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ABSTRACT

TEACHING AT HISPANIC-SERVING INSTITUTIONS:
A STUDY OF FACULTY TEACHING PRACTICES AND THE
ORGANIZATIONAL CONTEXTS THAT SUPPORT THEM

Marisol Jimenez

The purpose of this was study was to explore the use of two teaching practices
(cognitively responsive subject matter and culturally responsive teaching) at HispanicServing Institutions in the United States. The conceptual frameworks for this study were
the Multi-Contextual Model of Diverse Learning Environments (MMDLE) (Hurtado et
al., 2015), Blackwell and Lawrence’s (1995) framework on faculty work, and Neumann’s
(2014) framework on cognitively responsive teaching practices and culturally responsive
teaching (Ladson-Billings, 1994). Data for this study were culled from responses of fulltime faculty to the University of California-Los Angeles Higher Education Research
Institute’s 2013 faculty survey, a national, multi-institutional survey of faculty.
Using ANOVAs and hierarchical linear models (HLM), the study estimated the
effect of individual- and organizational-level variables on subject matter and culturally
responsive teaching. The results of HLM models showed that women faculty, faculty

who have won an award for their teaching, and those who believe all students can excel
have higher culturally responsive teaching scores. In contrast, faculty who believe it is up
to individual students to succeed, and those who teach a hard discipline as characterized
by Biglan’s (1973) typology of disciplines, have lower culturally responsive teaching
scores. Of the organizational-level predictors used in HLM models, the selectivity of an
institution was negatively associated with culturally responsive teaching, as was the
percentage of Latinx students enrolled. For subject matter teaching, women faculty,
tenure-track faculty, faculty who believe all students can excel, and those who spend
additional time weekly preparing to teach have higher subject matter teaching scores.
Faculty who teach a hard discipline, as characterized by Biglan’s (1973) typology of
disciplines, and those who believe it is up to individual students to succeed have lower
subject matter teaching scores. Of the organizational-level predictors, the percent of
Latinx students enrolled in an institution had a negative association with subject matter
teaching practices.
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

Of the number of Latinx students who attend college in the United States, over
60% (or 18% of the total U.S. college-enrolled population) will attend 2- and 4-year
colleges classified by the federal government as Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs)
(Calderón Galdeano & Santiago, 2015; Excelencia in Education, 2017; Hispanic
Association of Colleges and Universities, 2017; Núñez & Elizondo, 2012). HSIs are a
type of minority-serving institution that account for 14% of U.S. colleges and universities
(Excelencia in Education, 2017).1 These figures indicate that raising the Latinx degree
attainment at these institutions would contribute to the national policy goal of raising the
nation’s overall baccalaureate attainment rate (Kelly, Schneider, & Carey, 2010; Núñez,
2015). Because the Latinx population is expected to grow at a higher rate than that of
other racial and ethnic groups in the United States (Brown & Lopez, 2013) and because
of the high number of Latinx students who attend HSIs, bridging the Latinx achievement
gap calls for focused effort on raising the baccalaureate attainment rate of Latinx students
at HSIs.2

1

The U.S. Department of Education (n.d.) acknowledges there are no statutory or regulatory
definitions of minority-serving institutions; however, section § 365(3) of the Higher Education Act defined
minority-serving institutions as institutions that serve a significant number of minority students.
2
Brown and Lopez (2012) used the term Latino while I use Latinx as a gender-neutral term
instead of Latino/a.

2
Research on student retention and persistence has identified a critical factor for
improving Latinx student achievement: understanding the relationship between faculty
practices and student retention and persistence. For example, Umbach and Wawrzynski
(2005) studied the relationship between faculty practices and student engagement at
varying types of institutions because both are theorized to impact retention and
persistence (Astin, 1984, 1985, 1993; Goodsell, Maher, Tinto, Leigh, & Macgregor,
1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pike, 1993). Their study on the relationship between
faculty teaching practices and student persistence and engagement found a positive
correlation between these three, facilitated through in-class interactions with faculty
(Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). They concluded that “faculty members may play the
single most important role in student learning” (p. 176). However, while isolated studies
have addressed teaching at an HSI, such as those studies examining the challenges of
faculty teaching political science in Texas (Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008) and faculty
perceptions and beliefs at HSIs (Hubbard & Stage, 2009), more needs to be known about
whether and how the context of teaching at an HSI influences faculty members’ teaching
practices and how organizational context influences teaching practices. That is, we need
to determine how faculty respond to the HSI organizational context in their teaching
practices to assess the relationship between their practices and Latinx student persistence
at HSIs.
Teaching Practices
Education scholars hold different perspectives about what teaching is. Some have
argued that three aspects characterize teaching: understanding subject matter, managing
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learning, and building relationships with learners (Entwistle & Walker, 2000).
Understanding subject matter entails knowing a subject’s critical concepts as well as how
students may experience learning the subject. Knowing what one teaches is critical to
managing learning, or orchestrating experiences or encounters with a subject to facilitate
students’ learning. This perspective is shared by other scholars of education who have
argued that subject matter knowledge facilitates pedagogical knowledge—knowledge of
how to teach, and also serves as the basis for pedagogical content knowledge—
knowledge of how to teach a particular subject matter (Shulman, 1986). That is, a teacher
has a subject to teach, but this subject is taught in the context of what teachers know
about what it means to learn and facilitate learning as well as how their students may
respond to the subject and approaches to teaching. Knowing how students will respond to
a subject is dependent on a teacher’s knowledge of students and their experiences.
Other scholars of teaching have suggested that teaching practices are key to
understanding teaching; teaching practices are defined as both faculty teaching skills and
methods of teaching (Braxton, 2006). Teaching skills can be acquired and refer to a
faculty member’s subject matter knowledge and ability to explain course concepts, to
manage time effectively and distill key ideas (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Methods of
teaching refer to the orchestration of experiences and activities to help students engage
with course content; this can include using active learning strategies and asking questions
that require students to engage the skills of analysis and evaluation (Braxton, 2006).
Teaching practices can facilitate students’ sense of connection to peers, their institution,
and their academic and social integration, which, in turn, increases the likelihood of their
persistence and academic success (Astin, 1993; Braxton, Bray, & Berger, 2004; Umbach
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& Wawrzynski, 2005). Researchers have also averred that the way faculty conceive of
their teaching bears on their teaching practices and their students’ ability to achieve
(Entwistle & Walker, 2000). Those researchers who have analyzed the organizational
processes and teaching practices at HSIs with higher than expected numbers of Latinx
graduates have proposed that institutions that wish to address the problem of unequal
outcomes for Latinx students need to know more about the teaching practices known to
foster Latinx students’ academic success (Dowd & Bensimon, 2015; Hurtado & Ruiz
Alvarado, 2015; Malcom-Piqueux & Bensimon, 2015). However, teaching practices do
not unfold in a vacuum. They do so in the scope of an individual’s career, which itself
unfolds in a particular organizational context.
Organizational context for teaching has been defined in various ways, particularly
in terms of the personal, organizational, and political (Menges, 2000).3 Others have
defined it as the organizational culture, or the norms, values, and practices that help
faculty understand expectations for their role (Austin, 1990). Faculty are thought to be
affected by four cultures in particular: the culture of the academy, their profession, their
discipline, and their institution (Austin, 1990; Becher, 1987; Schuster & Finkelstein,
2006). Faculty enter an institution having been socialized to the values of the academy
and their profession in graduate school. Once they assume a faculty role, the culture of
their profession is transmitted and maintained through the departmental and
organizational contexts (Umbach, 2007). Departmental context can shape faculty work
through such mechanisms as teaching load, which suggests the value the department
3

The personal context may include a faculty’s personal characteristics, such as tenure status or
rank. Austin (1990) suggested faculty rank can be internalized in such a way that younger faculty may
sense there is a greater expectation for them to focus on research and publishing their work than on
teaching.
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places on teaching, and through the influences of peers and their values. The culture
around teaching and the institution’s type (whether it is research-focused versus a liberal
arts institution) can also influence teaching. For the purposes of this study, by
organizational context, I mean the organization’s expectations and supports provided to
faculty in carrying out their teaching role through faculty development and reward
structures for teaching; the climate for diversity; and the climate around teaching,
particularly the climate created about what it means to teach diverse students. We need to
understand why and how some organizational contexts create conditions for good
teaching of underrepresented students that, in turn, facilitate student success.
Hispanic-Serving Institutions as an Organizational Context
HSIs gain their designation by meeting the federal requirement of having a
student population that is at least 25% Latinx (Benitez & DeAro, 2004; Flores, Horn, &
Crisp, 2006; Laden, 2004; Núñez & Elizondo, 2012).4 Originally receiving their federal
designation in 1992 with the reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, the growth of
HSIs since then has been substantial but concentrated in certain parts of the United States
(Excelencia in Education, 2017; Laden, 2001). Of the approximately 435 HSIs, 2- and
4-year public or private not-for-profit institutions with varying missions (some are
community colleges, liberal arts colleges, or large public institutions, for example), the
majority are clustered in Puerto Rico, California, and Texas (Hispanic Association of

4

The increasing growth of Latinxs in the United States has led to the identification of institutions
that are now characterized as “emerging HSIs,” or institutions in which the Latinx population is between
15% and 25% of enrollment (Núñez, 2015), but are yet to be recognized by the federal government as
HSIs.
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Colleges and Universities, 2017).5 As a type of Minority-Serving Institution (MSI), they
are eligible to receive federal funding through competitive applications for Title V: the
Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions Program, which supports the design of
programs and services to serve Latinx students (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).
Because of their designation and the federal funding available to them, these
institutions are believed to have adopted a mission to serve Latinx students. Yet, given
that their designation is enrollment-driven and student composition can change from year
to year (Contreras, Malcom, & Bensimon, 2008), some higher education scholars have
pointed to the difficulty of studying these “invented institutions” (Núñez, 2015; Santiago,
2006), while others have charged that they possess a variable identity—rather than being
Hispanic-serving, they are Hispanic-enrolling (Garcia, 2013a, 2013b). Researchers who
take the latter stance have contended that compositional diversity or an increase in the
number of Latinx students is not enough to ensure these institutions will address the
needs of Latinx students (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2015; Núñez, 2015). Thus, as a
group of institutions, they have not been found to possess a unique or singular character
or mission. Yet, despite their differences across a range of measures (size, selectivity,
type of control, for example), HSIs are frequently comparable, if not higher-performing,
in terms of Latinx student persistence and graduation. Research has recently shown that
students attending an HSI full-time exceed the federal graduation rates across different

5

Given the broad range of differences in institutional missions of HSIs, scholars of higher
education have created a typology of HSIs using cluster analysis and have identified six categories based
on type, geographic location, and control: urban enclave community college (37%); big systems 4-years
(21%); Puerto Rican institutions (19%); rural dispersed community colleges (13%); small communities4 years (9%); and health sciences schools (2%; Núñez, Crisp, & Elizondo, 2016).
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types of institutions (2-year, public, 4-year private, and 4-year public; Garcia & Taylor,
2017).6 However, this effect occurs only for full-time students.
Presentation of the Problem
In the next decade, Latinxs will comprise half of the college-age population in the
United States (Bowen, Chingos, & McPherson, 2009). Approximately 77% of Latinx
students complete high school, yet only 39% go on to pursue postsecondary education
(Liu & Liu, 2012). Latinx students have the lowest college completion rate of any
racial/ethnic group in the United States (Benítez & DeAro, 2004; Museus, Nichols, &
Lambert, 2008; Nora & Crisp, 2012; Nuñez & Elizondo, 2012; Nuñez, MurakamiRamalho, & Cuero, 2010). Only 15% of Latinxs have at least a bachelor’s degree, and an
even smaller number, 4.6%, hold an advanced degree (Hispanic Association of Colleges
and Universities, 2017; Krogstad, 2016).7 In contrast, bachelor’s degree attainment rates
are approximately 63% for Asians, 41% for Whites, and 22% for Blacks (Krogstad,
2016). As noted previously, over 60% of Latinx students who attend college do so at a
Hispanic-Serving Institution (Excelencia in Education, 2017). Given these statistics,
understanding more about the educational experience HSIs offer these students is critical
because it may shed light on how to increase their graduation rate. More specifically, to
decipher why Latinx students at institutions where they comprise a higher than average
number still underperform (Rodríguez & Calderón Galdeano, 2015), we must explore
their collegiate experiences and, in particular, the teaching they experience.
6

Garcia (2017) questioned the enterprise of attempting to evaluate HSIs on graduation outcomes
alone and without isolating the sociopolitical and economic (the institutions are typically underfunded at
state and local levels) context of these institutions. They are compared, she argued, without consideration
for the higher selectivity and resources of other institutions against which they are measured.
7
In contrast, 35.6% of Caucasians hold a bachelor’s degree and 13.3% hold an advanced degree.
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Research on student success has shown that teaching practices matter for all
students (Bensimon, 2007; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). Some research has
substantiated that, in general, classroom practices impact the attainment of course-level
outcomes and students’ overall academic performance (Pascarella, Salisbury, & Blaich,
2011) as well as integration and persistence (Braxton et al., 2000; Pascarella, Seifert, &
Whitt, 2008). While this research has examined the faculty-student relationship broadly,
scholars have noted in particular the importance of faculty members in the success of
first-generation (Kezar & Maxey, 2014) and minority students (Bensimon, 2007; Kezar
& Maxey, 2014; Stanton-Salazar, 2010). For example, extant research has indicated a
connection between teaching practices and degree attainment at HSIs (Bensimon &
Dowd, 2012). Scholarship in this vein has substantiated the positive outcomes for Latinx
students who experience classroom practices that are culturally and pedagogically
inclusive (Bensimon & Dowd, 2012; Conrad & Gasman, 2016; Malcom-Piqueux &
Bensimon, 2015), particularly at HSIs (Bensimon & Dowd, 2012; Malcom, Bensimon, &
Dávila, 2010). The improved outcomes for Latinx students appear to be, in part, an
indirect positive influence of the teaching practices of faculty at HSIs on persistence and
degree attainment.
In particular, some studies have shown faculty members at HSIs are more likely
to use teaching approaches that are characterized as inclusive pedagogies (Kiasatpour &
Lasley, 2008). These are “teaching practices that embrace the whole students in the
learning process” and show value for diversity (Tuitt, 2003, p. 243). Inclusive pedagogies
are also student-centered (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2015). Student-centered teaching
approaches facilitate improved communication and critical thinking skills (Hurtado &
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Ruiz Alvarado, 2015) as well as contribute to higher levels of student engagement
(Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). The latter is particularly critical because student
engagement is also linked to retention and persistence (Astin, 1984, 1985, 1993; Goodsell
et al, 1992; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Pike, 1993). Student-centered teaching
approaches recognize the role of faculty in designing learning environments that consider
student identity and experiences to facilitate the learning of a subject matter, and reflect
what the field of higher education is learning about culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching.
Culturally responsive teaching is defined as “a collection of best teaching
practices to enhance the academic success of students who are culturally different in
classroom settings” (Santamaria, 2009, p. 216). The aim of culturally responsive teaching
is to teach students in ways that support their intellectual, emotional, social, and political
development (Ladson-Billings, 1994; Santamaria, 2009). This kind of teaching calls for
faculty to understand how learning is shaped by students’ familial, cultural, and social
knowledge (Gay, 2002; González, Moll, & Amanti, 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1994). A
teacher’s understanding of his or her students’ prior knowledge—particularly as it is
shaped by language, culture, home, and community—is then used to facilitate subject
matter learning. Specifically, teachers use students’ knowledge from home, school, and
community—knowledge students use to navigate their lives—to decide what curricular
and pedagogical changes students can encounter in order to learn a subject.
Cognitively responsive teaching is also a student-centered approach, but its roots
extend beyond using knowledge of students’ sociocultural experience to aid in learning.
Cognitively responsive teaching is influenced by developments in the learning sciences,
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particularly from research in fields such as education, psychology, and neuroscience
(Neumann & Campbell, 2016). In addition, cognitively responsive teaching recognizes
the need for teachers’ in-depth knowledge of the subject matter they teach, in particular
to “orchestrate” students’ exposure to materials and strategies that facilitate the learning
of a subject (Neumann, 2014). This orchestration occurs with careful thought to students’
prior knowledge, which is both a product of their school experiences and knowledge
gained from home and community. A cognitively responsive teaching framework
considers the needs of all learners, but has the potential to benefit minority students
whose experiences and sources of knowledge (community and cultural; González et al.,
2005) are often not recognized in higher education classrooms. Additionally, because
cognitively responsive teaching reflects what the learning sciences have elucidated about
how people learn, a growing policy concern in the United States is the increasing number
of faculty who use cognitively responsive teaching practices (Oleson & Hora, 2014) that
facilitate the learning of subject matter.
A strong case can be made for the study of teaching practices that support subject
matter learning. Subject matter learning is a critical aim of teaching and necessary if
higher education is to equip students with the skills and knowledge to confront 21st
century problems. Ball and McDiarmid (1989) situated the place of subject matter
teaching and learning in general as well as its importance for its potential to enrich
students’ lives:
Helping students learn subject matter involves more than the delivery of
facts and information. The goal of teaching is to assist students in developing
intellectual resources to enable them to participate in, not merely to know about,
the major domains of human thought and inquiry. These include the past and its
relation to the present; the natural world; the ideas, beliefs, and values of our
own and other peoples; the dimensions of space and quantity; aesthetics and
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representation; and so on. Understanding entails being able to use intellectual
ideas and skills as tools to gain control over everyday, real-world problems. (p. 2)
This perspective places subject matter teaching as central to faculty work. Examining
subject matter teaching at HSIs helps us to assess the extent to which teaching practices
support what many education scholars have viewed as a critical goal of education: subject
matter learning (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000; Dewey, 1902; Ladson-Billings,
2001; Shulman, 1987). Given its transformative potential, we need to know more about
practices that are theorized to support subject matter learning. Additionally, students’
subject matter knowledge is key if Latinx students are to graduate equipped to help meet
national economic goals (Malcom et al., 2010) and to contribute meaningfully to an
increasingly complex, global society (Hazelkorn, 2011).
Though we know faculty at HSIs are more likely to use teaching practices that are
student-centered and correlate with predictors of degree attainment, research has not
established how pervasive these practices are among HSI faculty and in what
organizational contexts they are more likely to flourish. Given low degree attainment
rates for Latinx students, studying teaching practices can illuminate how faculty
internalize their role in an HSI and decide to adopt culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching practices that support subject matter learning. That is, by understanding how
faculty conceive of their teaching responsibility and the forces they see constraining or
supporting that endeavor, we can identify whether, or to what extent, faculty adjust their
teaching to the institution’s status as an HSI. If there is no association between an
institution’s status as an HSI and faculty’s use of culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching practices, then faculty development can be designed to help faculty at HSIs learn
about the potential of these practices to meet the needs of their students. The ability to
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identify the need to offer this kind of faculty development support is critical, particularly
when supporting HSI students may call for faculty to adopt teaching practices that are
new to them or not prevalent in their institution.
Scholars who have argued for a nuanced understanding of HSIs and their impact
on Latinx baccalaureate attainment have also averred that organizational identity and
context matter, including how the organizational context influences faculty members’
teaching practices. Organizational identity “is based on member experiences and
perceptions that are widely shared” (Carter & Paterson, 2019; Goia et al., 2000). Because
identity is based on perception, an organization can have multiple identities, and identity
can change over time. For example, Garcia (2015) used a social constructionist
perspective to situate HSIs as organizations in which, as is the case with other types of
organizations, identity is malleable and subject to the influence of myriad forces in the
organizational environment, including strategic decisions (Goia & Thomas, 1996), and
how the organization perceives its image (Corley & Goia, 2004). Social constructionists
would argue that there is not one set identity or conception of what it means to be an HSI;
instead, what it means to be an HSI and to serve Latinx students is shaped by the
organization’s interpretation of that identity (Garcia, 2013a, 2013b), including what
administrators and faculty see as the role of teaching in students’ academic careers.
Additionally, it is important to note that because the HSI federal designation is attained
when a student population is 25% Latinx, an institution can be both an HSI and have
majority White enrollment. That is, the HSI designation is not the only lens by which
faculty and administrators view and set expectations for teaching practices because
organizations can simultaneously possess multiple identities. Consequently, the HSI
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identity may not be salient or prominent in the minds of organizational members. Despite
the recognition that the HSI identity is not necessarily prominent in how faculty choose to
teach, there is a paucity of studies on teaching at HSIs that, in particular, use
organizational theory to understand the myriad forces that impact faculty teaching
practices, including how faculty members’ conception of the HSI identity shapes their
teaching.
Studying HSIs through an organizational perspective makes it possible to identify
the practices and organizational structures designed to support the HSI identity, including
the presence of culturally relevant curricula and teaching, and appropriate support
services (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2015). Few empirical studies have addressed the
extent to which these structures exist at HSIs and how they impact students’ classroom
experiences at these institutions. Studies examining teaching at HSIs have focused on a
limited sample of institutions, such as community colleges (Benítez & DeAro, 2004), or
how faculty in a particular discipline respond to the HSI designation in their teaching
(Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008). The extant studies on HSIs have not addressed differences
in teaching practices across organizational contexts. The limited scholarship on this topic
presents a challenge that needs to be addressed if we are to implement initiatives and
policies aimed at reducing the Latinx achievement gap, particularly at HSIs. Without
nuanced and contextualized understanding of the way teaching unfolds in HSIs,
organizational leaders, those charged with faculty professional development, and faculty
themselves are limited in examples of how faculty can shape their teaching to serve
Latinx students and how the organization can support their teaching.
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Garcia (2015) persuasively argued for the benefits of using an organizational lens
to study HSIs:
By using theories that highlight the role of the external environment in shaping
HSIs, the unique organizational culture within HSIs, the changing nature of the
organizational identify of HSIs, and the role of forces within these organizations
that are transforming them, we can offer suggestions for advancing the
effectiveness of HSIs while highlighting best practices for leading them. (p. 83)
Garcia and other scholars of higher education thus called for studies that address best
practices for promoting student engagement and participation in the HSI classroom
(Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2015). Specifically, they advocated exploring the relationship
between organizational context (institution type, classification, reward structures for
teaching, curricular expectations, faculty development programs, departmental culture
about teaching and about teaching at an HSI) and the educational experience offered to
students in classrooms through teaching practices. Without the focus on organizational
context, it is difficult to identify the institutional practices that are a product of the shared
cognitive frames, or ways of making meaning, of those who comprise an institution
(Bensimon, 2007). HSIs experience a shift from “white oriented institutional culture” to a
culture that is sensitive to and addresses the needs of Latinx students (Nelson Laird,
Bridges, Morelon-Quainoo, Williams, & Salinas Holmes, 2007). Because these
institutions undergo an organizational identity change by becoming an HSI, studying
organizational contexts such as reward structures for teaching, curricular expectations,
and departmental culture around teaching can help us recognize why some institutions are
more successful at supporting the way faculty address the HSI identity in their teaching.
Studies of students’ experiences at HSIs have provided further evidence of the
importance of studying teaching at HSIs. In particular, some students at HSIs have
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reported feeling well supported (Dayton, González-Vasquez, Martinez, & Plum, 2004;
Maestas, Vaquera, & Zehr, 2007), and related scholarship has found differences in
students’ sense of academic self-concept and social agency (the extent to which students
are committed to social and political involvement) by institutional type (Cuellar, 2014).
Experiencing higher levels of support and higher academic self-concept and social
agency can be of benefit to Latinx students because these concepts are theorized to
positively influence students’ sense of belonging, their commitment to persisting in
college, and their levels of engagement (Nelson Laird, Garver, & Niskode-Dossett,
2011). These findings suggested that further research on good college teaching practices
and the organizational environments that support faculty in adopting those practices at
HSIs may offer new understandings that could facilitate better outcomes for all students
at HSIs, including Latinx students.
Purpose and Significance
For this study, I sought to explore if and how organizational contexts at HSIs
shape faculty members’ teaching practices and, in particular, their use of culturally and
cognitively responsive teaching practices that support subject matter learning. I focused
this study specifically on instructional faculty at 4-year institutions. By organizational
context, I mean institutional type, according to Carnegie classification; departmental
commitment to teaching; as well as manifestations of organization-wide support for
teaching. Organization-wide manifestations could include reward structures to incentivize
a focus on teaching, the availability of faculty development programs, and a culture and
climate that support practices and programs reflecting the institution’s HSI identity. In
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particular, I was interested in what factors in the organizational context of an HSI
influence faculty to use practices that are characterized as culturally and cognitively
responsive, particularly in developing students’ subject matter knowledge. Because these
pedagogies have been characterized as “a collection of best teaching practices,” I
specifically sought evidence of culturally (Santamaria, 2009) and cognitively responsive
teaching as defined by Neumann (2014; Neumann & Campbell, 2016), whose framework
on good teaching in college is deeply concerned with students’ learning of subject matter
and using students’ prior knowledge to aid in their learning. This perspective is equally
attuned to students’ learning and how faculty practices facilitate learning.
I focused on teaching practices as opposed to other institutional mechanisms that
may influence the baccalaureate attainment rate of Latinx students because limited
attention has been given to teaching practices. Some studies of HSIs have addressed
faculty members’ attitudes about their academic responsibilities at HSIs (Hubbard &
Stage, 2009) and how they experience teaching (Núñez, Murakami-Ramalho, & Cuero,
2010). However, these studies are limited in number and do not focus on faculty’s
teaching practices and their relationship to organizational context or to student outcomes
such as degree attainment and learning. Attention to practices that can aid students’
learning and degree outcomes is necessary if we are to improve the quality of the
teaching experience, particularly in the rapidly changing context of higher education,
which has led to shifts in what we conceptualize as good teaching (Saroyan & Trigwell,
2015).
I also undertook this study of teaching at HSIs because scholarship on successful
students at HSIs has identified the critical role faculty can play as “institutional agents”
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(Stanton-Salazar 2004, 2010), or individuals who are critical to facilitating students’
success. Furthermore, a closer look at differences in degree attainment and other
measures of academic success at HSIs suggests that while some struggle to serve Latinx
students, others excel in myriad ways (Dowd, Sawatzky, Rall, & Bensimon, 2012;
Garcia, 2013b, 2017; Nguyen, Bibo, & Engle, 2012; Santiago, 2009). Researchers who
have found differences in outcomes for Latinx students attending different HSIs have
attributed those differences, in part, to organizational context and faculty teaching
practices (Garcia, 2013b). That is, certain HSIs create an organizational environment in
which faculty members selectively and purposefully employ teaching practices that
facilitate Latinx students’ academic success (Garcia, 2013a; Lynch & Engle, 2010).
However, not enough is known about those initiatives and what prompts faculty to adopt
them. By understanding the different organizational contexts that lead faculty to shape
their teaching in ways that are responsive to the needs of Latinx students but serve all
students, other institutions can begin to emulate the processes and practices that have the
potential to induce other faculty members to be more cognizant and responsive to the HSI
identity.
Studies that shed light on teaching at HSIs can help address the question of how
to help the high number of academically underprepared students at those institutions
(De los Santo & De los Santos, 2003). Research on faculty at HSIs has revealed that their
students bring unique challenges to the classroom, including poor academic preparation
and differences in learning styles, which have prompted some faculty to change their
teaching approach (Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008). While institutions largely cannot control
students’ pre-enrollment characteristics, they can influence how faculty respond to
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students. Discovering what organizational contexts support faculty in enacting strong
teaching practices at HSIs may help level the playing field for Latinx students.
Though some studies have explored the organizational practices and policies at
HSIs that are theorized to affect students’ experiences and success positively, few studies
have focused on the institution and faculty as units of analysis (Garcia, 2013a) or on how
some HSIs have created a culture that is explicitly devoted to ensuring the success of all
students (Garcia, 2015), particularly through teaching. Faculty possess considerable
influence over an institution and students through their teaching, curriculum design, the
development of academic standards, and the length of their relationship to the institution
once awarded tenure (Park & Denson, 2009). Faculty at HSIs are also important to study
because extant research has revealed that some faculty believe increased diversity, such
as the kind that characterizes an HSI, can compromise academic standards (Park &
Denson, 2009) and, in turn, they can respond to this perception by adjusting their
teaching practices. They may adjust their practices in ways that are less supportive of
students’ cultural diversity. Additionally, faculty members are influenced by their
perception of their department’s values and commitment to diversity (Bensimon, 2007;
Park & Denson, 2009). Bensimon (2007) argued that to understand why minority
students struggle in college, researchers must work on fostering practitioner scholarship
that promotes critical reflection on practices and their effect on students. Instead of
advocating that faculty adopt “best practices,” Bensimon (2005) argued that “institutional
actors, as a consequence of their beliefs, expectations, values, and practices, create or
perpetuate unequal outcomes and that the possibility for reversing inequalities depends
on individual learning that holds the potential for bringing about self-change” (p. 101).
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This study sought to contribute to how HSIs can create an organizational and a
departmental context, in which faculty adjust their practices in ways that are supportive
of Latinx students’ experiences. In the case of HSIs, understanding how some HSIs
create an organizational and a departmental culture that is supportive of inclusive
practices could better support Latinx student attainment at those institutions.
Finally, this topic is one of significance because the role of organizations in
creating inequalities has been less studied; instead, when individuals, such as Latinx
students, experience inequitable outcomes, attention has focused on their deficits
(Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Núñez 2014a). A limited range of studies has focused on
“the institutional dynamics and systemic contexts shaping college access and success”
(Núñez, 2014b, p. 37). An organizational lens can highlight whether misalignment can be
attributed, in part, to a lack of organizational clarity about how classroom teaching
practices can align with the HSI identify or to faculty’s individual choices about teaching.
To change the statistics that paint the dismal picture of baccalaureate attainment by
Latinx students, more attention must be given to organizations and their actors. Hence,
this research sought to contribute to two kinds of inquiry: inquiry into the organizational
contexts of HSIs, and inquiry into the experiences of individual faculty.
Research Questions
Research Question 1: What cognitively responsive (specifically, subject matter
teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices do faculty members adopt at
Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs)?
1a. Does the use of these practices vary by rank and by discipline?
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Research Question 2: How do organizational contexts (institutional type, reward
structures for teaching, availability of faculty development programs to support teaching,
campus climate for diversity) influence the use of cognitively responsive teaching
practices (specifically support for subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive
teaching practices?
Theoretical Frameworks
This study utilized four frameworks. One framework sheds light on campus
organizational context and culture, and specifically the climate around teaching and the
climate for diversity. A second framework illuminates the organizational and the sociocognitive dimensions that influence how faculty internalize expectations for their role.
The third and fourth frameworks address the use of culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching practices that facilitate subject matter learning. Specifically, this study utilized
the Multi-contextual Model of Diverse Learning Environments (MMDLE) (Hurtado,
Alvarez, Guillermo-Wann, & Arellano, 2012); the Blackburn and Lawrence (1995)
model on factors influencing how faculty respond to the different aspects of faculty work;
culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2002; González et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 2001;
Santamaria, 2009); and Neumann’s (2014) framework on cognitively responsive
teaching, particularly its claims about subject matter teaching. Figure 1 visually illustrates
the relationship between these frameworks as they are utilized in this study. The
culturally responsive teaching framework and the Neumann framework helped identify
the teaching practices of interest in the study, specifically teaching practices faculty use
to aid in subject matter learning. For this study, the Blackburn and Lawrence model
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identified the individual-level faculty variables that shape how faculty internalize
expectations for their teaching role.8 The MMDLE suggests how organizational context
creates a climate where the combination of context and individual-level faculty
characteristics can result in cognitively and culturally responsive teaching practices. For
this study, of interest was the organizational context created by the availability, or lack,
of faculty development opportunities supportive of teaching, and climate for diversity
that can facilitate culturally and cognitively responsive teaching.

