principal Trenton understood the need for science and 

social studies, seeing their connection to the language arts curricula. She had a plan that 

was in its infancy stage during my visits. She realized:  
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We just don’t have time to really in depth teach science and social studies in the 

four hour block. That’s a huge imposition on our time . . . We have to do it. That’s 

the bottom line. The only way to do it is to integrate. Plus it’s just best practice 

and good instruction . . . That’s one of our goals for next year is that everything is 

integrated. We want to see science, social studies, reading, writing, listening, 

speaking as integrated unit. And we’re working in that direction right now. 

Thus, omissions in science and social studies at the elementary level resulted in missed 

opportunities for language arts and missed opportunities for children. Moreover, the four-

hour block required by the Task Force (ADE, 2011) may have created bigger 

misalignments in this area.  

 The majority of schools in my study offered Specials, which were instructed by 

someone else while the regular teacher had a planning hour. Sometimes children rotated 

each quarter to attend these classes/sessions, and sometimes children participated in 

Specials on particular days of the week. At Montez Middle School, Specials included 

technology, art, and physical education/health. Music was a Special at some of the 

elementary schools. Participant observations, however, suggested that there was little or 

no integration among the content taught in the core program and the content taught in the 

Specials. To illustrate this point, consider the Special conducted in the library at Rio 

Grande Middle School. The students settled into the library as the instructional aide (i.e., 

the Specials instructor) guided the children on how to write a fable. She had exemplars 

from previous classes/years to serve as a model. Once she completed the whole group 

instruction, I perused the sample stories and came across one of interest. It was about the 
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author’s teacher (Mrs. Greer, a pseudonym) giving a stuffed frog to the author to aid in 

her learning of English. As the girl and the stuffed frog encountered other animals, 

dialogue increased in quantity and quality. At the end of the story, the girl returned the 

stuffed frog to Mrs. Greer because she didn’t need it any more. The story had a poignant 

lesson about independent learning. Since Mrs. Greer had escorted me to the library to 

observe Specials, I took the opportunity to share the story with her. She read it and fell 

silent. Clearly she was deeply moved. “Thank you for showing it to me,” she told me. But 

she hadn’t read this story until I brought it to her attention, which was a year after the 

fact. The student was no longer in her class.    

 Another hidden norm in my study on intended and received language arts 

curricula in border community schools was the lack of time. Leading, teaching, and 

learning seemed rushed. At Cesar Chavez Elementary School, the teacher would count 

backwards from 10 for the students to transition from one activity to the next. They 

quickly moved. I asked a boy, with a sign on his desk facing him that read “practice self-

control,” what would happen if she got to zero. “I don’t know,” he said. “But I don’t want 

to find out.” The teacher and children needed to move quickly, for she told them: “We 

have time for one more example and then we will need to skedaddle over there for 

interventions.”  

 At Hope Elementary School the teacher implemented a rushed activity in order to 

accommodate the upcoming intervention session. She had the students open their text and 

begin reading a story aloud, randomly calling on children. There was no front-loading of 

vocabulary and no anticipatory set for this activity. It appeared to be a filler activity only. 
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The story was read about halfway through. As students from another class entered the 

room for interventions, the teacher said, “OK, time to go to interventions. We will finish 

this story some other time.” Actual timers were used in some classes to denote when bell 

work or pair work was to be completed. Quizzes needed to be finished before the release 

for lunch. The passing period was four minutes not five minutes. Children had 10 minutes 

to board the afternoon bus and then they went home to their nurturing mamas y nanas 

(mothers and grandmothers). But at school, there was strong evidence that time was not 

to be wasted.  

 It took considerable time for students in the ELD Program (ADE, 2011) to write 

well. When speaking about the mechanics of writing and acquiring English, Principal 

Williams stated concerns about the time it took to do those things: 

Our kids struggle with some of the academic areas because they are bilingual, and 

they don’t have the nuances of the language that native speakers have. And so 

they struggle with the writing . . . and the grammar. . . . It’s not that they are not 

going to get there. It’s just that it’s going to take them longer to get there than kids 

that live in another community that are immersed in one language only.  

Time was also mentioned in relation to new students joining the school. For example, 

Principal Lopez indicated: 

The students I constantly get are in seventh and eighth grade, and they are reading 

at a first grade level . . . Even though we have a structured ELD Program we don’t 

have the time . . . to work with a student or two or three that are reading at a first 

grade level. . . I mean it takes time to learn those things. 
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 In several observations I noticed adults multi-tasking rather than devoting time 

and focus to one task. Teachers graded papers while students silently read. They worked 

with a small group of children while keeping an eye on the rest of the class. Between 

classes and during lunch teachers regularly addressed children, parents, and colleagues. 

They were busy all the time. Principal Link had a good perspective of time, how it is 

used, and how it might be better used to improve reading and writing instruction. She 

stated: 

 The challenges are the day to day things that get in the way. Our teachers have to 

 grade papers and put things in Power School. And they have a child who had 

 some behavior issue, so they had to focus on working with that child and that 

 child’s parents, and meeting together on those things. And then we  have staff 

 meetings where we’re adopting a new evaluation instrument and so we’re asking 

 them to take their time to learn that. And I just got  emails [on a new computer 

 program] our district has just purchased. That computer program is going  to be 

 beneficial for our kids in some way. And we have tutoring three days a week. . . . 

 And so we just get caught up. So I think the days get longer and longer for 

 teachers. And we’re asking them to do more and more. And so maybe the things 

 that are most beneficial to their instruction get left behind because of the day to 

 day demands.  

 The norms of the school and the classroom speak volumes about what language 

arts curricula were valued and devalued. Hidden curricula was evident when Spanish was 

forbidden, state officials made regular visits, choices were taken away, integration of 
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subjects was a misnomer, and learning was a race against time. What was received 

though not directly taught were the following:  (a) Spanish was a deficit; (b) other people 

more qualified than the teacher or principal made decisions about content taught and 

learned; (c) choices in books, resources, classes, and topics were not to be made by the 

student and sometimes not to be made by the teacher; (d) subjects were learned in 

isolation; and (e) there was never enough time in a day, so get it done fast.   

 Hidden curricula were also evident in the values, attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors 

of the individuals in the schools. This finding was consistent with critical curriculum 

studies (e.g., Crossman, 2014; Porter, 2004). For example, a teacher at Buena Elementary 

School provided this motivation: “You can be anything you want to be.”  Mrs. Greer at 

Rio Grande Middle School told her children: “You guys are doing fabulous. Love your 

brains.” A teacher at Sycamore Elementary School complimented the children for the 

great ideas they generated before writing their essay. These teachers valued their 

students, modeled positive attitudes about achievement, and believed their students could 

reach those levels of achievement. Though not on a test, those were the hidden curricula 

that may deeply aid students in their reading, writing, and speaking efforts. Additionally, 

principals also made comments that exhibited certain values, attitudes, and beliefs about 

their teachers and the children they served. For example, Principal Trenton said this when 

speaking about data interpretation: “[Teachers] are smart people. They are going to come 

up with the same conclusions I came up with. I don’t have to tell [them] because [they’ll] 

figure it out for [themselves].”  
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 Individuals in the school can also behave in certain ways that model the values, 

attitudes, and beliefs embraced at the school. These may not be taught and tested directly 

but are received and understood nonetheless. Non-verbal modeling may equally reflect 

what is important. For example, Principal Bejarano said, “Well, I don’t know that it can 

be taught but I value . . . reading for enjoyment . . . and how reading can help your life. 

So I don’t know that you can really teach that. It’s more value, I think. Something that 

you value, that reading is good. Reading is beneficial.” Even if this principal did not say 

this, I would know it to be true from my participant observations. Evidence of her 

voracious reading habits was on her desk during multiple visits, including professional 

journals and online sites. Additionally, she was always reading a novel just for fun. 

Children may have picked up on this behavior and emulated it, but that would be hard to 

measure since behaviors were not on the test. This language arts curricula, though subtle 

and hidden, was modeled by the principal herself.  

 There was nothing hidden about the priorities of the principals I observed in my 

study. The majority of them knew curriculum and instructional pedagogy that supported 

the intended language arts program. They conducted walkthroughs with tablets and pads 

in hand, checking lists and writing comments to be shared with the teacher. They posted 

academic goals based on data for all stakeholders to see and embrace. They analyzed 

weaknesses and celebrated successes. They ordered research-based materials, trained 

teachers on effective reading and writing strategies, checked lesson plans for 

implementation of standards, included parents in the school’s academic priorities, and 
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prepped the students for high-stakes exams. To varying degrees, I observed all of these 

classic curriculum leadership practices. 

 However, it wasn’t until I interviewed the principals that the hidden truth about 

curriculum leadership came out. The veiled curricula choices, covert structures, and 

indirect norms often clashed with the curriculum leaders’ core values, attitudes, and 

beliefs. This was particularly true in regards to managing versus leading the curricular 

program. The principals had little influence over managing the intended curricular 

program. That has already been well established in the findings previously presented. 

However, what was more hidden concerned the lack of influence they had over leading 

the curricular program. And managing is not the same as leading. The former suggests 

following, directing, and supervising the program whereas the latter suggests creating, 

piloting, and advancing the program. Some principals felt they were permitted only to 

manage the curricular program. They lacked choices with the curriculum, pedagogy, 

texts, and assessment. They were circus tigers jumping through a ring of fire. And they 

had multiple ringleaders: district personnel, state entities, and federal lawmakers.  

 Specifically, some principals recognized their lack of decision-making authority 

with regards to curriculum selection, professional development, programming, and 

structural changes.  For example, Principal Williams said: “There are a lot of decisions 

that are made above our heads, and I find that to be a really big obstacle because that 

takes away my ability for me to be the instructional leader. . . . So many of the decisions 

are not made at the school level . . . the district makes most of our decisions for us.” 

Other principals spoke about curriculum directors and technology coordinators 
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purchasing programs and then requiring principals to implement them. Some principals 

spoke about the district determining what and when professional development topics 

would be covered. Sometimes employees (i.e., staff, teachers, and principals) would be 

moved from one school to another to accommodate enrollment numbers. On other 

occasions, changes would need to be made internally if a certified teacher could not be 

hired. Although these topics were a source of frustration for some of the principals in my 

study, they passively accepted these notions of curriculum leadership as the norm. 

 Null curricula. Some lessons, structures, and norms regarding the language arts 

curricula were hidden, though a person with a keen eye could perceive these over time. 

However, also evident in my study were aspects of the official language arts curricula 

that were absent entirely. These were the null curricula.  

 Although reading, writing, and speaking were the components of a comprehensive 

language arts program, the null curricula for several schools was speaking. Perhaps 

Student 135 said it best: “For speaking? It’s not really a subject, but it should be.” 

Principal Machado mentioned: “There is not a separate curriculum unless it is the ELD 

students. Speaking is embedded.”   Principal Link stated something similar: “I think that 

we only focus on a speaking curriculum in our SEI classes.” And Principal Williams 

added: “I don’t know of anything in particular that addresses speaking other than what 

the eighth grade teachers are incorporating into their classrooms that involve the 

presentations that they do. There’s quite a bit of that but there’s no particular curriculum 

for that.”  Accessing students’ cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge 

(Gonzalez et al., 1992) through the medium of speech would be so natural. But these 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       254 
 

culturally responsive notions were not on the test; therefore, they were not in the basal 

readers, in the workbooks, or in the textbooks.  

 An additional void in the language arts curricula was the omission of Hispanic 

and Indigo authors and poets. Unless these selections were in the textbook, they were not 

introduced to students. And since there was such heavy reliance on texts and workbooks 

(and many of these texts were over 20 years old), lessons on Hispanic scientists, artists, 

authors, doctors, musicians, educators, or historians were not central to the reading and 

writing curricula. Reading topics, then, were primarily determined by the textbook 

company or series publishers rather than the teacher. Principal Williams mentioned that 

the new series Covarrubias adopted had literature that was a bit dull. “If you call it 

literature,” she said under her breath. There may have been an occasional inclusion of a 

Hispanic author or poet, but that inclusion was sporadic and accidental rather than 

frequent and intentional.  The selections in the numerous texts, workbooks, and readers I 

examined were not relevant, timely, rigorous, stimulating, or challenging because they 

did not relate to children’s personal lives or community networks.  They connections 

were peripheral at best.  

 In relation to reading misalignments, Principal Rojas, among others, specified one 

component of that had recently been omitted: fiction. And she felt this omission was not 

in the best interest of children in her border community. She stated: “Everything now is 

non-fiction. And I do believe, especially in our community, that children need those 

metaphors, those similes. They need to understand, and it’s not taught via non-fiction. It 
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is taught by having students read or having them read fables and fictional stories. . . .That 

makes you a very well-rounded person who understands literature.”  

 Moreover, the physical environment of the schools did not embrace border culture 

priorities. Though indirectly related to language arts, this void bears mentioning.  If an 

outside observer were to visit the same schools I did without knowing the physical 

location, he/she might think it were middle America as opposed to a border community. 

With a peppering of culturally responsive stories, literature series were the same ones 

used in other states. The décor in the classrooms were generic and universal: posters 

suggested how to read, how to write, and how to behave. Student 121 recognized this 

void when expressing the following: “The schools aren’t decorated with fancy Mexican 

colors but are full of Hispanics and Mexicans!” Furthermore, children wore school 

uniforms rather than traditional garments cherished in their communities. Spanish, the 

home language of the majority of children attending these border community schools 

(i.e., 72.4% in Covarrubias; 98.2% in De Anza) (United States Census Bureau, 2008), 

was a course offering in one of the seven schools. Spanish was discouraged in the 

classroom setting at all the schools. The only thing that might give away the true location 

might be the Mexican food served daily for breakfast and lunch. Machaca con juevos 

(shredded beef with eggs), for example, would not be a typical breakfast offering at a 

school in Dubuque, Iowa.    

 Some principals mentioned that teachers made efforts to include cultural 

celebrations into their language arts curricula when they fit and when they aligned to the 

standards. But this was not something the principals spearheaded. According to Principal 
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Link, I think that [cultural inclusions] were only considered in the way that the teacher 

approached instruction. So I don’t think that it’s considered in our curriculum mapping. I 

don’t think that it’s considered in our core curriculum, our Harcourt Series. So it’s up to 

the teacher to make those considerations when they plan activities for instruction and 

then when they deliver instruction.” Principal Bejarano authorized teachers to make 

connections to the children’s culture “as long as it’s not interfering with what they should 

be doing. As long as they are not making tamales all day long instead of teaching, if they 

can do it, sure. If it helps the kids make that connection.” However, due to the scripted 

reading and writing lessons evident in my study, there was little or no room for what may 

have mattered to the children in these border community schools (e.g., behaviors, 

Spanish, and sources of ethnic pride). These could be the topics of readings, writings, and 

presentations. But in my study these were not the topics of readings, writings, and 

presentations.  

 These omissions in content, or null curricula, supported the notion that the 

intended language arts curricula lacked meaning for the child attending schools in 

Covarrubias or De Anza. Policymakers and curriculum designers made no considerations 

for the child (e.g., Bloom et al., 1956; Maslow, 1943) and community (e.g., Dewey, 

1902. 1916; Piaget, 1929; Vygotsky, 1962). The only consideration was the subject (e.g., 

Bobbitt, 1918; Skinner, 1953; Thorndike, 1901; 1913). What was written, taught, tested, 

and supported and how it was written, taught, tested, and supported lacked tailoring, 

adaptations, equity, democracy, and ingenuity. For children in border community 

schools, cultural responsiveness in what was taught and how it was taught was null.  
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Summary of Received Language Arts Curricula 

 In my study there was some evidence of language arts curricula that were 

received, though to a much lesser extent than language arts curricula that were intended. 

Perhaps hidden lessons, structures, and norms of the school and in the classrooms 

contributed to lasting truths for the children, the teachers, and the principals. These 

lasting truths (i.e., received curricula) were heightened in the presence of null curricula, 

such as the speaking content, Hispanic authors, fictional literature, physical environment, 

and culturally responsive pedagogy.  

Summary of Research Question 2: Curricular Dimensions 

 My second research question was: How might current realities of intended and 

received language arts curricula be described in border community schools? Findings 

for this research question were quite considerable. Written language arts curricula (i.e., 

reading and writing) based on state and national standards were reflected in curriculum 

guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans, and objectives. Taught reading and writing 

curricula included prescribed content (i.e., aligned, spiraled, and guaranteed) and 

informed pedagogy that matched the written curricula. Tested reading and writing 

curricula were perhaps the most extensive finding thus far in that formative and 

summative assessments were plentiful, high-stakes, and controversial. The written, 

taught, and tested curricula were supported through local, state, and national initiatives. 

Findings for received language arts curricula were less considerable but just as 

meaningful. Hidden language arts curricula included lessons, structures, norms, and 

personal values that were veiled or indirect. The lack of culturally responsive language 
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arts content and the lack of culturally relevant physical environments were the null 

curricula evident in my study. 

Research Question 3: Leadership Habitus 

 My final research question was: How, if at all, do curriculum leaders negotiate 

border community priorities (e.g., cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, habitus) and 

curricular priorities (e.g., intended/received language arts curricula) in border 

community schools? This question was important to my study because it got to the crux 

of repairing potential limits, voids, disparities, inequities, misalignments, pressures, and 

notions of power. Moreover, it moved beyond the isolated evidence of cultural capital 

(Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 

1990), and intended/received language arts curricula (Porter, 2004) that may have been  

present, minimized, tangential, or absent from my findings. Instead, this research 

question considered what curriculum leaders do--or might do as future initiatives--to 

integrate, influence, or redirect these conceptual tenets. Students’ essays contributed little 

to this research question. Rather, data were drawn from personal observations and 

principal interviews. 

 Findings for this research question were quite limited because negotiations 

between community and school priorities in regards to language arts curricula were 

entirely absent. Principals knew they currently were not negotiating border community 

priorities with mandated curricular priorities. They readily admitted that they weren’t 

even trying.  They did not have the vision, time, latitude, or ability to negotiate these 

dichotomous priorities. Principals experienced this tension and spoke of missed 
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opportunities (e.g., neglecting the implementation of certain leadership skill sets and/or 

excluding holistic reading and writing opportunities); regrets (e.g., seeing the child as 

data and/or pushing teachers toward the standardization regime); and “the good ol’ days” 

(e.g., facilitating a more balanced school culture before NCLB (2002) and/or having 

fewer mandates and sanctions). They also spoke about the ideal curricula and their 

influence in negotiating these new paradigms. But these comments resulted from my 

external probing rather than their internal musings.  

