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Introduction

This research focuses on race relations and racial identity construction among and between black, multiracial, and white undergraduate students at University of Pennsylvania.  My focus on students who racially identify as ‘black’, ‘white’ and ‘multiracial’ (defined in this research as individuals with one-black and one other-race parent) is important because it sheds light on how race as a social construct operates at an Ivy League university and affects academic and social aspects of campus life.  My primary research goals are threefold: 1) to understand better why and how race matters on college campuses and therefore how better to deal with issues of minority recruitment, retention and achievement at elite American colleges and universities;  2) to investigate how race affects college life for black, white, and multiracial students and to gain insight into the current and future state of race relations among the social elite more broadly;  3) and most importantly, we can analyze first hand whether and how the university as a social institution serves as an extension of the wider society in upholding American racial stratification.  As Zuberi (2001) notes: “race is a socially constructed process that produces subordinate and superordinate groups.  Racial stratification is the key social process behind racial classifications.  The meaning of race depends on the social conditions in which it exists” (Zuberi 2000: xviii).



With few exceptions (see Feagin et al. 1996; Willie 2003) the majority of research on black students experiences at college have been quantitative—large survey samples—that examine various factors affecting black students academic and social experiences at college. Researchers have focused particularly on retention rates, academic performance, as well as social adjustment to college. Their findings suggest that black students continue to under-perform academically relative to their white counterparts.  Moreover, black students attending majority white institutions tend to have greater difficulty integrating into mainstream campus life, generally keeping to themselves. Although Affirmative Action has been an important contributor to black students’ successes at majority white colleges and universities (See Bok and Bowen 1998; Massey et al. 2003), we still know little about the ins and outs of minority students’ everyday experiences at college, how race influences the college experience for all groups, and the ways in which the majority white campus context affects minority and white students’ racial attitudes.
My work is a qualitative analysis of race relations and racial identity formation of black, white, and multiracial undergraduates at an Ivy League University.  The data are drawn from in-depth qualitative interviews and focus groups with 75 undergraduates at the University of Pennsylvania University. This research is especially timely in light of the recent legal debates concerning the use of race as criterion in college admissions decisions.   
To complement my qualitative findings, I draw from survey data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshman (NLSF), developed by Douglas Massey and Camille Charles to track the academic and social experiences of nearly 4,000 white, Asian, Latino, and black undergraduates at 28 selective colleges and universities, including the University of Pennsylvania (Massey et al. 2003).  The National Longitudinal Survey of Freshman was devised to test theoretical explanations of minority underachievement (e.g. capital deficiency, oppositional culture, stereotype threat, and peer group influence) at college by not only measuring the scholastic achievement of students as they go through, but by analyzing these theoretical explanations of minority achievement as they relate to background differences in students’ pre-college experiences with respect to social class, nativity, pre-college interracial contact, as well as gender.  
By relying on qualitative methods such as in-depth interviews and focus groups, I examine how black, white, and multiracial students view the college and how their pre-college lives affect the racial milieu of the Ivy League university.  
The Continuing Significance of Race

There has been much disagreement among scholars, educators, and policymakers as to whether or not the racial climate in the U.S. has markedly improved for blacks in the decades following the Civil Rights movement.  As minority student recruitment and enrollment continues to be a priority at America’s most selective colleges and universities, backlash against these ‘race-based’ policies solidifies.  In 1996, California voters passed Proposition 209, which eliminated Affirmative Action policies at nine state universities (Feagin 2000). Nationwide, the instances of racism against black students at predominately white campuses are prolific. A majority of black students who enter college now are still not received well by their white peers, and although more ‘overt’ racism has been greatly replaced by the ‘crystallization of laissez-faire’ racist sentiment (Bobo et al., 1997), blatant racist actions against black students by white students, professors, and educational administrators remain commonplace.  Black students who do not actively assimilate into the traditionally white campus environment are often subject to ‘racist joking, the recurring of racist epithets, the neglect or rejection of black students’ goals and interests, the mistreatment of black students by white professors, and racial harassment by white police officers’  (Feagin et al. 1996). The ‘Water Buffalo’ incident at the University of Pennsylvania in 1993 (Waxman 1993) and The Olivet College Case in 1992 (Feagin 2001) document how race relations remain tenuous between blacks and whites on predominately white campuses. 

           From the late 1980s until present-day, the emphasis placed on hiring professors and administrators of color, the teaching of classes that focus on the historical legacies of non-European cultures, and the heightened presence of minority student academic and social support networks and ethnic clubs, angers many whites who claim that blacks are ‘self-segregating’, preventing their full inclusion into college and larger society.   