Faculty Decision
Making about
Teaching
(Blackburn &
Lawrence
Framework)

Organizational
Climate and
Context
(MMDLE
Framework)
Faculty Use of
Culturally and
Cognitively
Responsive
(Subject Matter)
Teaching
Practices

Figure 1. Conceptual frameworks and faculty teaching practices
The MMDLE is a revised version of an earlier Diverse Learning Environments
model (Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-Pederson, & Allen, 1998), and builds on research on the
campus climate for diversity (Hurtado, 1992). That research examined the complex web
of forces influencing the climate for diversity in higher education, including faculty’s,
staff’s, and students’ perception of the campus climate and sense of belonging. It also

8

Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) analyzed faculty productivity in terms of the three main
responsibilities of faculty: research, teaching, and service. For this study, I focused primarily on their
treatment of what influences faculty in their teaching.
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made the case for the educational benefits of diversity for all students (Chang, Witt,
Jones, & Hakuta, 2003; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin, 2002; Hurtado, 1992, 2005;
Hurtado, Dey, Gurin, & Gurin, 2003; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Milem & Hakuta,
2000), including for Latinx students (Hurtado & Carter, 1997). For Latinx students, a
more positive campus racial climate is linked to higher student retention and degree
completion (Museus et al., 2008; Nora, Barlow, & Crisp, 2005). The MMDLE
framework posits there is a link between student outcomes and the climate for diversity
as it is facilitated by staff, faculty, and the institution through institutional practices
(Hurtado et al., 2012; Hurtado & Guillermo-Wann, 2013) such as co-curricular
experiences, curriculum, and pedagogy/teaching methods (Hurtado & Guillermo-Wann,
2013). Because the model was based on research on what helps facilitate the attainment
of these outcomes for students of different racial and ethnic groups, and with the aim of
helping broad-access institutions assess how they facilitate student outcomes, it is well
suited for studies of different groups of students (Hurtado & Wathington Cade, 2001) and
for understanding the culture and climate for diversity (Garcia, 2015). It also provides a
lens for analyzing how the climate may influence faculty teaching initiatives and
practices at different types of institutions, including HSIs. Specifically, it helps illuminate
how perceptions of the climate for diversity impact student experience and student
outcomes, as well as how organizational members, like faculty, can create policies and
practices that hinder or promote the educational attainment of different groups. A climate
that is sensitive to diversity and to minority students’ success may, in myriad ways,
induce and promote faculty members’ use of culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching. The framework situates the work of faculty within a larger organizational and
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social context—an important context in which to place HSIs, given they are institutions
whose designation as a minority-serving institution are enrollment-driven (subject to
demographic changes) and subject to federal oversight if they are awarded federal grants
for HSIs.
To understand the organizational values and norms that influence faculty
behavior, particularly choices around the use of culturally and cognitively responsive
practices, I relied on organizational theory and, in particular, the MMDLE’s treatment of
organizational culture. Organizational culture reflects the values, beliefs, and assumptions
(Schein, 1992) of an organization and its leaders. These values and beliefs lead to the
development of norms that guide the behavior of organizational members (Schein, 1992).
Studies of faculty have relied on theories of culture to understand how faculty enact their
roles and how that enactment is influenced by the values, norms, and expectations of the
organizational culture (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Tierney &
Bensimon, 1996; Tierney & Rhoads, 1993; Umbach, 2007). Scholars of faculty work
have argued that it is important to understand both the organizational culture and faculty
members’ cultural models of teaching and learning. According to Ferrare and Hora
(2014), cultural models of teaching and learning reflect how faculty cognitively
understand their role, the practices they enact, and the larger context in which their
teaching unfolds. Therefore, though cultural models influence how faculty enact their
teaching, the organizational context, factors such as class size, and the availability of
resources related to teaching also shape faculty practices. This argument presupposes that
faculty who enact culturally and cognitively responsive teaching practices would have an
easier time adopting those practices in an environment where others also value those
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practices, assume those practices are an important part of a faculty member’s role, and
carry out those practices.
While the aforementioned framework situates the context under which teaching
takes places at HSIs and the climate for diversity that supports or fails to promote the use
of culturally and cognitively responsive teaching, it also reveals how faculty respond to
their role and, in particular, how they approach their teaching responsibility. Thus, to
assess how organizational context and culture relate to faculty choices about their
teaching practices, I used Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) framework on faculty work.
Blackburn and Lawrence’s framework positions the three aspects of faculty work
(teaching, research, and service) as motivated by organizational context (mission,
resources, student make-up); psychological factors (self-knowledge and motivation); and
faculty cultures (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). The framework
also highlights the role of faculty sociodemographic variables, including gender, age, race
and ethnicity, and career status (length of time in one’s career and faculty rank). These
factors affect behaviors, both because they constitute a faculty member’s identity and
because they influence how others perceive faculty members’ actions (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995; O’Meara, 2011). While faculty members have control over their
response to their environment, that environment also shapes them through “standards of
performance,” feedback on their activities, and the availability of resources to support
their work (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995, p. 28). Consequently, this framework is
particularly useful for its ability to explicate factors influencing faculty members’
teaching role, which, in turn, influences student outcomes (Umbach & Wawrzynski,
2005) and the effort they devote to teaching. Moreover, the framework has appeared in
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studies on whether the use of certain kinds of teaching practices varies by faculty’s
disciplinary background as well as organizational factors (Lattuca, Bergom, & Knight,
2014).
To describe the teaching practices at HSIs that are of interest to this study, I used
two frameworks: culturally responsive teaching and Neumann’s (2014) framework on
cognitively responsive teaching. I used these frameworks because they identify classroom
practices that can support students’ learning. Recognizing that some HSIs can be highly
culturally diverse while others merely meet the 25% Latinx student requirement, the
culturally responsive framework’s focus on the importance of the sociocultural context of
teaching suggests an approach to teaching that can facilitate all students’ learning
(Santamaria, 2009), not only that of Latinx students. The framework outlines the actions
and kind of thinking faculty can engage in to support students’ development of subject
matter knowledge as well as the skills necessary for engaged citizenship. Additionally,
the framework suggests both the importance of teaching to facilitate students’ academic
success as well as teachers’ role in questioning the existing social order and how it
contributes to educational inequity. Moreover, the framework also suggests teachers can
transform their pedagogy to address this inequity and help their students develop socialpolitical consciousness (Aronson & Laughter, 2016). Given this focus, the culturally
responsive teaching framework also embeds teaching in a larger, socio-political context,
similar to the MMDLE.
I used the cognitively responsive teaching framework because it allows us to
examine to what end teaching practices are applied, particularly relative to subject matter
teaching. This framework suggests that good college teaching is characterized by three
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elements. First, good college teaching engages students in learning subject matter, while
carefully considering the role of the teacher, the learner, the subject, and the context in
which teaching takes place (Neumann, 2014; Schwab, 1973). Second, cognitively
responsive teaching entails connecting students’ prior knowledge (from their academic,
personal, and cultural experiences) to aid in learning new subject matter (Bransford et al.,
2000; González et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Neumann, 2014). Third, because
learning subject matter can challenge students’ most personal beliefs, good teaching also
entails providing support for students’ changing views (Bransford et al., 2000; Neumann,
2014). Practices advocated as cognitively responsive teaching are thought to improve
students’ metacognitive ability (their ability to think about their thinking, to monitor and
assess their understanding and progress towards meeting a desired goal, and to adopt
appropriate strategies to meet that goal) as well as their transfer of learning (Bransford et
al., 2000). In this study, I relied on the cognitively responsive teaching frame’s focus on
subject matter teaching and how that is manifested.
Research Design
For this study, I utilized quantitative survey methodology. Data came from faculty
at four-year HSIs who participated in the University of California at Los Angeles’s
Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) Faculty Survey and completed the core
instrument and the campus climate module in 2013.9 The HERI Faculty Survey is a
national survey that collects sociodemographic data as well as information on such
aspects of faculty work as their pedagogical practices, research and service, sources of
9

Data from 2013 were selected because of HERI time restrictions about the release of data. The
2013 administration of the survey, however, contains variables that can help answer the research questions
or serve as proxies for constructs not directly tapped in the survey.
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stress and satisfaction, and institutional-level data capturing the context of their work.
Additionally, campuses have an opportunity to request that faculty complete a campus
climate module that surveys their perception of the institution’s commitment to diversity,
administrative responses to incidents of discrimination, sexual assault, and students’
sense of exclusion, as well as representation of racial/ethnic minority faculty and
tolerance of faculty opinions and beliefs. Participating institutions vary in type, size, level
of selectivity, and control. Because the survey lacks a question on minority-serving
institution status, I relied on HERI identification of institutions as HSIs and student
demographic information (that a campus has over 25% full-time Latinx students) to
ascertain an institution’s HSI status. However, because institutions pay for completing
this survey and additional modules such as the campus climate module, the institutions in
the sample may not be fully representative of all HSIs.
To answer the study’s first research question, I provided descriptive statistics on
the prevalence of the use of cognitively responsive teaching practices that support
teaching for subject matter at HSIs as well as practices that are culturally responsive. To
address the second question, I analyzed data using Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM)
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). This method was suitable because faculty members are
nested within institutions and HLM facilitates the analysis of nested data. Additionally,
the independent variables of interest (institutional culture around teaching and support for
teaching) are institutional-level variables. However, the outcome variables (faculty’s use
of practices that support subject matter learning and culturally responsive teaching
practices) are individual-level variables. HLM was particularly appropriate when trying
to analyze a phenomenon where context matters and where variance in the dependent
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variable can be attributed to varying hierarchical levels (Luke, 2004). In this study, I
hypothesized that faculty’s use of inclusive teaching practices will vary by individual and
organizational characteristics.
Definition of Terms
Below, I define terms that are central to this study of teaching at Hispanic-Serving
Institutions.
Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs) are defined through the Higher Education
Act of 1992 as institutions meeting the federal guideline of having a population of fulltime enrolled students, of whom 25% are Latinx. They may include public or private
institutions, for-profit or nonprofit, and 4-year or 2-year institutions of higher education
in the United States and Puerto Rico. The institutions included in this study are four-year
institutions that meet the federal criteria for identifying as an HSI and participated in the
HERI faculty survey administration of 2013.
Latinxs are defined as individuals who, regardless of race, identify as being of
Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or
origin.
Faculty members in this study are defined as all full-time tenured, tenure-track,
and non-tenure-track faculty at all ranks (Instructor, Assistant, Associate, and Professor),
who were teaching at an institution participating in the HERI survey in the 2013
academic year. I focused on full-time faculty because of the greater likelihood of their
participation in departmental and organizational decision making. Such participation, as
well as their presumed access to resources to support teaching, increases the likelihood

29
that they are more attuned to organizational culture and, specifically, culture of teaching
as well as expectations for faculty roles. They are also more likely to be cognizant of
departmental culture and expectations about teaching.
Teaching practices refer to the methods and skills faculty employ to help
students engage with and learn a subject (Braxton, 2006). Methods refer to the activities
and experiences used in the class to facilitate the learning of a subject. Skills include not
only subject matter knowledge, but also the faculty member’s ability to distill and
organize the subject in a manner that facilitates students’ understanding of the subject, as
well as their ability to use class time effectively (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Practices
thus entail a selection of methods and one’s ability to deploy those methods effectively to
meet teaching goals.
Organization of the Dissertation
The mounting alarm about the low Latinx baccalaureate attainment rate has
focused public attention on the persistent gap between Latinx students and other groups
(Lopez, 2009). Understanding teaching practices utilized at HSIs is critical to determine
how organizations and faculty can help bridge this gap. In particular, understanding
whether and how organizational context at HSIs influences the way faculty shape their
teaching can lead to insight into the kind of climate and culture institutional leaders may
strive to create, and the kind of faculty development opportunities that should be
available to promote the use of inclusive pedagogies shown to support Latinx
achievement. To that end, in Chapter II, I discuss and review the literature on HSIs,
organizational context and its influence on teaching, and the individual faculty
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characteristics that interact with organizational context to motivate faculty’s use of
specific teaching practices. In Chapter III, I discuss the research design and methods for
this study, with care paid to why Hierarchical Linear Modeling is most appropriate for
use, and I conclude with the limitations of this study.
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Chapter II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORKS

Though faculty at HSIs have provided a limited glimpse of how these institutions
impact their development as teachers (Nuñez et al., 2010), much remains to be known
about how the culture and climate at HSIs shape teaching. Further studies are worth
pursuing for several reasons. Research on teaching at HSIs can shed greater light on
students’ instructional needs and faculty members’ successful efforts to meet those needs,
thereby potentially identifying ways to bridge the Latinx achievement gap. Furthermore,
research on teaching practices at other types of minority-serving institutions has
suggested that faculty responses to teaching in different organizational contexts can lead
to variations in teaching practices. For example, some studies of differences in student
outcomes at Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs) and Historically Black Colleges
and Universities (HBCUs) have found greater intellectual and developmental gains for
students at HBCUs and attributed that, in part, to faculty practices, including a higher
presence of active and collaborative learning approaches at HBCUs (Allen, 1992).1 Other

1

While some studies have found a positive association between outcomes and attending an HBCU
for African American students (Allen, 1992), other studies using longitudinal data to compare differences
in baccalaureate degree attainment at HBCUs and Historically White College and Universities (HWCUs),
which employed HLM to examine the relationship between degree outcomes and individual- and
organizational-level predictors, did not find a positive relationship between attending an HBCU and degree
attainment (Kim & Conrad, 2006).
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researchers found differences when comparing the teaching practices of HBCU faculty
and PWI faculty (Shaw, Cole, Harris, & Nelson Laird, 2012). Using data from the 2009
and 2010 Faculty Survey of Student Engagement, Shaw et al. (2012) examined the
presence of effective educational practices, including active classroom practices (time
spent on student presentations, small group activities, in-class writing, reverse lectures)
and reflective learning (time spent examining the strengths and weaknesses of their
stance on an issue, understanding the perspective of others, and applying strategies for
learning more about an issue). Survey results found a statistically significant difference
between HBCU and PWI faculty and showed HBCU faculty were more likely to use
active classroom practices and reflective learning, among other differences (Shaw et al.,
2012). These differences were attributed not to campus support but to the teaching and
learning practices employed by HBCU faculty (Shaw et al., 2012). It is possible similar
differences may exist when examining faculty teaching practices at HSIs and PWIs, but
few studies have undertaken this kind of comparative analysis, or general analysis of
teaching practices at HSIs. Thus, it is necessary to identify what, if any, those variations
in teaching practices might be at HSIs.
Because existing research on minority-serving institutions has revealed the
potential positive impact that certain teaching practices can have on students, this chapter
explores research on what we know about how HSIs serve students; the relationship
between organizational context and faculty members’ teaching role, in general; and what
we know of the limited studies of faculty teaching at HSIs. I then discuss the four
frameworks that grounded this study for their potential to illuminate the contextual
factors that may influence faculty’s teaching practices at HSIs. I first describe Hispanic-
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Serving Institutions to situate the identity of these institutions and how they compare to
other institutions of higher education, specifically in terms of their ability and
commitment to serve Latinx students. I do this because much needs to be known about
how this organizational identity shapes the actions and teaching practices of faculty at
these institutions. If we are to understand whether this organizational identity and context
shape faculty teaching practices, we need to know what, if anything, distinguishes the
organizational context of these institutions. To that end, I address how higher education
organizations are theorized to impact the way faculty members conceive of their teaching
role. I used the MMDLE (Hurtado et al., 2015) to help us understand the way
organizational context and climate, particularly racial climate, shape individual behavior
in organizations, and, in particular, how they can shape the faculty’s teaching practices. I
then discuss how Blackwell and Lawrence’s (1995) framework provides insight into
faculty characteristics and faculty work, particularly how faculty address their teaching
role in light of the environment or organizational context in which their teaching unfolds.
I focus specifically on how the MMDLE and the Blackburn and Lawrence frameworks
help us better understand faculty’s decision to use practices that are cognitively (subject
matter teaching) and culturally responsive at HSIs. I then elaborate on the frameworks for
cognitively and culturally responsive teaching to describe and provide support for the
teaching practices I believe can ameliorate the achievement gap for Latinx students and
improve learning for all students at HSIs.
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Defining and Describing HSIs
Administrators and staff at HSIs vary in how they define what it means to be an
HSI and whether they believe these institutions serve Latinx students (Santiago, 2009).
However, the federal definition of HSIs is clear: an institution can be recognized as an
HSI if they are a public or private not-for-profit with a full-time undergraduate
population that is 25% Latinx (Gasman & Conrad, 2013).2 Currently, HSIs are
concentrated in Puerto Rico, Texas, and California, but are also primarily located in
urban communities and purported to be under-resourced in serving students who have
diverse needs (economically, linguistically, socially, and culturally); they also serve as
vehicles of social mobility for these students (Conrad & Gasman, 2016).3 The majority of
HSIs are community colleges, but they also include master’s-granting institutions and a
small number of research universities. HSIs have a 67% retention rate for full-time
students and the 6-year graduation rate is 29%, a figure that falls below the national
average of 57.4% (Gasman & Conrad, 2013).
HSIs came into existence through political advocacy and the attempts of activists
to create institutions that were similar to HBCUs in their commitment to serve a
particular group of students (Gasman & Conrad, 2013; Santiago & Andrade, 2010). This
activism resulted in the creation of HSIs during the 1992 reauthorization of the Higher
Education Act. Though HSIs are a type of minority-serving institution, which also

2

While this study focused on HSIs, education researchers have also identified emerging HSIs, or
institutions that are close to meeting the 25% threshold necessary to be an HSI (Santiago & Andrade,
2010).
3
Gasman et al. (2017), for example, cited data indicating that “HSIs in general tend to be funded
at 66 cents per dollar compared to all other postsecondary institutions” (para. 7), while Calderón Galdeano,
Flores, and Moder (2012) reported HSIs receive $.69 for every $1.00 compared to other postsecondary
institutions.
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include HBCUs, Tribal Colleges and Universities (TCUs), and Asian American and
Pacific Islander-Serving Institutions (AANAPISIs), HSIs are not mission-driven to serve
Latinx students. Their history, however, reveals that those who advocated for their
inception believed in the capacity of institutions to address the needs of Latinx students
(Santiago & Andrade, 2010).
The basis for establishing HSIs was critical mass theory, or the idea that when a
group reaches a critical size, it has the potential to change an organization’s culture and
agenda (Santiago & Andrade, 2010). Policymakers and educators who sought to establish
HSIs further believed that not only would a critical mass of Latinx students change an
organization’s culture, but the institutions would also adapt to serve or meet the needs of
those students (Santiago & Andrade, 2010). The establishment of HSIs was accompanied
by the inception of federal funding, the Title V-Developing Hispanic-Serving Institutions
grant, to support the increasing institutional capacity of projects to serve students,
specifically by raising degree attainment, expanding academic offerings, and improving
institutional stability (Santiago & Andrade, 2010).
Advocates of creating HSIs, however, did not provide a blueprint for how these
institutions would manifest a commitment to serve Latinx students. Moreover, because
some HSIs attain their identity due to demographic changes, those who study these
institutions have argued that a critical mass of one group of students and the eligibility of
funding to support those students are not enough to change an institution’s identity such
that it adopts a deep commitment to serving them. Instead, studies of HSIs and student
outcomes at HSIs have suggested that not all HSIs serve Latinx students (Torres &
Zerquera, 2012). Some researchers have argued that the difficulty in characterizing HSIs
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and determining the degree to which they serve the needs of Latinx students is that they
possess a differentiated organizational identity (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2012). That is,
the organization does not possess a singular, cohesive identity. Instead, the organization
possesses multiple identities and, consequently, individuals in these organizations vary in
how they see the institution; their perceptions of the institution depend on their place in
the organizational hierarchy (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2012). For example, while
institutional leaders may believe their institution is committed to civic engagement,
students and lower-level administrators may not perceive the same level of commitment.
Similarly, an institutional leader at an HSI may feel the institution reflects a commitment
to serving Latinx students, but others may not perceive the same level of commitment.
An analysis of Latinx student outcomes across different organizational contexts and at
HSIs has suggested reasons to consider the relationship between organizational context
and student outcomes at HSIs as a function of organizational context, including teaching
practices.
Latinx Students and the Role of HSIs in Latinx Student Outcomes
Latinx students arrive in college often facing a host of challenges that impact their
academic performance.4 Though young Latinx students (16 to 25 years of age) have
reported that attaining a college degree is important, at rates higher than other young
4

While I focused here on Latinx student achievement in college, Latinx students face serious
challenges in K-12 contexts as well. For example, the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), which tracks performance of a representative sample of American students every 2 years, has
shown that Latinx students underperform compared to heir peers. These 2015 NAEP results indicated that
while 51% of White students and 65% of Asian students showed grade-level proficiency in Math in the
fourth grade, only 26% of Latinx students were proficient and this number dropped to 19% on assessments
of math ability in the eighth grade, while White and Asian students’ performance decreased only slightly
(Gandara, 2017). The same pattern was evident in NAEP assessments of reading ability in the fourth and
eighth grades. By high school, 76% of Latinx students graduated, compared to 87% of White students and
89% of Asian students (Gandara, 2017).
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people of different races, and also noted that their parents valued college attendance, their
educational aspirations were lower than those of other groups (Lopez, 2009). Recent
statistics on the condition of Latinxs in higher education indicated only 54% completed
college within 6 years of enrollment, and on average, they lagged 10 percentage points
behind White students in terms of college graduation rate (Nichols, 2015). Of Latinx
students who did attend college, there was a gender graduation gap; Latinx women were
more likely to complete a college degree than males (Sáenz & Ponjuan, 2009). The
graduation gap for all Latinx students was attributed to a host of factors that contribute to
the challenges Latinx students face in completing college, including the greater likelihood
that they are English Language Learners and low-income as well as attend segregated,
under-resourced schools with a higher percentage of less experienced teachers (Gandara,
2017; Nichols, 2017). Some researchers have also attributed the gap to cultural
differences between students and teachers (Lopez, 2009). Regardless of the cause, this
gap persists across institutional types.
In addition to the persistence of this achievement gap for Latinx students across
institutional types, institutional type also seems to affect differences in outcomes.
Specifically, of Latinx students who started college at a community college with the
intention of transferring to a 4-year institution, only 17% did so within 7 years, compared
to White and Asian students whose transfer rates were 30% and 41%, respectively
(Gandara, 2017).
In an additional example, Nichols (2017) analyzed student outcomes at 613
private and public institutions (103 of which were HSIs) and found that both Latinx and
White students in the sample had graduation rates that were 12 percentage points higher
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than their counterparts at public institutions. Moreover, in his sample, though students at
the 103 HSIs had a higher percentage of first-time, low-income students and, on average,
lower SAT scores, the graduation rate was higher at HSIs and the difference was more
marked when comparing students in the lower SAT quartiles in the sample. That is,
Latinx student with lower SAT scores who attended an HSI outperformed other Latinx
students with similar SATs scores attending other types of institutions. Moreover, the gap
between Latinx and White students was slightly lower at HSIs.5 Nichols (2017) and
others contended that the persistence of a graduation gap between White and Latinx
students across institutional type (on average, a 7% gap) is attributed to Latinx students’
attendance at less selective colleges, including HSIs (Gandara, 2017). Overall, Nichols
(2017) concluded that while individual-level factors (income, inadequate academic
preparation for college) contribute to inequity in graduation rates, schools that serve
demographically alike students still have differences in graduation rates, with some
schools graduating students at a higher rate. He suggested that regardless of institutional
type, improving the Latinx graduation gap calls for enrolling more Latinx students,
increasing diversity in hiring, and encouraging the use of culturally relevant programs
and curricula (Nichols, 2017). Nichols’s proposal is in line of those of other scholars
examining inequity in student outcomes who have cautioned against framing the issue of
inequitable outcomes as one in which students and their families are cast as responsible
for their plight. Moreover, these scholars have suggested instead that we examine the
educational debt owed to students who have historically underperformed (LadsonBillings, 2006). That is, researchers such as Ladson-Billings (2006) have contended the
5

Studies comparing labor market outcomes for Latinx students attending HSIs and those not
attending HSIs have concluded there is no difference in post-graduation earnings by institution attended
(Gasman et al., 2017).
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problem of inequity in educational outcomes should be reframed in light of the historical,
economic, sociopolitical, and moral debt owed to these students due to longstanding
structural and social inequalities. This entails questioning the pedagogical practices of
teachers that may unwittingly contribute to inequities in student outcomes (LadsonBillings, 1994, 2006). Scholarship on HSIs is beginning to address how HSIs can do
precisely as Ladson-Billings (2006) recommended by analyzing the kinds of practices
staff and faculty in some of these institutions enact to serve their students.
There are different views about how HSIs serve students. Garcia’s (2015) view,
for example, is that serving Latinx students at HSIs does not mean adopting a one-sizefits-all approach, but rather recognizing that students identify with being Latina/o in
different ways and responding accordingly while also striving to create an environment
that is sensitive and supportive of the needs of all students (Garcia, 2017a). This can
entail adopting culturally responsive teaching practices that show promise for improving
students’ experiences as well as their learning and development (Garcia, 2013a).
However, the perspective of other researchers is that for HSIs to truly support students,
the curriculum and services offered need to reflect an intentional and deliberate effort to
serve Latinx students, and that organizational structures and processes must align with
the institution’s deliberate focus to serve Latinx students (Santiago, 2009). For example,
Santiago (2009) contended that serving Latinx students “means considering adaptations
to curricular design, academic, and support services to increase retention or promote
persistence for your Latino students” (p. 8).
Studies of HSIs characterized as successful at meeting the needs of Latinx
students have described myriad efforts to serve them and are examples of Santiago’s
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recommendations. At some institutions, these efforts include offering student services
that are supportive of students’ needs, developing curricula aligned with students’
interests, ensuring administrative leaders are focused on how the institution can serve
Latinx students, developing community partnerships, and fostering a campus climate that
is supportive of all students (Contreras et al., 2008; Santiago, 2008; Torres & Zerquera,
2012). At other institutions, serving Latinx students entails providing the opportunity to
participate in learning communities; creating early college partnerships that allow
students to begin college coursework while still in high school; and providing in- and outof-classroom support (Conrad & Gasman, 2016). Gasman and Conrad’s (2013) work
made the case that, as a group, HSIs differ in how they serve Latinx students, particularly
because we cannot identify common practices that are distinguishing features of how
institutions support Latinx students. Nonetheless, research on student success in college
has suggested why faculty practices matter so much, in particular, and why they are
especially critical at HSIs.
The Role of Faculty in Student Success
It would seem indisputable that faculty matter in student success. However,
higher education scholars have argued that the relationship between faculty and students’
learning has not been as well supported or held in as high regard as has the relationship
between students’ learning in K-12 setting and their teachers (Kezar & Maxey, 2014)
despite numerous studies showing the positive benefits faculty have on student success in
a range of measures (Anaya & Cole, 2001; Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004; Umbach &
Wawrzynski, 2005). Proponents of the argument that the role of faculty in supporting
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student success is not adequately recognized have referred to the intense policy focus on
K-12 teacher education programs, standards for K-12 teacher certification, and efforts to
evaluate teachers as well as rate schools based on students’ performance (Kezar &
Maxey, 2014; Otterman, 2011).6 Such efforts are not present in policy discussions around
higher education. They have also referred to the increased reliance on adjunct faculty
who have less access to faculty development programs focused on teaching, despite the
preponderance of studies substantiating the critical role of faculty in student learning and
success, both in and out of the classroom (Astin, 1993; Chickering & Gamson, 1987;
Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, Bridges, & Hayek, 2006; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005;
Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). Among the benefits that interactions with faculty offer
students are improved academic performance, persistence, and graduation rates; the
development of leadership and critical thinking skills; and a higher sense of self-worth,
efficacy, and aspirations (Kezar & Maxey, 2014).
The pathway of the faculty’s positive influence on desirable student outcomes is
indirect: faculty interactions with students influence students’ sense of belonging on
campus which, in turn, leads to increased motivation. Increased motivation improves
students’ self-efficacy about academic tasks and demands, engagement, and achievement,
which then impact persistence (Zumbrunn, McKim, Buhs, & Hawley, 2014). The basis
for this process is the self-system model of motivational development (Connell &
Wellborn, 1991), which explains that the classroom environment impacts how students
6

While the growing accountability movement and performance-based funding efforts suggest that
the public and policymakers do believe universities should be held accountable for student performance
(Dougherty & Reddy, 2013), there are limited calls for faculty to be evaluated in the manner in which K-12
teachers are evaluated and held responsible for student performance. Instead, the call by the public and
policymakers for accountability and assessment of college quality has paid great attention to student
performance (Arum & Roksa, 2011) and educational quality at the institutional level (Campbell, 2016),
without the attempts that have risen in K-12 to assess teachers’ contribution to student performance.
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see themselves and this, in turn, has bearing on their academic achievement. In the
classroom environment, of import is how the faculty interacts with students, what kind of
interactions they foster between peers, and what are their teaching practices (Zumbrunn
et al., 2014). To test this hypothesized relationship, Zumbrunn et al. (2014) examined
faculty’s social and academic support for students, which they defined as instructional
practices, care, respect, and expectations. Through structural equation modeling and
qualitative interview data, they modeled how faculty members’ academic and social
support mediates students’ sense of belonging, which then influences students’
motivation, engagement, and achievement (Zumbrunn et al., 2014).
The positive effects of interactions with faculty are particularly strong for students
of color. In a study using multiple regression to examine predictors of learning for
students across different racial groups, Lundberg and Schreiner (2004) found that faculty
interactions were a stronger predictor of student learning (measured as students’ selfreported learning gains) than student background characteristics for all groups, regardless
of students’ race; however, faculty interactions yielded a larger effect size for minority
students (Lundberg & Schreiner, 2004). In this study, however, interactions were
measured through 13 variables that assessed the frequency of outside-the-classroom
student interaction with faculty focused on academic issues, personal issues, social
interactions, faculty feedback prompting students to work harder, and issues related to a
student organization. Additionally, though the study was based on 4,501 student
responses to the College Student Experience Questionnaire between 1998 and 2001,
students were sorted by doctoral, master’s, and baccalaureate levels, but HSI status was
not used as an institutional identifier. Moreover, while the study clearly showed the value
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of faculty-student interactions, it did not delve into the practices faculty can enact in their
classrooms nor their potential effect on students.
Other studies have also explored the positive effects of faculty and student
interactions on students of color. Anaya and Cole (2001) examined the association
between faculty-student interactions on the achievement of a cross-sectional sample of
836 Latinx college students. Interactions were defined as brief and general contact
outside of class; academically focused interactions (based on coursework or on students’
coursework performance, for example); and interactions that were more focused on
counseling and advising. Anaya and Cole regressed students’ grades on college and
student-level variables as well as different types of interactions, and they found a positive
association between academic interactions focused on coursework, students’ research
work, and students’ improved academic performance. Students’ improved academic
performance was also linked to their perception that faculty were supportive. Though this
study focused on Latinx students and concluded that campus-level effects may play a role
in students’ improved academic performance, it did not specifically focus on teaching
practices. The few studies on teaching and faculty at HSIs have illustrated why more
remains to be known about teaching practices at HSIs and how those practices support
students. However, while extant studies have affirmed the importance of faculty
interactions, they have not provided specific recommendations about classroom
interactions, which typically comprise the bulk of a student’s time with faculty. These
studies have also not addressed in any depth the relationship between faculty teaching
practices and their effect on students. Specifically, while the aforementioned studies have
cited the importance of faculty, they have differed in how they operationalized
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instructional practices, academic support, and interactions. Yet, given the growing
number of HSIs and the persistent achievement gap between Latinx students and other
racial and ethnic groups, we can draw on what we know about what compels faculty to
use diversity-related content in their teaching—that is, how faculty make the kind of
curricular changes that can support the experiences of diverse students. We can also draw
on what we know about the experiences of faculty at HSIs and the teaching practices they
employ. In the next two sections, I discuss the experience of faculty who include
diversity-related content in their teaching and then shift to discuss teaching practices at
HSIs.
Faculty Engagement With Diversity
Several studies shed light on how faculty engage with diversity and thus provide
insight on how this affects their teaching practices. Maruyama and Moreno’s (2000)
findings from a survey distributed to a national sample of 1,500 faculty at Research I
institutions showed that while faculty value diversity, the majority made no changes in
their classroom practices to reflect their regard for diversity. Whether or not faculty
addressed issues of diversity differed by professional rank and other sociodemographic
characteristics (Maruyama & Moreno, 2000). That is, results differed as a function of the
faculty’s professional characteristics and demographics: Senior (in tenure and rank)
faculty members were less positive about the value of diversity and less likely to address
issues of diversity; faculty of color and female faculty viewed the climate for diversity as
less positive, reported the benefits of diversity as more positive, and felt better prepared
to deal with diversity (Maruyama & Moreno, 2000).
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Mayhew and Grunwald (2006) studied the relationship between the use of
diversity-related materials and faculty members’ own beliefs about diversity, their
demographic and professional characteristics, and perceptions of their department’s and
institution’s commitment to diversity. In a study of 16,000 faculty at 159 selective PWIs
in the United States, openness to addressing diversity issues varied by faculty gender and
race (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). When examining sociodemographic and career
characteristics, Mayhew and Grunwald found that discipline was a predictor of whether
faculty would include diversity-related content (specifically, engineering faculty were
more likely to include diversity-related content than other faculty). However, other
sociodemographic variables such as tenure status and time at institution were not
significant predictors. Statistically significant predictors included faculty members’
perception that their department valued diversity; the department valued the inclusion of
content pertaining to gender and racial diversity; and those who believed it appropriate
for their department chair to promote the inclusion of diversity content in coursework
saw a lack of diversity in their department (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006). Finally, one
institutional predictor was found to be significant: Faculty members were less likely to
include diversity-related content in their courses when they sensed senior administrators
were committed to diversity (Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006).
According to Mayhew and Grunwald (2006), their findings affirmed prior
research in organizational studies which suggested that departmental factors played a
more salient role than organizational factors in influencing faculty’s decision making
about their teaching (Lindholm, 2003). Though a substantial body of research has
suggested that the inclusion of diversity in the classroom can positively influence student