Current Leadership Habitus 

The findings section on intended language arts curricula illustrated--among other 

things--the principal’s ability to manage the language arts program in the standardized 

era. For contemporary leaders in border community schools such as those in Covarrubias 

and De Anza, this reality was their habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Principals 

aligned school practices, activities, and experiences toward standardization. All seven 

principals considered it their duty to lead the intended curricula with fidelity. To do 

otherwise would be negligent on their part. They facilitated the creation of curriculum 

guides, pacing calendars, and lesson plans that met state and federal mandates. They 

monitored what language arts content was taught and how that content was delivered. 

They managed things, processes, and people (Hallinger, 2008) with varying degrees of 

comfort and expertise. They enthusiastically and systematically facilitated formative tests 

to prepare students for the summative high-stakes test. They disaggregated data, sorted 

children into groups, ordered leveled materials, and celebrated successes. They supported 
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the intended curricula with an inordinate amount of school finances, school time, and 

personal energy.    

To a much lesser degree, principals in my study were also familiar with received 

language arts curricula that were hidden or null. They may not have used those precise 

words, but they knew that they were managing things, processes, and people (Hallinger, 

2008) in ways contrary to their own beliefs. And the result for the children they served 

may have been undesirable. The findings suggested that some principals knew the 

research on curriculum leadership. These individuals knew there were unintended 

consequences when sorting kids, providing different materials to different populations, 

narrowing the curriculum to that which is tested, denying the use of home language in the 

academic setting, abolishing non-core subject areas that integrated core curricula, heavily 

relying on textbooks and empirical data, and deemphasizing community 

interests/priorities in the classroom (e.g., Apple, 1971, 2007; Gonzalez, 2005; Walker & 

Soltis, 2004). But they did these things anyway, as was mandated of them. Principals 

managed the curricular program in such a way that misalignments between what was 

intended and what was received actually widened for children in their border community 

schools. The standardization model was supposedly installed to improve education and 

create mechanisms to assist diverse populations. But based on my study, the opposite 

phenomena were occurring. Several children in Covarrubias and De Anza, for example, 

were not accessing the official curriculum and passing the tests. And if they were, that 

may have been to the detriment of losing some of their culture. Yet principals persisted 

and children obeyed because of this thread of compliance and reprisal. 
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Future Leadership Habitus 

Additionally, the principals spoke about how they hoped to incorporate 

experiences and skill sets exhibited by children in their border communities as a future 

initiative, but they did not know how to do that. For example, Principal Link mentioned, 

“Being knowledgeable about our community’s culture and building connections between 

home and the school . . . would be beneficial for our curriculum and instruction in 

language arts.”  But when I asked her how to do that, she responded, “I don’t know. You 

tell me once you write your dissertation.” And we both laughed at the irony of it all.   

When considering leading the curricular program in culturally responsive ways, 

principals smiled and reminisced warmly about the school they led, the children they 

served, and the community in which they lived. It was then that the tone of the interview 

responses changed from negative (e.g., tense, angry, sad, or disturbed) to positive (e.g., 

relaxed, calm, cheerful, or reassured).  They longed for inclusive programs, choices, and 

practices that infused Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). They envisioned leading in a culturally 

responsive manner as a future initiative, something they would implement when they had 

fewer mandates, additional resources, and more time. 

I asked principals to share their vision of leadership without current mandates, 

limited resources, and structured time. Responses were pensive rather than automated: “I 

never thought about that” (Principal Machado); “Hmmm, imagine that” (Principal 

Williams); or “Does that exist” (Principal Link)? After some initial reflection, however, 

principals spoke about leading a school in a very different way. Spanish would be 
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included in the curricular program. Reading books for fun would be the norm. Writing for 

multiple purposes would be the practice. The child and his/her culture (rather than the 

state and their standardization) would be the focus.  

Integration of spanish. Incorporating Spanish in the intended curriculum to be 

assessed on AIMS (ADE, 2012) may be considered oxymoronic. Current laws in place 

(e.g., Prop 203, 2000) prohibited academic content and assessments to be delivered in 

Spanish. But if these restrictions were lifted, principals leading in Covarrubias and De 

Anza would infuse the students’ home language into the curricula. For example, Principal 

Trenton implored: “It is important for them to not lose their language. We have a 

responsibility I think for those kids to be bi-literate not just bicultural. They have to be bi-

literate. The way that the laws are set up really doesn’t promote that. The laws, I think, 

and are set up that they want them literate in English [only].” Likewise, Principal Link 

said: “I think that . . . [it] is very important . . . to show that we value Spanish at school. 

But there are not a lot of opportunities for us to actually show that because we don’t have 

a bilingual curriculum. We don’t have bilingual instruction.”  She continued, mirroring 

the philosophy of Bourdieu (1973):  

Politically I think that it’s very scary to a majority community that there’s this rise 

in our Hispanic population. And I think that because of that, there are some ways 

that politically we devalue a child who is bilingual. In Arizona there are 

restrictions that we have placed on using Spanish in the classroom and bilingual 

education . . . So politically we’ve suppressed bilingualism. But the effects are on 

minority communities, not majority communities. Those majority communities 
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place emphasis on being bilingual but as an added asset that they learn later in 

life. 

This principal, in particular, confirmed that my dissertation on curriculum leadership in a 

standardized era was a political story with an unhappy ending. Critical leadership studies 

on language (e.g., Delpit, 2002; Gonzalez, 2005), however, supported this new direction. 

 Of course real-life stories never truly end. They just add a new chapter. For 

example, Principal Link prophesied: “We should probably have some extra-curricular 

club or something like that. Maybe that would demonstrate that I value both languages. 

It’s never something that I thought about . . . maybe I’m just not being solution-oriented 

in finding a way to integrate that to actually show that we value Spanish. So maybe that’s 

something I need to think about a little more critically.” Among others, this practice of 

infusing Spanish into the school’s culture might decrease misalignments between 

intended and received curricula and might create a new leadership habitus (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1990) in border community schools.  

Reading for fun. In the findings for the second research question (i.e., realities of 

intended/received curricula), leading the language arts curricula program was rather 

frantic, as were the teaching and learning processes. As a future initiative, principals 

spoke about slowing down the pace to better plan and experience what was important, 

such as reading for fun rather than scoring high on a test. Principal Bejarano, for 

example, alarmingly disclosed that she led the initiative to replace reading books for 

pleasure with short informational passages to prepare for AIMS (ADE, 2012). But upon 

reflection of what the perfect language arts curricula might look like, she critiqued this 
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time-oriented aspect of the reading curricula. Multiple principals mentioned that their 

students rarely read at home. So reading at school was their only exposure to literature. 

With systemic mandates lifted, principals could lead initiatives to decrease the 

misalignments between intended and received reading curricula. These directions, too, 

were supported in the field (e.g., Dennis, 2010; Weaver, 2002). 

Writing for multiple purposes. A similar phenomenon occurred with writing. 

When I asked principals to share their vision of the future without current mandates on 

curriculum and testing, they spoke about writing for other purposes than to obtain a score 

of the six-trait writing rubric (ADE, 2012) that would be used to label students, schools, 

teachers, and principals. Principal Trenton provided an example to illustrate this point:  

I would like to see [writing] expanded because kids can write essays. They can 

write stories. They can write poems. . . . But they need to be able to write journals 

and summaries of learning relevant to life. . . . Writing is not just a skill to pass 

the test. Writing is something you do to communicate. Writing is something you 

do to learn. Writing is something you do to enrich your life. Writing is something 

you do for enjoyment. Writing is something you do not just because of this little 

narrow focus. And really that’s where--I think that if we had more time--I would 

invest my effort and energy. 

Specifically, this same principal spoke about journaling from kindergarten to fifth grade. 

“Journaling is an intensely personal experience, and I think it needs to be taught as a 

personal experience. I thing journaling is a good way for kids to be self-expressive, have 

direction over what they are writing, and have it be meaningful to them.” Writing 
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reflective pieces such as these took courage and time. And research (e.g., Daniels & 

Bizar, 2005; Wood Ray, 2002) suggested that these meaningful and authentic lessons on 

writing might extend to everyday life. 

Focus on the child and culture. Another future initiative that principals spoke 

about if curriculum mandates and testing were deemphasized regarded a shift of focus 

from standardization to individualization. Principal Link claimed that the emphasis on 

high-stakes testing was all wrong for her children. She spoke about the perfect curriculum 

in the same way that Dewey (1929) did nearly 100 years earlier: 

 I think a perfect curriculum would be one that’s based on the child and the needs 

 of the child. Because there’s never a one-size fits all. To really be the most 

 effective it would have to be something that allows the student to grow in the 

 language and the reading and the writing based on their own abilities and desire to 

 learn . . . In a perfect world each child would be able to press at their own rate. 

 That’s the type of curriculum that would be most successful . . . Being more 

 individualized and more based on application of skills . . . I think we have to 

 develop the whole child not just a piece of the child. 

Machado agreed: “The perfect curricula would have an abundance of resources to 

develop language skills. Money would not be a factor. It would allow teacher choice and 

be rich in language. It would expose kids to different Lexile levels and have rich videos 

with each unit.”   

 Additionally, the three middle school principals in my study spoke about systemic 

challenges that took attention away from the child. For example, if the principals did not 
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have to comply with the scheduling of required language classes for students identified as 

ELL and the hiring of highly qualified (HQ) teachers to meet that mandate (ADE, 2011), 

they would spend that time and energy focusing on the child’s needs. To this end, 

Principal Lopez would “. . . hire more teachers that are HQ in the ELD Program. . . I 

would definitely hire more teachers to reduce the number of students in these classes.”    

Another way to focus on the child as a future initiative was to include his/her 

culture into the intended curricula. Principal Link, who was cognizant of border culture 

literature, mentioned:  

The one thing that comes to my mind that has always been a hope and wish and 

dream of mine is to have our teachers study Funds of Knowledge and to be more 

knowledgeable of the strengths of our community and be able to integrate that 

into our teaching and into our instruction. And I think it’s so beneficial for our 

kids and for our families. And I know that Dr. Moll’s work is kind of like getting 

out there into the community and going to homes and talking to parents and 

meeting them in their contexts. And making the school a safe place for them to 

share their experiences and so that would be ideal. 

Thus, new leadership habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) might evolve if there were 

fewer mandates, additional resources, and more time. This new leadership habitus might 

focus on future initiatives (e.g., bilingualism in the classroom; reading books for fun; 

writing for multiple purposes; and, attending to the child and culture) rather than focus on 

current initiatives (e.g., standardization and accountability).   
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Summary of Research Question 3: Leadership Habitus 

 My third research question was: How, if at all, do curriculum leaders negotiate 

border community priorities (e.g., cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, habitus) and 

curricular priorities (e.g., intended/received language arts curricula) in border 

community schools? Findings for this research question were more subtle than the 

findings for the other two research questions. Because the principals did not negotiate 

border community priorities and curricular priorities, findings regarded what was missing 

rather than what was present.  However, their desire to have a more blended, nuanced, or 

balanced approach to curriculum leadership was a finding.  

Summary of Chapter Four 

 Findings on intended and received language arts curricula in a standardized era: 

misalignments and negotiations in border community schools were vast. All data sources 

revealed that the intended language arts curricula implemented in schools today were 

sterile, prescribed, and positivistic in nature. This approach clashed with border culture 

which was vibrant, fluid, and multidimensional. Additionally, although the literature 

intimated that building on cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll 

et al., 1992) would potentially improve student learning as measured by high-stakes 

exams, principals did not make these connections. Culturally responsive practices were 

applied but in peripheral ways rather than directly linked to language arts content that 

was taught and tested. My findings illustrated missed opportunities and disconnections 

for students, teachers, and leaders. In their essays, students wrote about border culture in 

a very different way than they wrote about school requirements. Classroom observations 
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yielded evidence that tests and results were valued more than holistic learning or the 

transmission of border culture. Border culture and school culture were viewed as separate 

constructs with separate purposes.  And this belief was commonsensical and widely 

accepted as the principal’s/school’s way of doing things (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 

However, some principals envisioned future initiatives that blended curricular priorities 

and border community priorities, though this leadership terrain was considered foreign 

and inaccessible under the current standardization regime.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

  Overview 

 In Chapter Five, I further conceptualize how my findings extend the literature on 

culture, curriculum, and leadership. Then I suggest a more culturally responsive approach 

to curriculum leadership in border community schools. Figure 1 illustrates the current 

realities of intended and received language arts curricula evident in my study and the 

conceptual connections to research, policy, curriculum studies, and leadership 

approaches:  

Figure 1: Current Curricular Focus in Covarrubias and De Anza 

 

Notice that the center for Figure 1 is standardization and the subject-centered approach 

(e.g., English, 2000; Tyler, 1949; Walker & Soltis, 2004). Additionally, the child and the 

Research  
(studies demonstrating separate foci of 

culture, curriculum, and leadership) 

 

Policy 
(initiatives, acts, propositions, and laws 

that mandate one language and one 
culture) 

Intended and Received Curricula 
Misaligned 

(written, taught, tested, and supported 
curricula resulting in disconnections for 

the child and his/her culture)  

Classic Curriculum Leadership 
(approaches that manage the intended 

curricula program with fidelity) 

Standardization: 
Subject-Centered 

Approach 
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culture are absent from the figure, as they were in my findings. Specifically, findings 

from my study aligned with literature on policy mandating one language/culture (Arizona 

Revised Statute §15-752, 2000; NCLB, 2002); standardization (e.g., Glatthorn & Jailall; 

Walker & Soltis, 2009); misalignment of intended/received curricula (e.g., Doyle, 1992; 

Porter, 1995; 2002; 2004); and classic curriculum leadership (e.g., DuFour & Marzano, 

2011; Hallinger, 2008). However, my study added to these bodies of literature by 

including student voices and border communities. Additionally, findings my study 

intimated that a critical approach to leading the curricular program was absent.  

Implications of Significant Findings 

 To this end, I address implications of seven significant findings that emerged 

from my data: (a) what knowledge is of most worth; (b) effects of institutional structures; 

(c) lack of attention to received curricula; (d) double standards; (e) blindness due to 

habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990); (f) personal dimensions; and (g) leadership 

tensions. Moreover, I discuss the implications of my study’s limits. Finally, I provide 

conceptualizations of a more culturally responsive curricular focus that may result in 

important implications and recommendations for research and leadership practice.  

What Knowledge is of Most Worth 

 The largest finding, and perhaps the most concerning, was the constant 

conjectural question: what knowledge was of most worth (Spencer, 1884)? And I extend 

that notion to further ask: what children are of most worth? My study of seven 

elementary/middle schools in two Arizona-Mexico border communities supported the 

literature on standardization. Curricular priorities embraced in Covarrubias and De Anza 
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drew from learning theories (e.g., Bobbit, 1918; Skinner, 1953; Thorndike, 1901; 1913) 

and teaching theories (Hunter, 1982) focused on standardization.  

 Pages of findings illustrated the disconnections between school priorities (i.e., 

testing culture and standardization) and community priorities (i.e., border culture and 

Funds of Knowledge) (Gonzalez et al., 1992). Determined by state and federal entities, 

standardization promoted one dominant schooling experience that emphasized 

Eurocentric characteristics such as competition and individualization. In Covarrubias and 

De Anza, competition and individualization was evident in publically shared data, school 

labels, and unforgiving sanctions. These realities denied multiple schooling experiences 

that encouraged Hispanic characteristics such as cooperation and grouping, (Cammarota, 

2008). Similarly, the focus on one high-stakes test that measured standardized knowledge 

was a priority of majority, White populations. In Covarrubias and De Anza, the focus on 

AIMS (ADE, 2012) was evident in posted objectives, detailed lesson plans, textbook 

reliance, packaged curriculum, and scripted pedagogy.  These realities denied multiple 

authentic measures that drew on cultural skill sets: (e. g., bilingualism, biculturalism, and 

functional knowledge); experiences (e.g., music, cuisine, art, religion, and celebrations); 

and behaviors (e.g., aspirational, cooperation, unity, care, connectivity, and resiliency). 

 The disconnection between the standardized testing culture and the fluid border 

culture had huge implications for children trying to access the official curriculum (Apple, 

2004). To fully access the intended curricula (written, taught, tested, and supported) 

(Porter, 2004), the child’s language was silenced, culture was ignored, interests were 

rejected, and values were discounted (Gonzalez, 2005). Who can be expected to thrive 
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under conditions that are so foreign, contrived, and contrary to personal experience? The 

implication for stakeholders in Covarrubias and De Anza was that the knowledge of most 

worth was determined by state and federal agencies. These individuals were considered 

to have the intellect, authority, and power. At the same time, historically, United States 

education has been grounded in principles of democratic schooling (Dewey, 1916). 

Schooling that was more democratic in design would listen to the children, their families, 

and their communities in regards to what knowledge was of most worth (Spencer, 1884).  

 Counter to the literature on standardization was the literature on the child and 

society that drew from learning theories (e.g., Dewey, 1902; 1916; Piaget, 1929; Maslow, 

1943; Bloom, 1956; Vygotsky, 1962) and teaching theories (e.g., Kohl, 1969; 

Montessori, 1989; Rathbone, 1972). However, my study did not explicitly see these 

phenomena. 

Sorting: Institutional Structures and Instructional Practices 

 A second large finding emphasized institutional structures/practices that endorsed 

sorting children, separating content, and withdrawing pedagogy. First, there could be 

large implications when sorting children into this class to receive this content or when 

sorting children into that class to receive that content. The received message for children 

and adults might be that structures were in place to maintain current levels of academia. 

Second, sorting children into levels might result in a self-fulfilling prophesy, as children 

may feel inferior to their peers and may continue performing accordingly. Third, once the 

children were sorted, separating content was commonplace for the schools in my study. 

Teachers working with the lower echelon, for example, often relied on textbooks and 
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workbooks that required memorization and drill as opposed to multiple resources that 

required higher-order and inferential thinking. Finally, withdrawing pedagogy coincided 

with sorting children and separating content. The heavy use of basal readers and test-prep 

workbooks resulted in the teachers withdrawing pedagogy that could be more informed 

and innovative. Dewitt (2013) cautioned against this phenomenon. Institutional structures 

such as these ensured that not all children had the same access to the intended curricula. 

And instructional practices ensured that not all children were exposed to pedagogy that 

drew from the cultural wealth (Yosso, 2005) of the children served.  

Lack of Attention to Received Curricula   

 A third finding is inferred in the very premise of this dissertation: the lack of 

attention to received curricula, particularly perceptions of the taught/tested curricula. 

Principals in my study only knew what students learned in relation to narrowly defined 

standards on AIMS (ADE, 2012). They did not know what concepts were truly 

experienced and embraced beyond that test. They did not know what hidden or null 

curricula (e.g., choices, practices, and structures) may have impeded or supported life-

long learning for the children they served. That kind of meaningful and informed 

feedback had important implications for the practitioner and for the children. But there 

was no venue, time, or purpose for such feedback under the current standardization 

paradigm.  What was intended for the course of study in reading, writing, and speaking 

(to a lesser degree) was already established. However, what was received from these 

lessons on reading, writing, and speaking may have certain implications for both the 

practitioner and the scholar.  
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 No choices in reading. At the conclusion of my study, I debriefed each principal. 