Many scholars and educational reformers alike argue that race-based policies designed to increase the enrollment of underrepresented minority groups go against the American creed of rugged individualism and the “bootstrap” mentality and that ‘because racism is no longer a social norm in American life’ (Berstein 1994: 80) (See also: D’Souza 1995; Sniderman and Piazza 1993; Roth 1990; Steele 1989;Wilson 1987 ), educational institutions should stop trying to level the playing field for minority applicants. Based on interviews with white students at six colleges, Dinesh D’Souza contends that white students are ‘tolerant’ and want to build ‘friendships and associations with people who they know have been wronged throughout history’ (D’Souza 1995: 236).  Bloom (1987) argues that black students at majority white colleges and universities are at fault for the lack of racial integration on campus because they are “unwilling to melt into the melting pot, as have all other groups” (Bloom 1987: 91).   He asserts that blacks students are “indigestible” at white institutions because of their propensity to self-segregate; when everyone else “has become a person, blacks have become blacks” (Bloom 1987: 91). In addition, Asians have been dubbed the ‘model minority’ because their academic and professional successes demonstrate to other minority groups that it is possible to trump your skin color with hard work and persistence (Kao, 1995). These issues are at the forefront of discussions about race relations at predominately White campuses despite the fact that the black student presence is still drastically low.  


Although statistical evidence supports the fact that black Americans are gaining economic parity on white Americans, two separate middle classes still exist—one black and one white.  Middle class blacks still earn less and have less accumulated wealth than middle class whites (Oliver and Shapiro 1995).  Research on residential segregation indicates that “the black middle class faces housing segregation to the same extent as the black poor…and black Americans remain the most segregated minority group.“  The black middle class tends to live in close proximity to and alongside the black poor (McCoy, 1999: 3, see also, Conley 1999; Massey and Denton 1993).
So what does all this say about race relations on America’s university campuses and beyond?  Racism is not only still firmly ‘entrenched’ within the Academy, but, more importantly, racism within the Academy evidences the pervasiveness of the American racial stratification system.  

There is much data that suggests that racism remains a “significant” factor in the lives of black college students at majority white universities (Feagin 1991). Overt racist acts by white students against black students are still commonplace; they are still not treated as equals by white peers, faculty and administration.  Findings from a survey of white students at the University of California at Berkeley reveal that white students blamed black students for ‘self-segregating’ and creating a less diverse campus environment (University of California, 1991).  In a 1996 survey of college freshman, 54% of white freshmen supported the elimination of Affirmative Action but only 12% agreed that the racial discrimination was gone from American society.   Most recently, the Supreme Courts’ decision to bar race from being used as a factor in admissions policies at the University of Michigan Law School (where black students are only between 9% with ‘race friendly’ admissions standards
) reifies the traditional images of black intellectual inferiority.  

Political conservatives argue that it is unfair to give black and Latino applicants a ‘leg up’ on white applicants because of the color of their skin. They contend that minority Affirmative Action admits are not worthy of attending elite institutions because their test scores and grades are not competitive with their white peers.  The playing field, they believe, needs to be leveled so everyone has “equal opportunity”.  In their opinion, “blacks have played the victim too long and must be judged by the same standards as their white peers” (Hacker 1995: 58).   John McWhorter (2000), a black American linguist at the University of California, Berkeley asserts that black Americans are losing the race because they suffer from a ‘cult of victimology’, ‘anti-intellectualism’ and ‘self-defeatism’ resulting from race-based affirmative action; there is no incentive to succeed at an equal level with whites. 

The steady decline of black and Latino enrollment at UC-Berkeley and UCLA, after the passage of Proposition 209 to ban the use of race and ethnicity in college admissions, confirms the views of anti-Affirmative action advocates.  In 1998, African Americans, Latinos, and American Indians comprised 10.4% of the student body at Berkeley; in 1997, they were 23.1%.  At UCLA, representation from these same groups dropped from 19.8% in 1997 to 12.7%.
  Those who speak out against race-based affirmative action do not underscore how middle class whites benefit from preferential admissions policies.  In studies done at Harvard University and University of Pennsylvania, it was found that 40% of legacy applicants (those who had a family member who graduated from there) were accepted at Harvard and 41% at the University of Pennsylvania.
  Athletes are often preferentially treated over non-athletes; they are admitted with lower standardized test scores and grades. 
Strong empirical evidence underscores the harsh reality that racism is still a powerful and damaging force bars black and Latinos from living life on equal footing with white Americans. Black Americans continue to be the most residentially segregated and economically disadvantaged group in the United States.  Middle class blacks still earn only 70 cents for every dollar that earned by middle class whites  (Oliver and Shapiro 1995: 7); and they “possess only fifteen cents for every dollar of wealth held by middle class whites” (Ibid: 7).  As Massey and Denton (1993) reveal, middle class blacks remain “mired in disadvantage no matter what income they achieve”, living in areas “where more than a quarter of the births are to unwed mothers, where housing values languish below 30,000, and where 27% of all students in the local high school score below the 15th percentile.”   Regardless of income, therefore black SAT scores remain much lower than those of whites (Massey and Denton 1993: 152-153).  Black Americans comprise about 12.5% of the U.S. population but they are only 11% of the total college population. Fifty-nine percent of white Americans graduate from college compared to 38% black Americans and, only 7.2% of graduate students are black.
  A majority of black college students tend to “concentrated in less selective public colleges, community colleges and [] in the historically black institutions.  Urban African American males are especially underrepresented” (Altbach, Lomotey, and Rivers 2000: 27). 