46
outcomes (Astin, 1993; Gurin et al., 2002; Hurtado, 2001; Milem, 2001), this finding has
not been enough to prompt faculty to include diversity content in their courses (Mayhew
& Grunwald, 2006). Consequently, a necessary line of research is how to assess the
campus climate for diversity and, in particular, to examine how departmental leaders
promote diversity and convey the institution’s values about diversity (Mayhew &
Grunwald, 2006). Mayhew and Grunwald concluded that to understand why faculty
included diversity-related content in their courses, institutional leaders also have to
consider the relationship between faculty demographics and professional characteristics,
faculty members’ beliefs about diversity, and their participation in professional
development or other activities designed to promote an appreciation for diversity. Studies
of HSI faculty provided some insight into the relationship between faculty and their
choice of practices.
Teaching Practices at HSIs
Some research has provided insight into how faculty at HSIs differ from faculty at
other institutions in terms of their experiences and practices. Hubbard and Stage (2009)
used the 1999 National Survey of Postsecondary to Faculty to analyze whether the HSI
context had an effect on the attitudes, perceptions, and satisfaction of faculty who taught
at HSIs and compared those to faculty teaching at Predominantly Black Institutions (PBI)
and Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs). After dividing institutions by type
(doctoral, comprehensive, liberal arts, and community colleges), they found that,
specifically in regards to teaching, faculty at HSIs and PBIs were more likely to prefer
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teaching undergraduates than faculty at PWIs (Hubbard & Stage, 2009).7 Additionally,
they concluded that faculty at institutions with higher Latinx student enrollment were less
happy with their ability to control course content than faculty at institutions with lower
Latinx enrollment (Hubbard & Stage, 2009). Faculty at HSIs also indicated a greater
likelihood of choosing teaching as a profession if they needed to decide on a career again.
However, Hubbard and Stage concluded that their findings affirmed earlier studies
indicating that HSIs do not have a mission to serve Latinx students; they argued that
“Unlike HBCUs, HSIs do not have the cultural artifacts, institutional missions, or
historical rationales of serving Latinx students. Therefore, these institutions demonstrate
few differences with PWIs” (Contreras & Bensimon, 2005, p. 285). According to this
perspective, institutions that become HSIs need to undergo cultural and mission shifts,
which should then be evident in how faculty perceive and carry out their work and their
teaching.
A few studies have addressed the claim that the teaching practices of faculty
should reflect a commitment to serving Latinx students. For instance, some research has
suggested that to address the Latinx achievement gap, faculty need to employ practices
that meet the needs and characteristics of Latinx students (Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008).
These studies provided evidence of how faculty have adapted their teaching to serve
these students. For instance, in their study of political science faculty at different types of
institutions in Texas (divided by the authors into three categories: HSIs, prominent Texas
universities with a national reputation, and a group of less prominent universities in the
state), Kiasatpour and Lasley (2008) found that faculty in the HSIs they studied described
7

However, findings indicated that faculty at community colleges with higher Latinx enrollments
did not prefer to spend time teaching undergraduates.
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their teaching environment in ways that differed from non-HSI faculty. Faculty described
facing challenges not unique to HSIs (attendance; student difficulty in meeting deadlines;
and students with lower reading comprehension, writing, and speaking skills), but these
challenges presented themselves in higher numbers at HSIs. The authors also found that
faculty at HSIs who could compare the experience of teaching at these institutions to their
experience of teaching at other types of institutions in Texas cited additional challenges
at HSIs, including academically underprepared students and different learning styles.
Because the faculty at HSIs identified different needs for their students, Kiasatpour and
Lasley sought to understand how faculty responded to those needs. They found that
compared to faculty at other universities in their study, HSI faculty were likely to report
using collaborative teaching and offering more active and service learning opportunities
and student-centered assignments (Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008). While the teaching
strategies of HSI and non-HSI faculty were largely similar, HSI faculty were (two times)
more likely to promote group work and offer free-writing opportunities. They used these
practices as a response to their students’ needs. Though faculty self-reported modifying
or changing their practice to address the needs of students, implying an individual had a
conscious choice to adapt his or her teaching to meet students’ needs, a substantial body
of research has supported that organizational context can shape faculty’s behavior and, in
particular, their teaching practices. In the next section, I outline the organizational
contexts that can exert influence on teaching practices, including culture and its role in
the socialization of faculty; organizational climate; reward structures for teaching;
institutional type and other contextual factors that influence teaching. I then shift to
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examining faculty members’ appointment type and tenure status as well as other
individual-level faculty characteristics.
The Relationship Between Organizational Context and Faculty Behavior
Organizational theorists have analyzed the work of faculty through different
organizational frameworks. For example, organizational frameworks have been used to
study faculty productivity (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995), reward systems, and their
relationship to faculty behaviors (O’Meara, 2011); faculty socialization (Bolman & Deal,
1992); and faculty members’ sense of agency about their professional and personal lives
(Campbell, 2012; Campbell & O’Meara, 2014; O’Meara & Campbell, 2011; O’Meara,
Terosky, & Neumann, 2008). Organizational frameworks are well suited for studying
faculty members at HSIs as well as in other types of institutions because they highlight
the importance of understanding individual behavior in light of organizational context. In
particular, organizational identity theory suggests that although organizations can acquire
a new identity label, such as when an institution becomes a minority-serving institution
due to demographic changes in student population, that alone is not enough to change the
organizational identity or to compel organizational members to act in ways that
complement that change in identity. Instead, organizational members respond to the
organizational context and based on their perception of that context, they construct their
identity (Humphreys & Brown, 2002, as cited in Garcia, 2013a). The theory of
organizational culture accounts for why this is the case and how culture can serve to
shape the behavior of faculty, including their practices.
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Culture
Organizational theorists argue that the actions of individuals in organizations are a
product of the environment and organizational culture. Culture is the rules, values,
customs, traditions, and belief systems that guide behavior (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Van
Maanen & Schein, 1977). Culture is reflected in artifacts, values, and assumptions (Kuh
& Whitt, 1988; Van Maanen & Schein, 1977). Artifacts are concrete and visible
indicators of culture (Kuh & Whitt, 1988). In higher education institutions, these
indicators include mission statements professing specific values, myths, rituals,
ceremonies, and architectural design that evokes images about the organization, what it
aspires to be, and what it represents. Values are expectations for what is right or
appropriate in an organization; they are developed by organizational members and reflect
what members of a culture believe is important (Kuh et al., 1991). Values are often
reflected in norms, or the standards and expectations for behavior, as well as artifacts. In
turn, values are also shaped by assumptions. Assumptions are “tacit beliefs that members
use to define their role, their relationship to others, and the nature of the organization in
which they live” (Kuh & Hall, 1993, p. 7). Artifacts, values, and assumptions formulate
the unwritten expectations to which organizational members must conform in order to be
a part of an organization.
Schein’s model of culture sheds light on how culture influences organizational
members (Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Schein, 1968). Schein (1968) distinguished between
different levels in which culture is manifested: there is the visible surface level of
artifacts, practices (such as ceremonies and rituals), and the deeper levels of values, often
not visible or immediately apparent, which shape norms and behaviors. To understand the

51
culture of an organization, we need to know the system in which it is located, the symbols
and stories that guide its actions, and the meaning behind its practices. Institutional
theorists posited that this knowledge is essential because colleges and universities attempt
to follow cultural scripts that outline the component parts of such institutions, and their
staff largely follows prescribed roles (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Cultural scripts are
products of the environmental context. The relationship between cultural scripts and
behavior in organizations is elucidated by the ecological systems theory (Brofenbrenner,
1979).
Brofenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory avers that individuals are
intricately linked to their environment; they both create and are products of their
environment. Figure 2 provides a visual representation of this theory. The environment
consists of four layered, nested systems: microsystems (individuals within the
institution), mesosystems (spheres of interaction), exosystems (external communities),
and macrosystems (policies and sociohistorical events) (Brofenbrenner, 1979). The
microsystem consists of “Patterns of activities, roles, and interpersonal relations
experienced by the developing persons” (Brofenbrenner, 1993, p. 15). Microsystems are
created by the immediate context and are powerful shapers of behavior because they
facilitate interaction between those in an immediate environment (p. 15). The
microsystem can make faculty acutely aware of the needs of their students and of
organizational expectations—for example, whether other faculty value the use of certain
pedagogical approaches to meet students’ needs. However, faculty members are also
influenced by the mesosystem, or the interaction between the different microsystems an
individual inhabits. The exosystem refers to institutions with which faculty may not
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interact frequently but still influence them, such as professional and disciplinary
organizations. The macrosystem refers to faculty members’ interactions with norms,
beliefs, and values, such as those that socialize them about how to carry out their work.
These systems represent an individual’s ecology, specifically an individual’s relationship
with the organizational culture and its influences, which shifts over time.

Macrosystem

Exosystem

Mesosystem

Microsystem

Individuals and
Their
Characteristics

Figure 2. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory

In higher education, the idea of culture has been more specifically theorized
through the concept of campus culture, which is defined as “the way things are done” on
a campus (Kuh & Hall, 1993, p. 6) as well as “the confluence of institutional history,
campus traditions, and the values and assumptions that shape the character of a given
college or university” (pp. 1-2). As is the case with culture in general, campus culture is
reflected in the artifacts, values, assumptions, and perspectives of campus members.
Campus culture shapes both the character of the institution and the experience of
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organizational members. Specifically, in organizations, “culture bearers” or established
members introduce new members to normative structures that outline how they should
carry out their roles and which behaviors will be rewarded or punished (Van Maanen &
Schein, 1977). Likewise, in institutions of higher education, the campus culture is
transmitted by established members, such as tenured faculty, who socialize newer
members to the expectations and ways of doing things in the organization (Kuh & Whitt,
1988; O’Meara, 2011). Organizations vary in the values they espouse, and values are at
times aspirations rather than a mirror of existing practices. Though an institution may
espouse the value of creating the conditions for minority students to be successful, these
aspirations are not necessarily grounded in the reality of what staff and faculty do (Kuh &
Whitt, 1988). For example, Dancy, Henderson, and Turpen (2016) indicated that despite
knowing about innovative pedagogies, faculty may fail to implement them because they
perceive that the innovation is incompatible with required course content or not in line
with departmental teaching norms. However, when faculty are able to gauge the
institution’s values accurately, they are rewarded. Faculty gain stature and credibility as
they meet organizational standards and cultural expectations for their role. Analyzing
culture can help us understand what environmental or contextual incentives motivate
faculty to engage in practices that contradict or align with the culture of their
organization, or in teaching practices shown to support students’ academic success
and possibly requiring some degree of effort to implement.
In the case of HSIs, because their designation is dependent on changes in student
enrollment, an analysis of the organization’s culture can help ascertain whether, and how,
a change in institutional identity impacts culture as well as the actions of faculty and
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staff. Organizations need to be attuned to how members respond to organizational change
because of members’ capacity to adapt to as well as to resist change (Kezar, 2008; Kezar
& Eckel, 2002). Essentially, at HSIs, faculty members are capable of adapting their
teaching to the institution’s HSI identity if the right cultural shifts and cultural levers of
influence are activated. To know what influences faculty to adapt their teaching requires
knowledge of culture and subcultures, such as those created by faculty in different
disciplines, because these cultures influence how faculty internalize and address
standards and expectations for their teaching. The concept of organizational climate helps
explain how culture influences behavior and why some faculty adapt their teaching
practices when there are changes in the organizational context.
Climate
Climate represents a collective mood and feelings perceived by individuals in an
organization. It impacts individuals in two ways: psychologically and behaviorally
(Hurtado et al., 2012). That is, the way an individual perceives the climate affects them
psychologically; their perception leads to an emotional state, a feeling of safety, fear, or
discomfort. An individual’s perception of climate includes his or her understanding of
what the institution values. Behaviorally, the psychological perception of climate can
empower or constrain actions. The role of organizational climate has become more
important in higher education as demographic shifts have led to increasingly diverse
campuses. Demographic shifts have prompted an interest not only in climate, but in the
idea of campus racial climate as a unique construct describing “The institutional context
that includes community members’ attitudes, perceptions, behaviors, and expectations
around issues of race, ethnicity, and diversity” (Hurtado, Griffin, Arellano, & Cuellar,
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2008, p. 205). This interest is due both to changes in compositional diversity as well as
research establishing a relationship between climate and organizational- and individuallevel outcomes, including student outcomes (Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005), and between
climate and individual behaviors (Moran & Volkwein, 1992). Within institutions of
higher education, contextual variables (Hurtado, 1992), such as an institution’s size, type,
control, selectivity, and racial make-up, are theorized to influence how individuals
interact and respond to the environment. Climate is also cited as influencing both
organizational performance and employee motivation (Moran & Volkwein, 1992). The
influence of climate on individual behavior is mediated by an individual’s role in an
organization and his or her sociodemographic characteristics (Moos, 1974).
Climate occurs at multiple levels: individual, group, and organizational (Moos,
1974). That is, while there are individual differences in perceptions of climate, these
perceptions are also shaped by organizational-level factors. Thus, an institution may have
a prevailing climate that can serve as a distinguishing feature between organizations.
Because climate can differ in subunits of a university, departmental climate may differ
from the overall institutional climate. In terms of faculty, their connections to their
departments and departmental culture are thought to exert their own influence on
perceptions of climate (Moran & Volkwein, 1988). Additionally, though perceptions of
climate vary by individual, organizational members are thought to experience a positive
organizational climate when they are explicitly made aware of organizational goals and
are evaluated in terms of how their performance contributes to meeting those goals
(Moran & Volkwein, 1988, p. 379).
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In the context of higher education, positive organizational climates exist in
institutions that promote collaboration and are supportive of faculty. In these institutions,
faculty and staff are more prone to risk taking and innovation, and are more committed to
the institution’s mission (Rice & Austin, 1988). The mechanisms that account for this are
that institutions focused on improvement show care for faculty and students as well as
support collaboration and individual initiative. In turn, faculty feel a sense of
commitment to the institution. Faculty commitment is manifested in practices that
support the mission and goals of the institution, and the latter two are often conveyed by
culture. At an HSI, climate can shape whether faculty engage in teaching practices that
support the institution’s identity or mission to serve Latinx students.
The extensive literature on culture and climate has suggested that teaching
practices are subject to the influence of both. However, culture is more deeply entrenched
than climate since it includes the traditions that take firm root in an institution and
provide the basis for how things are done. Both concepts are important for understanding
the behavior of individuals in organizations. Assessing climate sheds light on why
cultural changes occur, such as when faculty members at an institution change their
teaching practices. Though faculty enter an institution with their own ideas about
teaching, over time they learn the cultural expectations held about teaching. The culture
around teaching can gradually influence faculty such that their own ideas can be
supplanted by those valued by the prevailing culture, or they may find ways to reject or
reconcile their ideas with the dominant culture. Whether faculty members conform to or
resist cultural notions around teaching is, in part, shaped by reward structures for
teaching.
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Reward Structures for Teaching
Faculty reward systems have long been recognized as instruments for
organizational change. For example, Boyer (1990) argued for redefining scholarship and
structuring reward systems to ensure that tenure and promotion decisions recognize the
different types of scholarship faculty enact: the scholarship of discovery (research),
teaching, integration, and application of knowledge. As the model of the research
university began to gain preeminence, institutions increasingly encouraged and rewarded
the scholarship of discovery, at times encouraging faculty behaviors that were less
reflective of an institutional mission to teach or to serve. Boyer proposed that by
recognizing the place and value of different forms of scholarship, institutional reward
systems could stave off mission creep as well as strengthen the alignment between an
organization’s mission and the multiple forms of scholarship that characterize faculty
work. Additional benefits theorized to follow from recognizing and rewarding faculty for
the different forms of scholarship include not only improved faculty satisfaction and
retention, but also greater institutional effectiveness (O’Meara, 2005).
The extent to which Boyer’s proposal has succeeded in changing organizational
and individual behavior is the subject of study by scholars interested in faculty reward
systems and the effect of rewards on scholarship, organizational culture, and faculty
behaviors (Huber, 2002; O’Meara, 2005; O’Meara et al., 2008). Findings from one study
on the effects of faculty evaluation and rewards systems and their impact on faculty work
indicated that faculty responses to the Carnegie Foundation’s national survey in 1997
showed more than half of research university faculty reported their institution valued
teaching; this phenomenon was attributed to the implementation of Boyer’s
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recommendations, specifically the inception of faculty reward systems that incentivized
new priorities (Huber, 2002). However, findings from this same study suggested that
implementation of Boyer’s recommendations varied by institutional type, history, and
culture (Huber, 2002). Variations in reward systems resulted from the influence of
external pressures, the culture of the organization, and organizational leaders (O’Meara,
2005).
Another study on the impact of reward systems on faculty work and behaviors
surveyed a nationally representative sample of 729 Chief Academic Officers (CAOs) at
not-for-profit 4-year colleges and universities to determine the effect of reform efforts
encouraging institutions to use multiple forms of scholarship as part of faculty reward
systems (O’Meara, 2005). O’Meara (2005) found that CAOs who reported their
institution implemented changes to adopt Boyer’s recommendations were more likely to
have reward systems that provided evidence of a commitment to encouraging multiple
forms of teaching and engagement. These findings affirmed the role of reward systems in
conveying what the organization valued in terms of faculty work. More precisely,
O’Meara contended that reward systems guided faculty in determining the kind of work
that was valued and who was valued. The mechanisms through which reward systems
exert their influence include criteria for evaluating work, release time, and grants or
awards programs that support desired organizational behaviors (Blackburn & Lawrence,
1995; O’Meara, 2005). For example, an HSI might promote culturally responsive
teaching by providing an award for course redesign or recognizing faculty who engage in
this kind of pedagogy. The aim of this recognition is primarily symbolic, a signal of the
institution’s values (Menges, 1996, as cited in Van Note Chism, 2006), as well as a way
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to recognize and incentivize behavior (Van Note Chism, 2006). The presence of rewards
for teaching, however, can vary by institutional type.
Institutional Type
The role of organizations in shaping faculty work and behaviors, particularly
teaching practices, has been studied in terms of how faculty socialization differs across
institutional types, particularly as faculty come to understand the culture and expectations
of their institution. Myriad studies on faculty, faculty work, and faculty lives have
established a relationship between institutional type, the organization’s mission, and
expectations for faculty work (Austin, Brocato, & Rohrer, 1997; Clark, 1987; O’Meara,
2011; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006; Wolf-Wendel & Ward,
2006). Institutional type can influence the extent of campus support for teaching through
such mechanisms as the presence of teaching and learning centers or faculty development
programs, and tenure and promotion systems that place a premium on student and peer
evaluations of teaching (Braxton, 2008; Shulman, 1999). For example, research
institutions are generally seen as less supportive of teaching (Andrews, Conaway, Zhao,
& Dolan, 2016), and faculty at these institutions, on average, spend less time on teaching
because a primary mission is to contribute to knowledge through research (Clark, 1987;
Melguizo & Strober, 2007). In contrast, faculty at community colleges and liberal arts
colleges are more likely to focus on teaching (Austin et al., 1997; Clark, 1987; Porter,
2007) because teaching is the primary role of community college faculty. At liberal arts
colleges, though research is valued, teaching is also held in high regard. Studies of
residential liberal arts colleges have indicated that, compared to other institutional types,
their smaller size (including class size) impacted the quality of teaching students’
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experience (Astin, 1999) as well as students’ exposure to practices identified as
supportive of cognitive and non-cognitive development (Pascarella, Wolniak, Cruce, &
Blaich, 2005).8 Finally, studies of faculty at HBCUs have also noted the influence of
organizational type, particularly organizational socialization, or how faculty internalize
the values and expectations for their work through formal (organized meetings,
institutional publications) and informal means (casual meetings and conversations)
(Johnson & Harvey, 2002). While institutional type exerts influence on how faculty carry
out their work, previous scholarship has also established the role of other contextual
factors in shaping the work of faculty.
Other Contextual Factors and Faculty’s Teaching
Contextual factors influencing faculty’s teaching role performance include student
peer groups, organizational structures and processes, and state policies and practices
(Braxton, 2008, p. 187). Student peer groups develop norms, beliefs, and values that
influence how students engage with each other and with coursework. Their behavior, in
turn, affects teaching (Kuh & Whitt, 1988). Organizational structures and processes can
reflect whether an organization creates a teaching culture, which also influences faculty
members’ teaching role performance. That is, through structures, organizations signal
what aspects of faculty work (research, teaching, or service) are valued and whether
greater recognition is given for research work, thus prompting faculty to focus primarily
on research rather than on teaching (Boyer, 1990; Boyer Commission, 1998; Menges &
Austin, 2001). Finally, state policies and practices that bear on teaching practices include
8

These practices, often identified as Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) seven principles for good
practices in undergraduate education, include frequent faculty-student contact, cooperation among students,
promoting active learning, giving prompt feedback, emphasizing time on task, holding high expectations,
and respecting diverse talents and ways of learning (Pascarella et al., 2004).
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performance-based funding awarded to institutions when meeting state-outlined
educational goals (Braxton, 2008). These educational goals can include having a specific
number of students meet licensing and certification criteria in fields that rely on such
measures as well as post-graduation outcomes (Braxton, 2008).
Organizational context matters in how faculty members undertake their work and
the teaching practices they adopt, but there is a bidirectional influence between the two:
faculty perceptions and behaviors affect the organizational context while simultaneously
the organizational context shapes faculty behavior and perceptions (Becher & Trowler,
2001; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Campbell & O’Meara, 2014). Often, organizational
climate accounts for how faculty understand expectations for their work and adjust their
behavior.
The Relationship Between Individual Faculty Characteristics
and Faculty Behavior
Myriad individual-level factors can shape faculty’s teaching practices (Menges,
2000; Oleson & Hora, 2014; Schoenfeld, 2000), including their conceptions of teaching
and learning (Ball, 1996); their previous experiences as learners; their teaching and
research as faculty members; and specifically their reflection on teaching (Hativa, 2000),
participating in professional development for teaching, and personal experiences (Oleson
& Hora, 2014). Conceptions of teaching and learning reflect faculty members’
sensemaking or “a set of linked, although conceptually distinct, processes that include
cognitive, behavioral and social elements” (Lindholm, 2003, p. 126). That is, individuals
make sense of behavioral expectations for their role by reading the organizational
environment and determining how to act based on the environment and role expectations
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(O’Meara, Lounder, & Campbell, 2014). Sensemaking is precipitated by a shock or
change in context, which acts as a catalyst forcing the individual to examine the situation,
then use what they know to confront behavioral expectations and determine a course of
action (O’Meara et al., 2014). Lindholm (2003) suggested that in the rapidly changing
context of higher education in the 21st century, including a growing and more diverse
student population, an institution’s ability to adapt to these changes is linked to faculty’s
perception of the relationship between themselves, their work, and the organizational
context in which that work unfolds. How faculty conceive of their role shapes their
actions and responsiveness to changing contexts, such as the kind of demographic shift in
student population that leads an institution to become an HSI. Thus, while efforts to
understand individual behavior at work have oscillated between situation-based
approaches (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) that emphasize the influence of organizational
policies and practices, and person-based approaches that focus on how individual
characteristics affect behavior (Lindholm, 2003), the interaction between individual
characteristics and organizational context is seen as most appropriate for explaining
individual behavior at work. In examining individual-level characteristics, faculty
members’ discipline, appointment type, and personal characteristics such as gender, age,
race, and motivation appear to exert the most influence on individual behavior.
Disciplinary and Departmental Influences
Studies of faculty have suggested that their socialization occurs through an
interplay of organizational-level factors and individual characteristics (Clark, 1987;
O’Meara, 2011; Schuster & Finkelstein, 2006). A primary influence on faculty is their
discipline. The discipline to which a faculty belongs is thought to be “the primary cultural
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unit, where students are introduced to a unique set of values, codes of conduct, and
epistemological views” (Oleson & Hora, 2014, p. 42). Faculty are socialized to a
discipline in graduate programs, and their socialization is reinforced through disciplinary
societies and conferences (Austin, 2002; Becher & Trowler, 2001; Rice, 1986). The latter
two continue to exert influence after graduate studies, but once faculty are immersed in
their career, departments introduce faculty to organizational norms while reinforcing
disciplinary identity (Campbell & O’Meara, 2014) and shaping how faculty undertake the
different aspects of their work (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Clark, 1987; Campbell &
O’Meara, 2013).
In the case of faculty’s teaching role, both the organizational and departmental
culture around teaching influences how a faculty conceives of and approaches teaching
(Austin, 1990; Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). However, the department serves as a locus
of faculty socialization because it is where rewards and workloads are determined
(O’Meara, 2011). A faculty teaching in a department that rewards teaching and where
faculty workloads reflect a focus on teaching is more likely to internalize the importance
of teaching and teaching practices. Moreover, departments facilitate interactions with
peers. Faculty peers are known to influence teaching (Oleson & Hora, 2014), especially
when faculty seek to change their teaching, but are unable or unwilling to access external
or campus-wide faculty development opportunities (Andrews et al., 2016). In such
instances, peers become the source of information on how to approach teaching.
Additionally, faculty peers are theorized to influence teaching practices because many
faculty hone their teaching skills while teaching, having spent their time as graduate
students developing and refining their skills as a researcher (Andrews et al., 2016).