They were anxious to know what the students said (i.e., what they received from the 

language arts course of study). After reminding them of the prompts, I mentioned a few 

findings pertinent to their school.  But an overall finding that was subtle yet woven in 

students’ responses was the lack of choice in what classes they had (i.e., a middle school 

phenomenon) and a lack of choice in what readings and writings they had to complete 

(i.e., a cross-grade phenomenon). Yet, children blindly accepted that courses, literature, 

and writing topics were chosen for them. Middle school students accepted the fact that 

their individual test scores created their schedules. That was the way it was. Entire classes 

read passages, answered questions, and took a comprehension test. Selecting a novel of 

choice was not permitted. Formative reading assessments in the fifth grade classes at both 

Covarrubias and De Anza were timed: the goal was to read a high number of words per 

minute with proper pronunciation. Chunking reading into digestible bites (e.g., DuFour & 

Marzano, 2011) as opposed to holistically exploring literature (e.g., Elias & Elias, 1976; 

Kohl, 1969; Rathbone, 1972) was the designated reading curriculum and pedagogy.  

 While I observed some use of constructivism during reading instruction (e.g., 

partner work), these experiences were not necessarily culturally responsive. To observe 

culturally responsive reading instruction, I followed researchers’ (i.e., Allen, 2000; 

Daniels & Bizar, 2005) suggestions and looked for the following: self-selection of 

reading material that speaks to cultural interests and ability levels as opposed to external-

selection of reading materials that satisfies high-stakes purposes; response to readings in 

literacy logs (i.e., ongoing, fluid reflections, reactions, summaries, and critiques) 
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(Weaver, 2002) as opposed to traditional chapter tests; and facilitation of Socratic 

Seminars (i.e., “collaborative, intellectual dialogue facilitated with open-ended questions 

about a text”) (National Paideia Center, 2012, p. 1) as opposed to traditional lectures. 

When enacted by culturally responsive teachers using informed pedagogy, reading 

activities would result in learning beyond what AIMS (ADE, 2012) measured. Then 

intended curricula would be cemented and truly received (Porter, 2004).  But my study 

illustrated that these things were not happening. Focused attention on a very specific type 

and process of reading resulted in a very specific received message for the children in my 

study: no choice.  

 No choices in writing. The teaching of writing also was narrowed for the children 

in my study. Students did not like writing to a prompt that impeded their thought 

processes. They wanted to have more choices in their writing. But they did it anyway 

because they knew they had to practice for AIMS (ADE, 2012). In particular, the students 

in Covarrubias mentioned an online writing program they were required to do.  The 

program scored their writing sample using the six-trait rubric adopted by ADE (2012). 

Principals spoke favorably about this program, but students spoke unfavorably about this 

program. Regardless, the district supported (Porter, 2004) this program and required 

implementation among all its schools.      

 Rather than computerized writing programs or trait-based prompts, the teaching 

of culturally responsive writing constructivist in nature might have included projects such 

as personal text sets (Daniels & Bizar, 2005). This assignment addressed priorities such 

as education, family, interests, literature, and personality traits. Another writing activity 
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ideal for children in border communities since it often drew on cultural capital (Yosso, 

2005) was called literacy autobiography. It required the student to examine and reflect 

upon personal literacy history, including family and community influences (Prassas, 

2011). The writer’s notebook (Salch, Marino, & Fletcher, 2001) was another culturally 

responsive reflective classroom writing activity that may have increased choices in 

writing. Children of all ages and from all contexts typically enjoyed this activity because 

they found it fun to record everyday people, situations, conversations, memories, jokes, 

blunders, concerns, reactions, and themes. Reflective journals allowed students to freely 

write about these snapshots of life. According to scholars (e.g., Calkins, 2004; Wood 

Ray, 2002), the writer’s workshop provided a tiered classroom activity that guided 

students through the writing process of rehearsing, drafting, revising, editing, publishing, 

and sharing. Taking students from where they were developmentally, it required 

personalized time from peers and teachers alike to develop and shape content, 

organization, word choice, sentence fluency, voice, and conventions. Perhaps the writer’s 

workshop may be considered the culmination of the aforementioned culturally responsive 

writing curricula. 

 I did not observe the implementation of these culturally responsive writing 

activities and processes in my study. Instead I observed--and students commented on--the 

heavy implementation of the five-paragraph model of writing prevalent in the state test. 

The purposes, prompts, and organizational structures were decided for children. And the 

principals proudly led these initiatives with fidelity. The message received for the 
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children might have been that writing must be done a certain way to earn a certain score 

on AIMS (ADE, 2012).  

 Few opportunities for speaking. Teaching students how to speak English 

fluently is no easy task, especially in border community schools where English was 

typically a second language. In her work with second language learners in numerous 

settings, Kayi (2005) suggested several varied classroom activities that allowed for 

multiple opportunities, choices, and topics to heighten students’ ability to speak. These 

included role play, simulation, information gap, storytelling, story completion, reporting, 

playing cards, picture narrating, picture describing, or finding the differences. Such 

variance would encourage even the most reluctant students to participate. These speaking 

activities, however, were not a part of the written plans I reviewed and 55 participant 

observations I conducted. I did observe class discussions at various levels of complexity 

at all seven schools, an interview assignment (Montez Middle School), and presentations 

(Rio Grande Middle School). Students accepted the limited work on speaking as the norm 

of schooling. However, principals suggested that the de-emphasis on speaking activities 

was the direct result of high-stakes testing.  

 Such inattention to the larger aims of schooling (e.g., Apple & Beane, 2007; 

Bruner, 1960; Dewey, 1916; Weis & Fine, 2004) is concerning on multiple levels. First, 

under the standardization paradigm, children were considered vessels whereby teaching 

and learning were done unto them. For example, what message might the middle-school 

aged children in Covarrubias receive when electives were stripped from their school, 

particularly Spanish class? The implication may be that they are not worthy of choosing 
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what and how they learn. Rather, children should be passive recipients of someone else’s 

priorities. The implication was not only what knowledge was of most worth, but perhaps 

who was of most worth.  Second, inattention to received curricula only increased tensions 

for Mexican-American children who typically had more difficulty accessing the official 

curriculum (Apple, 2004). For example, what message did children receive when they 

were physically sorted into separate locations, as evident in all the schools in my study? 

Did tracking impede or enhance what they learned or how they learned the prescribed 

content?  No one was asking children what they received from the sorting practices 

referred to as interventions. The focus was top-down, and that’s the way it was.  

 Third, life-long interests in reading, writing, speaking (as well as other 

disciplines) may be compromised for the children in my study. In their essays, students 

mentioned that the purpose of reading was to read fast, answer chapter questions, or pass 

tests. Critical curriculum studies (e.g., Cuban, 1992; Weber, 2008) suggested, as do I, that 

the aims of education ought to be larger than that.  The larger implication of not paying 

attention to the received curricula is that schools may be producing entire generations of 

children who cannot think beyond formulaic methods and cannot apply knowledge 

beyond a standardized test. In my study, real life applications were null (e.g., Crossman, 

2014; Eisner, 1994) because AIMS (ADE, 2012) had been their only aim.   

Double Standard: Spanish  

 A fourth finding illustrated a clear double-standard on cultural inclusions at the 

schools, particularly in the areas of language and ethnic pride. What appeared to be 

forbidden for children was widely accepted and embraced for parents. For example, 
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children were corrected or scolded when using Spanish in the language arts classroom. 

Conversely, parent mailings and meetings were always translated in Spanish, suggesting 

that it was accepted and expected to correspond to parents in both languages. But why 

was Spanish the acceptable mode of communication for parents but the unacceptable 

mode of communication for children? Additionally, Mexican celebrations (and Spanish 

language thereof) were evident in the schools (e.g., posadas and El Grito de la 

Independencia); however, they were peripheral to the academic program. In other words, 

in the classrooms Mexican-American culture was peripheral to White culture. More 

democratic or child-centered curriculum development (Dewey, 1902; 1916) would attend 

to these inclusions in very real ways.    

Blindness 

 A fifth finding was surprising and disturbing: blind acceptance of the school’s 

habitus (i.e., practices, attitudes, and behaviors) (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). The belief 

that the standardized culture was the only appropriate culture was commonsensical, 

hegemonic, and habitually accepted by all stakeholders, including children and 

principals. Tests and results were valued more the transmission of border culture. 

Curriculum and culture were viewed as separate concepts with separate purposes.  In 

their essays, students wrote about border culture in a very different way than they wrote 

about school culture.  It was evident that children valued priorities that scholars called 

cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992). However, 

they never intimated that these should be included in what they learned in school. Instead, 

what they learned in school were things such as reading and writing strategies to help 
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them get good grades and high test scores. Children fully accepted that they needed to 

complete pages in workbooks and read passages in textbooks so they could be more 

prepared for AIMS (ADE, 2012). They did not write comments like I wish that . . . or My 

culture and school are the same in that . . .  They could not fathom school experiences 

being anything other than what they were for them. And they had no desire to do 

anything else, perhaps because they had been presented with little else. Being blind (i.e., 

ambivalent) to what knowledge was of most worth (e.g., Apple, 2004; Spencer, 1884), 

the children in my study accepted these constructs as their habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 

1990): confined institutional structures, inattention to received curricula, and a double 

standard in regards to language.  

 Blind acceptance of the status quo was extended to the principals as well. 

Principals were quite enthused to show me their checklists to evaluate teachers in 

delivering the intended curricula. They proudly spoke about successes in terms of 

students raising levels on formative and standardized tests. Principals showcased data and 

plans strewn across workrooms so I, too, could record leadership practices that were 

aligned, on-task, and cumulative (e.g., English, 2000; Glatthorn, 1987). Though the 

principals spoke about tensions of the standardized era, they considered tensions “a 

necessary evil” (Principal Machado) that “came with the territory” (Principal Williams). 

In their interviews, principals consistently used words like deliver rather than construct, 

sort rather than blend, implement rather than create, and manage rather than lead.  And 

they had no desire to change the status quo. They were managing the curricular program 

as they were told to manage the curricular program (Hallinger, 2008). They were blind to 
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any other alternative. These subtle nuances have huge implications for the current state of 

school content, instructional pedagogy, curriculum leadership, and children. The 

implication is that things may not change.  

Personal Dimensions  

A sixth finding was also subtle but threaded throughout my study: personal 

dimensions required of teachers and leaders working with children in border community 

schools. Cultural priorities were not infused in the language arts curricular program, and 

this was accepted by the children and the principals. This has already been established. 

However, participant observations and principal interviews suggested that it was still 

expected for individuals in the school to embrace certain culturally responsive behaviors. 

Drawing on familial capital (Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), 

these personal behaviors and belief systems included the following: modest dress, 

enactment of cultural practices (e.g., social greeting rituals, celebrations, and religion), 

bilingualism, cooperative persona, nurturing style, connectivity to elders, sincerity, 

humility, empathy, non-judgmental belief system, and an unyielding ability to listen. 

Principals spoke about these personal dimensions frequently, suggesting that having 

certain qualities and showing certain behaviors increased parents’ belief in them as the 

leader of the school. These behaviors may differ from those expected of teachers and 

principals working with children in affluent White communities.  

Although leaders in all communities may exhibit some of these personal 

dimensions, in a border community the modeling and endorsement of these personal 

schemas and behaviors were an important way to recognize students’ cultural features. 
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Cultural priorities of the community largely based on family and language resulted in 

behavioral priorities expected of the school leader. However, in this study, leaders found 

it increasingly difficult to embrace and recognize cultural qualities and behaviors under 

the standardization paradigm. 

Leadership Tensions 

 Closely related to the aforementioned were leadership tensions between border 

community priorities/behaviors and border school priorities/behaviors. In my study, 

principals were compelled to embrace testing culture and disregard border culture. Their 

tensions initially focused on mandates, accountability pressures, school labels, and 

sanctions (ADE, 2014). However, their tensions were deeper than that. For the majority 

of the principals, tensions also resulted from a clash in belief systems, a sense of 

powerlessness in leading in culturally responsive ways, an inability to change the school 

culture, and a lack of authority in influencing policy.  

 All seven principals were mindful of cultural priorities, interests, strengths, and 

experiences that children exhibited in border contexts similar to those supported by 

studies on cultural capital (Yosso, 2005) and  Funds of Knowledge (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 

2005; Moll et al., 1992). But the principals could not relate these to the intended curricula 

assessed on AIMS (ADE, 2012) because of time constraints, prescribed curriculum, and 

canned pedagogical practices mandated in schools today. Culturally responsive practices 

may have been applied but in peripheral ways rather than directly linked to language arts 

content taught and tested. My findings illustrated missed opportunities, regrets, and 

disconnections for principals.  
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 Literature on critical curriculum leadership (e.g., Madhlangobe, 2009; Ylimaki, 

2011), however, suggested a more inclusive approach. Leadership that was more 

culturally responsive would include community priorities regardless of mandates and 

tensions, and the scope would change from managing to leading. Critical leadership of 

the language arts program required the principal to reflect on visionary goals rather than 

blindly implementing goals of NCLB (2012). Principals leading in this paradigm often 

changed organizational structures to blend learning opportunities rather than create more 

organizational structures that sorted children and knowledge (Apple, 2004). The principal 

with a critical perspective infused reading content that reflected the priorities of the 

community rather than relying heavily on textbooks and leveled readers that may provide 

limited views (e.g., Bardos, 2008/9; Dewitt, 2013).  

 In sum, implications of my most prominent findings included: extending the 

notion of what knowledge was of most worth (Spencer, 1884); building inclusive 

institutional structures; addressing received curricula; considering ways to infuse Spanish 

in the core curriculum; embracing personal dimensions that were culturally responsive to 

the children served; questioning the status for the betterment of the school’s culture; and 

replacing leadership tensions with a new leadership habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). 

However, before discussing what this new culturally responsive figure might look like, I 

will first review limitations of my study that may have implications for the practitioner 

and scholar.  

 

 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       284 
 

Implications of Study’s Limitations 

 This study had limitations, including: small sample size, data collection 

year/timeframe, omission of parents’ voices, researcher bias, participant familiarity, and 

scholarly wording. Although I collected data from seven schools in two border 

community school districts in Arizona, the sample size was relatively small. I observed 

one classroom in less than half the schools in one-third of the districts bordering Arizona-

Mexico. However, the fact that the phenomenon were exhibited in all seven schools from 

two districts 120 miles away from each other implied that the sample may be reflective of 

other border community schools. Thus, the findings might be generalized to other 

locations with similar demographics.   

 Another limitation (or bias) may have been the year I collected my data. It is 

important to point out that the effects of NCLB (2002) were in full force when I collected 

the data in 2012. The school letter grade, for example, carried more weight in 2012 than 

it did five years earlier since sanctions were now being imposed for schools having a “D” 

or “F” over time. This reality heightened tensions for all stakeholders, especially 

principals. However, that reality did not surface in the student data; perhaps again 

because of the year I collected the data. Students in my study were born around the year 

NCLB (2002) became law. In their schooling experiences, they only had been exposed to 

standardization and the testing regime (Schaeffer, 2012). They knew nothing else, so how 

could they speak of anything else? The implication was that their limited scope may have 

limited my scope. They could not give me thoughts on how to blend cultural priorities 
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with school priorities, even though the prompts intimated such. To them this wasn’t what 

was done. School was this way, not that way. 

 Additionally, a limit of my study may have been the lack of voices in the data. 

After analyzing the data, I determined there was a jump from student to principal. I did 

not conduct follow-up interviews of students that expressed something of interest in their 

essay. Likewise, I did not interview parents and teachers residing in the community. Such 

inclusions may have provided me with a wider view of the phenomenon. More 

importantly, these inclusions may have provided me an opportunity to probe further on 

received curricula, particularly hidden and null. I could have enhanced my perspective of 

what priorities students, parents, and teachers had in regards to reading, writing, and 

speaking. Moreover, to truly observe received curricula, my study’s design would need to 

be longitudinal so I could observe such perceptions over time.  

 Researcher bias, participant familiarity, and scholarly wording were limits in my 

study as well. In Chapter Three, however, I already explained how I turned these 

limitations into strengths that allowed me full access to sites and participants. My data 

were rich because of my knowledge as a practitioner, my insider status (Arneil, 2006), 

and my translated writing prompts. All of these initial limits became strengths because I 

was responsive to border culture habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), including 

behaviors.  

Significance of Study 

 Regardless of limitations, my study was both significant and timely for 

scholarship, policy, and practice. Cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge 
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(Gonzalez et al., 2005), and habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990) evident in the 

Covarrubias and De Anza communities and homes were consistent with literature on 

United States-Mexico border culture (e.g., Anzaldua, 1987; Bejarano, 2005; Michaelson 

& Johnson, 1997; Sadowski-Smith, 2002). However, my study expanded the notions on 

border community schools to specifically consider inclusions/exclusions in language arts 

curricular programs and leadership thereof. My study might have significant implications 

for policy in regards to equity, choice, and cultural inclusions. Perhaps scholars and 

practitioners might join in writing policy briefs that connect scholarship and praxis, using 

my study as a base for those conversations.  

 What might be presumed from my study’s findings is that some children in 

Covarrubias and De Anza have trouble accessing the official curriculum and, thus, did 

not pass high-stakes exams like AIMS (ADE, 2012). The letter grades of some schools in 

my study confirm that presumption. These children, as well as the ones who did pass 

AIMS (ADE, 2012), had been taught a back-to-the-basics curriculum via structured 

pedagogy. Constructs beyond the test (e.g., working for a common cause; solving 

authentic problems rather than workbook problems; and/or applying reading, writing, and 

speaking abilities to real-world applications) had been their null curricula. So when they 

join the workforce, they may struggle with tasks that require collective reasoning. They 

may be competitive when they need to be collaborative. They may look for one right 

answer and overlook multiple perspectives to solving the task at hand. Perhaps the 

narrowing of content and pedagogy in the NCLB (2002) standardized era may have 
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resulted in the narrowing of skills and approaches in the post NCLB (2002) era: namely, 

the workplace and everyday living.  

 Policy that regarded a higher level of trust in our leaders, teachers, and 

communities would be more democratic, socially just, and culturally responsive than 

what was in place now (i.e., marketization of education as neoliberalism and hegemonic). 

Changes in policy need to happen, not just for children in marginalized communities or 

for those who lead in border community schools, but for the future of our country. 

Individuals who have praxis and scholarship need to nudge into the political realm and 

engage in these timely and courageous conversations. The politics of education can no 

longer be blindly accepted. 

 Ultimately, my study may have significant implications for principals who seek to 

lead the standardized curricular program in culturally responsive ways. Upon probing, 

principals in my study intimated that the perfect curriculum would have unlimited 

resources and options for the leader. They longed for an entirely different paradigm from 

the one they currently managed. I propose that the approach may not necessarily have to 

be one paradigm or the other paradigm. Rather, principals may consider a more culturally 

responsive approach to leading the standardized curricular program in border community 

schools. Figure 2 illustrates what a culturally responsive curricular focus might look like 

as a future initiative:  
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Figure 2: Critically Responsive Curricular Focus: a Future Initiative 

 

Notice the center of Figure 2 identifies standardization with the addition of the child and 

the society. This culturally responsive approach may have tremendous implications for 

research and leadership practice. These will be examined next.     

Implications/Recommendations for Research 

 Based on my analysis of my study’s findings, I have several implications and 

recommendations for research. These would be natural extensions to my study that may 

answer some additional questions about intended and received language arts curricula in 

border community schools. These implications and recommendations include: the 

addition of other voices; examinations of intersects among culture, curriculum, and 

border communities; a critical analysis of high-stakes testing and its effect on 
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Standards:  

Culturally Responsive 
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marginalized populations; and additional studies conducted in border communities rather 

than border contexts.  

Additional Voices 

 One recommendation for research is to expand my study to include additional 

participants or data sources. I examined the voices of children through their writing as 

well as principals in order to determine curricular and pedagogical applications of 

cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), and habitus 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). I expanded the Funds of Knowledge research (Moll et al., 

1992) to consider leadership. However, my methodology could be further expanded to 

include interviews with children, their parents, and their teachers. Current critical 

leadership studies in border contexts do not include these voices. And insights of family 

and community members are important. The researcher might assist the principal in 

discovering what culturally responsive curricula inclusions might look like. In doing so, 

negotiations between border culture and tested culture might be fully realized, and a new 

leadership habitus (Bourdieu & Passseron, 1990) could be borne. To assist the 

practitioner in border community schools, however, cultural applications need to be 

specific, practical, affordable, and doable.  

Intersects Among Culture, Policy, Curriculum, and Border Communities 

 A second recommendation for research considers conducting studies that 

examined relationships among four constructs (i.e., culture, policy, curriculum, and 

leadership) grounded in theories across fields/disciplines as illustrated in Figure 2. 

However, few studies have explicitly examined relationships among policy, curriculum 
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work, and leadership in border community schools. In previous research, these constructs 

have been examined in disparate ways. Or the researcher nudged toward “academic 

success” but not specifically high-stakes testing that was a critical component of the 

intended curricula in schools today. Or the researcher nudged toward “policy work” but 

did not specifically recommend a product that was more inclusive for children in 

marginalized communities. Research that would directly make these curricular 

connections would be of use for the practitioner in border community schools. Empirical 

and conceptual studies that critically examined this nexus would assist practitioners in 

having the vision and skill set to lead such initiatives. My findings indicated the need to 

consider border community priorities (e.g., family, language, skill sets, and resilience) in 

the creation of policy, development of curriculum, and new leadership habitus (Bourdieu 

& Passeron, 1990).  

High-Stakes Testing: Effects on Border Community Schools 

 A third recommendation for research requires a critical examination of 

educational policy work on one particular realm: high-stakes testing. Though beyond the 

scope of this dissertation, I am compelled to ask: To what extent has Prop 203 (2000) and 

NCLB (2002) assisted in accessing academia for children in border community schools? 

Considered a civil rights act by some scholars, has the implementation of NCLB (2002) 

served the underprivileged as it was designed to do? Or are the inequities of society 

reproduced in our schools, resulting in sorting, labeling, and sanctioning? Perhaps 

Bourdieu’s (1990) work on reproduction in education or Freire’s (2009) work on 

oppression needs to be examined in relation to these inquiries. Additionally, scholars 
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might extend Valenzuela’s (1999) conception of subtractive schooling with an explicit 

focus on curriculum and leadership. Or scholars might extend  Marshall and Oliva’s 

(2006) work on social justice (i.e., critical belief/thought in an equitable, compassionate, 

society where difference is understood, valued, and respected) toward social activism 

(i.e., intentional, collective action with the goal of bringing about social change). 

Scholars can bridge these understandings so policymakers and practitioners can work 

toward a common goal. 

Border Contexts versus Border Communities 

 Based on my critique of the scholarly term border contexts, a fourth 

recommendation for research regarded where research is conducted. My research was 

conducted in two large Arizona-Mexico border communities. These locations are grossly 

underrepresented in scholarly literature but are worthy of study nonetheless. When 

developing my framework for my dissertation study, I intended to review previous 

studies on culture, curriculum, and leadership in Covarrubias and De Anza (or other 

Arizona-Mexico border communities). To my surprise, however, my search yielded 

nothing. The lack of scholarship in these particular locations implied that generalizations 

were expected to be made from studies conducted in schools with high percentages of 

Mexican-Americans (e.g., Gonzalez et al., 2005; Moll et al., 2005; Ylimaki, 2011). And 

although marginalized communities with high percentages of Mexican-Americans have 

some commonalities with border community schools, the contexts are not entirely the 

same.  
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 More specifically, these scholars conducted their research in a community (i.e., 

border context) whereby 41% were Hispanic and 59% were White (United States Census 

Bureau, 2010). Thus, even if children in their studies attended a school with percentages 

of Mexican-Americans that matched Covarrubias and De Anza, these children were 

exposed outside of school to multiple ways of life, including White culture. Having 

limited access to areas beyond their community, children in my study were only exposed 

to Mexican culture. For example, children in my studies, particular those from De Anza, 

did not hear English modeled in the communities with the same prevalence as the 

children in the aforementioned studies. Other familiarities and accesses might include 

limited exposure to things like museums, plays, or literature. For example, there are over 

300 bookstores in the community where Gonzalez et al. (2005), Moll et al. (2005), and 

Ylimaki (2011) conducted their research. Conversely, there are zero bookstores in both 

Covarrubias and De Anza, with the exception of a bookstore within the local community 

college in Covarrubias. In terms of habitus (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), living in a 

border community is not the same as living in a border context. Further research in the 

six Arizona-Mexico border communities (Migration Immigration Source, 2012; United 

States Census Bureau, 2011) may illustrate my critique further.  Additionally, this 

targeted research may provide implications and recommendations for leadership practice.   

Implications/Recommendations for Leadership Practice 

 Findings from my study have clear implications for leadership practice and 

preparation.  Currently, four possibilities exist for the principal leading the standardized 

curricular program in border contexts: (a) embrace border culture and disregard testing 
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culture; (b) embrace testing culture and disregard border culture (c) embrace border 

culture and integrate/infuse curricular activities germane to testing culture; or (d) 

embrace testing culture and integrate/infuse curricular activities germane to border 

culture.  All principal participants in my study led under paradigm (b). As reflected in 

Figure 2, a more blended approach might be paradigms (c) and (d). In the next several 

paragraphs, I provide implications and make recommendations for leadership practice 

that may be more nuanced. Specifically, these implications and recommendations 

regarded the following: applying research to practice and applying practice to leadership 

programs. 

Apply Research to Practice 

 To provide a more culturally responsive schooling experience for children in 

border communities that transcend standardization, principals could apply research on 

cultural capital (Yosso, 2005), Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992), habitus 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990), and culturally responsive leadership (Ylimaki, 2011). To 

do this, the principal must also be a scholar in his/her field, understanding that this 

important work is a process rather than a destination. Curriculum leaders who read, 

reflect, envision, plan, and create become critical proprietors in their own learning and 

application to practice. It is a conscious thing on the part of the leader.  

 For example, in year one the principal might eliminate tracking systems that sort 

children and knowledge by opening elective classes for all regardless of skill or language 

(e.g., Apple, 2004; Magno & Schiff, 2010; Oakes, 1985). In year two, the principal might 

incorporate intercultural, high interest curriculum that supports tolerance and an ethic of 
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care based in advocacy rather than heavily relying on test prep materials (e.g., Cummins, 

1996). In year three, the principal might insist on multiple assessment measures that are 

authentic and project-based rather than high-stakes tests that are multiple-choice and 

norm-referenced (e.g., Dennis, 2012; MacLeod, 2004; Madeus, 1987).  In year four, the 

principal might focus on instructional pedagogy that addresses reading, writing, and 

speaking activities that are inclusive, democratic, and personally stimulating (e.g., Miron, 

1997; Prassas, 1997; Roberts & Inman, 2007). In year five, the principal might encourage 

interdisciplinary, transformational, and socially changing lessons/projects on skill sets 

(e.g., agriculture, mining, economics, household management, material/scientific 

awareness, repair, medicine, cuisine, music, and religion) rather than solely implementing 

prescribed reading programs (e.g., Abdal-Haqq, 1994; Banks, 1999; Kennedy, 1972; 

Moll et al., 1992).  

 In year six, the principal might infuse cultural artifacts and symbols into the 

physical environment (e.g., Bonfil Batalla, 1996; Ylimaki et al., 2011), for what 

inspiration can children draw from a physical environment spewing with accountability, 

pressure, tests, competition, and compliance?  In year seven, the principal might facilitate 

partnerships (e.g., Epstein & Associates, 2009; Gladstone, 2014) that encourage human 

relations work and pride in community, history, and heritage rather than pushing these 

partnerships aside to make room for more testing.  In year eight, the principal might 

involve family in the school and empower parents in the community rather than isolating 

their involvement to meetings where passivity was the norm (e.g., Yosso, 2005). In year 

nine, the principal might provide translation opportunities or language clubs rather than 
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negate these opportunities for children acquiring English (e.g., Delpit, 2002; Gonzalez, 

2005). In year ten, the principal might make the school the “community hub” (e.g., 

Dillard, 1995; Johnson, 2006) that has a child-centered or society-centered focus (e.g., 

Cooper, 2009; Walker & Soltis, 2004). Ten years may seem like a long time to 

implement a new cultural paradigm, but research on change (e.g., Fullan, 2001; Kotter, 

1996) suggested that it takes time to create, develop, and sustain a new paradigm and 

belief system.  

 Throughout this process of infusing culture and the child with the standards, the 

principal must support the initiatives to strengthen and sustain the school’s new paradigm 

(Mitchell & Sackney, 2009).  For example, supporting this new culturally responsive 

curricular program might look very different from supporting the standardized curricular 

program. Artifacts, symbols, partnerships, field trips, materials, and pedagogy require a 

commitment of finances and time. However, these purchases and/or time commitments 

might just replace those made under the standardization paradigm (i.e., in lieu of rather 

than in addition to). It might take gentle reminders to bring people into the fold (Johnson, 

2006) rather than checklists to demand compliance (DuFour & Marzano, 2011). 

Additionally, every year the critical curriculum leader may need to focus on recruiting 

and retaining talented support staff, teachers, and leaders with sound beliefs that speak to 

the culture and backgrounds of the children served (e.g., Richards, Brown, & Ford, 

2006). The leader may need to invest in these individuals with ongoing training and 

support to enhance the creation/implementation of culturally responsive curricula and 

pedagogy (e.g., Abdal-Haqq, 1994). Practitioners and scholars can assist each other in 
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moving critical curriculum leadership forward. Under this paradigm, principals would no 

longer manage the curricular program issued by the state; they would lead the curricular 

program in accordance with research.     

Apply Practice and Policy to Leadership Programs 

 Leadership preparation programs might benefit from a more hands-on experiential 

approach toward cultural responsiveness. For example, authentic learning opportunities 

can be modeled at the university level by including hands-on applications in marginalized 

communities. Visits to schools, interviews with principals, and research in marginalized 

communities can be integrated in the leadership program to support and enhance the 

current course of study. Leadership programs might also consider a more concentrated 

focus on the misalignments between intended and received curricula (Porter, 2004) if 

they are to succeed in linking theory and practice. Moreover, the gap between the scholar 

and the practitioner can then be filled with meaningful negotiations supported by 

research.  

 Curriculum leadership could also be extended to include a more concentrated 

effort on policy work.  Educational policy cannot be created in a vacuum; it, too, could be 

more nuanced to meet the needs of all children in Arizona, not just those from majority 

communities. Policy might be created in a more informed way, including implications 

from conceptual and empirical studies that pertain to all children, including those from 

culturally and linguistically diverse contexts.  Policy work might be enhanced if 

practitioners were involved in the creation process. It is then that culture and the child 

might be at the forefront of decisions pertaining to what would be learned in schools and 
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how that knowledge would be assessed.  This would be progressive leadership for all, 

including policymakers. And the difficult discussions might begin with what is included 

in the state standards, and who is involved in the deliberations.  

 Inspired by my dissertation intended and received language arts curricula in a 

standardized era: misalignments and negotiations in border community schools, I have 

become increasingly concerned about how principals navigate the standardized terrain 

while being culturally responsive to their children they serve. And serving children in 

marginalized communities, in particular, requires the tangential work of attentive 

scholars, hands-on researchers, informed policy makers, visionary school leaders, and 

innovative teachers.  It is a calling to inspire children to read, write, speak, and think 

beyond rote questions on a high-stakes exam. As Dewey (1916) prophesied nearly 100 

years ago: “Education is not preparation for life; education is life itself.” Schooling--

whether affluent suburbia or impoverished borderlands--ought not to be a separate 

construct. There are no multiple-choice questions in life. When reflecting, organizing, 

creating, problem-solving, and negotiating diverse perspectives, the answer is not “C”. 

The merging of culture, curriculum, and leadership must commence with the merging of 

practice, policy, and scholarship. It would be then that principals could negotiate intended 

and received language arts curricula in a standardized era with the cultural capital 

(Yosso, 2005) and Funds of Knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) exhibited by children in 

border communities.  
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APPENDIX A 
HISTORICAL EVENTS FROM 1800-2015 THAT HAVE INFLUENCED 

SCHOOLING/LEADERSHIP PRACTICES IN THE UNITED STATES (Sass, 2015) 
 

In the 1800’s 
1800  First private school for blacks formed 
 
1801  The modern blackboard invented 
 
1817  First school for the deaf formed 

 
 First school of law formed  

 
1821  First public (free) high school formed 
 
1823  First private seminary school for girls formed in Connecticut 
 
1825  First high school for girls formed 
 
1825 First religious college formed (Amherst College) 
 
1827  First Board of Education formed  

 
Massachusetts law required towns of more than 500 families to have a public high 
school open to all students   

 
1829  First school for the blind formed 
 
1836  Influential textbooks (The McGuffey Readers) published  
 
1837  The African Institute founded in Pennsylvania. 
 

First school superintendent appointed (Louisville, Kentucky) 
 
First permanent women’s college (seminary) formed 
 
Horace Mann worked tirelessly for increased funding of public schools and better 
training for teachers. His belief in the importance of free, universal public 
education gained a national audience. 

 
1839  First state school for teacher training formed 
 
1848  First graded elementary school formed (Boston) 
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1849  First woman (Elizabeth Blackwell) graduated from medical school  
 
1852  School attendance law enacted (8-14 yrs. / 3 months)  
 In 1873 the law was revisited and extended to five months.  

Massachusetts enacts the first mandatory attendance law. By 1885, 16 states had 
compulsory attendance laws, but most of those laws were sporadically enforced. 
All states had them by 1918. 

 
1853 First private school for children with intellectual disabilities funded 

(Pennsylvania) 
 
1854  First free municipal library (Boston Public Library) opened to the public.  
 

First institution to provide higher education in arts and sciences for male youth of 
African descent formed 

 
1857 The National Teachers Association founded by 43 educators (Pennsylvania) 
 
1860  First English language kindergarten formed (Boston, MA) 
 
1861  Civil War (1861-1865) created a desire for social change 
 
1862  The First Morrill Act, also known as the "Land Grant Act" became law. 

This Act donated public lands to colleges for agriculture, mechanic arts, and 
other pursuits/professions in life. Many prominent state universities can trace 
their roots to this forward-thinking legislation. 

 
1863  National Academy of Sciences formed 
 
1864 First college (Gallaudet University) specifically for deaf students formed.  
 
1865  The Civil War ended.  

Much of the south, including its educational institutions, was left in disarray. 
Many schools were closed. Even before the war, public education in the south 
was far behind that in the north. The physical devastation left by the war and the 
social upheaval and poverty that followed exacerbated this situation.    

 
1867  The "modern" typewriter invented. 

 
The United States Department of Education formed  
Intended to help states establish effective school systems 
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1868  The Fourteenth Amendment became law 
This Amendment granted citizenship and equal protection to all persons born or 
naturalized in the United States. It became the basis for important court cases 
addressing education.  

 
1873 The first correspondence school for women founded (Boston)  
 
 Significantly reduced revenues for education 

This change resulted from the Panic of 1873, which caused bank foreclosures, 
business failures, and job loss. The economic depression followed. Southern 
schools were hit particularly hard, making a bad situation even worse.   

 
1874  Taxes levies to support a public high school allowed. 
 
1875  The Civil Rights Act passed, banning segregation in all public places.  

The Supreme Court ruled this Act unconstitutional in 1883 
  
1876  First medical school for African Americans founded (Tennessee).  
 

The Dewey Decimal System developed  
It is still the world’s most widely-used library classification system 

 
1879  First Indian boarding schools formed in Pennsylvania.  

This boarding school became the model for 26 similar schools, all with the goal 
of assimilating Indian children into mainstream culture. The schools left a 
controversial legacy. Some saw them as a noble; others saw them as of alienating 
and cultural dislocation.  

 
1884  The first practical fountain pen patented. 
 
1892 The Committee of Ten recommended a college-oriented high school curriculum 
 
1896  Plessy vs. Ferguson “separate but equal” upheld in US Supreme Court 

This decision required that people of color attend separate schools. 
 
In the 1900’s  
1900  Attention on promoting higher standards to put U.S. universities on an 

equal footing with  European counterparts. 
 
1901  First public community college formed (Illinois) 
 
1905 "Seat time" to obtain high school credits adopted  
 
1909  First female superintendent of large school system (Chicago) 
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1911  First Montessori school founded (New York) 
 
1913  Educational psychology challenged 

Edward Lee Thorndike's book, Educational Psychology: The Psychology 
of Learning, was published. Thorndike’s ideas (e.g., habit formation, connections, 
repetition, satisfying consequences) contradicted traditional  psychology and 
dominated American educational psychology for much of the Twentieth Century.  

 
1916  IQ Test developed  

In 1939 the IQ test was refined to calculate “deviation IQ.” The Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children is still widely used in U.S. schools to help identify 
students needing special education.  
 
The American Federation of Teachers (AFT) founded 
 
The American Educational Research Association (AERA) founded.  
 