64
Consequently, peers and the department serve as critical vehicles for introducing new
teaching practices or approaches and embodying specific perspectives and values about
teaching (Andrews et al., 2016). However, while organizational culture and socialization
at the departmental level influence how faculty members carry out their roles, so do other
factors such as appointment type.
Appointment Type
Appointment type bears on faculty teaching practices for several reasons.
O’Meara (2011) averred that appointment type broadly outline how faculty are to spend
their time, which standards they must meet for promotion, and what the criteria are for
rewards. Faculty appointed as adjuncts or non-tenure track are hired primarily to teach, in
contrast to tenure-track faculty who are hired to engage in research, teaching, and service
(Gappa, 2000). Adjunct faculty members constitute the majority of appointment types at
community colleges (Bolitzer, 2017), slightly less than half the faculty at comprehensive
colleges and universities, and approximately a third of faculty at research and doctoral
universities (Finkelstein, Conley, & Schuster, 2016; Gappa, 2000). Because their
appointment is largely semester to semester and they are often hired late, these faculty
have limited time to prepare to teach, and this, in turn, can affect the quality of their
teaching (Umbach, 2007). Their limited access to institutional support services for faculty
(Bolitzer, 2017), including support for teaching, also may serve to negatively impact their
teaching (Gappa, 2000) and limit their opportunities to understand organizational values
around teaching. In addition to appointment type, a faculty member’s career stage or
status can influence how he or she responds to the organizational context and how that
faculty member carries out his or her role; more experienced faculty may have an easier
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time understanding and balancing expectations for their role compared to early career
faculty (Austin et al., 1997). Finally, demands on faculty time vary by rank (Neumann,
2009; Neumann & Terosky, 2007; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996), and this, too, serves to
influence how faculty approach teaching.
Though clearly much of the literature on faculty and faculty workload supports
the notion that organizational-level factors have much to do with how faculty approach
their work roles, another body of literature has pointed to the salience of individual-level
factors. Specifically, this literature has suggested that four individual-level characteristics
have much to do with how faculty assume their work, particularly their teaching: gender,
race, age, and motivation.
The Effect of Gender, Race, Age, and Motivation
Individual-level characteristics that can influence teaching practices are gender,
race, age, and motivation. For instance, women faculty spend more time teaching (Bellas
& Toutkoushian, 1999; O’Meara, Rivera, Kuveava, & Corrigan, 2017) and are more
likely to use practices characterized as high impact than are male faculty (Eagan &
Garvey, 2015; Kuh, Nelson Laird, & Umbach, 2004). Women also staff non-tenure track
positions in higher numbers than men (Finkelstein et al., 2016, 2016b), and non-tenure
track lines typically have higher teaching loads (O’Meara, Kuvaeva, & Nyunt, 2017).9 In
terms of race, some studies have found racial differences in how faculty allocate time to
teaching, research, and service (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999; Singell, Lillydahl, &
Singell, 1996), and a few studies have examined differences in teaching practices by race
(Kuh et al., 2004). For example, Kuh et al. (2004) analyzed data from 14,336 faculty
9

Finkelstein et al. (2016) provided a more thorough analysis of distribution of male and female
faculty appointment type as well as race and ethnicity by appointment type.
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responses to the 2003 Faculty Survey of Student Engagement to see how faculty
structured class time and whether they employed practices that support active and
collaborative learning, diversity experiences, and higher-order thinking. They then
compared students’ responses (20,226 senior students and 22,033 first-year students) for
that same year to parallel items in the National Survey of Student Engagement, which
asked for students’ report of engagement and exposure to the same practices outlined in
the faculty survey. The researchers employed hierarchical linear models and examined
the impact of faculty members’ effective practices scores on students’ reports that they
experienced these practices. They found minority faculty and women were more likely to
use the effective educational practices captured in the survey.
In terms of age, faculty experiences and work roles are influenced by career stage
(Baldwin, Lunceford, & Vanderlinden, 2005; Neumann, 2009), with faculty devoting
most time to teaching, on average, when they are in late midlife (defined as ages 50-59)
and late-life (ages 60 and older) (Baldwin et al., 2005). These results suggested that
faculty at these ages may be more mindful and deliberate about the teaching practices
they employ, and that their attention to the different aspects of their work can vary by
career stage.
Extant research on the relationship between faculty characteristics and their
teaching also illuminated why some faculty included diversity-related content in their
coursework, which, in turn, sheds light on factors that may impact the use of culturally
responsive teaching practices. Milem (2001) used the 35,061 responses to the 1992-1993
Higher Education Research Institute’s faculty survey to determine which demographic
and professional factors predicted a faculty member’s inclusion of diversity-related
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content in their courses. Among the predictors of whether faculty included diversityrelated content in their courses are discipline, gender, race, and variables that measured
faculty commitment to teaching and the extent to which faculty believed their institution
was committed to diversity (Milem, 2001). More specifically regarding their
demographic predictors, women and minority faculty (outside of Asian American
faculty) were more likely to incorporate diversity-related content. The results of this
analysis of faculty’s commitment to teaching suggested that faculty members were
prompted to include diversity-related content because of personal motivation.
The Effect of Motivation
The literature on motivation helps explain variations in the teaching practices
faculty employ. Motivation is the ability to initiate and persist in behaviors, and this
persistence is driven by the ability to see a desired outcome or goal and to understand
how one’s actions can lead to that outcome (Bandura, 1977). A second source of
motivation is the ability to self-evaluate and measure progress towards a desired goal.
The desire to reach a goal serves as the impetus to engage in critical self-examination that
then leads one to set rewards if behaviors leading to a goal are met, or to refrain from
rewards if there is a discrepancy between a desired goal and one’s behavior (Bandura,
1977). Engaging in behaviors critical to goal attainment is also dependent on self-efficacy
or the belief that one’s efforts are adequate to reaching a goal. The higher an individual’s
self-efficacy, the more likely he or she will persist in behaviors that are critical to goal
attainment. Self-efficacy is itself connected to four processes: performance
accomplishment, vicarious experience, verbal persuasion, and emotional arousal
(Bandura, 1977). Performance accomplishment serves as a basis for self-efficacy because
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one’s past performance shapes future actions. Repeated successes can lead to a greater
expectation of future success and, thus, a stronger sense of self-efficacy about one’s
ability. However, failure, particularly if not preceded by successful performance and if
repeated, can serve to depress one’s sense of self-efficacy or belief in the ability to reach
one’s goals. Vicarious experience refers to an increased self-efficacy prompted by
receiving support to accomplish tasks that are beyond one’s abilities (Bandura, 1977).
Supports are withdrawn as the individual exhibits task mastery. Verbal persuasion refers
to encouraging individuals to persist in behaviors that are necessary to meet desired
goals. Emotional arousal is connected to the idea that performance anxiety leads to
enhanced states of anxiety, and individuals then adjust behaviors to avoid these states.
Emotional arousal centers on helping individuals dissociate that which they fear as a
source of anxiety in the belief that with a diminished sense of fear, performance will
improve.
Theories of motivation have oscillated between approaches that emphasize the
role of extrinsic or intrinsic motivation (Terosky, 2005). Extrinsic motivation refers to
behaviors or actions an individual undertakes because of the expectation that this
behavior will yield a desired reward (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995). For example,
organizations may design faculty reward systems that attempt to incentivize faculty to
focus on their teaching with the promise of monetary rewards or recognition. In contrast
to extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation occurs when behavior is prompted by an
internal drive rather than the promise of external rewards (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995).
One such example is a faculty member who devotes time to teaching and using practices
that are atypical at their institution because of their beliefs about teaching and the value
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of the practices they engage. Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) contended that neither
extrinsic or intrinsic motivation theories alone can explain faculty behavior. Instead, they
posited that such factors as context and reward systems account for which perspective on
motivation guides faculty behavior at a given time. This perspective suggested that
though the organizational context certainly can induce behavior, choice of teaching
practices can also be internally motivated. These diverse perspectives on the relationship
between organizational contexts, individual characteristics, and faculty teaching practices
draw attention to the gap in the research on the role of organizational context on faculty’s
teaching practices at HSIs. In the next sections, I address in more detail the frameworks
I used to conceptualize the relationship between organizational context, faculty
characteristics, and choice of teaching practices at HSIs.
Conceptual Frameworks
The four frameworks I used to guide this study reflect my conception of the
organizational- and individual-level factors that influence teaching and have the potential
to explain teaching practices at HSIs. The first frame, the MMDLE, establishes the
aspects of the organizational context that can convey and influence the organizational
culture around teaching. It also helps identify whether the climate reflects support for the
use of culturally responsive teaching practices as well as teaching for subject matter
learning. The Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) framework illuminates other
organizational- and individual-level factors that serve to influence how faculty approach
teaching in general. The third frame, the culturally responsive teaching frame, identifies
practices that are visible manifestations of culturally responsive teaching. The final
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frame, the cognitively responsive teaching frame, identifies the practices of those who
teach for subject matter learning using practices informed by research on cognition and
the learning sciences. These last two frames, culturally and cognitively responsive
teaching practices, also serve to identify how to facilitate subject matter learning.
The Multi-Contextual Model of Diverse Learning Environments (MMDLE)
The MMDLE developed from early work on the campus climate for racial/ethnic
diversity (Hurtado, 1992) and specifically outlines dimensions that influence the climate
for diversity in higher education institutions. The purpose of the model was to help those
interested in assessing the political and sociohistorical context of institutions—
macrolevel factors—that bear on the present context for teaching and learning,
particularly as it pertains to the climate for diversity. Specifically, Hurtado et al. (1998,
1999) sought to develop a model to assess campus climate tangibly and its effect on all
students, while drawing attention—through research—on the multiple contexts that shape
campus climate. By helping faculty and practitioners examine climate in light of its effect
on students and the practices in which faculty and staff engage, institutions can strive to
create conditions by which all students may attain equitable educational outcomes and
cultivate skills to engage in lifelong learning (Hurtado et al., 2012). The strength of the
model is its linking of campus climate for diversity and educational practices as they
manifest at different levels of the organizational environment and through the work of
different organizational actors (faculty, staff, and students) with the achievement of
educational outcomes (Hurtado et al., 2012).
Hurtado et al. (2012) envisioned the MMDLE as a multilayered model with
different layers surrounding the core: curricular processes, including teaching methods,
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course content, and co-curricular processes, including practices and programming
provided to students. Figure 3 provides a visual depiction of the model. Curricular and
co-curricular factors are influenced by instructor, student, and staff identity. Surrounding
the core most immediately is the climate for diversity, which is influenced by historical
(political and sociohistorical) forces, and organizational, compositional, and behavioral
dimensions. Specifically, Hurtado et al. argued for this multidimensional perspective:
Individuals can better understand the climate in their immediate or proximal
environments if they can understand how concrete political and socio-historical
developments impact organizational components of the climate, rules and
regulations that govern institutional behavior, and ultimately shape individual
perceptions and feelings, as well as their interactions (behavioral aspects of the
climate). (p. 46)
Hurtado et al. (2012) proposed that how organizational members experience the
campus climate is a product of the institution’s legacy of exclusion or inclusion for all
members, thereby creating the psychological and behavioral dimensions of climate. The
psychological dimension includes how individuals experience climate based on their
position in an organization, while the behavioral dimension is created by how different
groups interact with each other, particularly with diverse peers (Hurtado et al., 2012).
Both dimensions are influenced by internal (or personal-level factors) as well as external
(or organizational-level) influences. The MMDLE makes the case that faculty members’
teaching practices are subject to internal and external influences. In that sense, the
MMDLE reflects organizational theories that regard the external environment as
influencing the internal environment (Bess & Dee, 2007) as well as the influence of
Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory. How faculty carry out their diverse
responsibilities is shaped by different dimensions of influence, which change over the
course of a career (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Neumann, 2009). That is, the way
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faculty experience expectations about their role and how they respond to those
expectations may be different in the early, middle, and late stages of their career. In sum,
an individual’s ecology is shaped by the organizational climate and culture. However,
how faculty respond to organizational climate and culture varies.
The MMDLE relies on system theory to explain why and how cultural values and
climate influence faculty and their choice of teaching practices. The MMDLE conceives
of colleges and universities as open systems (Scott & Davis, 2007), with permeable
boundaries that are thus subject to diverse influences. In these systems, five dimensions
of climate (sociohistorical, organizational/structural, institutional, compositional,
behavioral) act directly on faculty and others. These five dimensions help explicate
more precisely how climate and culture come to influence curricular and instructional
processes such as choice of teaching practices. The sociohistorical dimension is how an
institution’s history of exclusion (reflected in norms, culture, traditions, mission, policies)
affects its climate and practices (Hurtado et al., 2012, p. 59). The organizational/
structural dimension of climate helps us analyze how processes and policies such as
tenure reviews, resource distribution, curriculum, and institutional practices and policies
impact the climate for diversity (Hurtado et al., 2012, p. 60; Milem et al., 2005). The
institutional dimension consists of policies and processes—such as a mission statement
professing a commitment to serve certain students, rewards for innovations that create a
diverse learning environment—that show commitment to diversity. The organizational/
structural dimension reflects external factors such as local, state, and federal policies as
well as trustee and alumni influence (Hurtado et al., 2012). The compositional dimension
refers to the number of students, faculty, staff, and administrators of diverse backgrounds
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(Hurtado et al., 2012). The behavioral dimension of climate is described as the frequency
of formal interactions (facilitated by colleges and universities in the classroom and
through co-curricular offerings) as well as informal interactions (occurring without the
facilitation of the organization). The psychological dimension addresses how individuals
grapple and respond to the climate for diversity.

Figure 3. The Multi-contextual Model of Diverse Learning Environments (MMDLE).
Reprinted from “A Model for Diverse Learning Environments: The Scholarship on
Creating and Assessing Conditions for Student Success,” by S.Hurtado, C.L. Alvarez, C.
Guillermo-Wann, & L. Arellano, 2012, Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and
Research, 27, p.48. Copyright 2012, Springer.
I used the MMDLE because research has suggested the value of analyzing
teaching practices in light of the environment in which they unfold and in contexts of
individual faculty characteristics (Ferrare & Hora, 2014)—all of which are elements
addressed in the MMDLE. Faculty develop cultural models (Ferrare & Hora, 2014) that
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are influenced by these dimensions, by the sum of the parts that make up the environment
in which they teach. Cultural theorists of teaching have thus contended that if we want to
elicit change in a faculty member’s teaching practices, we need to consider how the
environment supports or inhibits the desired change as well as how faculty conceive of
teaching (Ferrare & Hora, 2014). They further averred that cultural models of teaching
are hard to change without also changing the environment in which teaching takes place.
In multiple studies, the MMDLE has been used as a framework for understanding
the influence of organizational climate and culture on faculty members’ teaching
practices and the effect of these practices on students. In one such study, the MMDLE
was used to assess students’ perception of faculty behaviors supporting their academic
development, where behavior was operationalized as the frequency of faculty feedback,
the use of questioning strategies to promote student participation, manifestation of care
for students and their development, and encouragement of students’ campus involvement
(Hurtado et al., 2013). The framework was also used to assess how individuals (faculty,
staff, administrators, and students) perceive and understand an institution’s identity as an
HSI and how identity is reflected in its organizational processes and structures (Garcia,
2013a). Both of these studies called attention to an unexplored potential that the model
offers: examining how the various contexts might affect faculty’s approach to teaching at
an HSI. While some studies on HSIs have explored faculty attitude and perceptions about
their profession and students (Hubbard & Stage, 2009) as well as how faculty members
experience working at these institutions (Núñez & Murakami-Ramalho, 2011), the
MMDLE can also be employed to learn more about the association between
organizational climate and the teaching practices employed by faculty members at HSIs.
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The MMDLE presents additional benefits for studying teaching. First, the
MMDLE helps to illuminate what are the organizational/structural dimensions and
institutional policies that either help perpetuate or address educational inequality.
Inequality in the context of this study might entail not addressing the needs of Latinx
students. Second, the framework is also useful in identifying faculty members as
institutional actors whose practice and decisions need to be investigated for their
relationship to promoting educational equity (Dowd & Bensimon, 2015). Third, because
HSIs attain their status based on enrollment, analyzing the organizational/structural
dimension can show whether an institution is encouraging faculty to address this
demographic change, and what mechanisms can serve as sources of influence on faculty
members’ teaching. Fourth, though the framework does not refer specifically to
cognitively and culturally responsive teaching practices, it outlines the kind of practices
that faculty may adopt to influence student outcomes positively. Many of these fall under
the umbrella of cognitively responsive teaching. The framework also highlights that
student learning outcomes must be a focus if we are to improve the academic success of
students. In particular, the model argues that colleges should facilitate students’
acquisition of three outcomes necessary for 21st century students to participate in a just
and equitable society: college retention and degree attainment, habits of mind for lifelong
learning, and multicultural and civic competencies; these, in turn, lead to social mobility
and social equity (Hurtado et al., 2012; Hurtado & Guillermo-Wann, 2013). Thus, the
model emphasizes the role of colleges and faculty in creating conditions for student
success and engaging in practices that facilitate these outcomes. In the following section,
I define how faculty are influenced to approach their teaching role through the lens of a
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framework that highlights how individual faculty members conceive of their roles,
particularly their teaching.
The Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) Framework
Prior to Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) study of faculty, scholars in higher
education analyzed faculty careers through an organizational or a psychological
perspective to account for differences in how faculty members responded to the different
roles required of faculty. In contrast, Blackburn and Lawrence sought to understand the
influence of both organizational (mission, resources, student make-up) and individual
psychological factors (self-knowledge and motivation) on how faculty members carry out
their career responsibilities and how culture influences their work (Kuh & Whitt, 1988;
Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005). The framework divides career responsibilities into four
primary areas: teaching, research, scholarship, and service.10 Though the model is helpful
for understanding faculty productivity in all areas, for this study I focused on its ability to
explicate factors influencing faculty members’ teaching role, which, in turn, influences
student outcomes (Umbach & Wawrzynski, 2005).
Faculty members engage in assessment of their organizational context to
determine how to shape their role as teachers (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Ferrare &
Hora, 2014). That is, faculty members’ approach to their teaching—the teaching practices
they employ—are, in part, a response to the organizational environment and what is
valued in that context. Faculty members are shaped by “standards of performance,” by
feedback on their activities, and by the availability of resources that influence how they
10

Blackburn and Lawrence (1985) defined teaching as “class preparation, scheduled classroom
and laboratory instruction, grading, working with students in your office” (p. 321). For a definition of the
other facets of faculty work, see Blackburn and Lawrence (p. 320) or Boyer’s (1990) discussion on the
scholarship of discovery (research), teaching, integration, and application of knowledge.

77
carry out their work (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995, p. 28). For example, faculty members
in institutions with teaching and learning centers have access to local support for
teaching, which may facilitate their use of innovative teaching practices. Moreover, while
faculty members have control over their response to their environment, the framework
recognizes that environment also shapes them—a perspective shared with the MMDLE
framework. The recognition that faculty both shape and are, in turn, shaped by their
organizational environment is important to acknowledge when examining faculty
members’ choice of teaching strategies at HSIs. These institutions attain their status
because of changes in enrollment patterns, which may signal changes in institutional
priorities. Changes in institutional priorities may then influence faculty to alter their
teaching practices.
Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) posited that faculty’s success in facilitating
student outcomes is the product of individual faculty characteristics (including
sociodemographic characteristics, career characteristics, and self- and social-knowledge);
the environment in which faculty work takes place (environmental conditions,
environmental responses, and social contingencies); and cognitive factors. Because the
MMDLE provides the context for understanding how the environment can bear on
faculty members’ work, in the next section I explicate the role of individual
characteristics in influencing faculty teaching behavior using Blackburn and Lawrence’s
framework to highlight the part played by specific individual characteristics.
Sociodemographic characteristics. Faculty sociodemographic variables in
Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) model include gender, age, race and ethnicity, and
career status (length of time in one’s career and faculty rank). These factors affect
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behaviors because they both constitute a faculty member’s identity and impact how they
make sense of their professional responsibilities, as well as because they influence how
others perceive faculty members’ actions and how faculty, in turn, respond (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995; O’Meara, 2011). That is, for example, the same actions taken by male
and female faculty members may engender different responses in others around them
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Kardia & Wright, 2004; O’Meara, 2011). Also, because
of their social identities, faculty members differ in the resources that they bring to bear on
their work and call on as they craft their professional identities (Campbell, 2012).
Career characteristics. Studies of faculty have underscored that how faculty
approach their work, particularly their teaching, changes over the span of their careers
(Neumann, 2009). In particular, the attention faculty devote to their primary
responsibilities can vary by type of institution, with demands shifting by institutional type
and faculty rank (Neumann, 2009; Neumann & Terosky, 2007). Blackburn and Lawrence
(2005) examined the relationship between faculty members’ work and productivity and
various career and individual career characteristics such as rank, discipline, where faculty
obtained their highest degree, number of years as a faculty member, and type of
institution. Their analysis indicated critical factors that bear on faculty members’ work
roles.
Self-knowledge. Self-knowledge refers to how faculty members view themselves
and their work as well as their sense of self-efficacy about their work (Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1985). Self-knowledge variables include instructional commitment, interest in
teaching, percentage of time faculty prefer to devote to teaching, and other psychological
characteristics. Self-knowledge is a concept that higher education researchers have
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affirmed is important for explaining why faculty exercise agency and make choices about
their work that are contrary to the prevailing norm (O’Meara, Campbell, & Terosky,
2011). One choice might be devoting more time to teaching than to other aspects of the
faculty role and thereby expressing greater interest and commitment to that facet of work.
Commitment signals a personal investment in excelling at a particular role or task
(Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Terosky, 2005). Faculty members also devote time to
aspects of their work about which they feel a sense of competence or self-efficacy.
Influence refers to the belief that one can have an effect on a particular area. In addition
to these factors, significant predictors of faculty behaviors and effort paid to one’s career
include psychological characteristics, such as a personal disposition to an aspect of one’s
career, personal effort devoted to one’s role, as well as satisfaction and morale.
Social-knowledge. Social knowledge refers to knowledge of what the institutions
value, and in the case of faculty who are in institutions that value teaching, this might
entail how strongly the institution values teaching, whether colleagues are committed to
teaching, and the degree of consensus and support around teaching. Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) found that institutional context influences how faculty work towards
facilitating student outcomes, as does their sense of efficacy about teaching and the
perception that the institution values teaching (p. 195). An outcome of this finding is that
institutions wanting to encourage faculty to facilitate certain outcomes for students need
to convey the importance of teaching and employing “effective teaching behaviors” to
meet desired goals (p. 195). Blackburn and Lawrence also found that effort given to
teaching, regardless of type of institution, was most strongly predicted by a faculty
member’s self-knowledge of his or her interest in teaching and that predictive power
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increased when adding social-knowledge of the institution’s commitment to teaching.
The implication of this is that if institutions are to encourage faculty to hold teaching in
high regard, they need to provide greater organizational support and increase faculty’s
sense of efficacy about their teaching. In sum, work performance in terms of teaching is
motivated by self-knowledge or how one conceives of one’s abilities and one’s
understanding of the kind of work the institution values (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1986;
O’Meara & Terosky, 2010), one’s response to the different facets of the faculty career,
and one’s disposition (ambition and persistence in tackling different responsibilities, for
example).
Higher education scholars have affirmed some aspects of the Blackburn and
Lawrence (1995) framework and used it to investigate the relationship between faculty
practices and student outcomes. For example, Terosky’s (2005) study of faculty who take
their teaching seriously and elevate its place in their work found that commitment and
motivation explained faculty members’ attention to their teaching role. Umbach and
Wawrzynski (2005) used the framework to analyze the relationship between faculty
pedagogical practices and student behaviors that facilitated positive undergraduate
outcomes (p. 155). This approach to using the framework affirms its potential for making
possible an analysis of the organizational features, at different types of institutions, that
prompt faculty to engage in certain practices, and thereby improve the likelihood students
will achieve critical outcomes (Ewell, 1997). The framework has also been used to study
engineering faculty members’ use of student-centered teaching practices and assess
whether the use of these strategies varied by faculty’s graduate training, professional
development, and institutional factors (Lattuca et al., 2014). Studies of this kind have
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shed light on the effectiveness of faculty rewards systems and professional development
opportunities that can be employed to prompt faculty in different disciplines to use
certain kinds of practices (Lattuca et al., 2014). Such studies can help us determine if
attempts to engage faculty in using practices need to vary by discipline, specifically given
variations in faculty cultures (Becher & Trowler, 2001; Hubbard & Stage, 2009;
Umbach, 2007). They also emphasized the importance of engaging faculty in designing
the kind of development and support structures they believe they need to engage in the
multiple facets of their work (Lattuca et al., 2014; O’Meara et al., 2008). If faculty are to
approach their teaching differently, if they are to investigate practices new to them but
vital to addressing the needs of diverse learners, then those tasked with designing
professional development for faculty need to understand what can motivate faculty to
change how they approach their teaching and practices (Menges, 1997; Terosky, 2005).
Despite the framework’s benefits for understanding faculty work and their
teaching practices, it has several limitations. The framework notes the influence of
environment on faculty and their teaching, but while it recognizes the role of an
individual’s self- and social-knowledge in how he or she undertakes the faculty role, it
does not address, in depth, how the faculty socialization process might be disrupted to
help individuals exercise agency in their teaching. That is, at institutions where teaching
is not emphasized, faculty have the potential to engage in the kinds of practices of interest
to this study if they exercise agency. The framework does not provide a way to prompt
faculty to change their teaching practices or devote time to teaching if they are at an
institution that encourages other priorities for faculty. Such insight is necessary because
organizational studies have suggested that departmental-level factors play a more salient
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role than organizational-level factors in influencing faculty’s decision making about their
teaching (Lindholm, 2003). Consequently, a critical line of research that needs to be
further developed to better understand teaching at HSIs is how to assess the campus
climate for diversity and, in particular, to examine how departmental leaders promote
diversity and convey the institution’s values about diversity (Mayhew & Grunwald,
2006). In the next section, I address Neumann’s (2014) framework on cognitively
responsive subject matter teaching to provide an example of the practices that can enrich
teaching in high diversity institutions such as HSIs.
Neumann’s Framework on Cognitively Responsive Teaching
Some of the practices that have been shown to benefit students at HBCUs and
also have the potential to benefit students at HSIs, particularly the use of active learning
strategies and designing instruction with the learners’ experiences in mind, fall under the
umbrella of cognitively responsive teaching. Cognitively responsive teaching reflects the
needs of an industrialized economy, in which one function of schools is to help students
learn more than how to acquire knowledge of facts, roles, and processes (Hazelkorn,
2011) and where instruction is informed by research in the learning sciences. Scholars
have argued that models of instruction informed by the learning sciences reflect the needs
of a creative economy or, rather, a knowledge economy in which individuals are valued
for their ability to produce conceptual artifacts and solve problems with creativity and
innovation (Sawyer, 2008). Influenced by the belief that the role of education is not
merely to transmit knowledge of facts and procedures (valued in what has been called the
standard model of instruction) (Sawyer, 2008), the learning sciences emphasize the
acquisition of deep knowledge acquired through immersion in activities that mimic the
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professional context in which knowledge is to be applied. Learning is critical for its role
in preparing learners to apply their knowledge in the diverse economic and social
contexts in which their work may unfold. In this view, knowledge is situated as “Not just
a static mental structure inside the learners’ head; instead, knowing is a process that
involves, the person, the tools and other people in the environment, and the activities in
which that knowledge is being applied” (Sawyer, 2008, p. 3). This perspective on
knowledge is similar to the conception that understanding learning requires attention to
four critical factors: the learner, the instructor, the context of teaching, and the content
taught (Neumann & Campbell, 2016; Schwab, 1973).
The learning sciences perspective in higher education posits key principles about
learning. First, this research has suggested that deep conceptual insight helps ensure
students learn not just facts and procedures, but also understand under what conditions to
apply their knowledge (Bransford et al., 2000). This, in turn, facilitates transfer of
learning, or the ability to apply what has been learned in one context to another. Second,
the learning sciences has also suggested that knowledge experts are distinguished from
novices not only by their ability to recall a large set of procedures and plans but also by
their ability to identify when to apply those plans. This understanding of when to apply
knowledge occurs through engagement in metacognition or metacognitive tasks
(Bransford et al., 2000), and to regulate one’s learning enough to adopt appropriate
strategies for learning when existing ones are not adequate (Everson & Tobias, 2001).
Third, the learning sciences research has suggested that to aid learning, teachers need to
recognize the prior knowledge or pre-existing ideas and beliefs learners bring to a
learning context (Bransford et al., 2000; Neumann, 2014). Prior knowledge includes the
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knowledge gained from students’ homes and communities, which can serve as a resource
for learning (González et al., 2005). Awareness of the learners’ prior knowledge is
critical because their pre-existing understanding can include ideas or misconceptions that
may interfere with their learning of new ideas or concepts (Bransford et al., 2000;
Neumann, 2014). Thus, faculty members need to understand students’ cognitive
development and how they are likely to conceive of a subject or idea. Learning sciences
research has also indicated that faculty members need to use their understanding of
students’ prior knowledge to help students actively construct a deepened understanding
of a subject. Faculty can help facilitate students’ deep understanding of a subject by
accessing students’ prior knowledge through engagement in reflection or the active
articulation of what they understand as they attempt to learn something new. Reflection is
key to facilitating metacognitive thinking (Bransford et al., 2000; Zimmerman, 1998).
While learning sciences research has shaped the conversation about how K-12
schools can prepare students for the knowledge economy, it has also begun to shape
conversations about how it can influence college teaching. Particularly given the
foundational principles of learning sciences, scholars have developed a conceptual
framework for what good college teaching looks like (Neumann, 2014; Neumann &
Campbell, 2016). Neumann defined central claims about what is good college teaching
for all students using a learning sciences perspective. First, Neumann (2014) contended
that good teaching calls for faculty to engage students in learning a subject matter by
focusing on disciplinary core ideas, or foundational concepts around which other
concepts in a discipline are organized (Shulman, 1987). Core ideas are the lynchpin of a
subject, or key ideas around which other ideas are centered. These key ideas serve to help
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faculty determine what to teach and how to sequence students’ exposure to these ideas.
Neumann’s second claim avers that good teaching entails connecting students’ learning
of a subject to their prior knowledge of that subject, which is shaped by their personal
and sociocultural experiences. Because students’ lives and culture serve as a resource for
learning new content (Bransford et al., 2000; Gonzales et al., 2005), faculty are
encouraged to elicit students’ prior knowledge and connect this to learning new subject
matter ideas. Neumann’s third claim suggests that learning can lead learners to
experience dissonance, to question what they know that might have felt personal and
inviolate. Good teaching entails providing cognitive and emotional support as students
grapple with this dissonance (Neumann, 2014). Neumann’s claims evidence how learning
sciences research can inform good teaching. In particular, the claims support the need for
attention to students’ deep and conceptual understanding of a subject, the importance of
eliciting and using students’ prior knowledge to support learning, and the recognition that
teaching and learning are embedded in sociocultural contexts. But, to reap the benefits of
this research in classroom contexts, faculty’s teaching practices have to create, or
orchestrate (Neumann, 2014), the conditions for learning.
Confirmatory factor analysis has shown strong reliability for Neumann’s three
primary claims about cognitively responsive teaching (Campbell, Cabrera, Ostrow, &
Patel, 2017), and studies have probed the extent to which it manifests across liberal arts
colleges, research intensive, and open-access institutions (Campbell et al., 2017;
Campbell, Jimenez, & Arrozal, 2015), but the Neumann framework has not been studied
in the context of an HSI. Moreover, while the framework is explicit in its claims about
what constitutes good teaching in college, it does not outline practices that could be
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characterized as cognitively responsive, although earlier literature from the learning
sciences have suggested certain practices studied in the context of K-12 education
(Bransford et al., 2000). These include teaching approaches that promote reflection,
collaboration, and active student involvement in learning (Bransford et al., 2000).
Additionally, and perhaps a more pressing matter to address if faculty are to use this
framework, is that engaging students’ prior knowledge—the knowledge they bring from
home, culture, and community—entails including diversity content in courses across
disciplines. In the next section, I address the culturally responsive teaching framework to
support why teaching practices that consider the role of learners and learners’ lived
experiences are critical to studies of teaching at HSIs.
Culturally Responsive Teaching
Culturally responsive instruction is a term coined in the 1980s (Erickson, 1987;
Erickson & Mohatt, 1982) to describe the process of “using the cultural characteristics,
experiences, and perspectives of ethnically diverse students as conduits for teaching them
more effectively” (Gay, 2002, p. 106). Although I use the term culturally responsive
teaching to refer to a body of scholarship advocating the importance of using students’
cultural knowledge to support learning in school settings, a variety of terms have been
used to characterize this perspective, including culturally appropriate, culturally
congruent, mitigating cultural discontinuity, culturally responsive, culturally compatible,
and culturally relevant pedagogy (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011). The different
perspectives espoused by those who use these terms have in common the belief that
students are more likely to achieve academically when they are introduced to subject
matter through curricula and experiences that consider the learners’ prior knowledge and
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cultural experiences. This theory and the approaches to teaching that it supports draw
from such fields as anthropology, sociology, psychology, sociolingistics, and education,
particularly research on differences in communication styles and ways of knowing in
different communities (Gay, 2002). Specifically, anthropological understandings of
culture and of learning as a process embedded in a social context provide support for
culturally responsive teaching, and for the need for teachers to strive for cultural
congruence in instruction (Vygotsky, 1978). Advocates of cultural congruence have
contended that students struggle in classrooms where content and ways of learning differ
from what they know and experience from their home and communities (Au &
Kawakami, 1994; Singer, 1988). That is, cultural differences can lead students to
experience dissonance when they encounter school environments that value knowledge,
behaviors, and ways of knowing that differ from their own. Supporters of this view have
argued that these cultural differences need to be acknowledged not to blame students or
view them through a deficit orientation, but rather to recognize and address practical
implications for learning when there are differences between the ways schools are
structured and students are socialized in their home and community (Singer, 1988). By
acknowledging and recognizing how students’ culture and socialization shape cognition
and the patterns of behavior with which learners approach school, educators can also
tailor their instruction to address differences in cognitive development across cultures.
The recognition of these differences should prompt educators to probe learners’
knowledge and way of knowing, then identify the zone of proximal development, or the
learners’ readiness to learn the skills and knowledge they are capable of acquiring with
appropriate support from teachers, peers, or a more knowledgeable other who understand
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the students’ way of knowing (Vygotsky, 1978). The role of the teacher is to probe the
learners’ understanding as it is influenced by their prior knowledge, and then select the
materials, experiences, and sequence which they will introduce to facilitate subject matter
learning (Bransford et al., 2000; Neumann, 2014; Shulman, 1986). In sum, this approach
calls for both knowledge of subject matter (content knowledge) and how to teach subject
matter (pedagogical knowledge); combined, the two are referred to as pedagogical
content knowledge, or knowledge of how to teach a particular subject (Shulman, 1986).
The idea of pedagogical content knowledge, of knowing how to make a subject
accessible to learners given their pre-existing knowledge and experiences, affirms the
central tenets of cognitively responsive teaching to facilitate subject matter learning and
culturally responsive teaching.
Early supporters of culturally responsive teaching aimed not to change or question
the social norms and instructional methods of schools, but rather to help teachers identify
how to bridge the divide between students’ home culture and school to facilitate learning.
Key sources of knowledge about learners were identified: knowledge of dialectic
speakers (Au & Kawakami, 1994); knowledge of patterns of communication, including
how children are socialized to interact with adults, and narrative and questioning styles
(Au & Kawakami, 1994; Heath, 1983); knowledge of English Language Learners (Au &
Kawakami, 1994); knowledge of the role of peer groups in learning (Au & Kawakami,
1994); and knowledge of differences in gender role socialization (Gay, 2002).
Additionally, culturally responsive teaching calls for teachers to understand the
contributions of different ethnic groups to different disciplines and to integrate that
knowledge with subject matter teaching (Gay, 2002). Consequently, culturally responsive

89
teachers engage in cultural critiques of existing epistemologies and ways of knowing that
fail to recognize the overlooked contributions of different ethnic groups to the
discipline(s) they teach.
Though early advocates of culturally congruent instruction have focused on the
import of recognizing the value of students’ prior knowledge and experiences, later
advocates of this type of instruction also paid care to student learning outcomes. In
particular, Ladson-Billings (1995) advocated for culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP), or
an approach which argued for teaching that facilitates three outcomes: students’ academic
success, the development of their cultural competency, and critical consciousness to
empower students to critique the existing social order. For Ladson-Billings, a critique of
the social order is necessary because of the deep-seated impact of racism, including
institutionalized forms of racism that contribute to educational inequities (1995).
Consequently, culturally relevant pedagogy recognizes the importance of critical race
theory, a framework that asks educators to consider questions such as “What roles do
schools, school processes, and school structures play in the maintenance of racial, ethnic,
and gender subordination?” (Solórzano & Yosso, 2000, p. 42, as cited in Brown-Jeffy &
Cooper, 2011). More recently, culturally responsive teaching distinguishes itself from
early work on culturally congruent education for its focus on how teachers can support
equity and academic success by addressing exclusionary practices, and for its recognition
of how our understanding of cognition can assist in promoting educational equity. In
particular, culturally responsive teaching calls for practices that are cognitively
appropriate and consider the psychosocial, cognitive, and emotional development of
learners (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011). As theorized in earlier work on culturally
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congruent education, understanding the psychosocial development of learners facilitates a
teacher’s use of a student’s “funds of knowledge” (González et al., 2005), or the
knowledge gained from students’ lived experiences, to facilitate their learning of subject
matter (Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011). However, this perspective also suggests that for
the culturally responsive educator, classroom interactions and the classroom climate they
create must convey an ethic of care, as well as an understanding of the socioemotional
features of learning (Bransford et al., 2000; Brown-Jeffy & Cooper, 2011; Neumann,
2014; Neumann & Campbell, 2016).
While there is a rich body of research on culturally responsive teaching in K-12
settings (Ladson-Billings, 1994; Lee, 2007; Nieto, 2013), studies of culturally responsive
teaching in higher education contexts are more limited. Some studies have addressed the
learning of subject matter and the development of sociopolitical consciousness in
sociology courses (Castillo-Montoya, 2013). Other studies have used the Diverse
Learning Environments Survey to learn about an institution’s diversity and the effect of
inclusive practices on students’ academic validation (Hurtado & Ruiz Alvarado, 2013).
However, few studies have addressed challenges posed in trying to adapt these practices
to higher education contexts, including understanding when it is appropriate to attempt
cultural congruence, how to approach this in multicultural classrooms, and how to engage
this teaching in the context of college classrooms where course scheduling, size, and
delivery can make it difficult for faculty to know their students. Yet, addressing the
baccalaureate achievement gap in higher education, particularly at HSIs, calls for
research on how these organizational contexts can support the use of practices with the
potential to benefit Latinx students—as well as all students—and what prompts faculty
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to engage with diversity through their choice of teaching practices.
Summary of Conceptual Frameworks
Given the gaps in our knowledge of teaching and faculty members’ use of
cognitively responsive (particularly subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive
teaching at HSIs to guide this study, I relied on the four frameworks I have outlined.
Figure 4 visually depicts the relationship between these frameworks. I used the MMDLE
framework (Hurtado et al., 2012) to understand whether organizational culture and
climate create an environment in which aspects of cognitively and culturally responsive
teaching can flourish. I used this frame to place colleges and universities within an
organizational context in which the HSI identity affords faculty the opportunity to
recognize and address the diversity of their students through their teaching practices. I
used the Blackburn and Lawrence (1995) framework to understand what organizationaland individual-level characteristics explain about how HSI faculty might respond to the
organizational context in which they find themselves, and in particular how they might
engage with that identity through their choice of teaching practices. To understand the
substance of their teaching and, in particular, to see how and if they engage in teaching
practices that are both sensitive to the diversity presented by their institution and define
what those practices look like, I used the Neumann (2014) framework on cognitively
responsive teaching and the culturally responsive teaching framework. In the next
chapter, I discuss the design and methods to be employed in this study.
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Figure 4. Conceptual frameworks and the study of teaching practices at HSIs
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Chapter III
METHODS

In this chapter, I describe the methods used to conduct this study, including the
sample, methods, and analytic plan chosen to answer the research questions outlined in
Chapter I. The chapter outlines the survey instrument which was the basis of this study,
the sampling design, procedures followed to extract data about the sample of interest
(faculty teaching at HSIs), and the data analysis plan. Then I describe the methodology
employed to answer each research questions. Because the study was proposed before I
received access to the dataset, I also describe the changes made to the design after I
obtained the data, in particular addressing the issues created by the amount of missing
data. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations of this study.
Purpose of the Study and Research Questions
This study aimed to understand the use of cognitively responsive teaching that
supports subject matter learning and culturally responsive teaching at HSIs. I used the
MMDLE framework to examine whether the organizational context for teaching
(Carnegie classification of the institution, selectivity, the percentage of students who are
Latinx) predicts teaching practices with the potential to benefit students at HSIs.
Organizational context could also include reward structures to incentivize a focus on
teaching, the availability of faculty development programs, and a culture and climate that
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support practices and programs reflecting the institution’s HSI identity. A focus on the
organizational context for teaching can shed light on how organizational context can be
leveraged to encourage faculty to adopt these practices. To understand the extent to
which organizational context may shape teaching practices as opposed to individual
faculty characteristics, I used the Blackwell and Lawrence (1995) framework to identify
the individual faculty characteristics that can also shape their teaching. The following
research questions were proposed at the onset of this study:
Research question 1: What cognitively responsive (specifically, subject matter
teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices do faculty members adopt at
Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs)? Do these practices vary by rank and discipline?
Research question 2: How do organizational contexts (institutional type, reward
structures for teaching, availability of faculty development programs to support teaching,
campus climate for diversity) influence the use of cognitively responsive teaching
practices (specifically to support subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive
teaching practices?
After obtaining the dataset for this study, the second research question was
revised as follows: How do organizational contexts (selectivity, Carnegie classification,
organizational context for teaching, and Latinx student enrollment) influence the use of
cognitively responsive teaching practices (specifically support for subject matter
teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices? In this chapter, I explain what
factors led to revising this question.
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Survey Instrument and Data Sources
This study relied on quantitative survey methodology, specifically conducting a
secondary analysis of the University of California at Los Angeles’s (UCLA) Higher
Education Research Institute (HERI) 2013 faculty survey, a national survey of college
and university faculty. Institutions self-select to participate in the HERI survey, and
faculty at participating institutions are then invited to complete the survey. Quantitative
survey methodology is appropriate when one aims to test a theory, particularly by
identifying the relationship between variables as hypothesized by a theory (Creswell,
2014). Here, the study attempted to test or examine the influence of organizational
context on teaching practices at HSIs. Additionally, quantitative methodologies are
suitable when one is attempting to create a study with findings that are generalizable or
can be replicated (Creswell, 2014). Because HERI employed a stratified sampling design,
the sample is meant to be representative of the national population of faculty, and thus we
can conjecture that it is also representative of faculty at HSIs; therefore, findings from
studies using the survey may be generalizable. Since some scholars have argued that
HSIs are Hispanic-enrolling rather than Hispanic-serving, there is value in analyzing this
claim to determine its generalizability in terms of teaching practices at HSIs.
Additionally, quantitative research methodologies are appropriate because they allow
others to replicate studies that can reveal how institutions are similar and how they differ
in their approach to working with Latinx students. This ability to replicate studies can
help us determine whether generalizations can be made about HSIs.
The HERI survey was developed by researchers at the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program (CIRP) at the Higher Education Research Institute at UCLA to assess
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faculty perceptions about their work lives, including aspects that shed light on the faculty
experience, including the different dimensions of faculty members’ work. HERI has
administered faculty surveys on a triennial basis since 1978. It is a particularly
appropriate survey for this study because the core survey addresses contexts related to
teaching practices (Eagan et al., 2014), which were a focus of this study. The survey
consists of a core set of questions which campuses can complement with optional
modules for STEM faculty, as well as modules to assess faculty perceptions of the
campus climate, their sexual orientation and gender identity, advising responsibilities,
commitment to spirituality, and students’ spiritual development. Because some of these
modules were not offered to faculty at all institutions, they reflect priorities of the
institution and there is a low number of responses to survey items in the optional
modules. In the survey, questions about faculty sociodemographic characteristics were
supplemented with questions about how faculty spend their time; the type and manner of
their interaction with students; how they teach; factors that are stressors and/or sources of
satisfaction; and professional and personal goals.
After obtaining the dataset from HERI, several organizational-level demographic
variables were obtained through HERI from the federal Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS). IPEDS data is a compilation of data gathered from
surveys conducted by the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES). At my request, HERI merged organizational-level IPEDS data with
the faculty demographic, or individual level survey data, to provide additional
information about each institution, including the number of Latinx students.
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Sampling Design
HERI stipulated several conditions for institutions completing the 2013-2014
survey: completion of the 2012-2013 Human Resources Survey from the U.S.
Department of Education’s IPEDS (1,505 institutions in 2012-2013 participated in the
IPEDS survey), and graduating 25 or more students a year. HERI developed a multistage
sampling criteria in which guidelines were developed for identifying participating
institutions and for creating a norms sample. In the first stage, HERI reported that in total,
“24,934 respondents at 289 colleges and universities returned their forms in time for their
data to be included in the norms sample” (Eagan et al., 2014, p. 70). Twenty-five HSIs
participated in the survey. The national population was then divided into 20 stratification
groups. They were stratified by institutional type (4-year college or university—research
or doctoral/research); control (public, private nonsectarian, Roman Catholic, or other
religious affiliation); and selectivity (determined by the median SAT Verbal and Math
scores, and if those were not available, the ACT composite scores, of first-time first-year
students).
Because they developed a two-stage stratified sampling procedure, after the initial
24,934 respondents were received in the first stage, a norms sample criteria was applied
in the second stage. The norms sample consisted of the 16,112 full-time undergraduate
teaching faculty at 269 institutions who met the norms criteria. The 269 institutions
included the 148 institutions that participated in the survey, as well as 141 institutions
that did not have organization-wide participation but whose faculty were recruited to
participate to create a supplemental sample. Faculty in the supplemental sample were
randomly-selected faculty members who had previously responded to the 2010-2011
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HERI Faculty Survey. The supplemental sample was to account for lower participation
rates at certain types of institutions, such as public colleges and universities, and to
ensure the faculty included in the analysis were representative of the national make-up of
faculty in the United States. The supplemental sample was also created to obtain
responses that were representative of the national as well as the institutional make-up of
faculty. Colleges were required to have a faculty survey response rate of over 35% of
their full-time undergraduate faculty (faculty working full-time and teaching at least one
undergraduate course), while universities needed a response rate of 20% of their full-time
faculty. Those institutions not meeting the response rate were included in the survey
sample but were not included in the norms sample.
To ensure normative representation of the American faculty, weights were applied
in a two-stage weighting procedure. First, as aforementioned, HERI used data from the
federal IPEDS. IPEDs data were used to obtain the population counts for each
institution’s faculty by rank, and then HERI applied weights to ensure normative
representation of American faculty members (Eagan et al., 2014). In the first stage of the
weighting procedure, HERI aimed to reduce response bias. Consequently, full-time
undergraduate faculty at participating institutions, as well as faculty randomly selected to
participate in the supplemental sample, were sorted into eight categories by rank and
gender. This allowed the researchers to use a within-institution weight of the ratio
between the total number of faculty in the institution and the number of respondents in
each category. The intent of this process was to correct for any response bias related to
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the gender or rank of the faculty member, and to ensure the total number of respondents
adjusted to the total number of faculty at each institution (Eagan et al., 2014).1
The second stage of the weighting applied to the supplemental sample of
randomly selected faculty who had participated in the previous HERI survey and were
invited to participate in the 2013 survey. HERI used information from the previous
survey responses to create a series of logistic regressions to estimate the likelihood that
prior respondents would respond to the 2013-2014 survey. For reach regression, the
dependent variable was whether or not the faculty responded, and the independent
variables were individual characteristics (race ethnicity, institutional type, years of
appointment, tenure status, and job satisfaction). Then, each sampled faculty’s likelihood
of response was computed to arrive at the first weight, which was the reciprocal of the
computed probability (Eagan et al., 2014). In terms of the second weight applied to the
supplemental sample, that “was designed to correct for between-stratification cell
differences in institutional participation” (p. 74). After sorting institutions into
stratification cells by type, control and selectivity, faculty in all institutions in the
population were then sorted by gender and rank. The second weight was then created
using the ratio of the weighted sums of the norm sample of full-time undergraduate
faculty (the denominator) and the total full-time undergraduate faculty counts that were
obtained from IPEDS data. A third weight was applied by multiplying the first and
second weight.
The sample for this study was retrieved from the list of respondents to the 20132014 HERI faculty survey at HSIs. While I obtained results for all faculty completing the
1

For the faculty in the supplemental sample, weights were created using information about the
8,436 prior respondents who participated in previous iterations of the survey.
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2013-2014 survey, I applied filtering criteria to arrive at the final sample for the study. I
first filtered the data file to isolate responses from institutions identified as HSIs such that
all non-HSIs cases were removed from the dataset prior to analysis. (Though the federal
criteria is that HSIs are institutions that serve 25% Latinx students, once the data set was
merged with the IPEDs data, I was able to ascertain that some of the institutions ranged
from 22-25% in Latinx enrollment. These institutions were retained in the sample to
preserve sample size.) I then deleted all cases where all responses were missing to
questions that addressed teaching practices and the organizational context for teaching,
survey items of interest to this study. I also deleted cases with responses containing
implausible values relating to year of first appointment and year of birth and specifically
restricted the sample to faculty who indicated their year of birth was after 1930. Because
there was only one community college in the sample, I deleted responses from that
institution, bringing the number of institutions to 24. I also deleted responses from nonfull-time faculty because only 304 were not full-time faculty (1,352 were full-time
faculty), thus limiting variation. I also omitted part-time or contingent faculty because
research has suggested that in comparison to tenure-track faculty members, they are less
likely to have access to institutional resources, such as resources that support faculty
members’ development as teachers (Bolitzer, 2017; Kezar & Maxey, 2014; Kezar &
Sam, 2010), and they may be less involved in institutional life and governance (Baldwin
& Chronister, 2002; Gappa, 2000; Kezar & Sam, 2010). After filtering out the missing
cases and restricting the sample, I was left with a sample of 1,337 faculty members.
Given how drastically the sample size dropped once the filtering criteria was applied, I
did an analysis of missing data to further define my sample.
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Faculty Demographics
Table 1 presents demographic information about faculty in this study. Faculty at
the HSIs in the sample have an average age of 52 years (SD = 11.2). Approximately 50%
of the sample are women. In terms of work status, the sample is only of full-time faculty
members, while nationally in 2016, approximately 53% were full-time (U.S. Department
of Education, 2018). Examining the distribution of the sample by rank, tenured or tenuretrack faculty comprise the largest group of respondents at 87%, while non-tenure-track
faculty are 13% of the sample. In contrast, in 2017, the national breakdown of faculty
was as follows: 57% were assistant professors, instructors, lecturers, and those
characterized as “other faculty” (U.S. Department of Education, 2018). Faculty averaged
16 years of teaching experience. Finally, in terms of disciplinary affiliation, 30% of
faculty members taught a hard discipline. Because there are no nationally representative
datasets of HSI faculty, the distribution of faculty across these categories could be due to
potential representation issues in the sample.
Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Faculty* (N = 1337)
Variable
Female
Age
Teaching Experience (Years)
Tenure Track
Non-Tenure Track
Discipline-Hard
Discipline-Soft
Discipline-Applied
Discipline-Pure
Weekly Time Preparing to Teach

N
682

1163
174
361
976
856
481

%
51

Mean

S.D.

52
16

11.2
11.6

87
13
27
73
64
36
4.01 (Hours)

1.6

*Data were multiply imputed. All values were calculated using average per imputation.
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Data Analysis
Electronic data files were imported into SPSS Statistics 25 and Stata 15 for data
analysis. I used SPSS Statistics 25 to clean and analyze missing data, create descriptive
results, and create factors and scale scores; then I used Stata 15 to multiply impute the
data after identifying a high degree of missing values for items of interest in this study. I
also used Stata to run hierarchical linear models. Below I describe the data analysis
procedure and outline in detail how missing data were addressed. After identifying the
1,337 faculty members at HSIs who had responded to the items of interest to me in
the HERI survey, I conducted a descriptive analysis of the data to ensure variables of
interest had sufficient variability and met standards for normality and kurtosis. Some
organizational-level items such as geographic location and institutional type did not have
enough variability and were deleted from analysis. I then conducted missing data
analyses on all the variables obtained to see which variables had a high number of
missing responses and to identify whether the extent of missing data could lead to biased
estimates. Biased estimates can result if the data are not missing completely at random or
missing at random, and this can lower the sample size and thereby lower statistical power
(Allison, 2001). Appendix C includes the overall summary of missing values. I also
include in Appendix E the number of missing data for each item. The analyses indicated
that 95% of the variables had missing data, and specifically, 58% percentage of the cases
had incomplete data. Items for the proposed culturally responsive teaching, cognitively
responsive teaching for subject matter, organizational context for teaching, and campus
climate scales were missing in the range of 2% to 60%. The items for the proposed
campus climate scale had the highest degree of missing data, ranging from 62% to 64%.
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Before proceeding, I created scales for cognitively and culturally responsive
teaching, campus climate, and organizational context for teaching, a procedure I describe
after addressing the issue of missing data. After I created the scales, I examined each
scale, one by one, and explored how the sample size varied when running regressions
using listwise and pairwise deletion; I discovered that the sample sizes did not change
drastically. That is, the number of individual- and organizational-level predictors
contributed more to the problem of missing data than the items that were to be used to
create the scales. I also explored using prorationing to calculate scale scores for
dependent and predictor scales, a practice that calculates scale scores using available
items (Enders, 2017), but I decided against this approach for two reasons. First,
prorationing did not preserve my sample size because with the exception of campus
climate items which were optional for institutions to share with faculty, the rate of
missing data for individual-level predictors was more problematic than the individual
items missing in the scales, and this would not be addressed by using prorationing to
calculate scale scores. Second, a general recommendation is to use prorationing when
data are missing completely at random to avoid biased estimates (Enders, 2017), which
was not the case in the dataset for this study as institutions deliberately decided not to
offer their faculty the opportunity to complete the campus climate section of the HERI
survey. However, I also ran logit regressions with my dependent variables as outcomes
and faculty sociodemographic characteristics as predictors. Though White faculty were
more likely to not be missing responses as compared with other races, I did not find that
the data were missing systematically by other demographic variables.
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Given the high degree of missing data in the sample, I considered using listwise
deletion, which employs complete case analysis or includes in analysis only cases for
which all responses are missing (Allison, 2002; van Buuren, 2018); pairwise deletion,
which removes missing values as opposed to entire cases from analysis so as to include
all available data (Allison, 2002; van Buuren, 2018); and multiple imputation, which uses
available data to then predict missing values in the dataset (Allison, 2002; Little & Rubin,
2002; Pampaka, Hutcheson & Williams, 2016; Rubin, 1987; van Buuren, 2018).
Generally, missing data procedures are recommended when cases are missing more than
5% to 10% (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). However, because the percentage of missing data
was much higher and because estimates improve when using imputed data (in
comparison to estimates using non-imputed data) with datasets containing items with a
missing rate as high as 60% (Pampaka et al., 2016), I chose to use multiple imputation for
predictor and dependent variables.
I used multiple imputation procedures with the HERI sample of 1,337. I used the
mi impute chained commands in Stata 15 to impute the data and ran 100 imputations.
Though early literature on multiple imputation recommended running 5-10 imputations
(Rubin, 1987; Schafer & Olsen, 1998), more recently Graham, Olchowski, and Gilreath
(2007) and Allison (2012) recommended increasing the number of imputations,
specifically determining the number of imputations by calculating the fraction of missing
data and how this affects statistical power. Allison summarized this approach as
conducting “20 imputations for 10% to 30% missing information, and 40 imputations for
50% missing information” (para. 6).
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A number of variables would not impute due to the high degree of missing data.
Specifically, the following items could not be imputed: faculty members’ race; their
principal activity as a faculty; faculty rank recoded as a categorical variable; the year of
faculty members’ first appointment; faculty’s response about their belief that a
racially/ethnically diverse student body enhances the educational experience; faculty
members’ response to whether they are rewarded for being good teachers; faculty
satisfaction about the degree to which the curriculum addresses diversity; whether faculty
attended paid workshops outside the institution focused on teaching; whether their
perception of the campus climate reflects a long-standing commitment to diversity;
whether the organization promotes an appreciation of cultural differences; whether staff
and faculty are rewarded for their participation in diversity efforts; whether the campus
treats faculty of color fairly; whether the campus treats women faculty fairly; and
whether they witnessed discrimination on campus. Though the campus climate variables
were proposed for use in the study to create a campus climate scale, the scale was not
included because of the items that would not impute. Organizational-level measures that
would not impute included HERI constructs measuring the institution’s commitment to
diversity, the institution’s commitment to student-centered pedagogy, as well as
institutional type.
Because I intended to conduct HLM analyses, I also attempted to ensure I had a
large enough organizational, or level 2, sample size. Recommendations about the
necessary number of level 2 sample needed to run HLM models vary. Some scholars
have recommended 30 groups of at least 30 observations (Richter, 2006), while others
have argued that 10 groups can work to run HLM models, but this number may lead to
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estimate problems (Gelman, 2006; Nezlek, 2008), particularly estimates of level 2
variables (Robson & Pevalin, 2016). For this study, 24 institutions were available for
HLM procedures with the imputed data. Finally, after imputation procedures, I decided
on the final measures to be used in the study.
Measures
After multiple imputation procedures, I refined the list of variables I used in this
study and arrived at the dependent variables, the faculty sociodemographic variables,
measures of faculty members’ commitment to teaching, and the organizational context
for teaching variables.
Table 2 presents the variables I used in this analysis to tap faculty practices
related to subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching practices.
Specifically, the variables addressed whether faculty engage in teaching practices that
support student in subject matter learning and are culturally responsive. They were also
selected based on indicators of subject matter knowledge and culturally responsive
teaching specified in the research literature on these two constructs. Table 3 presents
items for sociodemographic variables about faculty and their institutions, as well as their
teaching practices. Table 4 contains variables used as measures of faculty commitment to
teaching. Table 5 outlines items used to understand the organizational and contextual
environment in which faculty carry out their roles.
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Table 2
List of Variables Used as Outcomes (Cognitively Responsive Subject Matter and
Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices)
Framework
Cognitively
Responsive
(subject
matter)

Construct
Subject Matter
Teaching Scale

Variable
Subject Matter
Teaching Practices
CRASSIGN02
CRASSIGN03

Culturally
Responsive
Teaching

Culturally
Responsive
Teaching Scale

Survey Item
How often in the past year have you
encouraged students to: (Responses: 1= Not
at all, 2=Occasionally, 3= Frequently)
Assignment: Write in the specific style or
format of your discipline
Assignment: Use research methods from
your discipline in field or applied settings

CRASSIGN04

Assignment: Apply learning from both
academic and field settings

CRASSIGN05

Assignment: Describe how different
perspectives would affect the interpretation
of a question or issue in your discipline

AFFACT07

Please indicate the extent to which you:
(Responses: 1=Not at All, 2=To Some
Extent, 3=To a Great Extent)
Structure your courses so that students
master a conceptual understanding of course
content
In how many of the courses that you teach
do you use each of the following?
(Responses: 1=None, 2=Some, 3=Most,
4=All)
Method: Student-selected topics for course
content

Culturally Responsive
Teaching Practices
METHOD08

METHOD10
METHOD12
METHOD13
METHOD15
METHOD16

Method: Community service as part of
coursework
Method: Using real-life problems
Method: Using student inquiry to drive
learning
Method: Reading on ethnic and racial issues
Method: Readings on women and gender
issues
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Table 2 (continued)
Framework
Culturally Responsive
Teaching

Construct
Culturally Responsive
Teaching Scale-

Variable
Culturally Responsive
Teaching Practices

METHOD17
METHOD18

CONSACT04

Survey Item
In how many of the
courses that you teach do
you use each of the
following?
(Responses: 1=None, 2=
Some, 3=Most, 4 = All)
Method: Starting class with
a question that engages
students
Method: Techniques to
create an inclusive
classroom environment for
diverse students
How often in the past year
have you encouraged your
students to
(Responses: 1= Not at All, 2
= Occasionally, 3 =
Frequently)
Activity: Recognize the
biases that affect their
thinking
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Table 3
List of Independent Variables Used as Measures of Faculty Characteristics
Framework
Blackburn and
Lawrence Framework

Construct
Sociodemographic
Characteristics

Variable
Academic Rank

ACADRANK

Tenure Status

TENURE

Survey Item
What is your present
academic rank?
1 = Professor
2 = Associate Professor
3 = Assistant Professor
4 = Lecturer
5 = Instructor

What is your tenure status
at this institution?
1 = Tenured
2 = On tenure track, but not
tenured
3 = Not on tenure track, but
institution has tenure
system
4 = Institution has no
tenure system
IF TENURED, NESTED
ITEM
4a. Please enter the fourdigit year you received
tenure (e.g., 1974, 2001).
________
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Table 3 (continued)
List of Independent Variables Used as Measures of Faculty Characteristics
Framework
Blackburn and
Lawrence
Framework

Blackburn &
Lawrence
Framework

Construct
Sociodemographic
Characteristics

Variable
Discipline
DEPTDISC

Sociodemographic
Characteristics

First Academic
Appointment

YR1STAPPOINT
Gender
SEX

Survey Item
Department of current faculty
appointment - Specific Discipline
1=Agriculture/natural resources/related
2=Architecture and related services
3=Area/ethnic/cultural/gender studies
4=Arts (visual and performing)
5=Biological and biomedical sciences
6=Business/management/marketing/related
7=Communication/journalism/ comm. tech
8=Computer/info sciences/support tech
9=Construction trades
10=Education
11=Engineering technologies/technicians
12=English language and literature/letters
13=Family/consumer sciences, human
sciences
14=Foreign
languages/literature/linguistics 15=Health
professions/clinical sciences 16=Legal
professions and studies 17=Library
science
18=Mathematics and statistics
19=Mechanical/repair technologies/techs
20=Multi/interdisciplinary studies
21=Parks/recreation/leisure/fitness studies
22=Precision production
23=Personal and culinary services
24=Philosophy, religion & theology
25=Physical sciences
26=Psychology
27=Public administration/social services
28=Science technologies/technicians
29=Security & protective services
30=Social sciences (except psych) and
history
31=Transportation & materials moving
32=Other

Please enter the four-digit year that each
of the following occurred (e.g., 1974,
2001).
Year you received your first academic
appointment
Your sex:
1=Male
2=Female
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Table 4
List of Control Variables Used as Measures of Faculty Commitment to Teaching
Framework
Blackburn and
Lawrence Framework

Construct
Commitment to
Teaching

Variable
Importance
of Teaching Role

IMPTRTS1

Survey Item
Personally, how important to
you is (Responses: 1=Not
Important, 2=Somewhat
Important, 3=Very Important,
4=Essential)

IMPTRTS2

Research
Teaching

IMPTRTS3

Service

Time Allocated to
Teaching

During the present term, how
many hours per week on
average do you actually spend
on each of the following
activities? (Responses: None,
1–4, 5–8, 9–12, 13–16, 17–20,
21+)
Hours per Week: Preparing for
teaching (including reading
student papers and grading)

HPW02

Indicate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with
each of the following:
(Responses: 1=Disagree
Strongly, 2=Disagree
Somewhat, 3=Agree Somewhat,
4=Agree Strongly)

TCHOPN01

TCHOPN06

It is primarily up to individual
students whether they succeed
in my courses

All students have the potential
to excel in my courses
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Table 5
List of Variables Used as Measures of Organizational Context for Teaching
Framework
Multi-Contextual
Model of Diverse
Learning
Environments

Construct
Organizational Context
for Teaching Scale

Survey Item
Organizational Culture
Supportive of Teaching

INSTOPN07

Variable
Below are some statements
about your college or university.
Indicate the extent to which you
agree or disagree with each of
the following: (Responses:
1=Disagree Strongly, 2=Disagree
Somewhat, 3=Agree Somewhat,
4=Agree Strongly)
Faculty here are strongly
interested in the academic
problems of undergraduates

INSTOPN10

My teaching is valued by faculty
in my department

INSTOPN13

This institution takes
responsibility for educating
underprepared students

Faculty Development for
Teaching

Indicate how important you
believe each priority listed
below is at your college or
university: (Responses: 1= Low
Priority, 2= Medium Priority, 3=
High Priority, 4=Highest Priority)

INSTPRIORITY11

Provide resources for faculty to
engage in community-based
teaching or research
Indicate how well each of the
following describes your college
or university: (Mark one for each
item)

Rewards for Teaching
INSTDESCR04

(Responses: 1=Not Descriptive,
2=Somewhat Descriptive, 3=Very
Descriptive)
Faculty are rewarded for being
good teachers
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Dependent Variables
The dependent variables are two measures of subject matter teaching and
culturally responsive teaching. I selected HERI survey items based on indicators of
subject matter knowledge and culturally responsive teaching specified in the research
literature on these two constructs. I used these items to create the two factors through
Exploratory Factor Analysis using Principal Components Analysis. Components which
accounted for maximal variance were retained (Eigen values > 1), while items that loaded
on more than one component, had negative loadings, or had component pattern loadings
of less than |.32| were excluded (Tabachnick & Fiddell, 2007). Then, I used Cronbach’s
alpha to assess the internal consistency or reliability of each factor. Scales with
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .70 or above were considered acceptable (Crocker &
Algina, 2006; Jolliffe, 1986; Yong & Pearce, 2013).
Table 6 contains the items used to create a culturally responsive teaching
factor. The measure for culturally responsive teaching is a scale which included five
items asking faculty to account for in how many of the courses they teach they use
reading on racial and ethnic issues, and readings on women and gender issues; techniques
to create an inclusive classroom environment for diverse students; require community
services as part of coursework; and how often in the past year they have encouraged
student to recognize the biases that affect their thinking. Scale scores were calculated by
averaging responses for each of the five items. The scale ranged from 1 to 5, such that 1
represents the lowest score and 5 represents the highest score. Low scores indicate the
faculty members are less engaged in culturally responsive teaching as defined by the
scale, and 5 indicates they are engaging in more culturally responsive practices. Initially,
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I selected 8 items to create the culturally responsive teaching factor. I found two
components loaded and items that were double loaded. I reviewed the literature on
culturally responsive teaching and respecified the factor, thus making an adjustment to
improve fit. The 5-item construct has a Cronbach’s alpha of .72, just above the minimally
acceptable alpha level (Crocker & Algina, 2006; Jolliffe, 1986; Yong & Pearce, 2013)
and thus was retained. The factor was approximately normally distributed.
Table 6
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) Loading Estimates, Variance
Extracted, and Reliability Table: Culturally Responsive Teaching
Item

Description

In how many of the courses that you teach do
you use: Readings on racial and ethnic issues
In how many of the courses that you teach do
METHOD16
you use: Readings on women and gender issues
In how many of the courses that you teach do
METHOD18 you use: Techniques to create an inclusive
classroom environment for diverse students
How often in the past year have you
CONSACT04 encouraged students to: Recognize the biases
that affect their thinking
In how many of the courses that you teach do
METHOD10 you use: Community service as part of
coursework
Variance extracted
Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha)
METHOD15

Factor
Loadings

0.87
0.83
0.67

0.66

0.4
50%
0.72

Note: Varimax-rotated Principal Components Analysis was conducted.
Loadings of retained components appear in boldface font.