Democratic schooling gained interest 
John Dewey's Democracy and Education was published. Dewey's views helped 
advance the ideas of the "progressive education movement" which sought to make 
schools more effective agents of democracy. 

 
1917  The Smith-Hughes Act passed 

This Act provided federal funding for agricultural and vocational education. It 
was repealed in 1997.     

 
 Army Alpha and Beta tests designed 

As the U.S. entered W.W.I, the army had no means of screening the intellectual 
ability of its recruits. Experts developed a group intelligence test for said task.  
Though these tests had little impact on the war, they laid the groundwork for 
future standardized tests. 

 
1918  First nursery school formed (New York City) 
 
1919  All states had laws providing funds for transporting children to school.  
 

The Progressive Education Association founded  
The singular purpose of this association was to reform American education. 

 
1921  A longitudinal study of "intellectually superior" children launched  

This study continues into the 21st Century. 
 
1922  The International Council for Exceptional Children founded 
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1924  Gestalt Theory embraced among scholars  
With its emphasis on learning through insight and grasping the whole concept, 
this theory became important later in the 20th Century in the development of 
cognitive views of learning and teaching.      

 
1926  Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) first administered.  

This aptitude test was/is based on the Army Alpha test designed in 1917.  
 
1929  Educational psychology challenged 

Jean Piaget's The Child's Conception of the World was published. Piaget’s theory 
of cognitive development became an important influence in American 
developmental psychology and education. 

 
 The Great Depression began, resulting in the stock market crashing.  

Public education funding suffered greatly, resulting in school closings, teacher 
layoffs, and lower salaries. 

 
1931  First successful school desegregation court case in the United States  

Alvarez vs. the Board of Trustees of the Lemon Grove (California) School District 
forbade the school district from placing Mexican-American children in a separate 
"Americanization" school.  

 
1938  The Fair Labor Standards Act signed into law  

Among its many provisions, the act sets a minimum age for working in non-
agricultural jobs and limits the number of hours and types of employment for 
older children. School attendance increased once this law was enforced.  

 
1941  Education on hold due to World War II efforts  

During the next four years, much of the country's resources go to the war effort. 
Education is put on the back burner as many young men quit school to enlist. 
Schools are faced with personnel problems as teachers and other employees 
enlist, are drafted, or leave to work in defense plants.  

 
1944 The Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 passed. 

This Act allowed 7.8 million World War II veterans access to the GI Bill. More 
than two-million attend colleges or universities, nearly doubling the college 
population. About 238,000 become teachers. Because the law provided the same 
opportunity to every veteran, regardless of background, the long-standing 
tradition that a college education was only for the wealthy was broken. 

 
1946  Educating children of Mexican descent in separate facilities ruled unconstitutional  

In the landmark court case of Mendez vs. Westminster and the California Board 
of Education, segregation in California schools was prohibited. This law set an 
important precedent for Brown vs. Board of Education. 
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 School lunch program began  
 
1953  Educational psychology challenged 

Burrhus Frederic (B.F.) Skinner's Science and Human Behavior was published.  
His form of behaviorism (operant conditioning), which emphasized changes in 
behavior due to reinforcement, became widely accepted and influenced many 
aspects of American education. 

 
1954  New ruling: separate educational facilities inherently unequal  

The U.S. Supreme Court announced its decision in the case of Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka, ruling that separate facilities for children were 
unconstitutional. This ruling overturned the previous ruling in the 1896 case of 
Plessy v. Ferguson.   Brown v. Board of Education was actually a combination of 
five cases from different parts of the country.  

 
1956  Teaching pedagogy embraced 

“Bloom’s Taxonomy” (i.e., knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, 
synthesis) was published and widely accepted by scholars. 

 
1957  Integration in schools 

Federal troops enforce integration in Little Rock, Arkansas as the Little Rock 9  
attend Central High School. In 1960, first grader Ruby Bridges became a class of 
one at William Frantz Elementary School in New Orleans as parents removed all 
Caucasian students from the school. 

 
1958  Passage of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA)  

At least partially because of Sputnik’s failed attempt, science and science 
education become important concerns in the U.S. This Act authorized increased 
funding for scientific research as well as science, mathematics, and foreign 
language education. 

 
1959  ACT Test first administered. 
 
1962  Constructivism gained momentum 

First published in 1934, Lev Vygotsky's Thought and Language was introduced to 
the English-speaking world. Vygotsky's ideas (Zone of Proximal Development) 
regarding the social nature of learning provided important foundational 
principles for contemporary social constructivist theories.  

 
 Prayer in public schools is deemed unconstitutional (Engel v. Vitale) 
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1963  Term “learning disability” widely accepted. 
In 1964, the Association for Children with Learning Disabilities, now the 
Learning Disabilities Association of America, was formed. Today, nearly one-half 
of all students in the U.S. who receive special education have been identified as 
having learning disabilities.  
 
First bilingual and bicultural public school in the United States founded. 
This focus was in response to the large number of Cuban immigrant children 
arriving in Miami after the Cuban Revolution. 

 
1964  The Civil Rights Act became law.  

This law prohibited discrimination based on race, color, sex, religion, or national 
origin. 

 
1965  The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) passed.  

Part of Lyndon Johnson's "War on Poverty," this Act provided federal funds to 
help low-income students, which resulted in the initiation of educational 
programs such as Title I and bilingual education. 
 
Project Head Start began an eight-week summer program  
A preschool education program for children from low-income families, Head 
Start continues to this day as the longest-running anti-poverty program in the 
U.S.  
 
The Immigration Act signed by Lyndon Johnson. 
This Act abolished the National Origins Formula and resulted in unprecedented 
numbers of Asians and Latin Americans immigrating to the United States, making 
America's classrooms much more diverse. 

 
1966  The Coleman Report conducted. 

The Equality of Educational Opportunity Study was in response to provisions of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Its conclusion that African American children 
benefited from attending integrated schools sets the stage for school "busing" to 
achieve desegregation. 

 
1968 The Bilingual Education Act, also known as Title VII, became law.  

After many years of controversy, the law was repealed in 2002 and replaced by 
the No Child Left Behind Act. 

 
First magnet school formed in Washington 
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1969  Concept of “open education” embraced by many scholars and practitioners 
Herbert R. Kohl's book, The Open Classroom, promoted an approach 
emphasizing student-centered classrooms and active, holistic learning. The 
conservative back-to-the-basics movement of the 1970s began--at least partially--
as a backlash against open education.  

 
 Surge of college enrollment and grade inflation  

On April 30th, the number of U.S. military personnel in Vietnam stood at 543,482, 
the most at any time during the war. College enrollments increased as many 
young men sought student deferments from the draft. Grade inflation was evident 
since low grades could potentially change male students' draft status. Anti-war 
protests become commonplace on college campuses. 

 
1970  Discovery-based teaching approaches embraced. 

Jean Piaget's book, The Science of Education, was published. His “Learning 
Cycle Model” popularized discovery-based teaching, particularly in the sciences. 
  

 Special education placement test must be conducted in student’s primary language 
(Diana v. California State Board)  

 
1971  Students with mental retardation entitled to a free public education. 

(Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Pennsylvania) 
 
  The e-Book invented 
 
1972  First electronic hand-held calculators produced.  
 
  The Indian Education Act became law  

A comprehensive approach to meeting the unique needs of American Indian and 
Alaska Native students was established.  

  
 Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 became law.  

Though many people associate this law only with girl's and women's participation 
in sports, Title IX prohibits discrimination based on sex in all aspects of 
education.      

 
 Heighted interest in gifted and talented education 

The Maryland Report to Congress was issued. It recommended a broader 
definition of giftedness that is still widely accepted today. 

 
1973  Children's Defense Fund, a non-profit child advocacy organization, founded.   
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 The Rehabilitation Act became law.  
Section 504 of this act guaranteed civil rights for people with disabilities in the 
context of federally funded institutions and required accommodations in schools 
including participation in programs and activities as well as access to buildings. 
Today, "504 Plans" are used to provide accommodations for students with 
disabilities who do not qualify for special education or an IEP. 

 
1974  Civil Rights Act of 1964 revisited 

In Lau v. Nichols, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the failure of the San 
Francisco School District to provide English language instruction to Chinese-
American students with limited English proficiency (LEP) was a violation of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. Though the case did not require a specific approach to 
teaching LEP students, it did require school districts to provide equal 
opportunities for all students, including those who did not speak English. 

 
1974  The Equal Educational Opportunities Act passed.  

This Act prohibited discrimination and required schools to overcome barriers 
which prevented equal protection. The legislation had been particularly important 
in protecting the rights of students with limited English proficiency. 

 
 Desegregation revisited 

Federal Judge Arthur Garrity ordered busing of African American students to 
predominantly white schools in order to achieve racial integration of public 
schools in Boston, MA. White parents protested, particularly in South Boston. 

 
In the case of Milliken v. Bradley, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that outside 
suburbs were not responsible for segregation within the Detroit city schools. The 
Court could not redraw the lines to achieve racial balance." So busing of students 
from Detroit to suburban schools was not required by law. 

 
1975  The Education of All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142) became law.  

This law required that a free, appropriate public education, suited to the student's 
individual needs, and offered in the least restrictive setting be provided for all 
"handicapped" children. States are given until 1978 (later extended to 1981) to 
fully implement the law. 

 
  The National Association of Bilingual Education founded. 
 
  National literacy and the back-to-the-basics movement debated.  

Debate was based on the Newsweek's cover story, "Why Johnny Can't Read.” 
 
1977   Personal computers (Apple) became popular in schools  
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1980  The Refugee Act of 1980 signed into law by President Carter.  
Building on the Immigration Act of 1965, this Act reformed immigration law to 
admit refugees for humanitarian reasons This humanitarian Act results in the 
resettlement of more than three-million refugees in the United States, including 
many children who bring special needs and issues to their classrooms.  

 
1981  Homeschooling movement gained attention. 

Holt's book, Teach Your Own: A Hopeful Path for Education, was published. 
 
1982  Teaching pedagogy further examined. 

Madeline C. Hunter's book, Mastery Teaching, was published. Her teaching 
model became widely used as teachers throughout the country attended her 
workshops and became "Hunterized." 

 
 Fourteenth Amendment revisited 

In the ruling of Plyler v. Doe, the U.S. Supreme Court found that denying access 
to public education for undocumented school-age children violated the Equal 
Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment. Additionally, school districts could not 
charge tuition fees for the education of these children. 

 
 Censorship in literature became commonplace 

In the case of Board of Education v. Pico, the U.S. Supreme court ruled that 
books cannot be removed from a school library because school administrators 
deemed their content to be offensive. 

 
1983  Sweeping reforms in public education and teacher training were commonplace 

The report of the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at 
Risk, calls for reforms in education. Among their recommendations was a 
forward-looking call for expanding high school requirements to include the study 
of computer science. 

 
1984  Vocational education revisited 

Public Law 105-332, the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education 
Act, was passed with the goal of increasing the quality of vocational-technical 
education in the U.S. It was reauthorized in 1998 and again in 2006).  

 
 The Emergency Immigrant Education Act enacted  

The purpose of this Act was to provide services and offset the costs for school 
districts that have unexpectedly large numbers of immigrant students.   

 
1989  First online campus founded. 

The University of Phoenix establishes their "online campus," the first to offer 
online bachelor's and master's degrees. It becomes the largest private university 
in North America. 
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1990  Birth of the internet.  
 
 The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1990 enacted 

The first comprehensive reform since 1965, this Act increased annual 
immigration to 700,000 adding to the diversity of our nation and its schools.  

 
1991  First charter school law passed (Minnesota) 
 
 The smart board (interactive white board) introduced  
 
1992  First charter school in the nation founded in St. Paul, Minnesota.  
 
1993 Constructivist learning theory became extremely popular 

With roots such as the work of Dewey, Bruner, Piaget, and Vygotsky, Jacqueline 
and Martin Brooks' In Search of Understanding: The Case for Constructivist 
Classrooms was published. It was one many books and articles describing 
constructivism, a view that learning best occurs through active construction of 
knowledge rather than its passive reception.   

 
 First state to require common curriculum and statewide tests  

The Massachusetts Education Reform Act adopted a common curriculum and 
statewide tests (Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System). As has often 
been the case, other states followed Massachusetts' lead and implemented similar 
high-stakes testing programs. 

 
1994  Improving America's Schools Act (IASA) signed into law  

This Act reauthorized the ESEA of 1965 and included: reforms for Title I, 
increased funding for bilingual and immigrant education, provisions for public 
charter schools, drop-out prevention programs, and educational technology. 

 
 Immigration debated  

As a backlash to illegal immigration, California voters passed Proposition 187, 
denying benefits, including public education, to undocumented aliens in 
California. It was challenged and eventually overturned.  

 
 Whiteboards began to replace the blackboard.  
 
1995  First state to provide public preschool 

Georgia became the first state to offer universal preschool to all four year olds 
whose parents choose to enroll them. More than half of the state's four year olds 
are now enrolled. 
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1996  Multiculturalism gained interest 
James Banks' book, Multicultural Education: Transformative Knowledge and 
Action, makes an important contribution to the growing body of scholarship 
regarding multiculturalism in education. 

 
 Language debate gained attention 

The Oakland, California School District sparks controversy as it proposed that 
Ebonics be recognized as the native language of African American children. 

 
1998  English only law passed 

California voters pass Proposition 227, requiring that all public school 
instruction be in English. This time the law withstood legal challenges.  

 
 States must produce “report cards” 

The Higher Education Act was amended and reauthorized, requiring institutions 
and states to produce "report cards" about teacher education. 

 
1999  First school shooting highly publicized. 

On April 20th, two Columbine High School students went on a killing spree that 
left 15 dead and 23 wounded at the Littleton, Colorado school, making it the 
nations' deadliest school shooting incident. Though schools tightened safety 
procedures as a result of the Columbine massacre, school shootings (from 
kindergarten through college level classrooms/campuses) continued to occur at 
an alarming rate. 

 
In the 2000’s 
2000  Back-to-Basics debate gained attention 

Diane Ravitch's book, Left Back: A Century of Failed School Reforms, criticized 
progressive educational policies and argued for a more traditional, academically-
oriented education. Her views, which were reminiscent of the "back to the basics" 
movement of the late 1970s and 1980s, represented of the conservative trend in 
education and the nation at large. 

 
2001  No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) approved. 

This controversial Act was signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2002. 
The law reauthorized the ESEA of 1965 and replaced the Bilingual Education Act 
of 1968. It mandated high-stakes student testing, held schools accountable for 
student achievement levels, and provided penalties for schools that did not make 
adequate yearly progress toward meeting the goals of NCLB.     

 
2002  Voucher programs challenged 

The U.S. Supreme court ruled in Zelman v. Simmons-Harris that certain school 
voucher programs were constitutional and did not violate the Establishment 
Clause of the First Amendment. 
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2004  Individuals with Disabilities Improvement Act (IDEA) revisited 

Changes included alignment of IDEA with the No Child Left Behind Act. Districts 
required to use Response to Intervention (RTI) approach to determine placement.  

 
2007  School integration challenged 

In the cases of Parents involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District 
No 1 and Meredith v. Jefferson County Board of Education, the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled 5-4 that race cannot be a factor in assigning students to high schools, 
thus rejecting integration plans in Seattle and Louisville, and possibly affecting 
similar plans in school districts around the nation. 

 
2009  American Reinvestment and Recovery Act passed  

This Act provided more than 90-billion dollars for education, nearly half of which 
went to local school districts to prevent layoffs and for school modernization and 
repair. It included the Race to the Top initiative, a 4.35-billion-dollar program 
designed to induce reform in K-12 education.  

 
 The Common Core State Standards Initiative launched  

By 2010, 44/50 states and the District of Columbia fully adopted the Common 
Core initiative, qualifying them for federal monies. 

 
2010  Massive teacher layoffs occurred 

With the U.S. economy mired in the "great recession" and unemployment 
remaining high, states had massive budget deficits. As many as 300,000 teachers 
faced layoffs. Layoffs continue through 2013 and included counselors, librarians, 
and administrators.  

 
 New social studies curriculum sparked controversy 

“Ultraconservative” Texas social studies curriculum standards created fear that 
they would affect textbooks and classrooms in other states. 

 
2012  Flexibility with NCLB 

Thirty-three states and Washington, D.C. were granted waivers from some No 
Child Left Behind requirements.  

 
2013  Growing grass-roots groups revolted against standardized tests  

Seattle high school teachers refused to give the district-mandated Measures of 
Academy Progress, joining a growing coalition against such measures.  

 
 School closures in inner cities (Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, Washington, D.C.) 

Closures intended to reduce costs and improve educational quality. However, 
closures disproportionately affected low-income and minority students. Three 
lawsuits to save the schools were unsuccessful.   
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 U.S. achievement behind that of their counterparts in other developed countries  

Based on Program for International Student Assessment (PISA)   
 
2014  Latino population on the rise 

The Civil Rights Project report, Brown at 60: Great Progress, a Long Retreat, 
and an Uncertain Future, was published. It shows what many teachers already 
know: a large increase in Latino students and the growth of segregation--both by 
race and poverty.  

 
 By this year, 33 states had a formal transgender student policy.  
 
2015  Plan for free community college proposed 

President Barack Obama announced a plan to allow two years of free community 
college for all American students. However, with partisan politics at interplay, it 
is considered unlikely to be implemented any time soon.   
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APPENDIX B:  
ARIZONA STATE READING STANDARDS (GRADE 7) (ADE, 2012) 

 
Strand 1: Reading Process 
Reading Process consists of the five critical components of reading, which are Phonemic 
Awareness, Phonics, Fluency, Vocabulary and Comprehension of connected text. These 
elements support each other and are woven together to build a solid foundation of 
linguistic understanding for the reader. 
 
Concept 1: Print Concepts (Grades K-3) 
Demonstrate understanding of print concepts.  
 
Concept 2: Phonemic Awareness (Grades K-2) 
Identify and manipulate the sounds of speech.  
 
Concept 3: Phonics (Grades K-3) 
Decode words, using knowledge of phonics, syllabication, and word parts.  
 
Concept 4: Vocabulary 
Acquire and use new vocabulary in relevant contexts.  
 
 PO 1.  Determine the meaning of vocabulary using linguistic roots and affixes 

(e.g., Greek, Anglo-Saxon, Latin).  
 
 PO 2.  Use context to identify the intended meaning of unfamiliar words (e.g., 

definition, example, restatement, synonym, contrast). 
 
 PO 3.  Use context to identify the meaning of words with multiple meanings (e.g., 

definition, example, restatement, or contrast). 
 
 PO 4.  Determine the meaning of figurative language, including similes, 

metaphors, personification, and idioms in prose and poetry.  
 