The measure for subject matter teaching is a scale which contained four items:
how frequently in the last year the faculty member had given at least one assignment that
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required students to write in the specific style or format of their discipline; how
frequently in the last year the faculty member gave one assignment that required students
to use research methods from their discipline in field or applied settings that describe how
different perspectives would affect the interpretation of a question or an issue in a
discipline; and the extent to which faculty structured their courses so that students
develop study skills that prepare them for college-level work. Only 1 component was
extracted. The Cronbach’s alpha was .644 with all 5 items, but improved to .70 when I
removed the fifth item (indicate the extent to which faculty structure their courses so that
students master a conceptual understanding of course content, an item with a .253
loading). Consequently, I eliminated the item with the .253 loading. The factor was
skewed but the QQ plot showed it to be approximately normal. Table 7 displays the items
used to measure the subject matter teaching practices. Scale scores were calculated by
averaging responses for each of the four items. The scale ranged from 1 to 4, such that 1
represents the lowest score and 4 represents the highest score. Low scores indicate the
faculty members are less engaged in subject matter teaching as defined by the scale, and
4 indicates they are more engaged in subject matter teaching practices.
Table 7
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) Loading Estimates, Variance Extracted, and
Reliability Table: Subject Matter Teaching
Item
CRSASSIGN03

Description

Factor
Loadings

How frequently in the courses you taught in the past year
have you given at least one assignment that required
students to: use research methods from your discipline in
field or applied settings

0.75
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Table 7 (Continued)
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) Loading Estimates, Variance Extracted, and
Reliability Table: Subject Matter Teaching
Item

CRSASSIGN05

CRSASSIGN04

CRSASSIGN02

Description
How frequently in the courses you taught in the past
year have you given at least one assignment that
required students to: describe how different
perspectives would affect the interpretation of a
question or issue in your discipline
How frequently in the courses you taught in the past
year have you given at least one assignment that
required students to apply learning from both
academic and field settings
How frequently in the courses you taught in the past
year have you given at least one assignment that
required students to: write in the specific style or
format of your discipline

Variance extracted
Reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha)

Factor
Loadings

0.73

0.72

0.7
53%
0.7

Note: Varimax-rotated Principal Components Analysis was conducted. Loadings of retained components appear in
boldface font.

Level 1: Faculty sociodemographic characteristics. Because research has
suggested faculty individual characteristics and motivation may influence their choice of
teaching practices, I controlled for faculty sociodemographic characteristics. Since some
of the variables were to be included in the HLM models, I also indicate which of the
variables were centered to create a meaningful zero. Centering involves rescaling a
variable, thereby creating a new variable, by subtracting the variable’s mean from
observed scores (Robson & Pevalin, 2016). Sociodemographic variables included were
gender (recoded to dummies, male = 0, female = 1); age (a continuous measure which
was centered and calculated subtracting the year of birth variable from 2014); and length
of time teaching, a measure calculated by subtracting the year of a faculty’s first
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academic appointment variable from the year 2014. Age and length of time teaching were
group mean-centered following Enders and Tofoghi’s (2007) recommendation that the
research question should drive the centering decisions in HLM. Since prior literature has
suggested tenured and tenure-track faculty have different research, teaching, and service
demands (O’Meara et al., 2017; Neumann & Terosky, 2007; Trower, 2012), I included
measures of rank which is a five-level categorical measure recoded to dummies (0 =
lecturer or instructor as non-tenure-track faculty, 1 = full, associate, or assistant as tenuretrack faculty).2 I also included a measure of faculty members’ disciplinary background.
There were 102 possible responses to the question of faculty’s major/disciplinary
department, which HERI collapsed to a 32-level categorical measure. To facilitate
analysis, I collapsed this categorical variable to dummies for HLM models. When
collapsing to dummies, I employed Biglan’s (1973) typology of disciplines which
describes academic disciplines as either soft or hard (0 = soft, 1 = hard) or pure versus
applied (0 = pure, 1 = applied). I used this typology both to facilitate analysis and
because the typology has been used to show that faculty productivity varies by
disciplinary affiliation (Roskens, 1983) as does how they undertake their teaching (Alise,
2008; Michel, Campbell, & Dilsizian, 2018; Michel, Chadi, Jimenez, & Campbell, 2018;
Milem, 2001). Specifically, Biglan argued that disciplines can be characterized by three
dimensions: whether they are a paradigmatic or non-paradigmatic field (hard or soft);
whether the field is concerned with practical application of disciplinary knowledge (pure
or applied); and whether they are concerned with life systems or living organisms (life or
non-life). According to Alise (2008), Biglan’s research showed that variations in faculty
2

I also maintained this distinction for HLM/regression analyses after preliminary analysis revealed
lack of variability across response options.
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productivity and cognitive styles were most strongly explained by the hard/soft and
pure/applied dimensions. For instance, Biglan’s analysis led him to conclude that faculty
in hard disciplines showed greater faculty productivity in research and less commitment
to teaching (Alise, 2008). However, because some research has shown that the life-nonlife dimension has been less useful in helping to understand differences in teaching
behaviors, here I use the hard versus soft and the pure versus applied dimensions to
classify disciplines (Nelson Laird et al., 2005; Michel et al., 2008).
Other control variables included measures of faculty commitment to teaching or
their motivation around teaching. These variables included time allocated weekly to
preparing for teaching (a continuous measure), as well as two variables selected to
measure faculty belief about students’ responsibility for their academic success (fourlevel Likert-scale measures collapsed to dummies because there was no sufficient
variability across response options). These items were “It is primarily up to individual
students whether they succeed in my courses” and “All students have the potential to
excel in my course” (0 = no, 1 = yes). These variables may indicate faculty’s perception
about the role of their teaching and their motivation to use the practices of interest to this
study. Additionally, each of these factors has been associated with faculty teaching
practices and, as such, are important controls for this study.
Level 2: Organizational-level variables. The HERI survey also included items
that shed light on the organizational context. These are variables that serve as level 2
predictors for teaching practices. The first level 2 predictor is an organizational
commitment to teaching scale created using Exploratory Factor Analysis. I created the
organizational context for teaching scale using six items that asked faculty to assess
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whether faculty at their institution are interested in the academic problems of
undergraduate students, whether their teaching is valued by their department, whether the
institution values educating underprepared students, whether there is adequate support for
faculty development, whether there is support for faculty to engage in community-based
teaching or research, and whether faculty are rewarded for being good teachers. Scale
scores were calculated by averaging responses for each of the six items. The scale ranged
from 1 to 6, such that 1 represents the lowest score and 6 represents the highest score.
Low scores indicate the faculty member are in an organizational context less supportive
of teaching as defined by the scale, and 6 indicates they are in a context more supportive
of teaching. I then aggregated individual perceptions of organizational culture using the
Aggregate command in SPSS to arrive at a mean organizational context variable for each
of the institutions, again with higher scores indicating an organizational culture more
supportive of teaching.
Table 8 displays the item-total statistics for the six items that served as a measure
of organizational context for teaching. The Cronbach’s alpha was .74 while the variance
was 44%. The item-total correlations revealed that the items positively correlated with
each other. As none of the item-total correlations were less than 0.30, I did not drop any
items from the scale. Based on the results of the internal consistency analysis, all of the
items contributed reliability to the overall score. The variable was slightly skewed but
approximately normal.
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Table 8
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) Loading Estimates, Variance Extracted, and
Reliability Table: Organizational Context for Teaching
Item
INSTOPN16

INSTDESCR04

INSTOPN10

INSTOPN13

INSTOPN07

INSTPRIORITY11

Description
Below are some statements about your college or university.
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the following: There is adequate support for faculty
development
Indicate how well each of the following describes your
college or university: (Mark one for each item): Faculty are
rewarded for being good teachers
Below are some statements about your college or university.
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the following: My teaching is valued by faculty in my
department
Below are some statements about your college or university.
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the following: This institution takes responsibility for
educating underprepared students
Below are some statements about your college or university.
Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the following: Faculty here are strongly interested in the
academic problems of undergraduates
Indicate how important you believe each priority listed below
is at your college or: Provide resources for faculty to engage
in community-based teaching or research

Factor
Loadings
0.72

0.70

0.66

0.66

0.62

0.59

Variance extracted

44%

Reliability

0.74

Note: Varimax-rotated Principal Components Analysis was conducted. Loadings of retained components
appear in boldface font.

I also created a Carnegie institutional-type measure by merging the IPEDs
Carnegie classification for each institution with the HERI data. Carnegie classification
was used to differentiate between institutions with high research productivity and those
that are more teaching focused since scholars have argued there are differences in faculty
members’ workload, approach to their work, and organizational cultures by institutional
type (Neumann, 2009; O’Meara et al., 2017; Tierney & Bensimon, 1996). Carnegie
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classification was a 34-level measure collapsed to dummies (0 = non-research intensive,
1 = research intensive). To provide more information about the organizational context, I
included a measure of institutional selectivity, which is a continuous variable developed
by HERI and is an average of the 25th and 75th percentile SAT and ACT scores. I also
used IPEDs data to determine the percentage of Latinx students at institutions in the
sample and this was entered into all analytic models as a grand mean-centered,
continuous measure.
Analytic Procedures for Research Question 1
My first research question determined the analytic procedures: What cognitively
responsive (specifically, subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive teaching
practices do faculty members adopt at Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs)?1a) Does the
use of these practices vary by rank and by discipline? To answer, I computed descriptive
statistics for sociodemographic variables about faculty and their institutions as well as
their teaching practices. To determine whether faculty engage in teaching practices that
support students in subject matter learning, and whether their practices are culturally
responsive, I also created the two aforementioned dependent variables for this study,
factors for subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching. Ascertaining the
presence of the teaching practices of interest (teaching for subject matter and culturally
responsive teaching practices) helps establish the degree to which they are present at
HSIs—a critical step before addressing the second part of my first research question: Do
these practices vary by rank and discipline? The descriptive statistics for the teaching
practices factors, means and standard deviations, were broken down by rank and
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discipline, and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to determine if
there were any potential significant differences by rank and discipline.
Analytic Procedures for Research Question 2
My second research question addressed the organizational context which may
shape faculty members’ use of teaching practices. Because the variables I intended to use
when this study was proposed were not available to me due to the extent of the missing
data in the HERI dataset even after multiple imputation procedures, I revised research
question 2 as follows: How do organizational contexts (selectivity, Carnegie
classification, organizational context for teaching, and Latinx student enrollment)
influence the use of cognitively responsive teaching practices (specifically support for
subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices? To address this
research question, I constructed two hierarchical linear models: one model for each
teaching practices factor with the teaching practices as the dependent variables.
Hierarchical linear models are suitable to use on a dataset that has a hierarchical
(i.e., nested) structure and where observations are not independent but rather clustered in
groups (Niehaus, Campbell, & Inkelas, 2014). Faculty are nested in institutions and thus
share characteristics that may not be shared by faculty at other institutions. Moreover,
faculty teaching practices—an outcome of interest in this study—are a product not only
of individual traits, but also of the environment in which they exist or are nested (Robson
& Pevalin, 2016). Here, hierarchical linear models facilitated the examination of how
level 1 predictors (individual faculty characteristics) affected our outcome of interest
(teaching practices) across a range of contexts (the different HSIs) and their
organizational context (level 2 predictors). However, the nested structure of the data led
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to a violation of the independence assumption that is required of such methods as
ordinary least-square regression (OLS) (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). When using HLM,
we control for that lack of independence. An additional reason to use HLM is that
employing OLS regressions for data that are more appropriately analyzed using HLM
leads to an underestimation of the standard errors (Niehaus et al., 2014). This, in turn,
increases the likelihood of incorrectly rejecting a true null hypothesis (Robson & Pevalin,
2016). Finally, the benefit of using HLM is that it facilitates modeling multilevel data
and creating models that more accurately reflect the conceptual underpinnings of the
relationships studied (Robson & Pevalin, 2016).
A series of two two-level models were estimated, with level 1 as faculty (between
individuals and within institutions) and level 2 as institutions (between institutions). This
type of two-level model allows us to estimate more accurately the organizational-level
effects on individual-level outcomes (teaching practices). In order to account for the
hierarchical structure of the data, a random intercept for institution was included in each
model. As aforementioned, models were created for each set of teaching practices scales,
subject matter, and cognitively responsive teaching practices. The first is a fully
unconditional model with no predictor variables (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002), which
estimates the variance at the faculty and organizational levels. The second model includes
faculty-level covariates. The purpose of this model was to explore which individual-level
covariates explained differences in the dependent variables at the individual level. That
is, I wanted to examine the amount of unexplained within-institution variance in teaching
practices that could be explained by individual faculty characteristics. The next model is
a full model adding organizational-level covariates and is the intercept as outcomes
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model, which models the faculty teaching practices scale score as a function of
organizational-level variables. The models were run with robust standard errors, which
are robust to violations of the homogeneity of variance assumption. Level 1 continuous
variables were group mean-centered following Enders and Tofoghi’s (2007)
recommendation that the research question should drive the centering decisions in HLM.
Level 2 continuous variables were grand mean-centered as Enders and Tofoghi (2007)
suggested that grand mean centering “is appropriate if one is primarily interested in a
Level 2 predictor and wants to control for Level 1 covariates” (p. 136). Because the data
for the HLM models were imputed, a normality check of the regression residuals was not
available.
In the next section, I outline the equations I used after creating the factors to
clarify the associations I intended to explore using HLM.
Models for Subject Matter Teaching Practices
The first model for subject matter teaching practices is an unconditional model.
This is an HLM model which does not contain predictor variables from either level 1 or 2
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The model estimates how much variance in subject matter
teaching practices can be attributed to the faculty level and then the organizational level.
Subject matter teaching practices unconditional model
Level 1: Yij = β0j + rij

rij = N (0, s2)

Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j

u0j = N (0, t00)

where
Yij represents the subject matter teaching practices score of each faculty member i
in institution j;
β0j represents the mean teaching practices score for institution j;
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rij represents the residual for faculty i in institution j;

γ00 is the average teaching practices across all institutions;

u0j represents the random effect for institution j, or deviation of institution j from
the average institution;
i = 1, 2, …, nj faculty in institution j;
j = 1, 2, …, j institution.
Subject matter teaching practices level 1 model
In this model of subject matter teaching practices, I included faculty demographic
and career variables which were added to adjust for these potential sources of variance.
More specifically, the intent of this model was to determine the amount of unexplained
variance at level 1 in the subject matter teaching practices scale score that could be
explained by faculty demographic and career variables.
Subject matter teaching practices level 1 model with faculty-level variables
Yij = β0j + β1j (Gender)ij + β2j (Level 2: Organizational-level variables.)ij +
β3j (Faculty Discipline-Soft/Hard)ij + β4j (Faculty Discipline-Pure/Applied)ij +
β5j (Rank) ij + β5j (Faculty Age) ij + β6j (Weekly Time Preparing to Teach)ij +
β7j (Belief up to Students to Succeed)ij + β 8j (Belief in Student Potential)ij +
β 9j (Reward for Teaching/Award for Teaching)ij +
β10j (Length of Time Teaching)ij + rij
Subject matter teaching practices level 2 model with organizational-level
variables
Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(Selectivity)j + γ02 (Carnegie Classification )j +
γ03 (Organizational Context for Teaching)j + γ04 (Latinx Enrollment)j + u0j
Full model with faculty and organizational level variables
Full model: (Subject matter teaching practices score)Yij = γ00 +
β0j + β1j (Gender)ij + β2j (Rank)ij + β3j (Faculty Discipline-Soft/Hard)ij +
β4j (Faculty Discipline-Pure/Applied)ij + β5j (Faculty Age) ij +
β6j (Weekly Time Preparing to Teach)ij + β7j (Belief up to Students to Succeed)ij +
β 8j (Belief in Student Potential)ij +
β 9j (Reward for Teaching/Award for Teaching)ij +
β10j (Length of Time Teaching)ij + rij
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+ γ01(Selectivity)j + γ02 (Carnegie Classification)j + γ03 (Organizational Context
for Teaching)j + γ04 (Latinx Student Enrollment)j u0j + rij
where
β0j represents the mean subject matter teaching practices score for each institution
j;
β1j represents the gender covariate effect;
β2j represents the rank covariate effect;
β3j represents the discipline (Biglan’s soft-hard) covariate effect;
β4j represents the discipline (Biglan’s pure-applied) covariate effect;
β5j represents the faculty age covariate effect
β6j represents the faculty weekly time spent preparing to teach covariate effect;
β7j represents the faculty belief about individual student success covariate effect;
β8j represents the belief about students’ potential covariate effect;
β9j represents the reward for teaching/award for teaching potential covariate
effect;
β10j represents length of faculty’s teaching experience covariate effect;
γ00 represents the mean subject matter teaching practices score across all
institutions;
γ01 represents the mean selectivity effect;
γ02 represents the average effect of Carnegie classification on subject matter
teaching practices score;
γ03 represents the average effect of the availability of the organizational context
for teaching on subject matter teaching practices score;
γ04 represents the average effect of Latinx student enrollment on subject matter
teaching practices score;
rij represents the residual for faculty i in institution j;
u0j represents the random effect for institution j, or deviation of institution j from
the average institution.
Models for Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices
The first model for cognitive teaching practices is an unconditional model. This
HLM model does not contain predictor variables from either level 1 or 2 (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). Once again, the purpose of this model was to estimate how much variance
in culturally responsive teaching practices scores can be attributed to the faculty-level
variables and then the organizational-level variables.
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Culturally responsive teaching practices unconditional model
Level 1: Yij = β0j + rij

rij = N (0, s2)

Level 2: β0j = γ00 + u0j

u0j = N (0, t00)

where
Yij represents the culturally responsive teaching practices score of each faculty i
in institution j;
β0j represents the mean culturally responsive teaching practices score for each
institution j;
rij represents the residual for faculty i in institution j;
γ00 represents the mean culturally responsive teaching practices score across all
institutions;
u0j represents the random effect for institution j;
i = 1, 2, …, nj faculty members in institution j;
j = 1, 2, …, j institution.
Culturally responsive teaching practices model with faculty-level variables
In this model, I included faculty demographic and career variables which were
added to the null model of the culturally responsive teaching practices to adjust for these
potential sources of variance. The intent of this model was to determine the amount of
unexplained within-organization variance in the culturally responsive teaching practices
scale score that could be explained by faculty demographic and career variables.
Level 1: Yij = β0j + β1j (Gender)ij + β2j (Rank)ij +
β3j (Faculty Discipline-Soft/Hard)ij + β4j (Faculty Discipline-Pure/Applied)ij +
β5j (Faculty Age) ij + β6j (Weekly Time Preparing to Teach)ij +
β7j (Belief up to Students to Succeed)ij + β 8j (Belief in Student Potential)ij +
β 9j (Reward for Teaching/Award for Teaching)ij +
β10j (Length of Time Teaching)ij + rij
Culturally responsive teaching practices model with organizational-level
variables
Level 2: β0j = γ00 + γ01(Selectivity)j + γ02 (Carnegie Classification )j +
γ03 (Organizational Context for Teaching)j + γ04 (Latinx Enrollment)j + u0j
Full model with faculty and organizational-level variables
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Full Model: (Culturally responsive teaching practices)Yij = γ00 +
β0j + β1j (Gender)ij + β2j (Rank)ij + β3j (Faculty Discipline-Soft/Hard)ij +
β4j (Faculty Discipline-Pure/Applied)ij + β5j (Faculty Age) ij + β6j (Weekly Time
Preparing to Teach)ij + β7j (Belief up to Students to Succeed)ij +
β 8j (Belief in Student Potential)ij + β9 (Reward for Teaching/Award for Teaching)ij
+ β10j (Length of Time Teaching)ij + rij + γ01(Selectivity)j +
γ02 (Carnegie Classification)j + γ03 (Organizational Context for Teaching)j +
γ04 (Latinx Enrollment)j + u0j
where
β0j represents the mean subject matter teaching practices score for each institution
j;
β1j represents the gender covariate effect;
β2j represents the rank covariate effect;
β3j represents the discipline (Biglan’s soft-hard) covariate effect;
β4j represents the discipline (Biglan’s pure-applied) covariate effect;
β5j represents the faculty age covariate effect
β6j represents the faculty weekly time spent preparing to teach covariate effect;
β7j represents the faculty belief about individual student success covariate effect;
β8j represents the belief about students’ potential covariate effect;
β9j represents the reward for teaching/award for teaching potential covariate
effect;
β10j represents length of faculty’s teaching experience covariate effect;
γ00 represents the mean culturally responsive practices score across all
institutions;
γ01 represents the mean selectivity effect;
γ02 represents the average effect of Carnegie classification on culturally
responsive teaching practices score;
γ03 represents the average effect of the organizational context for teaching on
culturally responsive teaching practices score;
γ04 represents the average effect of Latinx student enrollment on culturally
responsive teaching practices score;
rij represents the residual for faculty i in institution j;
u0j represents the random effect for institution j, or deviation of institution j from
the average institution.
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Limitations of the Study
While I sought to use this study to generalize to the population of faculty
employed at HSIs across the country, several limitations impacted this study. First, the
2013-2014 results needed to be weighted to account for the 35% response rate of college
full-time undergraduate faculty and 20% of full-time undergraduate faculty at
universities. The weighting procedure was conducted to make findings generalizable to
all faculty, not to HSI faculty. Consequently, this limits the generalizability of the study
because it is possible that the sample captured in the study is not representative of faculty
non-respondents. Moreover, the faculty in this study may not be representative of faculty
at all HSIs because it includes only faculty from 4-year institutions but a little less than
half of all HSIs are 2-year colleges. Yet another limitation is that all institutions,
including HSIs, have multifaceted identities. Thus, an institution might be both an HSI
and a Historically Black College or University (HBCU), and these multiple identities
could influence how faculty teach.3 Future studies could examine how these multiple
identities interact and how they help shape teaching practices. Additionally, the items
selected from the survey were those I believe best reflected the constructs of interest to
me, but had the items been developed specifically to tap into how organizational context
shapes the teaching of faculty at HSIs, findings could have been more robust. Moreover,
this limitation affects my ability to infer about the effect of organizational context on
faculty members’ choice of teaching practices at HSIs.
An additional limitation of this study is that teaching, the way faculty members
approach their teaching, and its role in their professional lives can be influenced by
3

In this sample, none of the institutions are both an HSI and a HBCU, although they could hold
another institutional identity not captured by HERI.
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myriad sources (Blackburn & Lawrence, 1995; Oleson & Hora, 2014; Terosky, 2005).
The HERI survey taps into a limited set of personal and organizational-level factors that
may influence teaching practices. It is conceivable that factors other than the ones that
can be identified with HERI data shaped the practices of faculty in the sample. However,
because current research has suggested that how teachers teach is shaped by the
combination of personal, organizational, and institutional factors (Hativa & Goodyear,
2001; Oleson & Hora, 2014; Stark, 2000), this study attempted to identify what factors
available in the data set might affect the use of subject matter teaching and culturally
responsive teaching practices at HSIs.
Finally, limitations of this study stem from the methodology employed. While the
survey methodology provided the perspective of a number of respondents, it did not
provide the depth of participants’ experience available through qualitative methodology.
Thus, though this study sought to understand whether and to what extent organizational
context influenced the use of certain teaching practices at HSIs, it did not include
reflections from participants that allowed them to directly link, if such a link exists, their
practices with their organizational context. Moreover, it did not provide the opportunity
to probe respondents’ answers. Yet another challenge is the amount of missing data,
which again limits insight into respondents’ practices. Additionally, the survey relied on
self-reported data. Much research has questioned the validity of self-reported data which
asks individuals to reflect on experiences that may not have occurred recently and which
may be influenced by social-desirability bias (Pascarella et al., 2010; Porter, 2011).
Because faculty reported on their practices and I could not corroborate their description
of these practices with the extant data, it is possible they reported using practices that
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were not characteristic of their day-to-day teaching. This is an unavoidable challenge of
employing this methodology. Future research may address this limitation through such
means as quantitative observations of teaching practices (Campbell, 2017). For example,
researchers may employ observers trained on how to observe for the use of practices that
promote subject matter learning and are culturally responsive using a close-ended and
specific observation rubric (Campbell, 2017). These observers can then verify the use of
these practices and their prevalence. Such a study can thus assess the accuracy of selfreported teaching practices. Interview research can also be employed to probe faculty’s
choice of teaching practices and, in particular, allow for in-depth explanations of how
faculty members at HSIs come to adopt the practices that characterize their teaching, and
the extent to which they see or attribute those practices to the organizational context.
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Chapter IV
RESULTS

Introduction
Because studies of teaching at HSIs are limited, it is important to understand what
a study of teaching practices using a national dataset can yield about the use of subject
matter and culturally responsive teaching. Thus, in this chapter, I detail the results of this
study. The chapter begins with descriptive analyses for the study, including the Ns,
means, and standard deviations for the items used, and the sociodemographic
characteristics of the faculty in the study. I then describe the constructs created to study
subject matter and culturally responsive teaching. Next, I include the results from the
HLM models and conclude with observations about the findings.
Descriptive Results
Table 9 highlights that for culturally responsive teaching, on a 5-item scale,
with 5 being the highest possible score, faculty in this sample scored a mean of 2.24
(SD = .66), and the highest score of faculty in the sample was 3.8. For cognitively
responsive teaching, on a 4-item scale with 4 being the highest possible score, faculty in
this sample had a mean score of 2.43 (SD = .52), and the highest score for this construct
was 3. These results suggested that faculty at HSIs do engage in culturally and
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cognitively responsive subject matter teaching practices. However, that the max score is
3.8 on a 5-point scale for culturally responsive teaching and 3 on a 4.0 scale for subject
matter teaching suggests these practices could be more pervasive.
Table 9
Overall and Conditional Means of Faculty Teaching Practices Scores by Disciplines at
HSIs (N = 1377)
Variable

N

%

Mean

S.D.

Culturally Responsive
Teaching by Discipline
Pure
Applied

409
782

2.18
2.27

0.66
0.66

Soft
Hard

884
307

2.4
1.8

0.62
0.55

Pure
Applied

409
782

2.37
2.4

0.52
0.51

Soft
Hard

884
307

2.5
2.26

0.48
0.57

Subject Matter Teaching
by Discipline

*Data were multiply imputed. All values were calculated using average per imputation.
Organizational-Level Demographics
Descriptive data for the HSIs in the sample appear in Table 10. Several findings
emerged from the descriptive data, some of which indicated limitations in the dataset.
For example, of the HSIs in the dataset, one was a 2-year college and because this did not
provide sufficient distribution across institutional types, the 2-year college was removed;
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thus, there is only representation of 4-year colleges. In terms of selectivity, 44.7% of the
institutions fell in the low selectivity range. IPEDs data on the Carnegie classification for
respondents’ institutions suggested that most faculty are at non-research-intensive
institutions than at research-intensive institutions. Since prior literature has established
there are differences in how faculty carry out their roles at research-intensive and nonresearch-intensive institutions, this variable was kept, although ideally, there would be
more variability in distribution or a more evenly balanced sample.
Table 10
Organizational Characteristics of HSIs
Variable
Organizational context for teachinga
Latinx
enrollment(%)
Selectivityb
Carnegie Classification

NonresearchIntensive
Institution
Research
Institution

N
24

Mean
0

S.D.
0.27

Min.
-0.41

Max.
0.70

23

0

12.4

-12.6

27.9

24

0

72

-94.3

140.6

19

5

a

Scale created with Principal Component Analysis. A higher score indicates an organizational context
supportive of teaching. Measure is grand mean-centered.
b
Selectivity is an average of the 25th and 75th percentile SAT and ACT scores. Measure is grand meancentered.

To provide a sense of the extent to which the institutions enroll Latinx students,
Table 11 presents the total student enrollment of the institutions in this study as well as
the percentage of Latinx students. While the federal government identifies institutions as
HSIs when they have a 25% Latinx student population, the institutions in the sample
varied in Latinx enrollment, from a low of 22% to a high of 62% Latinx students. Thus,
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while some HSIs barely made the criteria for this institutional designation, others were
overwhelmingly Latinx-enrolling. The data does not provide information about the length
of time for which the institutions have held their HSI status.
Table 11
Total Student and Latinx Enrollment by Institution
Institution
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V
W
X

Total Enrollment
33638
4709
5110
32375
12627
1538
3896
3840
1241
18130
13342
1410
2945
41118
7750
40312
39906
24172
12911
32001
19820
3604
3755
65128

Latinx Enrollment
7261
1024
1113
7317
2904
357
956
1004
343
5106
3943
428
899
12679
2475
14063
14860
9800
5565
14939
10119
1880
2155
40466

% Latinx
22
22
22
23
23
23
25
26
28
28
30
30
31
31
32
35
37
41
43
47
51
52
57
62

Research Question 1 Results
Research question 1 asked the following: What cognitively responsive
(specifically, subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices do
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faculty members adopt at Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs) and does the use of these
practices vary by rank and by discipline? Below, I provide ANOVA results to indicate
how the two teaching practices varied by rank and discipline.
ANOVA results by rank. After creating the appropriate scales, I employed oneway analysis of variance (ANOVA) to explore how the use of culturally and subject
matter teaching practices varied across faculty rank. I ran 4 models examining whether
culturally responsive teaching varied by whether a discipline was hard or soft, pure or
applied. Because the data were multiply imputed and this limited the ability to check for
the assumptions ANOVAs must meet (normality, homogeneity of variance), the
ANOVAs were run with robust (Huber-White) standard errors. Specifically, robust
Huber-White standard errors were used to account for non-normal distributions across
groups. As Table 12 indicates, there is no statistically significant result for culturally
responsive teaching (F1, 681.5 = 0.34, p > .05). That is, scores for culturally responsive
teaching did not vary by whether a faculty member was in a tenure-track or non-tenuretrack position. Moreover, the ANOVA model for subject matter teaching was also not
statistically significant (F1, 884.2 = 3.64, p > .05).
Table 12
ANOVA Results of Teaching Practices by Rank
Mean

SD

F-statistic

P-value

N

Culturally
Responsive
Tenure Track

2.29

0.65

F (1, 681)=.034

0.562

1163

Non-Tenure
Track

2.25

0.67

174

137

Table 12 (continued)
ANOVA Results of Teaching Practices by Rank
Mean
SD
F-statistic

P-value

N

Subject Matter
Teaching
Tenure Track
Non-Tenure
Track

2.21

0.5

2.32

0.55

F (1, 884.2)=3.64

0.056

1163
174

ANOVA results by discipline. Table 13 displays results of ANOVA models
examining the relationship between teaching practices and faculty members’ disciplinary
background. Analyzing results of culturally responsive teaching by whether a faculty
taught a soft or hard discipline, there was a statistically significant difference in group
means (F1, 809.0 = 3.64, p < .001), with faculty teaching a hard discipline having a lower
mean than faculty teaching a soft discipline. In contrast, the ANOVA for culturally
responsive teaching with teaching an applied discipline as the main effect indicated there
was no statistically significant relationship between these two (F1, 595.1 = 3.39, p > .05).
The ANOVA model for subject matter teaching and faculty’s disciplinary background
suggests a statistically significant difference in group means when considering whether a
faculty member is in a soft or hard discipline (F1, 695.5 = 36.71, p < .001). Faculty who
teach a hard discipline have a lower group mean on subject matter teaching. Finally, the
main effect of teaching an applied discipline was significant (F1, 444.8 = 6.29, p < .01) as
faculty who teach an applied discipline have higher subject matter teaching scores than
faculty teaching a pure discipline.
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Overall, the pattern that emerged in the ANOVA for subject matter teaching
mirrored the patterns for culturally responsive teaching faculty. Faculty teaching hard
disciplines in the Biglan typology had lower scores across these teaching practices than
faculty members teaching soft disciplines.