 PO 5.  Identify the meanings, pronunciations, syllabication, synonyms, antonyms, 

and parts of speech of words, by using a variety of reference aids, including 
dictionaries, thesauri, glossaries, and CD-ROM and the Internet when available. 

 
Concept 5: Fluency  
Read fluently. 
 
 PO 1.  Read from a variety of genres with accuracy, automaticity (immediate 

recognition), and prosody (expression). 
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Concept 6: Comprehension Strategies  
Employ strategies to comprehend text. 

 
 PO 1.  Predict text content using prior knowledge and text features (e.g., 

illustrations, titles, topic sentences, key words). 
 
 PO 2.  Confirm predictions about text for accuracy. 

 
 PO 3.  Generate clarifying questions in order to comprehend text. 

 
 PO 4.  Use graphic organizers in order to clarify the meaning of the text. 

 
 PO 5.  Connect information and events in text to experience and to related text 

and sources. 
 
 PO 6.  Apply knowledge of the organizational structures (e.g., chronological 

order, compare and contrast, cause and effect relationships, logical order) of text 
to aid comprehension. 

 
 PO 7.  Use reading strategies (e.g., drawing conclusions, determining cause and 

effect, making inferences, sequencing) to interpret text. 
 
Strand 2: Comprehending Literary Text  
Comprehending Literary Text identifies the comprehension strategies that are specific in 
the study of a variety of literature. 
 
Concept 1: Elements of Literature 
Identify, analyze, and apply knowledge of the structures and elements of literature. 
 
 PO 1. Analyze plot development (e.g., conflict, subplots, parallel episodes) to 

determine how conflicts are resolved.  
 
 PO 2. Recognize multiple themes in works of prose, poetry, and drama.  

 
 PO 3. Describe a character, based upon the thoughts, words, and actions of the 

character, the narrator’s description, and other characters. 
 
 PO 4. Contrast points of view (e.g., first vs. third, limited vs. omniscient) in 

literary text.  
 
 PO 5. Analyze the influence of setting (e.g., time of day or year, historical period, 

place, situation) on the problem and resolution.  
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 PO 6.  Draw conclusions about the style, mood, and meaning of literary text based 
on the author’s word choice. 

 
 PO 7. Identify the characteristics and structural elements of poetry (e.g., stanza, 

verse, rhyme scheme, line breaks, alliteration, consonance, assonance, rhythm, 
repetition, figurative language) in a given selection. 

 
 PO 8.  Identify various genres of fiction (e.g., mysteries, science fiction, historical 

fiction, adventures, fantasies, fables, myths) based upon their characteristics. 
 
Concept 2: Historical and Cultural Aspects of Literature 
Recognize and apply knowledge of the historical and cultural aspects of American, 
British, and world literature. 
 
 PO 1.  Describe the historical and cultural aspects found in cross-cultural works of 

literature. 
 
 PO 2.  Identify common structures and stylistic elements in literature, folklore, 

and myths from a variety of cultures. 
 
Strand 3: Comprehending Informational Text 
Comprehending Informational Text delineates specific and unique skills that are required 
to understand the wide array of informational text that is a part of our day-to-day 
experiences. 
 
Concept 1: Expository Text 
Identify, analyze, and apply knowledge of the purpose, structures, and elements of 
expository text 
 
 PO 1.  Restate the main idea (explicit or implicit) and supporting details in 

expository text. 
 
 PO 2.  Summarize the main idea (stated or implied) and critical details of 

expository text, maintaining chronological, sequential, or logical order. 
 
 PO 3.  Distinguish fact from opinion in expository text, providing supporting 

evidence from text.  
 
 PO 4.  Identify the author's stated or implied purpose(s) for writing expository 

text. 
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 PO 5.  Locate specific information by using organizational features (e.g., table of 
contents, headings, captions, bold print, italics, glossaries, indices, key/guide 
words, topic sentences, concluding sentences, end notes, footnotes, and 
bibliographic references) in expository text. (Connected to Research Strand in 
Writing) 

 
 PO 6.  Locate appropriate print and electronic reference sources (e.g., 

encyclopedia, atlas, almanac, dictionary, thesaurus, periodical, CD-ROM, 
website) for a specific purpose. (Connected to Research Strand in Writing) 

 
 PO 7.  Differentiate between primary and secondary source material. (Connected 

to Research Strand  in Writing) 

 

 PO 8.  Interpret graphic features (e.g., charts, maps, diagrams, illustrations, 
tables, timelines, and graphs) of expository text. (Connected to Research Strand 
in Writing) 

 
 PO 9.  Apply knowledge of organizational structures (e.g., chronological order, 

comparison and contrast, cause and effect relationships, logical order) of 
expository text to aid comprehension. 

 
 PO 10.  Make relevant inferences about expository text, supported by text 

evidence. 
 
 PO 11.  Compare (and contrast) the central ideas and concepts from selected 

readings on a specific topic. 
 
 PO 12.  Explain how authors use elements (e.g., language choice, organization) 

of expository text to achieve their purposes. 
 
Concept 2: Functional Text 
Identify, analyze, and apply knowledge of the purpose, structures, clarity, and relevancy 
of functional text. 

 
 PO 1.  Use information from text and text features to determine the sequence of 

activities needed to carry out a procedure. 
 
 PO 2.  Determine what information (e.g., steps in directions, legend, supplies 

needed, illustrations, diagram, and sequence) is missing in functional text. 
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 PO 3.  Interpret details from a variety of functional text (e.g., warranties, product 
information, technical manuals, instructional manuals, consumer safety 
publications) for a specific purpose (e.g., to follow directions, to solve problems, 
to perform procedures, to answer questions 

 
Concept 3: Persuasive Text 
Explain basic elements of argument in text and their relationship to the author’s purpose 
and use of persuasive strategies. 
 
 PO 1.  Determine the author's specific purpose for writing the persuasive text. 

 
 PO 2.  Identify the facts and details that support the author’s argument regarding 

a particular idea, subject, concept, or object. 
 
 PO 3.  Describe the intended effect of persuasive strategies and propaganda 

techniques (e.g., bandwagon, peer pressure, repetition, testimonial, transfer, 
loaded words) that an author uses. 
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APPENDIX C 
ARIZONA STATE WRITING STANDARDS (GRADE 7) (ADE, 2012) 

 
Strand 1: Writing Process  
Research has established the major steps of the writing process. These steps are 
identified in the five concepts of this strand, each supported with specific performance 
objectives.  While all steps are needed and used by effective writers as they compose text, 
different skills may be emphasized in individual assignments. These steps may be used 
recursively as a piece moves toward completion. Throughout the process, students should 
reflect on their own writing skills, set goals, and evaluate their own progress. 
 
Concept 1: Prewriting  
Prewriting includes using strategies to generate, plan, and organize ideas for specific 
purposes.  
 
 PO 1.  Generate ideas through a variety of activities (e.g., prior knowledge, 

discussion with others, printed material or other sources). 
 
 PO 2.  Determine the purpose (e.g., to entertain, to inform, to communicate, to 

persuade, to explain) of an intended writing piece. 
 
 PO 3.  Determine the intended audience of a writing piece. 

 
 PO 4.  Establish a central idea appropriate to the type of writing.  

 
 PO 5.  Use organizational strategies (e.g., outlines, charts, tables, graphs, Venn 

Diagrams, webs, story map, plot pyramid) to plan writing.  
 
 PO 6.  Maintain a record (e.g., lists, journals, folders, notebooks) of writing ideas.  

 
 PO 7.  Use time management strategies, when appropriate, to produce a writing 

product within a set time period. 
 
Concept 2: Drafting 
Drafting incorporates prewriting activities to create a first draft containing necessary 
elements for a specific purpose 

 
 PO 1.  Use a prewriting plan to develop a draft with main idea(s) and supporting 

details. 
 

 PO 2.  Organize writing into a logical sequence that is clear to the audience. 
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Concept 3: Revising 
Revising includes evaluating and refining the rough draft for clarity and effectiveness. 
(Ask: Does this draft say what you want it to say?)  
 
 PO 1.  Evaluate the draft for use of ideas and content, organization, voice, word 

choice, and sentence fluency.(See Strand 2) 
 
 PO 2.  Add details to the draft to more effectively accomplish the purpose. 

 
 PO 3.  Delete irrelevant and/or redundant information from the draft to more 

effectively accomplish the purpose. 
 
 PO 4.  Rearrange words, sentences, and paragraphs to clarify the meaning or to 

enhance the writing style. 
 
 PO 5.  Add transitional words, phrases and/or sentences to clarify meaning or 

enhance the writing style.  
 
 PO 6.  Use a variety of sentence structures (i.e., simple, compound, complex) to 

improve sentence fluency in the draft. 
 
 PO 7.  Apply appropriate tools or strategies (e.g., peer review, checklists, rubrics) 

to refine the draft. 
 
 PO 8.  Use resources and reference materials to select more precise vocabulary. 

 
Concept 4: Editing 
Editing includes proofreading and correcting the draft for conventions 

 
 PO 1.  Identify punctuation, spelling, and grammar and usage errors in the draft. 

(See Strand 2)  
 
 PO 2.  Use resources (e.g., dictionary, word lists, spelling/grammar checkers) to 

correct conventions. 
 
 PO 3.  Apply proofreading marks to indicate errors in conventions. 

 
 PO 4.  Apply appropriate tools or strategies (e.g., peer review, checklists, rubrics) 

to edit the draft. 
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Concept 5: Publishing 
Publishing includes formatting and presenting a final product for the intended audience. 

 
 PO 1.  Prepare writing in a format (e.g., oral presentation, manuscript, and 

multimedia) appropriate to audience and purpose. 
 
 PO 2.  Use margins and spacing to enhance the final product. 

 
 PO 3.  Use graphics (e.g., drawings, charts, graphs), when applicable, to enhance 

the final product. 
 
 PO 4.  Write legibly. 

 
Strand 2: Writing Components 
This strand focuses on the elements of effective writing.  Good writing instruction 
incorporates multiple performance objectives into an integrated experience of learning 
for the student. Throughout the process, students should reflect on their own writing 
skills, set goals, and evaluate their own progress. The order of the concepts and 
performance objectives is not intended to indicate a progression or hierarchy for writing 
instruction.  Instructional activities may focus on just one concept or many. 
 
Concept 1: Ideas and Content 
Writing is clear and focused, holding the reader’s attention throughout. Main ideas stand 
out and are developed by strong support and rich details. Purpose is accomplished. 

 
 PO 1.  Use clear, focused ideas and details to support the topic. 

 
 PO 2.  Provide content and selected details that are well-suited to audience and 

purpose. 
 
 PO 3.  Develop a sufficient explanation or exploration of the topic. 

 
 PO 4.  Include ideas and details that show original perspective. 

 
Concept 2: Organization 
Organization addresses the structure of the writing and integrates the central meaning and 
patterns that hold the piece together. 

 
 PO 1.  Use a structure that fits the type of writing (e.g., letter format, narrative, 

play, essay).(See Strand 3) 
 
 PO 2.  Develop a strong beginning or introduction that draws in the reader. 
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 PO 3.  Place details appropriately to support the main idea. 
 
 PO 4.  Include effective transitions among all elements (sentences, paragraphs, 

ideas). 
 
 PO 5.  Construct paragraphs by arranging sentences with an organizing principle 

(e.g., to develop a topic, to indicate a chronology). 
 
 PO 6.  Create an ending that provides a sense of resolution or closure. 

 
Concept 3: Voice 
Voice will vary according to the type of writing, but should be appropriately formal or 
casual, distant or personal, depending on the audience and purpose. 

 
 PO 1.  Show awareness of the audience through word choice, style, and an 

appropriate connection with, or distance from, the audience. 
 
 PO 2.  Convey a sense of identity through originality, sincerity, liveliness, or 

humor appropriate to the topic and type of writing. 
 
 PO 3.  Use language appropriate for the topic and purpose. 

 
 PO 4.  Choose appropriate voice (e.g., formal, informal, academic discourse) for 

the audience and purpose. 
 
Concept 4: Word Choice 
Word choice reflects the writer’s use of specific words and phrases to convey the 
intended message and employs a variety of words that are functional and appropriate to 
the audience and purpose. 
 
 PO 1.  Use accurate, specific, powerful words that effectively convey the intended 

message.  
 
 PO 2.  Use words that consistently support style and type of writing. (See R07-

S2C1) 
 
 PO 3.  Use vocabulary that is original, varied, and natural. 

 
 PO 4.  Use literal and figurative language where appropriate to purpose. (See 

R07-S1C4-04) 
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Concept 5: Sentence Fluency 
Fluency addresses the rhythm and flow of language.  Sentences are strong and varied in 
structure and length. 
 
 PO 1.  Write simple, compound, and complex sentences. 

 
 PO 2.  Create sentences that flow together and sound natural when read aloud. 

 
 PO 3.  Vary sentence beginnings, lengths, and patterns to enhance the flow of the 

writing. 
 
 PO 4.  Use effective and natural dialogue when appropriate. 

 
Concept 6: Conventions 
Conventions addresses the mechanics of writing, including capitalization, punctuation, 
spelling, grammar and usage, and paragraph breaks. 
 
 PO 1.  Use capital letters correctly for: 

  a. proper nouns 
 holidays 
 product names 
 languages 
 historical events 
 organizations 
 academic courses   (e.g., algebra/Algebra I) 
 place 
 regional names (e.g., West Coast) 
 words used as names  (e.g., Grandpa, Aunt Lyn) 

  b. literary titles (book, story, poem, play, song) 
  c. titles 
  d. abbreviations 
  e. proper adjectives 

 
 PO 2.  Use commas to correctly punctuate: 

 a. items in a series 
 b. greetings and closings of letters 
 c. introductory words and clauses 
 d. direct address 
 e. interrupters 
 f. compound sentences 
 g. appositives 
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 PO 3.  Use quotation marks to punctuate: 
  a. dialogue 
  b. titles of short works (e.g., chapter, story, article, song, and poem) 

 c. exact words from sources 
 
 PO 4.  Use italics (in typed copy) and underlining (in handwriting) to indicate 

 titles of longer works (e.g., books, plays, magazines, movies, TV series). 
 
 PO 5.  Use colons to punctuate business letter salutations. 

 
 PO 6.  Use apostrophes to punctuate: 

  a. contractions 
  b. singular possessives 

 c. plural possessives 
 
 PO 7.  Spell high frequency words correctly. 

 
 PO 8.  Use common spelling patterns/generalizations to spell words correctly. 

 
 PO 9.  Use homonyms correctly in context. 

 
 PO 10.  Use resources to spell correctly. 

 
 PO 11.  Use paragraph breaks to indicate an organizational structure. 

 
 PO. 12.  Use the following parts of speech correctly in simple sentences: 

  a. nouns 
  b. action/linking verbs 
  c. personal pronouns 
  d. adjectives 
  e. adverbs 
  f. conjunctions 
  g. prepositions 
  h. interjections 

 
 PO 13.  Use subject/verb agreement in simple, compound, and complex 

sentences. 
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Strand 3: Writing Applications 
Writing skills particular to the applications listed here may be taught across the 
curriculum, although some applications may lend themselves more readily to specific 
content areas. It is imperative that students write in all content areas in order to increase 
their communication skills, and ultimately to improve their understanding of content area 
concepts.  When appropriate, other content standards are referenced to show 
interdisciplinary connections. 
 
Concept 1: Expressive 
Expressive writing includes personal narratives, stories, poetry, songs, and dramatic 
pieces. Writing may be based on real or imagined events. 
 
 PO 1.  Write a narrative that includes: 

  a. an engaging plot based on imagined or real ideas, observations, or  
      memories of an event or experience 
  b. effectively developed characters 
  c. a clearly described setting 
  d. dialogue, as appropriate 
  e. figurative language, or descriptive words and phrases to enhance style  
      and tone 
 
 PO 2.  Write in a variety of expressive forms (e.g., poetry, skit) that, according to 

mode, employ: 
  a. figurative language 
  b. rhythm 
  c. dialogue 
  d. characterization 
  e. plot 
  f. appropriate format 
 
Concept 2: Expository 
Expository writing includes non-fiction writing that describes, explains, or summarizes 
ideas and content. The writing supports a thesis based on research, observation, and/or 
experience. 
 
 PO 1.  Record information (e.g., observations, notes, lists, charts, map labels and 

legends) related to the topic. 
 
 PO 2.  Write a summary based on the information gathered that include(s): 

  a. a topic sentence 
  b. supporting details 
  c. relevant information 

  (See R07-S3C1-02) 
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 PO 3.  Write a process essay that includes: 
  a. a thesis statement 
  b. supporting details 
  c. introductory, body, and concluding paragraphs 
 
Concept 3: Functional 
Functional writing provides specific directions or information related to real-world tasks. 
This includes letters, memos, schedules, directories, signs, manuals, forms, recipes, and 
technical pieces for specific content areas. 
 
 PO 1.  Write a variety of functional texts (e.g., directions, recipes, procedures, 

rubrics, labels, posters, graphs/tables). (See R07-S3C2; M07-S2C1) 
 
 PO 3.  Write a friendly letter that includes a: 

  a. heading 
  b. salutation 
  c. body 
  d. closing 
  e. signature 
 
 PO 4.  Write a formal letter that follows a conventional business letter format 

 
 PO 5.  Address an envelope for correspondence that includes: 

  a. an appropriate return address 
  b. an appropriate recipient address 
 
Concept 4: Persuasive 
Persuasive writing is used for the purpose of influencing the reader. The author presents 
an issue and expresses an opinion in order to convince an audience to agree with the 
opinion or to take a particular action. 
 
 PO 1.  Write persuasive text (e.g., essay, paragraph, written communication) that: 

  a. establishes and develops a controlling idea 
  b. supports arguments with detailed evidence 
  c. includes persuasive techniques 
  d. excludes irrelevant information 
  e. attributes sources of information when appropriate 

 (See R07-S3C3) 
 
Concept 5: Literary Response 
Literary response is the writer’s reaction to a literary selection. The response includes the 
writer’s interpretation, analysis, opinion, and/or feelings about the piece of literature and 
selected elements within it. 
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 PO 1.  Write a response to literature that: 
  a. presents several clear ideas 

 b. supports inferences and conclusions with examples from the text, 
 personal experience, references to other works, or reference to non-print 
 media 

  c. relates own ideas to supporting details in a clear and logical manner 
  (See R07-S2C1) 
 
Concept 6: Research 
Research writing is a process in which the writer identifies a topic or question to be 
answered. The writer locates and evaluates information about the topic or question, and 
then organizes, summarizes, and synthesizes the information into a finished product  
 
 PO 1.  Write a summary of information from sources (e.g. encyclopedias, 

websites, experts) that includes: 
  a. paraphrasing to convey ideas and details from the source 
  b. main idea(s) and relevant details 

  (See R07-S3C1-05, -06, -07, -08) 
 
 PO 2.  Write an informational report that includes: 

  a. a focused topic 
  b. appropriate facts and relevant detail 
  c. a logical sequence 
  d. a concluding statement 
  e. a list of sources used 

  (See R07-S3C1-05, -06, -07, -08) 
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APPENDIX D 
ARIZONA STATE LISTENING/SPEAKING AND VIEWING/PRESENTING 

STANDARDS (GRADES 4-8) (ADE, 2012) 
 

Standard 3: Listening and Speaking 
Students effectively listen and speak in situations that serve different purposes and 
involve a variety of audiences. 
 