Table 13
ANOVA Results of Teaching Practices by Discipline
N

Mean

SD

F-statistic

Pvalue

F (1, 809)=244.35

0

F(1, 595.1)=3.39

0.07

F(1,695.1)=36.71

0

Culturally Responsive
Hard

307

1.8

0.65

Soft

884

2.41

0.67

Pure

409

2.19

0.66

Applied

782

2.27

0.66

Subject Matter Teaching
Hard

307

2.26

0.57

Soft

884

2.49

0.48

Pure

409

2.18

0.52

Applied

782

2.26

0.51

F(1, 444.8)=6.29

0.01

Research Question 2 Results
HLM analysis. The second research question for this study asked the following:
How do organizational contexts (selectivity, Carnegie classification, organizational
context, and Latinx student enrollment) influence the use of cognitively responsive
teaching practices (specifically support for subject matter teaching) and culturally
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responsive teaching practices? This study utilized two-level hierarchical linear models
(HLM) to account for the nested nature of the data, faculty clustered in universities. The
dependent measures were subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching.
Because the data were imputed, this limited the assumptions for which the data could be
checked thus, the models were run with maximum likelihood and robust standard errors
(Snijders & Bosker, 2012).
Adhering to recommendations in HLM research, first, I estimated an empty or
null model at levels 1 and 2 to see the variance in the outcome without predictors and to
allow for partitioning variance at the faculty and organizational levels. The interclass
correlation coefficient (ICC) was estimated from the empty models. Table 14 displays the
ICC calculations. The ICC for culturally responsive teaching estimated at .0186 and the
null hypothesis for the unexplained level-2 variance equaling to 0 was rejected at the .000
level. The ICC for subject matter teaching was estimated at .0076. These results indicated
that only 1.86% and .76% of the variance in scores could be explained by differences
between colleges and universities. Thus, most of the variation in teaching practices can
be attributed to individual-level variables. Given the small ICC indicating minimal
between-colleges differences, running HLM models could work just as well as running
Ordinary Least Squares Regressions (OLS). However, I ran the proposed HLM models
because of the nested nature of the data.
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Table 14
Intraclass Correlation Coefficient Estimates and Pseudo R-Squared for Culturally
Responsive and Subject Matter Teaching
Culturally Responsive Teaching
Variance Components
Empty
Model 1
Residual
0.42996
0.31778
Level 2
0.00817
0.00736

Residual
Level 2

Psuedo R squared
Model 1
Model 2
26.09%
26.44%
9.89%
100.0%

Subject Matter Teaching
Variance Components
Empty
Model 1
Residual
0.26318
0.23668
Level 2
0.00201
0.00190

Residual
Level 2

Model 2
0.31626
0

ICC Estimate
0.0186

Model 2
0.23642
0

ICC Estimate
0.0076

Psuedo R squared
Model 1
Model 2
10.07%
10.17%
5.12%
100.00%

HLM results for culturally responsive teaching. To assess the effect of
individual-level characteristics on culturally responsive teaching scores, I then estimated
two hierarchical models. First, I estimated the effect of individual-level characteristics,
controlling for individual sociodemographic and teaching characteristics. The variables in
the model were included because prior literature has suggested they may shape faculty
teaching practices. As noted previously, in the level 1 models, all dichotomous variables
were entered uncentered while continuous variables were group mean-centered
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to see how the intercepts and slopes for certain variables might vary across institutions. In
the level 2 model, I included four organizational-level measures. As noted previously,
Level 2 variables were all grand mean-centered to create a meaningful zero.
Table 15 shows the final two models that were fit to explore the relationship
between culturally responsive teaching and individual- and organizational-level factors,
where Model 2 extended Model 1 by adding level 2 variables. Model 1 shows that the
adjusted grand mean of culturally responsive teaching across universities is 2.09; this
estimate changed little in Model 2, with a mean of 2.06, which included level 2 measures
of selectivity, Carnegie classification, organizational context for teaching, and percentage
of Latinx students. Likewise, the estimates and p-values from all individual-level
covariates remained virtually unchanged when level 2 measures were added to the model.
Therefore, only results for the full model are discussed here. Table 15 presents the
unstandardized and standardized beta coefficients for all the models. Standardized
coefficients (β) are included to discuss effect sizes; that is, standardized coefficients are
used to explain the size and magnitude of the effect of each of the independent variables
on the dependent measures of teaching practices. According to Cohen’s (1988) guidelines
on effect sizes, a standardized beta of up to .20 would be considered small, a beta
between .30 and .50 would be considered medium, and a beta of .80 or greater is a large
effect.
The following background characteristics were significant predictors of culturally
responsive teaching: gender, teaching a hard discipline, whether faculty believe it is
primarily up to individual students to succeed, winning an award for one’s teaching, and
whether faculty believe that all students can excel. Age, rank, amount of time preparing
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to teach each week, teaching a pure or applied discipline, and amount of time teaching or
teaching experience were not significantly associated with culturally responsive teaching.
To discuss results more precisely, women faculty are estimated to be more culturally
responsive (β = 0.20, t = 5.64, p < .001), as are those who have won an award for their
teaching scores (β =.07, t = 2.43, p < .05). However, according to Cohen’s (1988)
guidelines on effect sizes, these effect sizes would be considered small. In terms of
beliefs or motivation about teaching, faculty who believe that all students can excel have
higher culturally responsive scores (β = 0.13, t = 4.78, p < .001), while those who believe
it is up to individual students to succeed have lower culturally responsive teaching (β = .11, t = -3.62, p < .001). Additionally, faculty who teach a hard discipline also experience
a moderate decrease in culturally responsive teaching scores (β = -.37,
t = -12.53, p < .001), and this is the largest effect size in the model. Finally, of the level 2
predictors, selectivity and the percentage of Latinx students were statistically significant.
More precisely, the selectivity of an institution was negatively associated with culturally
responsive teaching (β = -.08, t = -3.52, p < .01). Moreover, the percentage of Latinx
students was negatively associated with culturally responsive teaching (β = -.0, t = -5.09,
p < .01). These effects, however, would be characterized as statistically significant but
practically trivial because they are tiny effects.
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Table 15
HLM Model for Culturally Responsive Teaching (N = 1337)

Intercept
Level 1
Female
Weekly Time
Preparing to Teacha
Agea
Length of Time
Teachinga
Discipline (Hard)
Discipline
(Pure/Applied)
Up to Individual
Students to Succeed

Coefficient
2.06

b

S.E.
0.13

t-ratio
16.1

p-value
0.001

0.27

0.2

0.05

5.64

0.001

0.02

0.05

0.01

1.85

0.065

0

0

0.07

0.942

10.0
-0.01

-0.08

0

-1.84

0.067

-0.56

-0.37

0.04

-12.5

0.001

0.04

0.03

0.04

0.88

0.38

-0.21

-0.11

0.06

-3.62

0.001

0.13

0.06

4.78

0.001

0.07

0.04

2.43

0.015

0.02

0.09

0.37

0.708

-0.26

0

-2.73

0.006

-0.04

0.1

-1.29

0.199

-0.04

0.04

-1.56

0.120

-0.00

0

-5.09

0.000

All Students can
0.28
Excel
Award for
0.10
Teaching
Tenure-track
0.03
Level 2
Selectivityb
-0.00
Organizational
Context for
-0.10
b
Teaching
Carnegie
-0.06
Latinx Students
-0.01
(%)b
Random Effect
Estimate
Parameters
Identity var(cons)
0
var(Residual)
0.3194
a

β

Variable was group mean-centered.
Variable was grand mean-centered.

SE
0
0.0213

p-value
0.001
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HLM results for subject matter teaching. As with culturally responsive
teaching, I addressed the question of variance in subject matter teaching scale scores by
first estimating an empty model and calculating the ICC. As Table 14 showed, the ICC
for subject matter teaching was 0.0076. After calculating the ICC, I estimated the effect
of individual-level characteristics, including beliefs and sociodemographic and teaching
characteristics.
Table 16 shows the full model that was fit to explore the relationship between
subject matter teaching and individual- and organizational-level factors. Because the
estimates and p-values from all individual-level covariates remained virtually unchanged
when the level 2 measures were added to the level 1 model, only results for the full model
are discussed here.
The results for subject matter teaching closely mirrored those for culturally
responsive teaching. More precisely, results indicated that age, teaching an applied
discipline, length of time teaching, and having received an award for one’s teaching have
no effect on differences in subject matter teaching scores. However, gender, the amount
of time spent preparing to teach each week, teaching a hard discipline, the belief it is up
to students to succeed, the belief that all students can excel, and rank were all statistically
significant. Though all of the effects are small, the largest effects were those for gender
and teaching a hard discipline. Women faculty were more cognitively responsive in
subject matter teaching than male faculty (β = 0.12, t = 4.39, p < .001) while, conversely,
faculty members who teach a hard discipline had lower scores than faculty teaching a
soft discipline (β = -.12, t = -4.04, p < .001).
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Table 16
HLM Model for Subject Matter Teaching

Intercept
Level 1
Female
Weekly Time Preparing to
Teacha
Agea
Length of Time Teachinga
Discipline (Hard)
Discipline (Pure/Applied)
Up to Individual Students to
Succeed
All Students Can Excel
Award for Teaching
Tenure Track
Level 2
Selectivityb
Organizational Context for
Teachingb
Carnegie
Latinx Students (%)b
Random Effect Parameters
Identity var(cons)
var(Residual)
a

Variable was group mean-centered.

b

Variable was grand mean-centered.

Coefficient
2.15

β

S.E.

t-ratio

0.16

0.12

0.04

4.39

0.000

0.02
0.00
0.00
-0.17
0.06

0.05
0.04
-0.03
-0.12
0.04

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.04

2.04
1.19
-0.97
-4.04
1.33

0.042
0.233
0.332
0.000
0.182

-0.13
0.17
0.04
0.14

-0.07
0.08
0.03
0.07

0.05
0.06
0.03
0.04

-2.43
2.89
1.19
3.36

0.015
0.001
0.234
0.000

0.00

-0.02

0.00

-0.88

0.376

-0.16
0.00
-0.00
Estimate
0
0.2462

-0.06
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.39
0.00
SE
0
0.1678

-1.68
-0.06
-2.99

0.092
0.952
0.003
p-value
0.000

26.25

p-value
0.001

Additional small and positive effects were evident for faculty who profess the
belief all students have the potential to succeed (β = 0.08, t = 2.89, p < .001), as did those
who spend additional time preparing to teach (β = 0.05, t = 2.04, p < .05). Small and
negative effects appeared for faculty who believe it is up to individual students to succeed
(β = -.07, t = -2.43, p < .05). Of the level 2 predictors, only the percentage of Latinx
students was significant. That is, as the number of Latinx students in an institution
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increases, there is a negative, though trivial, decrease in subject matter teaching scores
(β = -0.00, t = -2.99, p < .01).
Summary
Across models, the findings affirmed the importance of factors such as faculty
motivation around teaching and beliefs in predicting how faculty undertake their teaching
role, which prior literature has shown are important in shaping how faculty conceive of
their teaching (Blackwell & Lawrence, 1995). Additionally, the findings suggested that
individual-level factors are stronger predictors of the studied teaching practices than
organizational-level characteristics. Examining results across all models, some clear
patterns emerged: though the effect was small, women faculty consistently had higher
scores than male faculty across both sets of teaching practices, and this positive effect
largely held for faculty who believe that all students can excel. Conversely, the effect of
teaching a hard discipline and believing it is up to individual students to succeed tends to
be small but negative, and these effects also appeared consistently across models.
The findings also shed light on the utility of using multiply imputed data to
conduct analyses using HLM models. Because of the high degree of missing data present
in the dataset, some variables would not impute, thus making it difficult to examine the
models proposed at the onset of the study. The high degree of missing data limited the
number of level 1 variables that could be included in the models, and also reduced the
level 2 organizational units from 25 institutions to 24. Consequently, these results should
be interpreted with caution, given the reduced variables available for analyses.
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Chapter V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Given the baccalaureate degree attainment gap faced by Latinx students and that
over 60% of Latinx students attend HSIs, the teaching practices students experience at
these institutions have the potential to help close this gap and thereby facilitate a host of
positive academic (Cuellar, 2014; Fosnacht & Nailos, 2015; Garcia, 2017b) as well as
individual and societal benefits (Garcia, 2017b). Consequently, using four frameworks
that shed light on individual and organizational factors that shape how faculty undertake
their teaching role, this study sought to explore the association between individual and
organizational factors, including an institution’s identity as an HSI, and the use of subject
matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching practices. I attempt to explicate the
study’s findings by discussing the results of the research questions guiding the study,
providing implications for practice and recommendations for future research.
Discussion of Research Question 1
My first research question asked whether subject matter teaching and culturally
responsive teaching practices that faculty enact at HSIs varied by rank and discipline. I
address first the question of rank and then discipline.
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ANOVA results do not indicate a statistically significant relationship between
faculty rank and the practices analyzed in this study. However, the lack of a statistically
significant relationship between teaching practices and rank does not break new ground
as earlier studies—though not conducted at HSIs and defining teaching practices in
different ways—found no, or weak, associations between rank and teaching practices
(Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006; Umbach, 2006, 2007). For instance, Mayhew and
Grunwald (2006) found that tenure status was not a significant predictor of utilizing
diversity-related content in one’s teaching. In his investigation of the impact of faculty of
color on undergraduate education, Umbach (2006) studied the relationship between
teaching practices (including active and collaborative learning and the use of diversity
related content) and diverse organizational and faculty variables such as rank (where rank
was measured by whether faculty were assistant, associate, professor, or other status).
Umbach’s (2006) study of 13,499 faculty at 134 institutions did not find “substantive”
differences by rank in the use of active and collaborative learning (p. 336). Additionally,
a statistically significant relationship was not found between rank and the use of
diversity-related content.
The findings on rank are in contrast to the studies of Maruyama and Moreno
(2000) and Milem (2001), who found negative relationships between using diversityrelated content and certain faculty members’ identity characteristics. Specifically,
Maruyama and Moreno (2000) found senior (in rank and experience) faculty were less
likely to hold a positive perception of diversity and were also less likely to engage with
issues of diversity in their teaching. Milem (2001) found tenured faculty were less likely
than non-tenured faculty to incorporate diversity-related content in their courses. Milem
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also found tenured faculty were less likely to use teaching practices characterized as
examples of “active learning,” which he defined, using items from the 1992-1993 HERI
faculty survey, as “cooperative learning, student presentations, group projects,
experiential learning, student evaluation of others’ work, independent learning projects,
student-selected course topics, class discussions, student-designed learning activities, and
the absence of extensive lecturing…” (p. 235). Finally, Umbach (2007) found that in
terms of rank, full professors were less likely to use the indicators of good teaching
practices employed in his study than faculty at associate, assistant, and other ranks.
Additionally, studies attempting to understand the relationship between rank and
teaching practices have examined teaching as it unfolds in the context of a faculty
member’s work and how teaching is shaped by institutional type, among other factors.
Institutions have been studied in light of their Carnegie classification, or in the case of
HBCUs and women’s colleges, how their mission as well as other salient characteristics
shape faculty socialization and expectations around faculty work. Notably, the majority
of faculty members in this study teach at non-research intensive institutions. Previous
research has shown that different institutional types transmit to faculty specific values
about the multiple aspects of faculty work (Astin, 1993; Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2007).
Research-intensive institutions manifest through their reward structures that they hold
faculty members’ role as researchers in higher regard than their role as teachers
(Melguizo & Strober, 2007; O’Meara, 2010). However, valuing research over teaching is
not unique to research-intensive institutions; the pressure to prioritize research over
teaching is one faculty may feel across ranks and across institutional types. Studies of
tenure-track faculty show that “junior faculty feel the process is ambiguous and difficult
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to navigate in terms of standards and expectations, and that it seems to almost always
emphasize research in ways disproportionate to the weight given to it in institutional
rhetoric, mission statements, formal workload assignments, and even promotion and
tenure guidelines” (O’Meara, 2010, p. 275). It could be that faculty at the HSIs in this
study, the majority of whom are tenured or in tenure-track position, also experience an
organizational context in which they are pulled to engage in research over teaching. Not
only could this take faculty away from teaching, but it is also possible that by privileging
research over teaching, institutions might not provide faculty development to support
teaching, particularly subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching
practices. To understand what message the HSIs in the study give faculty about their
teaching role, it may be necessary to conduct qualitative studies that probe how faculty
understand the organizational culture as a whole, and the organizational culture around
teaching. Examining institutional artifacts at HSIs, such as mission statements, myths,
rituals, and ceremonies (Kuh & Whitt, 1988), can provide a richer and more nuanced
understanding of the organization’s cultural expectations around teaching than can be
ascertained from responses to the survey items employed in this study to assess the
relationship between rank and teaching practices.
It is also possible that to better understand the mixed findings on rank and
teaching practices, rank needs to be considered with other key variables that might
influence the relationship between teaching practices and rank. In the context of HSIs, the
mixed findings might be explained through an analysis of the compositional diversity of
faculty, because race is a factor that other studies of faculty and their teaching practices
have outlined as key in explaining differences in practices (Umbach, 2006, 2007).
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Research has indicated that minority faculty, regardless of rank, are more likely to use
teaching practices that promote active learning and consider race and diversity (Hurtado,
2001; Umbach, 2006); lack of diversity in faculty composition decreases the likelihood of
faculty members engaging in cognitively responsive subject matter teaching and
culturally responsive teaching. Because race could not be imputed and thus could not be
included in this study, limited conclusions can be made about the role of race in these
findings. However, we do know that White faculty members comprised the largest group
of faculty in the HERI dataset and that the racial distribution of faculty was representative
of the national distribution of faculty in the United States. We can infer that similarly at
the HSIs in the sample, White faculty comprise the largest group of faculty.
The second part of my first research question addressed whether teaching
practices vary by faculty members’ disciplinary affiliation and I explored this using
Biglan’s (1973) typology of disciplines to categorize disciplines as either hard or soft and
as either pure or applied. To revisit Biglan’s typology, hard disciplines are paradigmatic,
and in these disciplines there tends to be consensus about the research problems of
concern to the field and the research methods or modes of inquiry for investigating those
problems. In contrast, soft disciplines are non-paradigmatic; there is less consensus about
the research questions or problems to be pursued in a field and the modes of inquiry. Pure
disciplines focus on knowledge acquisition; research in these fields focuses on
knowledge building. Applied disciplines focus on the application of disciplinary
knowledge and research focuses on practical application of knowledge. In the ANOVA
results, disciplinary differences emerged. Faculty in hard disciplines had lower mean
scores than faculty in soft disciplines across both sets of teaching practices. Additionally,
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for subject matter teaching, faculty teaching an applied discipline had higher mean scores
than faculty teaching a pure discipline. These findings affirmed claims that disciplinary
factors influence how faculty approach their work (Blackwell & Lawrence, 1995; Milem,
2001; Umbach, 2007), and complement other studies which found differences in teaching
practices by discipline (Kezar, 2011; Lattuca et al., 2014; Mayhew & Grunwald, 2006;
Milem, 2001; Umbach, 2006). For example, also utilizing Biglan’s taxonomy to analyze
whether there were disciplinary differences in faculty members’ use of active learning
and inclusion of diversity-related content in their teaching, Milem (2001) found
disciplinary differences in the use of practices that are similar to culturally responsive and
subject matter teaching. Specifically, Milem concluded faculty in hard-pure and hardapplied disciplines were less likely to use active learning and less likely to include
diversity-related content in their courses. Umbach (2006), using Holland’s classification
of academic disciplines, also found that disciplinary affiliation played a role in faculty
members’ use of instructional practices. Faculty members in investigative (for example,
biology and mathematics) and conventional (for example, accounting) disciplines were
less likely to use the collaborative and active learning practices Umbach (2006) studied.
Ostrow, Campbell, and Dilsizian (2018) cited research indicating faculty in soft
disciplines may devote more attention to teaching than faculty in hard disciplines, who
typically pay more attention to research, and that faculty members’ perception of
teaching varies along disciplinary lines. In terms of the latter, they reported faculty in soft
disciplines are more likely to use teaching practices that are characterized as examples of
good teaching (Braxton, 1995, as cited in Ostrow, Campbell, & Dilsizian, 2018).
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Teaching Practices and Disciplines
The findings for the second part of research question 1 on the statistically
significant relationship between discipline and teaching practices suggest that disciplines
socialize faculty to teach in certain ways. Disciplines impart values around teaching that
could account for why faculty teaching in hard disciplines had lower mean scores across
the two sets of teaching practices than faculty teaching in soft disciplines. Studies of
teaching in STEM (Borrego & Henderson, 2014; Ferrare & Hora, 2014; Jamieson &
Lohmann, 2012; Kezar & Gehrke, 2017; Lattuca et al., 2014) highlighted some of the
values and conceptions of teaching and learning of STEM faculty that could account for
the lower scores of faculty in this study who teach a hard discipline (in comparison to
faculty teaching soft disciplines). Research on STEM education has focused on
understanding what accounts for differences in how faculty members teach as well as
how to increase the use of practices informed by research on cognition and how people
learn, and practices that are deemed student-centered (Borrego & Henderson, 2014;
Lattuca et al., 2014). Much of this research has been motivated by the need to increase
the number of STEM graduates and ensure graduation rates are equitable in terms of
gender and race, a feat some scholars believe can be achieved by encouraging STEM
faculty to adopt pedagogical techniques informed by research on the brain and cognition
(Borrego & Henderson, 2014; Ferrare & Hora, 2014; Lattuca et al., 2014). Research has
suggested that differences in disciplinary conceptions of learning and the role of faculty
in learning lead to variations in teaching practices. For example, according to Ferrare and
Hora (2014), faculty in hard disciplines sometimes view learning as an individual
struggle that the learner must overcome. These faculty members espouse the belief that
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“students learn best through a sustained struggle to solve problems (both computational
and conceptual) on their own” and that this process of coming to understand or learn can
be characterized as “banging one’s head against the table” (p. 806). This conception of
learning as a personal struggle, one in which the instructor seems to play a limited role,
could account for some of the relationships found in this study. That is, the negative
association between faculty who indicated it is up to individual students to succeed and
their teaching practices scores, and the positive association between faculty members’
belief that all students can excel and teaching practices scores, could be because faculty
shape their teaching according to discipline-based perceptions of teaching and learning,
in particular whether or not faculty are socialized to believe students’ academic success
can be facilitated by teaching practices. If faculty members see their students’ learning as
an individual, though difficult endeavor, they may not be invested in changing their
teaching practices. The onus of learning could be seen as a primary responsibility of
students, largely dependent on the effort students exert. Conversely, if faculty members
believe all students have the potential to excel, they may see themselves as responsible
for creating the conditions for students’ learning, and this potentially influences a greater
use of the practices studied here. The pattern observed in this study of faculty in hard
disciplines having lower teaching practice scores than faculty members in soft disciplines
matters because we know that when faculty employ instructional practices that are not
centered on the needs of students and do not engage them actively in the learning process,
this has a detrimental effect on students’ academic success—an effect that is magnified
for underrepresented students (Kezar, 2011). Since multiple studies have shown a
positive relationship between certain disciplinary affiliations and teaching practices