Essentials (Grades 4-8) 
Students know and are able to do all of the above [grades k-3] and the following: 
 
LS-E1 

Prepare and deliver an organized speech and effectively convey the message through 
verbal and nonverbal communications with a specific audience 

 
LS-E2  

Prepare and deliver an oral report in a content area and effectively convey the 
information through verbal and nonverbal communications with a specific audience 

 
LS-E3  

Interpret and respond to questions and evaluate responses both as interviewer and 
interviewee 

 
LS-E4  

Predict, clarify, analyze and critique a speaker’s information and point of view 
 
Standard 4: Viewing and Presenting 
Students use a variety of visual media and resources to gather, evaluate and synthesize 
information and to communicate with others. 
 
Essentials (Grades 4-8) 

Students know and are able to do all of the above [grades k-3] and the following: 
 
VP-E1  

Analyze visual media for language, subject matter and visual techniques used to 
influence opinions, decision making and cultural perceptions 

 
VP-E2  

Plan, develop and produce a visual presentation, using a variety of media such as 
videos, films, newspapers, magazines and computer images 

 
VP-E3  

Compare, contrast and establish criteria to evaluate visual media for purpose and 
effectiveness 
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APPENDIX E 
 COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS ANCHOR STANDARDS FOR ENGLISH 

LANGUAGE ARTS READING (GRADE 6) (ADE, 2012) 
 
Reading Standards for Literature: Grade 6  
Key Ideas and Details 
1. Cite textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 

inferences drawn from the text. (6.RL.1) 
 
2. Determine a theme or central idea of a text and how it is conveyed through particular 

details; provide a summary of the text distinct from personal opinions or judgments. 
(6.RL.2) 

 
3. Describe how a particular story’s or drama’s plot unfolds in a series of episodes as 

well as how the characters respond or change as the plot moves toward a resolution. 
(6.RL.3) 

 
Craft and Structure 
4. Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including 

figurative and connotative meanings; analyze the impact of a specific word choice 
on meaning and tone. (6.RL.4)  

 
5. Analyze how a particular sentence, chapter, scene, or stanza fits into the overall 

structure of a text and contributes to the development of the theme, setting, or plot. 
(6.RL.5)  

 
6. Explain how an author develops the point of view of the narrator or speaker in a text. 

(6.RL.6) 
 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas  
7. Compare and contrast the experience of reading a story, drama, or poem to listening 

to or viewing an audio, video, or live version of the text, including contrasting what 
they "see" and "hear" when reading the text to what they perceive when they listen 
or watch. (6.RL.7) 

 
8.  (Not applicable to literature) (6.RL.8) 
 
9. Compare and contrast texts in different forms or genres (e.g., stories and poems; 

historical novels and fantasy stories) in terms of their approaches to similar themes 
and topics. (6.RL.9) 
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Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity 
10. By the end of the year, read and comprehend literature, including stories, dramas, 

and poems, in the grades 6–8 text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as 
needed at the high end of the range. (6.RL.10) 

 
Reading Standards for Informational Text:  Grade 6  
Key Ideas and Details 
1. Cite textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says explicitly as well as 
 inferences drawn from the text. (6.RI.1)  
 
2. Determine a central idea of a text and how it is conveyed through particular  details; 
 provide a summary of the text distinct from personal opinions or judgments. (6.RI.2)  
 
3. Analyze in detail how a key individual, event, or idea is introduced, illustrated, 
 and elaborated in a text (e.g., through examples or anecdotes). (6.RI.3) 
 
Craft and Structure 
4. Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in a text, including 
 figurative, connotative, and technical meanings. (6.RI.4) 
 
5. Analyze how a particular sentence, paragraph, chapter, or section fits into the 
 overall structure of a text and contributes to the development of the ideas. (6.RI.5) 
 
6. Determine an author’s point of view or purpose in a text and explain how it is 
 conveyed in the text. (6.RI.6) 
 
Integration of Knowledge and Ideas 
7. Integrate information presented in different media or formats (e.g., visually, 
 quantitatively) as well as in words to develop a coherent understanding of a topic 
 or issue. (6.RI.7)  
 
8. Trace and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a text, distinguishing  claims 
 that are supported by reasons and evidence from claims that are not. (6.RI.8) 
 
9. Compare and contrast one author’s presentation of events with that of another 
 (e.g., a memoir written by and a biography on the same person). (6.RI.9) 
 
Range of Reading and Level of Text Complexity 
10. By the end of the year, read and comprehend literary nonfiction in the grades 6–8 

text complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 
range. (6.RI.10) 
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a.  By the end of the year, read and comprehend informational and functional text, 
 including history/social studies, science, and technical texts, in the grades 6–8 text 
 complexity band proficiently, with scaffolding as needed at the high end of the 
 range. (AZ.6.RI.10)   

 
Note on range and content of student reading:  
To become college and career ready, students must grapple with works of exceptional 
craft and thought whose range extends across genres, cultures, and centuries. Such works 
offer profound insights into the human condition and serve as models for students’ own 
thinking and writing. Along with high-quality contemporary works, these texts should be 
chosen from among seminal U.S. documents, the classics of American literature, and the 
timeless dramas of Shakespeare. Through wide and deep reading of literature and literary 
nonfiction of steadily increasing sophistication, students gain a reservoir of literary and 
cultural knowledge, references, and images; the ability to evaluate intricate arguments; 
the capacity to surmount the challenges posed by complex texts; and the desire to read 
and comprehend independently and proficiently. 
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APPENDIX F 
COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS ANCHOR STANDARDS FOR ENGLISH 

LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING (GRADE 6) (ADE, 2012) 
 
Writing Standards: Grade 6 
Text Types and Purposes 
1. Write arguments to support claims with clear reasons and relevant evidence. 

a.  Introduce claim(s) and organize the reasons and evidence clearly. 
b.  Support claim(s) with clear reasons and relevant evidence, using credible sources 
 and demonstrating an understanding of the topic or text. 
c.  Use words, phrases, and clauses to clarify the relationships among claim(s) and 
 reasons. 
d.  Establish and maintain a formal style. 
e.  Provide a concluding statement or section that follows from the argument 
 presented. (6.W.1) 

 
2. Write informative/explanatory texts to examine a topic and convey ideas, concepts, 

and information through the selection, organization, and analysis of relevant content. 
a. Introduce a topic; organize ideas, concepts, and information, using strategies such 

as definition, classification, comparison/contrast, and cause/effect; include 
formatting (e.g., headings), graphics (e.g., charts, tables), and multimedia when 
useful to aiding comprehension. 

b. Develop the topic with relevant facts, definitions, concrete details, quotations, or 
other information and examples. 

c. Use appropriate transitions to clarify the relationships among ideas and concepts. 
d. Use precise language and domain-specific vocabulary to inform about or explain 

the topic. 
e. Establish and maintain a formal style. 
f. Provide a concluding statement or section that follows from the information or 

explanation presented. (6.W.2) 
 
3. Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 

technique, relevant descriptive details, and well-structured event sequences. 
a. Engage and orient the reader by establishing a context and introducing a narrator 

and/or characters; organize an event sequence that unfolds naturally and logically. 
b. Use narrative techniques, such as dialogue, pacing, and description, to develop 

experiences, events, and/or characters. 
c. Use a variety of transition words, phrases, and clauses to convey sequence and 

signal shifts from one time frame or setting to another. 
d. Use precise words and phrases, relevant descriptive details, and sensory language 

to convey experiences and events. 
e. Provide a conclusion that follows from the narrated experiences or events. 

(6.W.3) 
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Production and Distribution of Writing 
4. Produce clear and coherent writing in which the development, organization, and 

style are appropriate to task, purpose, and audience. (Grade-specific expectations for 
writing types are defined in standards 1–3 above. (6.W.4) 
a. Produce clear and coherent functional writing (e.g., formal letters, recipes, 

 experiments, notes/messages,  labels, timelines, graphs/tables, procedures,  
 invitations, envelopes, maps, captions) in which the development and  
 organization are appropriate to the task, purpose, and audience. (AZ.6.W.4) 
 
5.  With some guidance and support from peers and adults, develop and strengthen 

writing as needed by planning, revising, editing, rewriting, or trying a new approach. 
(Editing for conventions should demonstrate command of Language standards 1–3 
up to and including grade 6.) (6.W.5) 

 
6.  Use technology, including the Internet, to produce and publish writing as well as to 

interact and collaborate with others; demonstrate sufficient command of keyboarding 
skills to type a minimum of three pages in a single sitting. (6.W.6) 

 
Research to Build and Present Knowledge 
7.  Conduct short research projects to answer a question, drawing on several sources 
 and refocusing the inquiry when appropriate. (6.W.7) 
 
8. Gather relevant information from multiple print and digital sources; assess the 
 credibility of each source; and quote or paraphrase the data and conclusions of others 
 while avoiding plagiarism and providing basic bibliographic information for sources. 
 (6.W.8) 
 
9. Draw evidence from literary or informational texts to support analysis, reflection,  

and research. 
a. Apply grade 6 Reading standards to literature (e.g., "Compare and contrast texts 

in different forms or genres [e.g., stories and poems; historical novels and fantasy 
stories] in terms of their approaches to similar themes and topics"). 

 b.  Apply grade 6 Reading standards to literary nonfiction (e.g., "Trace and   
  evaluate the argument and specific claims in a text, distinguishing claims that are  
  supported by reasons and evidence from claims that are not"). (6.W.9) 
 
Range of Writing 
10.  Write routinely over extended time frames (time for research, reflection, and 
 revision) and shorter time frames (a single sitting or a day or two) for a range of 
 discipline-specific tasks, purposes, and audiences. (6.W.10) 
 
 
 
 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       332 
 

Note on range and content of student writing:  
For students writing is a key means of asserting and defending claims, showing what they 
know about a subject, and conveying what they have experienced, imagined, thought, and 
felt. To be college and career ready writers, students must take task, purpose, and 
audience into careful consideration, choosing words, information, structures, and formats 
deliberately. They need to know how to combine elements of different kinds of writing—
for example, to use narrative strategies within argument and explanation within 
narrative—to produce complex and nuanced writing. They need to be able to use 
technology strategically when creating, refining, and collaborating on writing. They have 
to become adept at gathering information, evaluating sources in a clear and cogent 
manner. They must have the flexibility, concentration, and fluency to produce high-
quality first-draft text under a tight deadline as well as the capacity to revisit and make 
improvements to a piece of writing over multiple drafts when circumstances encourage or 
require it.  
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APPENDIX G 
COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS ANCHOR STANDARDS FOR ENGLISH 

LANGUAGE ARTS SPEAKING/LISTENING (GRADE 6) (ADE, 2012) 
 
Speaking and Listening Standards: Grade 6 
Comprehension and Collaboration 
1. Engage effectively in a range of collaborative discussions (one-on-one, in groups, and 

teacher-led) with diverse partners on grade 6 topics, texts, and issues, building on 
others’ ideas and expressing their own clearly. 
a. Come to discussions prepared having read or studied required material; explicitly 

draw on that preparation by referring to evidence on the topic, text, or issue to 
probe and reflect on ideas under discussion. 

b. Follow rules for collegial discussions, set specific goals and deadlines, and define 
individual roles as needed.  

c. Pose and respond to specific questions with elaboration and detail by making 
comments that contribute to the topic, text, or issue under discussion. 

d. Review the key ideas expressed and demonstrate understanding of multiple 
perspectives through reflection and paraphrasing. (6.SL.1) 

 
2. Interpret information presented in diverse media and formats (e.g., visually, 
 quantitatively, and orally) and explain how it contributes to a topic, text, or issue 
 under study. (6.SL.2) 
 
3. Delineate a speaker’s argument and specific claims, distinguishing claims that are 
 supported by reasons and evidence from claims that are not. (6.SL.3) 
 
Presentation of Knowledge and Ideas 
4. Present claims and findings, sequencing ideas logically and using pertinent 
 descriptions, facts, and details to accentuate main ideas or themes; use appropriate 
 eye contact, adequate volume, and clear pronunciation. (6.SL.4) 
 
5. Include multimedia components (e.g., graphics, images, music, and sound) and 
 visual displays in presentations to clarify information. (6.SL.5)  
 
6.  Adapt speech to a variety of contexts and tasks, demonstrating command of formal 
 English when indicated or appropriate. (See grade 6 Language standards 1 and 3 for 
 specific expectations). (6.SL.6) 
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Note on range and content of student speaking and listening:  
To become college and career ready, students must have ample opportunities to take part 
in a variety of rich, structured conversations—as part of a whole class, in small groups, 
and with a partner—built around important content in various domains. They must be 
able to contribute appropriately to these conversations, to make comparisons and 
contrasts, and to analyze and synthesize a multitude of ideas in accordance with the 
standards of evidence appropriate to a particular discipline. Whatever their intended 
major or profession, high school graduates will depend heavily on their ability to listen 
attentively to others so that they are able to build on others’ meritorious ideas while 
expressing their own clearly and persuasively.  
 
New technologies have broadened and expanded the role that speaking and listening play 
in acquiring and sharing knowledge and have tightened their link to other forms of 
communication. The Internet has accelerated the speed at which connections between 
speaking, listening, reading, and writing can be made, requiring that students be ready to 
use these modalities nearly simultaneously. Technology itself is changing quickly, 
creating a new urgency for students to be adaptable in response to change.  
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APPENDIX H 
COLLEGE AND CAREER READINESS ANCHOR STANDARDS FOR ENGLISH 

LANGUAGE ARTS LANGUAGE (GRADE 6) (ADE, 2012) 
 
Language (Grammar) Standards: Grade 6 
Conventions of Standard English 
1. Demonstrate command of the conventions of Standard English grammar and usage 

when writing or speaking. 
a. Ensure that pronouns are in the proper case (subjective, objective, and 

possessive). 
b. Use intensive pronouns (e.g., myself, ourselves). 
c. Recognize and correct inappropriate shifts in pronoun number and person. 
d. Recognize and correct vague pronouns (i.e., ones with unclear or ambiguous 

antecedents). 
e. Recognize variations from Standard English in their own and others’ writing and 

speaking, and identify and use strategies to improve expression in conventional 
language. (6.L.1) 

 
Knowledge of Language 
2. Demonstrate command of the conventions of Standard English capitalization, 

punctuation, and spelling when writing. 
a. Use punctuation (commas, parentheses, dashes) to set off 

nonrestrictive/parenthetical elements. 
b. Spell correctly. (6.L.2) 

 
3. Use knowledge of language and its conventions when writing, speaking, reading, or 

listening. 
a. Vary sentence patterns for meaning, reader/listener interest, and style. 
b. Maintain consistency in style and tone. (6.L.3) 

 
Vocabulary Acquisition and Use 
4. Determine or clarify the meaning of unknown and multiple-meaning words and 

phrases based on grade 6 reading and content, choosing flexibly from a range of 
strategies. 
a. Use context (e.g., the overall meaning of a sentence or paragraph; a word’s 

position or function in a sentence) as a clue to the meaning of a word or phrase. 
b. Use common, grade-appropriate Greek or Latin affixes and roots as clues to the 

meaning of a word (e.g., audience, auditory, audible). 
c. Consult reference materials (e.g., dictionaries, glossaries, thesauruses), both print 

and digital, to find the pronunciation of a word or determine or clarify its precise 
meaning or its part of speech. 

d. Verify the preliminary determination of the meaning of a word or phrase (e.g., by 
checking the inferred meaning in context or in a dictionary). (6.L.4) 
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5.  Demonstrate understanding of figurative language, word relationships, and nuances 
 in word meanings. 

a. Interpret figures of speech (e.g., personification) in context. 
b. Use the relationship between particular words (e.g., cause/effect, part/whole, 

item/category) to better understand each of the words. 
c. Distinguish among the connotations (associations) of words with similar 

denotations (definitions) (e.g., stingy, scrimping, economical, thrifty). (6.L.5) 
 
6. Acquire and use accurately grade-appropriate general academic and domain-specific 
 words and phrases; gather vocabulary knowledge when considering a word or phrase 
 important to comprehension or expression. (6.L.6) 
 
Note on range and content of student language use:  
To become college and career ready in language, students must have firm control over 
the conventions of standard English. At the same time, they must come to appreciate that 
language is at least as much a matter of craft as of rules and be able to choose words, 
syntax, and punctuation to express themselves and achieve particular functions and 
rhetorical effects. They must also have extensive vocabularies, built through reading and 
study, enabling them to comprehend complex texts and engage in purposeful writing 
about and conversations around content. They need to become skilled in determining or 
clarifying the meaning of words and phrases they encounter, choosing flexibly from an 
array of strategies to aid them. They must learn to see an individual word as part of a 
network of other words—words, for example, that have similar denotations but different 
connotations. The inclusion of Language standards in their own strand should not be 
taken as an indication that skills related to conventions, effective language use, and 
vocabulary are unimportant to reading, writing, speaking, and listening; indeed, they are 
inseparable from such contexts.  
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APPENDIX I 
PARENT CONSENT FORM 

 
10/19/12 
 
Dear Parent: 
 
Allow me to introduce myself. My name is Joan Molera. I am a doctoral candidate at the 
University of Arizona in a program called Educational Policy Studies and Practice. I am 
currently beginning my dissertation, which is a published research project. I am writing 
to seek permission for your child to participate in my research project. 
 
I have been a member of the [De Anza] community for over 25 years and have an interest 
in what and how children learn. Additionally, I am interested in principal leadership in a 
border context. Presently I am studying taught and received Language Arts curricula in a 
border context. In other words, I am looking at what children learn at school and how that 
matches or contrasts with what is learned at home and valued in the community. It is not 
a controversial subject. Rather, it is a topic intended to bridge the dimensions of school 
and community.  
 
I will be interviewing six principals from two school districts on this topic. Additionally, 
I would like to hear the voices of children in grades 5-8. After seeking parent permission 
to participate, my plan is to acquaint myself with the children. I will then proctor a 
writing prompt that suggests a 1-2 page response written in English, Spanish, or a 
combination of the two languages. Your child should be able to complete this activity in 
one hour. Because the prompt models the type of writing that the teacher, school, district, 
and state expect, this activity will support the curriculum already in place. 
 
Once the responses are completed, your child’s teacher may make a copy for classroom 
use. However, I will ask your child’s teacher to immediately cross off the names of the 
original responses to be used in my study. In doing so the writing is what researchers call 
confidential and non-identifiable. So at no time will your child’s name be associated with 
words written on a page. I will not grade or return the original writing prompts. It is 
highly unlikely that harm will come to your child from participation in this study. It is my 
understanding that children typically enjoy writing about their home and school 
experiences. They may even benefit from discussing their responses in a follow-up 
activity in the classroom. However, if he/she feels any discomfort in responding to the 
writing prompt, participation can be stopped at any time without penalty. Participation is 
completely voluntary and unpaid.  
 
I have received permission to conduct my study from your district’s superintendent, 
school’s principal, and child’s teacher.  Furthermore, an Institutional Review Board 
responsible for Human Subjects’ research at The University of Arizona reviewed this 
research project and found it to be acceptable, according to applicable state and federal 



Running head: CULTURE, CURRICULUM, AND LEADERSHIP                                                                       338 
 

regulations and University policies designed to protect the rights and welfare of 
participants in research. For questions, concerns, or complaints about the study, you may 
contact Joan Molera at (520) 377-2646 or Dr. Rose Ylimaki, at (520) 626-6005. As well 
you can refer to the IRB website at: http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu.irb .  You may also 
contact the director, Dr. Sheryl Wurl, at 520-626-6721 or swurl@email.arizona.edu  .     
 
I trust this letter has provided you with the necessary details to make an informed 
decision about your child’s participation in my study on taught and received language 
arts curricula in a border context. I ask that you sign below and have your child return to 
his / her teacher this week. A copy of this Consent Form will be sent home with your 
child and retained by me as well. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Joan Molera 
Doctoral Candidate 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu.irb/
mailto:swurl@email.arizona.edu
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Sign this: 

Yes, I give permission for my son/daughter ____________________________________ 

       (child’s name) 

to respond to a writing prompt on what is learned in school and valued at home. I 

understand his/her name will be blackened out so responses are non-identifiable in the 

research study conducted by Joan Molera, doctoral candidate.   

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Parent’s Signature     Date 

 

Or sign this: 

No, I do not give permission for my son/daughter _______________________________ 

       (child’s name) 

to respond to a writing prompt on what is learned in school and valued at home. I 

understand his/her name will be blackened out so responses are non-identifiable in the 

research study conducted by Joan Molera, doctoral candidate.   

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Parent’s Signature     Date 
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10/19/12 
 
Estimados padres o tutores: 
 
Primeramente quisiera presentarme a ustedes. Mi nombre es Joan Molera y soy 
estudiante en el programa de Doctorado del Estudio de Pólizas y Prácticas Educativas en 
la Universidad de Arizona. Al presente estoy en la parte final del programa que incluye 
mi proyecto de estudios que será publicado. El motivo de esta carta es para obtener su 
permiso para que su hijo/a participe en este estudio.  
 
He sido miembro de la comunidad  y escuelas de [De Anza] por 25 años y siempre he 
tenido un interés en como es el aprendizaje de nuestros estudiantes.  También estoy muy 
interesada en el liderazgo de los directores en escuelas fronterizas.  Al presente, estudio el 
aprendizaje del curriculum de Lectura, Escritura y Gramática en escuelas en la frontera; 
en otras palabras, estudio lo que aprenden los alumnos en la escuela y cuanto aprenden, y 
las diferencias que hay con lo que aprenden en casa y valorado en la comunidad.  No es 
un estudio controversial, si no un tema que tiene la intención de acercar y coordinar los 
esfuerzos de las escuelas y la comunidad. 
 
Para este programa, entrevistaré a 6 directores de dos diferentes distritos escolares sobre 
este tema.  Adicionalmente quisiera entrevistar aproximadamente 125 estudiantes de 
quinto a octavo grado.  Después de obtener el permiso de los padres, quisiera platicar con 
ellos para llegar a conocerlos. El siguiente paso es darles un asesoramiento por escrito,  
donde ellos desarrollaran un tema en  una o dos páginas en Inglés, Español o una 
combinación de ambos.  Su hijo/a probablemente termine esta actividad en menos de una 
hora.  Como esta actividad usa el tipo de modelos que sus escuelas y distritos ya tienen en 
existencia, se espera que esto les ayude, apoyando el curriculum existente. 
 
Al  terminar su escrito, los maestros de sus hijos pueden hacer una copia para usar en 
clase. Sin embargo, le pediré a los maestros que inmediatamente cubran el nombre del 
estudiante en las respuestas originales usadas en mi estudio; de esta manera tendremos lo 
que en los estudios se conoce como un proceso “confidencial  y no identificable”.  Así les 
aseguramos a los padres que el nombre de su alumno no será mencionado en el escrito o 
el estudio y estarán conformes que no puede existir ninguna posibilidad negativa para 
ellos. Yo no calificaré o regresaré los escritos originales Estoy consciente que los 
estudiantes típicamente disfrutan escribir sobre sus experiencias en casa o en la escuela y 
hasta podrían beneficiarse discutiendo estos escritos  en actividades que se llevarán a 
cabo en sus salones.  Les aseguramos también que si los estudiantes no se sienten 
conformes en escribir para esta actividad, tendrán la opción de parar sin recibir ningún 
castigo o pena. La participación es completamente voluntaria y sin recibir recompensa.. 
 
He obtenido el permiso de los superintendentes, directores y maestros de sus hijos/as para 
conducir mi estudio ; adicionalmente el comité institucional de los estudios en la 
Universidad de Arizona, que es el responsable  por el proceso de usar estudiantes en 
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dicho estudio, ha revisado este proyecto y lo ha aprobado, de acuerdo a los reglamentos 
estatales y federales que aplican en estos casos, con el fin de proteger los derechos y 
seguridad de los participantes del estudio. Si tiene preguntas, pendientes o quejas sobre el 
proceso, favor de comunicarse conmigo, Joan Molera al (520) 377-2646 o con la Dra. 
Rose Ylimaki al (520) 626-6005. Además, si gustan pueden visitar el sitio de información 
al  : http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu.irb .  Pueden también ponerse en contacto con la directora, 
Dra. Sheryl Wurl, al 520-626-6721 o correo electrónico: swurl@email.arizona.edu  .     
 
Espero que esta carta les haya dado suficiente información sobre la participación de sus 
hijos en mi estudio sobre la enseñanza y el aprendizaje de las clases de Lenguaje en una 
comunidad fronteriza. Les pido de favor que firmen esta forma y que sus estudiantes la 
regresen a sus maestros/as esta semana. Una copia de la forma firmada, yo  se las  
mandaré a sus casas también.  
 
Gracias por su consideración. 
 
Atentamente, 
 
 
 
Joan Molera 
Candidata al Doctorado 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://orcr.vpr.arizona.edu.irb/
mailto:swurl@email.arizona.edu
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Favor de firmar: 

Si, Doy permiso a mi hijo/a: ________________________________________________ 

       (nombre del estudiante) 

Para participar en un escrito sobre lo que aprende en la escuela y es valorado en casa. 

Entiendo que su nombre sera removido para que las respuestas sean “no-identificables” 

en el estudio conducido por Joan Molera, candidata al Doctorado de La Universidad de 

Arizona 

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Firma del padre o tutor    Fecha 

 

 

 

O firmar esto: 

No, no doy mi permiso a mi hijo/a  ___________________________________________ 

       (nombre del estudiante) 

Para participar en un escrito sobre lo que aprende en la escuela y es valorado en casa. 

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

Firma del padre o tutor    Fecha 
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APPENDIX J 
WRITING PROMPT 

 
Students: please respond to one of the four writing prompts identified below. You choose 
the prompt that suits you best. Remember to have a beginning, middle and end to your 
letter or essay. Your response will be considered on the following traits; however, content 
is the most important: 
 
 Content (what you write about) 

 
 Organization (how you separate your ideas) 

 
 Word choice (the precise and descriptive words you use) 

 
 Sentence fluency (the complexity and variety of the sentences) 

 
 Voice (the overall personality reflected in the writing) 

 
 Conventions (grammar, punctuation, capitalization) 

 
 
Remember to choose only one of these four options: 
 
1. Sometimes we learn things at home as well as at school. In an essay or letter written to 
your teacher, describe three or more skills that you have learned at home. Be specific 
about who taught you, what the skills are, and how they might be useful in school or 
everyday life.    
 
2. Storytelling can be a fun activity.  It is also a way for your parents and grandparents to 
teach you something from their past. Write an essay or letter to your parents or 
grandparents, retelling a story they told you. Try to describe the details vividly.  
 
3. Consider the lessons you learn in school that involve reading, writing, and speaking. In 
an essay or letter written to your younger sister (named Cristina), who soon will be 
entering your grade level, describe your favorite and least favorite reading, writing, and 
speaking activities you do at school. You might also tell her why these are your favorite 
and least favorite activities. 
 
4. People live in all different areas of the world. And these countries, states, and cities are 
all special in their own ways. You live in a community that borders Mexico. Write a 
friendly letter to a student your age from China (named Yin) that describes what it means 
to live and attend school in a border community such as yours. You might consider 
describing the people, culture, and schools.   
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APENDICE J 
INSTRUMENTO DE CAPTURA DE DATOS  

 
Estudiantes: Favor de responder a una de las  cuatro opciones indicadas en la parte de 
abajo. Escoger el que se les haga el mejor.  Recuerden que su carta o ensayo debe tener 
un comienzo, una parte media y un final. Su escritura será calificada considerando los 
siguientes datos, pero recuerden que lo más importante es su contenido. 
 
 Contenido (el tema del que escriban) 

 
 Organización (como separan sus ideas) 

 
 Uso de palabras (las palabras precisas que usen para describir ) 

 
 Fluidez de oraciones (la variedad y complexión de las oraciones) 

 
 Voz (la personalidad reflejada en la escritura) 

 
 Convenciones (gramática, capitalización y puntuación) 

 
Recuerda de escoger solamente una de las siguientes cuatro opciones: 
 
1. En veces aprendemos algo tanto en casa como en la escuela. En una carta o un ensayo 
escrita a tu maestro/a, describe tres o más destrezas o habilidades que has aprendido en 
casa. Indica precisamente quién te enseñó, que es lo que aprendiste a hacer y como te 
puede ayudar esto en tus estudios o en tu vida cotidiana. 
 
2. Contar una historia o cuento es muy divertido; también es una manera en que tus 
padres o abuelos te enseñen algo de su pasado. Escribe una carta o un ensayo a tus padres 
o abuelos, contándoles un cuento que ellos ya te han dicho. Incluye detalles importantes o 
interesantes. 
 
3. Considera las lecciones que has aprendido en la escuela en cuanto a lectura, escritura o 
el habla. En un ensayo o carta escrita a tu hermana menor (llamada Cristina), que 
comenzará el mismo año que cursas hoy, relata tus actividades favoritas o que no te 
gustaron en cuanto a la lectura, la escritura y hablar. Explícale por que te gustaron o no te 
gustaron estas actividades. 
 
4. La gente vive en diferentes partes del mundo. Cada uno de estos países, estados o 
ciudades son especiales en su propia manera. Tú vives en una comunidad fronteriza con 
México. Escribe una carta amistosa a un estudiante de tu edad que vive en China 
(llamado Yin) describe para él lo que es vivir y asistir a una escuela situada en una 
comunidad fronteriza como la tuya. Describe la gente, la cultura y las escuelas.  
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APPENDIX K 
 PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION PROTOCOL 

 
Date/Time:     Location:                                                          
 
Lesson/Event/Activity:    Length of Observation: 
 
 
Title: Intended and received language arts curricula in a standardized era: Misalignments and negotiations 
in border community schools 
 
 
Research Questions: 
(1) How might cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, and habitus exhibited by children be described n 
border communities? 
 
(2) How might current realities of intended and received language arts curricula be described in border 
community schools? 
 
(3) How, if at all, do curriculum leaders negotiate border community priorities (i.e., cultural capital, Funds 
of Knowledge, habitus) with curricular priorities (e.g., intended/received language arts curricula) in border 
community schools?  
 
 
Physical Setting (where the observation took place): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intended Curricula: 
written/rhetorical (guides, pacing calendars, lesson plans)  
 aligned (horizontal, vertical) 
 spiraled (revisiting ideas repeatedly) 
 purposeful (arrangement of parts & details, organized w/ deliberate intention for achieving kinds of learning desired) 
 
 
taught (what and how) 
 
 
tested (what and how) 
 
 
supported (what and how) 
 
 
 
 
Received Curricula: 
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perceptions of taught curricula 
 hidden(veiled, indirect, covert lessons, structures, norms, values, attitudes, beliefs, behaviors) 
 
 
 
 null (omitted content) 
 
 
 
 societal forces (timeless, timely, 21st Century, equitable, democratic) 
 
 
 
Funds of Knowledge(agriculture, mining, economics, household management, communications, collaboration)   
 deficit view 
 
 
 
 resource view 
 
Cultural capital(knowledge, skills, abilities, and contacts possessed by a particular group or community) 
 aspirational 
 
 
 
 familial 
 
 
 
 linguistic 
 
 
 

Actors  (who was observed) 

 

 

 

 
Events (what the actors were observed or interviewed doing) 
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Processes/Dimensions prior to Enacting Language Arts Curricula  
(evolving nature of events taken by actors w/setting): 
 
Institutional (recruitment, depth, tracking, partnerships) 
 
 Reading:         
 
 Writing: 
 
 Speaking: 
 
Instructional (engaged, SIOP, integrated, differentiated, child-centered, rigorous, abstract, culturally responsive) 
 
 Reading:         
 
 Writing: 
 
 Speaking: 
 
Personal (values, beliefs, biases) 
 
 Reading:         
 
 Writing: 
 
 Speaking: 
 
The Activity/Lesson Enacted 
taught (what and how) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
tested (what and how) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supported (what and how) 
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The Activity/Lesson: Received Language Arts Curricula (look for misalignments between intended and 
received (both intentional and unintentional) 
 
perceptions of taught curricula 
 hidden (veiled, indirect, covert lessons, structures, norms, values, attitudes, beliefs, behaviors) 
 
 
 
 null (omitted content) 
 
 
 
 societal forces (timeless, timely, 21st Century, equitable, democratic) 
 
 
 
Funds of Knowledge(agriculture, mining, economics, household management, communications, collaboration)   
 deficit view 
 
 
 
 resource view 
 
 
Cultural capital(knowledge, skills, abilities, and contacts possessed by a particular group or community) 
 aspirational 
 
 
 
 familial 
 
 
 
 linguistic 
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APPENDIX L 
PRINCIPAL INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

 
Interviewer: Joan Molera     Date / Time: 
Interviewee:        Interviewee Pseudonym: 
 
School Employed at:        School Pseudonym:  
 
# of years living in De Anza/Other:    Enrollment:  
 
# of years as Principal/Administrator:    School Grade in 2012:  
 
# of years as Teacher/Other:     Free & Reduced:  
 
Actual Years of Service:  
 
Interviewee’s Current Age:     Length of Interview: 
 
My Quick Observations: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Title: 
Intended and received language arts curricula in a standardized era: Misalignments and 
negotiations in border community schools 
 
Research Questions: 
1) How might cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, and habitus exhibited by children be 
described in border communities? 
 
(2) How might current realities of intended and received language arts curricula be 
described in border community schools? 
 
(3) How, if at all, do curriculum leaders negotiate border community priorities (i.e.., 
cultural capital, Funds of Knowledge, habitus) with curricular priorities (e.g., 
intended/received language arts curricula) in border community schools?  
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1. For the first part of this interview, I am interested in asking you about the 
community of [De Anza/Covarrubias] and the people who reside here.  
(a) Describe the community and people of [De Anza/Covarrubias].  
 
(b) What are the goals parents have of their children in this community? 
 
(c) What language is valued at home and at school? Explain.  
 
(d) Describe family and community traditions inherent in this border community. 
 
(e) How are those traditions played out in our schools?   
 
(f) Do your descriptions of goals, language, and family traditions differ from regions of 
the United States that do not border Mexico? Explain.  
 
(g) Describe the advantages and disadvantages for children living in a border community.   
 
(h) I am asking students to describe what it means to live and attend school in a border 
community such as De Anza/Covarrubias. I have the same question for you: describe 
what it means to live in this border community and lead a school in that same context.  
 
(i) You have used the words border and culture in your responses. Define these terms.  
 
 
2. Now that you have described the [De Anza/Covarrubias] community, I’d like to 
shift our focus to your school, particularly in regards to Language Arts curricula at 
the ____ grade level.  
(a) Describe the reading curricula at your school.  
 
(b) Describe the writing curricula at your school. 
 
(c) Describe the speaking curricula at your school  
 
(d) How is the reading, writing, and speaking curricula planned, developed, and 
implemented? 
 
(e) What might be your students’ favorite lessons in reading, writing, and speaking?  
 
(f) What might be your students’ least favorite lessons in reading, writing, and speaking? 
 
(g) Describe a typical day for a _____grade student at your school.  
 
(h) How, if at all, are student interests, cultural background, and community skills, 
language, and family considered in Language Arts curricula? 
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(i) Describe the formative and summative assessments in place at your school for 
language arts.  
 
(j) How much time and costs are devoted to these tests and for what purposes? (Probe for 
what they measure and what they do not measure).  
 
(k) Is there anything left out of language arts curricula that ought to be taught? Explain  
 
(l) (If yes): What may be the results of such omissions for children in border contexts? 

 
3. Now I would like to address curriculum leadership, particularly focusing on 
language arts at the ____ grade level.  
(a) Describe how you lead the language arts curricular program at your school. (Probe for 
things, processes, and people).  
 
(b) Describe any barriers or obstacles that you have experienced as the principal of a 
border community school in relation to leading the language arts curricula program.  
 
(c) How do you (or might you) infuse border culture, language strengths, family, or skills 
learned at home in the Language Arts curricular program? 
 
(d) Tell a success story that relates to the language arts course of study that you lead.  
 
(e) Describe personal qualities you possess that assist you in leading meaningful language 
arts curricula in your school. 
 
(f) Do these qualities differ from those a principal might possess in regions of the  United 
States that do not border Mexico? Explain.  
 
(g) Describe the perfect language arts curricula. 
 
(h) What is preventing you from facilitating the curricula you described? 
 
(i) Are the current language arts curricula and assessments good for students? Explain.  
 
4. I asked you about the border community, language arts curricula, and your role 
in leading those curricula. Is there anything else you might like to add on these 
topics? 
Thank you for participating in my research. How might I reach you for follow-up 
inquiries?  
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