155
characterized as examples of good teaching, disciplines emerge as powerful shapers of
teaching behaviors at different types of institutions, including HSIs.
Though I propose disciplinary affiliation and the resulting cultural models they
help create for faculty members as an explanation for differences in teaching practices
scores, Ferrare and Hora (2014) cautioned against drawing a direct correlation between
faculty members’ cultural models of teaching and learning and instructor actions because
actions are embedded in the larger organizational context and are influenced by how
faculty perceive that context (Borrego & Henderson, 2014; Kezar & Gehrke, 2017;
Lattuca et al., 2014). For instance, research on teaching reform efforts in STEM showed
the importance of individual faculty motivation to sustaining teaching reform efforts, but
also that faculty who experience a supportive campus climate around teaching reform
efforts reported greater organizational gains in changing the culture around teaching
(Kezar, 2011). Such findings align with two of the frameworks that guided this study:
Blackburn and Lawrence’s (1995) claims about the importance of individual motivation
in how faculty approach their work, as well as Hurtado et al.’s (2015) Multi-Contextual
Model of Diverse Learning Environments on the ways multiple contexts (sociohistorical,
policy, institutional, community and external commitments, and the climate for diversity)
impact behavior and practices in organizations.
Because the findings for research question 1 point to the need to assess teaching
practices in a larger context, in the next section I discuss results for research question 2,
which addresses teaching practices in light of organizational-level factors included in
HLM models. I then discuss the rationale for, and the implications of, the associations
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between both organizational- and individual-level factors and teaching practices seen in
the HLM models created to answer research question 2.
Discussion of Research Question 2
The second research question explored how organizational contexts (selectivity,
Carnegie classification, organizational context for teaching, and Latinx student
enrollment) influenced the use of cognitively responsive teaching practices (specifically
support for subject matter teaching) and culturally responsive teaching practices at HSIs.
Some key findings emerged from this study. Of the individual or level 1 predictors used,
across the full models, women faculty had higher cognitively responsive subject matter
and culturally responsive teaching scores than male faculty, as did faculty who believe all
students can excel. In contrast, faculty who teach a hard discipline as well as those who
believe it is up to individual students to succeed had lower cognitively responsive subject
matter and culturally responsive teaching scores. Rank was a statistically significant
predictor for subject matter teaching, but not of culturally responsive teaching. Of the
level 2 predictors, across the full models, the percent of Latinx students enrolled had a
negative, though small and trivial, effect on cognitively responsive subject matter and
culturally responsive teaching scores. In the full model for culturally responsive teaching,
the selectivity of an institution was also negatively associated with culturally responsive
teaching.
In the HLM models, the grand mean for culturally responsive teaching was 2.09
and 2.06 in level 1 and 2 models, respectively. The highest possible score on the scale
was 5, however, indicating that, on average, culturally responsive teaching as defined in
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this study is not as prevalent as it could be. The grand mean for subject matter teaching
was 2.18 and 2.15 in level 1 and 2 HLM models, respectively, and the highest individual
faculty score was 3.0. Given a scale with a possible high of 4 points, these scores
suggested that faculty are, on average, not enacting all aspects of cognitively responsive
teaching as defined in this study. Additionally, one assumption of this study was that
while choice of teaching practices is internally motivated and under the control of
individual faculty, organizational context plays a role in teaching (Blackwell &
Lawrence, 1995; Gamoran, Secada, & Marrett, 2000; Hurtado et al., 2012). However, the
ICCs for both sets of teaching practices indicated that much of the variance in teaching
practices could be explained by individual-level factors, and thus the organizational-level
factors included in this study only accounted for a very small portion of the variance in
teaching practices.
The low ICC is of interest given that the literature has largely addressed the
importance of both individual- and organizational-level factors in shaping teaching
practices, but the findings indicated variations in the extent to which these contribute to
differences in teaching (Lattuca et al., 2014; Milem, 2001; Umbach, 2007). For instance,
Umbach (2007) used HLM to partition variance in dependent measures of faculty
attitudes, beliefs, and teaching behaviors by individual variables at level 1 (faculty
members’ race, gender, age, years of teaching, rank, appointment type, and disciplinary
affiliation) and institutional variables at level 2 (urbanicity, size, sector, selectivity,
Carnegie classification, percent of faculty of color and of contingent faculty). However,
Umbach did not present ICCs from the HLM models to show what percent of variance
was explained when individual- and organizational-level variables were added to the
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models, nor were effect sizes included. Instead, results were presented in terms of their
statistical significance and the symbols “+” or “-” to indicate direction of effects.
Additionally, Lattuca et al. (2014) averred that their findings on the extent to which
engineering faculty members’ teaching practices are influenced by departmental
orientation to research and teaching as well as institutional rewards systems suggested
that the relationship between teaching practices and departmental and organizational
factors is not as strong as the extant literature has suggested. These studies and the
present results suggested there is more to know about variations in the association
between faculty members’ choices about teaching practices and individual and
organizational factors. Nonetheless, though I expected organizational-level factors would
have a stronger effect on teaching practices than this study suggested, several reasons
might explain why organizational-level factors were not as strong predictors of teaching
practices as individual-level factors.
Though organizational-level variables were included in the present study, they
were a limited set of variables: Carnegie classification, selectivity, student enrollment
(here, the percent of Latinx students enrolled), and an organizational context for teaching
measure to assess how supportive an organization is of teaching. While the literature
attests to their import in other quantitative studies of teaching practices (Lattuca et al.,
2014; Umbach, 2006, 2007), it also points to a host of organizational variables which
could influence teaching practices, mainly organizational and departmental cultures that
value research over teaching; institutional subcultures; reward structures; and attitudes
and beliefs that serve to socialize faculty (Umbach, 2007).
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The research literature has also suggested revisiting the role of disciplines in
imparting values and expectations about teaching. Indeed, Umbach (2007) reminded that
decades of research have indicated the impact of disciplinary culture on what faculty
teach and how they teach. In this study, disciplinary affiliation was included as a facultylevel variable, as done in other studies, but the repeated statistical significance of
discipline on teaching practices across a range of studies suggests it is worth investigating
how this manifests at the departmental level. It also suggests including in future studies,
if available, departmental-level variables that shed insight on how disciplinary
departmental culture might exert influence. Finally, the limited organizational-level
variables found to influence teaching practices in this study also highlighted the need to
examine the HSI organizational identity. HSIs share one common characteristic, their
enrollment of Latinx students, but their organizational identity is not fixed nor is it
singular. That is, the HSI designation on its own is not an indicator that organizational
members see an institution as serving Latinx students, nor does the designation guarantee
that the institution is conveying to all a commitment to supporting Latinx students. That
complexity in organizational identity may complicate the relationship between
organizational context and faculty members’ teaching practices.
Teaching Practices and the Role of the HSI Organizational Identity
Previous studies of HSIs and minority-serving institutions provide additional
insight into why the present study found negative associations between higher Latinx
student enrollment, selectivity, and lower teaching practices scores once these
organizational-level variables were added to HLM models. Not only are HSIs
underfunded compared to other institutions, but they are also frequently over-enrolled
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(Contreras et al., 2015; Garcia, 2017a), are more likely to be open-admissions
institutions, and are less likely to offer doctoral degrees (Fosnacht & Nailos, 2016).
Underfunding and over-enrollment negatively impact instruction at HSIs because they
result in diminished expenditure on instruction and higher student-faculty ratios
(Rodríguez & Calderón Galdeano, 2015). Underfunding and over-enrollment may also
result in higher teaching loads for faculty members, and perhaps less time spent on
learning about new pedagogical practices and implementing these practices. Some studies
have substantiated difference in HSI teaching contexts and faculty behaviors and beliefs.
For example, Hubbard and Stage (2009) found evidence that faculty at HSIs were less
likely to prefer teaching undergraduates, were less satisfied with their students than
faculty at HBCUs and PWIs, and were also less satisfied with their level of control over
course content. Hubbard and Stage suggested this could be because faculty at HSIs may
perceive their administrators exert more control over instructional choices than at other
institutions and thus are less satisfied with their teaching. The context of working in an
under-resourced, over-enrolled institution where one perceives less freedom over aspects
of one’s work may create a teaching environment where (a) faculty are less likely to be
able to devote time to changing their teaching, (b) faculty feel that they have less control
over instructional choices, and (c) institutional resources may be restricted to the point
where there is limited funding for professional development supporting teaching.
Aside from the instructional challenges created by the context of working at an
under-resourced institutions, the HSI organizational identity in itself may explain why
there is a negative relationship between Latinx enrollment, selectivity, and the practices
of interest to this study. Because many HSIs simply enroll Latinx students, having
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acquired their HSI status because of compositional changes rather than because of an
explicit institutional commitment to serve Latinx students (Garcia, 2013a, 2013b), or
because of an established history that impacts the way organizational members address
the HSI status (Garcia, 2017a), the notion of what it means to serve Latinx students and
what it means to be an HSI is one with which HSI scholars grapple (Garcia, 2017a,
2017b; Garcia, Núñez, & Sansone, 2019; Vargas & Villa-Palomino, 2019) and is not
easily captured in a quantitative study such as the present one.
Researchers have acknowledged that instead of working in a unique
organizational culture where there is a clear ethos and commitment to serving Latinx
students, HSI faculty are often subject to some of the same pressures and challenges
faced by faculty at other institutions. Specifically, faculty face the challenge of balancing
research and service commitments with teaching. They also contend with working at
institutions that have multiple organizational identities. For instance, an institution may
be religiously affiliated with a mission tied to that identity and it may also be an HSI. The
first identity perhaps may play a greater role in institutional culture, how faculty are
socialized to see their teaching and their work with students. The institution’s
commitment to its founding values, its history as a religiously affiliated institution, and
the ethos accompanying the religious mission may be more salient in influencing its
organizational culture than the HSI status. Complexities such as this cannot be captured
in the present study using a limited number of organizational-level variables. They are
perhaps more aptly captured in mixed-methods studies or in quantitative studies that
capture the differences in HSI organizational contexts.
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Recognizing researchers need clear classification schemes that begin to address
the question of who are HSIs, how HSIs serve students, and serving students varies
among HSIs, to study HSIs and understand their organizational identity HSI scholars
have proposed different typologies that could inform future studies and provide
alternatives for researchers classifying HSIs for research purposes. Núñez, Crisp, and
Elizondo’s (2016) typology classifies HSIs by their type, control, and urbanicity and
proposed six types: Urban Enclave Community Colleges; Rural Dispersed Community
Colleges; Big Systems 4-Year Institutions; Small Communities 4-Year Institutions;
Puerto Rican Institutions; and Health Sciences Schools. Garcia (2017b) proposed a
typology of four HSI organizational types: Latinx-enrolling, Latinx-producing, Latinxenhancing, and Latinx-serving. Garcia (2017b) differentiated between each of these types
by whether they enroll at least 25% Latinx students, and by the organizational culture and
outcomes (graduation rates, employment outcomes, and postgraduate enrollment, for
example) that distinguish each. Latinx-enrolling institutions meet the enrollment criteria
and facilitate equitable outcomes for Latinx student, but have not developed a culture
where Latinx students can experience “a culturally engaging campus environment,
including opportunities to engage in meaningful racial/ethnic and cross-racial/ethnic
interactions with faculty, staff, and other peers, as well as opportunities to participate in
humanizing and validating educational environments” (Garcia, 2017b, p. 118). Latinxproducing institutions facilitate equitable outcomes but lack the culturally engaging
organizational culture that Garcia suggested distinguishes some institutions. Latinxenhancing institutions possess the defined organizational culture but, overall, they do not
facilitate equitable outcomes for Latinx students. In contrast, Latinx-serving institutions
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both engender equitable outcomes and possess a culturally engaging culture. Noteworthy
is that Garcia’s (2017b) typology alludes to the potential of all HSIs to engage in
intentional changes to organizational practices and to define themselves not by students’
racial composition but by a mission to serve Latinx students. Her typology of Latinxenhancing and Latinx-producing institutions, after all, are based on studies of HSIs that
provide evidence of the effect of work that is deliberate and focused (Garcia, 2017b;
Garcia et al., 2019). In sum, given the data available for this study, a primary limitation is
that the variables used in the present study to address the HSI organizational context were
the HSI status and the percentage of Latinx student enrollment, not organizational
identifiers using typologies such as Núñez et al.’s (2016) or Garcia’s (2017b), which are
nuanced and attuned to important differences in HSI organizational contexts and
reflective of a variety of ways in which HSIs serve Latinx students.
An additional limitation of this study’s ability to tease out to what extent HSIs as
an organizational context influence teaching practices which could account for the lack of
organizational influence on the teaching practices outcomes is that we cannot tell from
the dataset how long the studied institutions have been HSIs. It is possible that the HSI
status is not long-held and the institutions are still determining or defining what that
means. Thus, faculty members’ experiences, and their teaching, might not differ from
those of faculty members at other institutions because the HSI identity is nascent and
evolving.
The concept of selectivity further explains why it is difficult to tease out the
influence of the organizational variables on teaching practices. Selectivity has been
identified as a mechanism that pushes institutions to engage in certain kinds of practices
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and, specifically in the American higher education context, increased institutional
selectivity is linked to a focus on research over teaching, and concomitantly, to reward
structures that value research over teaching (Campbell et al., 2018; O’Meara, 2007;
O’Meara & Bloomgarden, 2011). This phenomenon is evident at HSIs, institutions in
which faculty also face the pressure to prioritize research over teaching (González, 2015).
This presents an instructional challenge as research has suggested HSIs enroll a
substantial number of students who have been denied access to a college preparatory
curriculum (González, 2015; Núñez, Sparks, & Hernandez, 2011) and need assistance
with such skills as test-taking, studying, writing, and reading comprehension skills
(Kiasatpour & Lasley, 2008). Kiasatpour and Lasley’s (2008) comparison of faculty at
Texas HSIs and faculty at nationally prominent institutions found that HSI faculty face
these instructional challenges at a statistically significant and higher rate than faculty at
nationally prominent institutions. However, faculty at under-resourced institutions are
less likely to have access to the resources necessary to respond to instructional challenges
through their teaching, which results in stress and dissatisfaction (Rosser, 2005, as cited
in González, 2015). In the context of this study, faculty may face such pressure to focus
on research over teaching that they may not be able to adapt their practices to teach in
ways that meet the needs of students enrolled at HSIs.
It is important to note that as in other studies examining the relationship between
selectivity and teaching, the effect of selectivity here was found to be small (Cohen,
1988). For example, Pascarella et al. (2006) conducted a study on the relationship
between institutional selectivity and the use of Chickering and Gamson’s (1987) good
practices in undergraduate education. They used two different datasets, the Longitudinal
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National Study of Student Learning and the National Survey of Student Engagement, to
run regressions with measures of good practices in undergraduate education as outcomes
and selectivity and individual characteristics as predictors. The researchers found that
although three of the measures they used for selectivity accounted for a statistically
significant portion of the variance in good practices, the overall contribution of selectivity
was very small as selectivity only explained between 0.1% and 2.7% of the variance in
the use of Chickering and Gamson’s good practices.
Though in the HLM models the effect of the organizational-level variables in this
study were small, individual faculty variables such as gender and disciplinary affiliation
had stronger effects. Notably, gender had a statistically significant and positive effect on
both sets of teaching practices. Consequently, in the next section, I expand on the role of
gender and faculty identity in shaping teaching practices.
Teaching Practices and Gender
Overall, the positive effect of being female on teaching practices is supported by
research attesting to women faculty members’ more frequent use (in comparison to male
faculty) of practices that are characterized as student-centered (O’Meara et al., 2017;
Umbach, 2007). While prior literature on differences in how men and women faculty
approach teaching has not addressed the pedagogies that were the focus of this study,
student-centered pedagogies are frequently defined as approaches that see learning as
situated in a social context and knowledge as socially constructed, and promote students’
engagement in metacognitive tasks (Ahn & Class, 2011). Student-centered pedagogies
also have roots in Piaget’s constructivist theory, or the idea that individuals construct
their understanding of the world as they experience it (Mascolo, 2009). In Piaget’s
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perspective, not only do students construct the world as they experience and interact with
it, but they also frame experience and make sense of new knowledge against their
existing knowledge. Student-centered approaches have also been linked to efforts to
promote students’ active engagement in learning, including collaborative and cooperative
learning, problem-based learning, inquiry-based learning, and experiential learning
(Mascolo, 2009). Broadly, then, student-centered approaches which women faculty are
reported to use more frequently than male faculty (O’Meara et al., 2017) align with
practices I characterized as subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching. In
particular, I see parallels between student-centered approaches and faculty responses to
HERI survey items which ask faculty about the extent to which they engage students in
student-led inquiry, whether they ask students to reflect on how different perspectives
would affect their interpretation of a question or issue in their discipline, whether they
use student-selected topics for course content and use real-life problems in teaching, and
whether they engage in community service as part of coursework.
Women faculty members’ use of student-centered pedagogies is indicative of a
pattern that persists as they progress through their career (Neumann, 2009; Neumann &
Terosky, 2007). It is possible many of the women in the study followed this pattern of
spending more time than male faculty on their teaching and using student-centered
pedagogy, particularly as their careers progressed. After all, in this study, the average age
of faculty is 52 years and approximately half are tenured.
It is important to frame this finding on the differences in gender and teaching
practices in light of the influence of organizational context on individual behavior. The
additional time women faculty spends on teaching and their engagement in student-
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centered pedagogy is not a product of individual choice only. O’Meara et al. (2017)
pointed to Acker’s (1990, 2006) theory of gendered organizations to show how all
organizations create a division of labor where some work, like teaching, becomes
feminized or more easily accessible to women, whereas other roles become more
accessible to men. Though O’Meara et al. (2017) acknowledged faculty members can
exercise agency to decide what work to take on and how much time to devote to different
aspects of their work, they propose the concept of “ruling relations” (Smith, 2005) to
explain how individual choices are constrained by powerful, unspoken expectations about
what actions are possible for individuals in organizations. Yet, another explanation for
why women faculty scored higher than male faculty on the use of the teaching practices
in this study emerges from the concept of how teaching practices are shaped by cultural
models, or the internalized norms, policies, processes, and expectations in one’s
environment, that help individuals determine what actions are possible or valued in
organizations (Ferrare & Hora, 2014). In higher education, one of these expectations is
that women faculty members be caring, concerned, and take on responsibilities where
these qualities are valued. Women, in turn, may respond to those expectations by
spending more time than men in the aspects of their work characterized as feminine, such
as teaching, and by utilizing student-centered pedagogies (O’Meara et al., 2017) at a
greater rate than their male counterparts.
In sum, though organizational-level variables such as selectivity accounted for a
very limited amount of the variance in teaching practices and many effects were trivial,
individual-level factors such as gender had the largest effect sizes across the HLM
models, attesting to the complex interplay between individual and organizational factors
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in shaping teaching practices. Though the effect is small, the disciplinary disparity in the
use of these practices suggests lack of widespread acceptance or exploration of teaching
practices that were the focus of this study. While the findings largely affirmed extant
studies on teaching practices, the study’s findings hold implications for theory and
practice.
Implications for Theory and Practice
Several theoretical implications arise from this study. Studies of cognitively
responsive subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching in higher education
are limited, particularly studies addressing the teaching of subject matter. Previous
studies have addressed the presence of cognitively responsive teaching across colleges
and universities of varying prestige or selectivity levels (Campbell et al., 2018), but such
studies have not analyzed both subject matter teaching and culturally responsive teaching
at minority-serving institutions such as HSIs. Instead, the lens of selectivity and its
impact on teaching, broadly, is highlighted in existing studies of teaching practices. Thus,
there is a gap in theoretical explanations that address how subject matter teaching and
culturally responsive teaching might manifest at minority-serving institutions and how
this compares to practices at Predominantly White Institutions (PWIs). Future studies
might address these gaps by comparing faculty members’ use of the practices studied
here at PWIs and at HSIs. Comparing teaching at these different types of institutions can
help researchers discern the extent to which organizational-level effects in teaching
practices exist at the different types of institutions. Findings from comparative studies of
teaching can also help further address the question of how HSIs serve Latinx students.
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Theoretical work can take place in testing existing typologies of HSIs. Such an
endeavor can help us begin to understand why this study found organizational-level
factors accounted for little of the variance in teaching practices. Organizational theorists,
sociologists, and researchers in higher education have provided evidence of the multiple
ways in which organizational context can influence teaching (Austin, 2011; Blackburn &
Lawrence, 1995; Gamoran, Secada, & Marrett, 2000; Hurtado et al., 2012; Kezar &
Eckel, 2002; Kezar & Gehrke, 2017; Pallas, Neumann, & Campbell, 2017). We need to
continue to develop existing typologies (Garcia, 2017b; Núñez et al., 2016) and
theoretical models that help us to understand the differences in HSIs as organizational
contexts that are multifaceted and racialized (Vargas & Villla-Palomino, 2019).
Moreover, while the factors used in this study provide some guidance for how
cognitively and culturally responsive teaching manifest in college settings, there are
limited models of what this teaching looks like in the context of different disciplines and
specifically in higher education (González, 2015; Neumann, 2014). To facilitate this kind
of teaching, we need both theoretical explanations of benefits and practical examples
of how the practices may manifest across institutional types. Furthermore, the
disciplinary differences that emerged in this study suggested that we need to continue to
support research on cultural models of teaching to understand how disciplinary
communities in different contexts constrain or facilitate the practices used in this study.
Theoretical models could help us determine what policies can be implemented to
facilitate faculty members’ understanding of cognitively responsive subject matter
teaching and culturally responsive teaching because these practices have the potential to
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benefit all students. Consequently, in addition to providing implications for theory, this
study provides implications for practice.
One implication for practice stemming from this study is that institutions should
seek to provide faculty development opportunities to facilitate faculty members’
understanding of the potential benefits of adopting the practices addressed in this study
and the connection between these practices and student learning. Specifically,
institutions must focus on how to provide ongoing professional development that can
help faculty members understand their teaching choices, their beliefs and motivation
about learning, and the needs of students at HSIs. Through mechanisms such as
communities of practice, groups of faculty who form communities or organized groups
centered on a common interest such as teaching and who work collectively so their ideas
and efforts are shared with others (Kezar, 2011; Kezar & Gehrke, 2017), faculty can be
guided in reflections that help them connect their beliefs and practices. Such an approach
must be complemented by analyses of the organizational contexts (Ferrare & Hora,
2014), particularly to analyze critically whether one’s teaching practices consider the
needs of students at a diverse institution. Research on the extent to which participation in
professional development influences choice of teaching practices has yielded statistically
significant and positive relationships (Lattuca et al., 2014). It is possible that by providing
professional development sensitive to the needs of students at HSIs, nationally, efforts
can lead to the transformation of institutions that are more mission-based rather than
defined by enrollment.
Recommendations for professional development opportunities for faculty
members cannot be provided in a one-size-fits-all approach, but we do know enough
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about current change efforts to offer specific recommendations about the support
structures that can sustain these efforts. Consequently, an additional implication from this
study is the need to investigate the feasibility of implementing organizational policies that
could support the use of subject matter teaching and cognitively responsive teaching
practices. Such a recommendation might be anathema to those in higher education, given
the long established tradition of academic freedom and the well recognized authority of
faculty over curricular and pedagogical matters. However, by establishing such policies,
we could begin to provide support for the use of practices with the potential to benefit all
students. In particular, Kezar and Gehrke’s (2017) work on communities of practice
highlights the importance of providing funding and support for these communities or
campus groups interested in teaching reform. It may be that on some campuses, such
efforts need to be nurtured more than others. Evidence of how such efforts can be
sustained may be found in the scholarship of Pallas, Neumann, and Campbell (2018) who
proposed how to develop an understanding of organizational culture around teaching, and
how to implement organizational- and departmental-level changes that can nurture a
culture of teaching and learning informed by what we know about good undergraduate
teaching from the learning sciences. This can include creating new reward systems that
truly value teaching as well as designing professional development programs that
interrogate the needs of students at HSIs and help faculty develop practices that are
sensitive to the needs of their student and address the local context of teaching.
Given that the findings from this study affirmed the strength of the relationship
between individual-level factors and teaching practices, additional recommendations for
practice center around improving efforts to collect data on faculty race and to diversify
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the professoriate. Extant research has identified how faculty influence learning through
the practices they use. Such studies found differences in faculty-student interactions at
HBCUs in comparison to such interactions at PWIs (Allen, 1992; Hurtado et al., 2011),
while others have found students at HBCUs reported greater exposure to active and
collaboratively learning than peers at PWIs (Nelson Laird et al., 2007). Shaw et al.’s
(2012) research on differences in teaching between PWI and HBCU faculty found a
higher and statistically significant difference in HBCU faculty’s self-report of using
active classroom practices, as well as their emphasis on personal and social
responsibility, compared to the self-reports of PWI faculty. These differences were
attributed to teaching and learning practices employed by faculty (Shaw et al., 2012).
Shaw et al. (2012) argued that while previous studies posited that HBCU faculty perceive
students feel a greater sense of support at HBCUs because those institutions have a higher
number of African American faculty who are deeply aware of their students’ needs and
the long-standing institutional commitment to serving African American students, the
characteristics of the faculty members themselves contribute to these differences and not
the HBCU identity. More precisely, the HBCUs in their study had higher numbers of
African American faculty and assistant professors that were more likely to use the
practices compared in the study. Shaw et al. proposed that to mitigate differences in
student outcomes attributed to teaching practices, institutions can focus on diversifying
their faculty across rank and race since these two individual characteristics were
significant in their study.
Other studies also supported the idea that faculty identity, and particularly race,
can explains differences teaching practices. In 2001, using results from the HERI 1989-

173
1990 national faculty survey, Hurtado found a statistically significant relationship
between faculty identity and teaching practices. Latinx and African American faculty, in
particular, were more likely to use collaborative and active learning and to engage
students in issues of race and diversity, in comparison to their White and Asian
counterparts. She argued that her findings suggested “women and different racial/ethnic
faculty have distinct teaching styles that influence both the content and delivery of
knowledge in the classroom” (p. 196). Hurtado also reasoned that a more diverse faculty
would be more likely to implement teaching practices shown to facilitate student learning
and, we can conjecture, practices shown to support diverse students. Hurtado’s findings
are similar to Milem’s (2001), who found minority faculty were twice as likely as White
faculty to incorporate readings on race and diversity in their courses. Finally, Umbach
(2007) found that faculty of color outperform White faculty in using practices
characterized as evidence of good teaching as well as in engaging with and supporting
diversity in their teaching practices.
These diverse studies have pointed repeatedly to the role individual faculty
characteristics, particularly race, play in teaching practices and thus allude to why
organizational-level factors, in this study, might not have explained much of the variance
in teaching practices. Though race could not be included because of the high degree of
missing data, given the explanatory power of race to account for differences in teaching
practices in other studies, it is possible it played a role in the present results. More
specifically, we know that race and the campus climate for diversity have an effect on
organizational processes, policies, and the behavior of individuals in organizations
(Bensimon, 2005; Bensimon & Bishop, 2012; Hurtado et al., 2012; Vargas & Villa-
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Palomino, 2019). Consequently, it is possible that race accounts for why the grand mean
for culturally responsive teaching was 2.06 on a 5-point scale, while the grand mean for
subject matter teaching was 2.15 on a 4-point scale.
That race could not be included in the present study limits our ability to
understand the extent to which it affected teaching practices in this study. This is a
limitation that highlights the complexity of studying HSIs, particularly for researchers
conducting quantitative studies with existing datasets. However, discussing the legacy of
HSIs as racialized institutions, HSI scholars have provided support for why researchers
conducting national studies of faculty and their teaching need to take measures to
increase responses to survey items tapping faculty members’ race. As racialized
institutions, the primary criteria for conferring HSI status is not a mission or an ethos
around serving Latinx students, but specifically the enrollment of a student population
that is 25% Latinx (Vargas & Villa-Palomino, 2019). Yet, as Vargas and Villa-Palomino
(2019) argued of colleges and universities in general:
Wittingly or not, the dominant racial logics of these institutions—the explicit
or implicit modal conceptualization of race and racism institutional leaders and
actors abide by—inform the program, initiatives, and everyday practices that can
serve to redress racial disparities, or they can be ordered in ways that perpetuate a
more unequal racialized society. (p. 401)
To address the issue of race, administrators at HSIs need to increase efforts to
diversify the professoriate and not just to provide professional development that can
promote the use of the practices studied. They can support diversity in hiring by engaging
in promising new hiring practices such as cluster hiring (Association of Public Land
Grant Colleges & Universities, 2019; John Jay College, 2018), which calls for cohort
hiring of faculty into multiple departments to engage in interdisciplinary research. This
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strategy has been shown to help faculty counter campus climates that can lead faculty to
leave the professoriate (O’Meara, Lounder, & Campbell, 2014).
The racialized identity of HSIs also calls attention to the limitations of this study
that should be considered or addressed in future studies, particularly because there are
limitations in the data available for quantitative studies of HSIs. The existing national
data sets that shed light on faculty teaching practices collect organizational-level
variables that are not able to capture the multifaceted identities of HSIs. For example,
HSI scholars have argued repeatedly that HSIs are not a monolithic group (Marin, 2019),
but an underlying assumption of extant survey data to study organizations indicated
institutions are seen as monolithic. Other than collecting data on the HSI status, existing
national surveys of faculty do not address HSI status in depth. To reflect an
understanding that HSIs are not monolithic, survey data collected at HSIs would have to
pose questions not only about the climate for diversity in general, but also about what it
means to be an HSI. To not do so would mean to ignore that the variables used to study
organizations (control, type, compositional diversity of staff and students, and geographic
location, for example) are not enough when studying an institutional type created as an
attempt to address inequitable outcomes for Latinx students. While we can argue all
institutions have multifaceted identities not easily captured in quantitative studies, we can
also question what more could be done to ensure not only different data are collected, but
also greater accuracy and responses to questions that help us better understand the
climate for diversity.
Additionally, because of particular interest at the onset of this study was the
association between campus climate and organizational-level factors and faculty teaching
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practices, greater efforts need to be ensure responses to campus climate items included
faculty surveys. Because campuses participating in the survey had the option to use the
campus climate items, this led to the high degree of missing data. It is possible that if the
high degree of missing data of the campus climate variables were not an issue, findings
from this study would differ. Consequently, rather than having institutions choose to opt
in to have their faculty members complete the campus climate modules, additional
measures could be taken to make the modules available at all institutions, and to promote
the survey’s use at a more diverse sample of institutions. In particular, the study was
limited to full-time faculty at 4-year institutions and analyzing part-time faculty at a
broader range of institutions might alter findings.
Another limitation of this study stems from the survey instrument. While the
psychometric advantages of using a survey instrument that has been validated and offers
responses from a nationally representative sample of faculty are important, the sample
utilized was not created to be representative of faculty at HSIs. Specifically, while the
sample is weighted to represent faculty nationally, it is not weighted to represent the
composition of faculty at HSIs. This is problematic for several reasons. A large number
of HSIs are 2-year colleges, while in the sample used, respondents were from 4-year
institutions in the western region of the United States. This led to lack of variability in the
organizational-level items proposed for the HLM models. Because HSIs are characterized
as less-resourced institutions (Calderón Galdeano, Flores, & Moder, 2012; Garcia, 2019;
Gasman et al., 2017; González, 2015), it is possible their organizational context and
culture differ in significant ways, and that this, in turn, has an association with how
faculty teach.
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Analyzing these results, there are additional limitations to this study that could
have influenced outcomes. The alpha levels for each of the factors—culturally responsive
teaching, subject matter teaching and organizational context for teaching factors—were
.72, .73, and .74, respectively, suggesting the specified constructs were reliably
measured. However, it is possible that despite the acceptable reliability measures for
these constructs, faculty engage in practices that are not captured by these constructs but
are based in research on cognitive science and culturally responsive teaching. It should be
noted that because of the high degree of missing data, variables that could have
contributed to our understanding of the teaching practices used by faculty in the sample,
including a HERI-designed composite construct on student-centered pedagogy, could not
be included in the study. Thus, the measurement of teaching practices could have led to
inaccuracy in responses. Responses might have differed if the teaching practices were
described in the survey in the context of disciplines. Additionally, faculty members were
asked broad questions about their teaching. For example, to measure cognitively
responsive teaching, I created a factor using selected HERI survey items, including two
that asked faculty whether they included in their courses readings on ethnic and racial
issues and on women and gender issues. It is possible a faculty member could include
course content that deepens students’ understanding of race and gender, but that the
expressed aims of the content introduced are not around ethnic and racial issues, and thus
could have responded in the negative to these questions. It is also possible that faculty
members did not understand certain items or that different faculty members had different
interpretations of the survey items.
Additional limitations may have influenced results for the first research question,
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which relied on faculty responses to questions about their teaching. Desirability bias
could have been at play in faculty responses. Faculty could have reported positive
responses for questions about their teaching, conceptions of teaching, and beliefs about
students merely because they know that such responses are more socially desirable.
Research has shown that the higher a survey respondent’s educational attainment, the
more likely the respondent is to indicate survey responses that reflect social desirability
rather than actual behaviors (Jackman, 1978). Responses might have been different if this
study compared responses with other methods used to study faculty members’ teaching,
such as observations of teaching that could show discrepancies between what faculty
report they do and what actually takes place in their classes. Such efforts at triangulating
data could serve to strengthen the reliability and validity of findings. Future research
could include other methods that verify the responses of respondents and offer a richer
view of what constitutes the practices guiding this study than what is captured in the
factors created with HERI survey data. Specifically, future studies could employ
qualitative research methodologies, including case studies and interviews, of campuses
which had higher than average scores on the use of cognitively responsive subject matter
and culturally responsive practices to shed light on which organizational-level factors
help foster the use of cognitively responsive subject matter teaching and culturally
responsive teaching.
Summary
Although this study left questions unanswered about the practices faculty enact at
HSIs and their relationship to organizational context, the findings pointed to potentially
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fruitful avenues for future research. Because only limited studies have used national
datasets of teaching at HSIs, future research with a more representative (to the HSI
organizational context) national sample could further explore how prevalent are the
teaching practices studied here. Recent research has suggested the ways HSI faculty
members can be supported in learning about the institutional, local, and community
context of an HSI so that this knowledge can inform their teaching and research
(González, 2015). This research provides suggestions for greater recognition of
scholarship of faculty at HSIs that advances teaching that is anchored in students’ life
experiences and that uses those experiences as valuable capital that can pave the way for
students’ learning in classrooms (González, 2015). Given the expected growth of HSIs,
supporting such research is a step towards ensuring more equitable access to promising
practices for all students attending HSIs.
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Appendix A
Total Student and Latinx Enrollment by Institution
Table of Total Student and Latinx Enrollment by Institution
Total
Latinx
Institution
% Latinx
Enrollment
Enrollment
A
33638
7261
22
B
4709
1024
22
C
5110
1113
22
D
32375
7317
23
E
12627
2904
23
F
1538
357
23
G
3896
956
25
H
3840
1004
26
I
1241
343
28
J
18130
5106
28
K
13342
3943
30
L
1410
428
30
M
2945
899
31
N
41118
12679
31
O
7750
2475
32
P
40312
14063
35
Q
39906
14860
37
R
24172
9800
41
S
12911
5565
43
T
32001
14939
47
U
19820
10119
51
V
3604
1880
52
W
3755
2155
57
X
65128
40466
62
Y
40766
38161
94
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Appendix B
Organizational Demographics of Faculty at HSIs in 2013-2014 HERI Faculty Survey
Table of Organizational Demographics of Faculty at HSIs in 2013-2014 HERI Faculty
Survey (N = 24)
N
%
Mean
S.D. % Missing
Institutional
4 Year
1337
100
Type

Region

Selectivitya

Carnegie
Classification

a

East
Midwest
South
West

163
233
34
907

12.2
17.4
2.5
67.8

900-949
950-999
1000-1049
1050-1099
1100-1150

562
132
218
280
145

42
10
16
21
11

19

80

5

20

Nonresearch
Intensive
Research
Institution

Measure determined by the median SAT Verbal and Math scores, and if those were not available, the
ACT composite scores, of first-time first-year students.
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Appendix C
Overall Summary of Missing Values
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Appendix D
Missing Value Patterns
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Appendix E
Missing Variable Summary
Variable
Climate opinion:
Promotes the
understanding of gender
differences
Climate opinion: Treats
faculty of color fairly

Missing Variable Summarya,b
N
Percent
Valid N
795

59.50%

542

788

58.90%

549

Climate opinion:
Rewards staff and
faculty for their
participation in diversity
efforts

788

58.90%

549

Department satisfaction:
Degree to which the
curriculum addresses
diversity in content or
pedagogy

786

58.80%

551

Climate opinion:
Promotes the
appreciation of cultural
differences

785

58.70%

552

784

58.60%

553

782

58.50%

555

356

26.60%

981

354

26.50%

983

303

22.70%

1034

303

22.70%

1034

298

22.30%

1039

Climate opinion:
Has a long-standing
commitment to diversity
Climate opinion: Treats
women faculty fairly
What is your present
academic rank?
What is your tenure
status at this institution?
Faculty age 2014-Year
Birth
Please enter the fourdigit year of your birth
(e.g., 1944, 1988).
Department of current
faculty appointment Specific Discipline

Mean

52.48

SD

11.24

212

Variable
Race/Ethnicity Group
Affect: Structure your
courses so that students
master a conceptual
understanding of course
content

Missing Variable Summarya,b
N
Percent
Valid N
292
21.80%
1045

258

19.30%

1079

254

19.00%

1083

251

18.80%

1086

Inst Priority: Provide
resources for faculty to
engage in communitybased teaching or
research

246

18.40%

1091

Inst Opinion: This
institution takes
responsibility for
educating
underprepared students

237

17.70%

1100

235

17.60%

1102

229

17.10%

1108

221

16.50%

1116

Act: Have you ever
received an award for
outstanding teaching?
Inst Description:
Faculty are rewarded
for being good teachers

Inst Opinion: Faculty
here are strongly
interested in the
academic problems of
undergraduates
Inst Opinion: My
teaching is valued by
faculty in my
department
Inst Opinion: There is
adequate support for
faculty development

Mean

SD

213

Variable

Missing Variable Summarya,b
N
Percent
Valid N

Opinion: All students
have the potential to
excel in my courses

213

15.90%

1124

Opinion: It is primarily
up to individual
students whether they
succeed in my courses

212

15.90%

1125

View: A
racially/ethnically
diverse student body
enhances the
educational experience
of all students

199

14.90%

1138

190

14.20%

1147

189

14.10%

1148

Method: Readings on
women and gender
issues

188

14.10%

1149

Method: Techniques to
create an inclusive
classroom environment
for diverse students

185

13.80%

1152

185

13.80%

1152

165

12.30%

1172

164

12.30%

1173

163

12.20%

1174

Method: Readings on
racial and ethnic issues
Method: “Learn before
lecture” through
multimedia tools (e.g.,
flipping the classroom)

Method: Starting class
with a question that
engages students
Method: Studentselected topics for
course content
Method: Using student
inquiry to drive learning
Method: Community
service as part of
coursework

Mean

SD

214

Variable
Method: Using real-life
problems

Missing Variable Summarya,b
N
Percent
Valid N
162

12.10%

1175

Assignment: Describe how
different perspectives
would affect the
interpretation of a question
or issue in your discipline

150

11.20%

1187

Assignment: Write in the
specific style or format of
your discipline

149

11.10%

1188

Assignment: Use research
methods from your
discipline in field or applied
settings

148

11.10%

1189

Mean

Assignment: Apply learning
from both academic and
146
10.90%
1191
field settings
a. Maximum number of variables shown: 50
b. Minimum percentage of missing values for variable to be included: 10.0%

SD