Statistics and numbers about black educational disadvantage can only tell part of any story.  How students discuss race and attribute racial meanings reveals how racial stratification becomes reified on the ground-level.  Because survey data is generally comprised of fixed answer, closed-response questions it thus proves difficult to extract individual racial attitudes.  Sociologist Eduardo Bonilla-Silva argues that this short-coming of survey research prevents scholars from connecting racial beliefs to a system of racial domination.  Qualitative research (and multi-method approaches) is needed to “extract race talk (specific linguistic ways of articulating racial views), the various rationalizations for racial inequality, deep cognitive connections among race-related issues, and storylines that explain the racial status quo” (Bonilla-Silva 2001: 61).
 
My research seeks to shed light on how black, multiracial, and white students at one Ivy League university cope with and work within the American racial stratification system.  I examine not only how black, multiracial, and white students get along in the university setting, but how racial ideology becomes enacted among members of these racial groups on campus. The macro themes of my dissertation are three-fold: How does white racism affect intragroup and intergroup interactions? What are the costs of being a black student at the University of Pennsylvania? And, what do my findings predict about race relations among the social elite after college? I have limited my study to only black, white, and multiracial students because the white-black racial divide has the most enduring and contentious historical legacy in the United States.   
Historical Overview: Black Students at White Colleges and Universities

Since the Civil Rights Movement, much scholarly attention has been paid to black students’ presence at majority white colleges and universities.  From the late 1960s into the mid-1970s, the focus was primarily on activism and protest as black students strived to carve a niche for themselves in educational spaces that had formerly been off-limits. By 1968, the majority of black college students attended historically white colleges and universities.  Only one decade earlier, the bulk of black students had been enrolled at a historically black college or universities (Willie and Cunnigen 1981).  Black students choosing to attend white colleges and universities during this era did so because they believed that there were more opportunities for social mobility.  White institutions were better funded, more academically rigorous places, than HBCUs.  Attending a white college or university meant improved access to higher-paying jobs and economic security (Cunnigen and Love 1980; Taylor 1977; Davis and Borders-Patterson 1973). 

Early research on blacks at white colleges and universities documented racial confrontations between white and black students as well as hard-won battles of black students to create black-oriented living spaces and form academic and social organizations that focused on their needs and desires as minority students.  It was during this time also that the first Black Studies programs were formed and black faculty and administrators were hired at majority white institutions (Exum 1985; Pitts 1974; Orum 1972; Willie and McCord 1972). By 1971, over 500 majority white colleges and universities had established black studies programs (Colon 1991).

During the late 1970s and mid-1980s research on black students at majority white colleges and universities shifted from activism and protest to an examination of black students’ psychosocial adjustment and educational performance.  As black attendance increased, researchers sought to analyze how black students were coping on campus.  Survey findings from this era reveal that despite rapid increases in black enrollment at white institutions, black students had great difficulty keeping up academically with their white peers and that retention rates were low (Fleming 1984; Astin 1982). The psychosocial adjustment and low academic performance of black students at majority colleges and institutions was attributed to several factors: inferior academic preparation prior for college; unfair (often racist) treatment by white faculty, administrators and students towards blacks both academically and socially, and the psychological strain of being a numerical minority in a place where white culture dominates.  Black students were often stereotyped as “special admit” students and were treated as “second class citizens” who were not academically or intellectually fit to compete with white students.  They were often perceived as a “monolithic” group that deserved little attention (Boyd 1974; Gibbs 1977; Willie and McCord 1972; Kilson 1973). 

The public furor surrounding the landmark Bakke Case in 1978 revealed how strongly whites resented Affirmative Action policies (Bowen and Bok 1998).  The Supreme Court banned quotas on Bakke but allowed universities to use race as a consideration when making admissions decisions, which resulted in an increased presence of underrepresented minorities at elite institutions of higher learning.  In 1965, 9.9% of whites compared to 4.7% of blacks had completed four or more years of college. By 2000, the percentages had risen to 26.1% and 16.5%, respectively (US Bureau of the Census 2002). 
Numerous works have quantitatively documented the academic and psychosocial difficulties of black students at majority white colleges and universities.  For example, Bowen and Bok (1998), surveyed cohorts of freshmen (1979 and 1989) at 28 selective colleges and universities to measure the educational attainment of non-minority and minority groups in the decades following Affirmative Action.  Bowen and Bok’s analysis revealed that 79% of the 1989 cohort of black undergraduates in their sample received degrees within five years compared to only 32% of black undergraduates nationwide.  White students in their sample graduated at a rate of 94%.  Through statistical analysis, the authors showed that Affirmative Action had been a crucial factor in increasing the enrollment of black students at elite institutions.  If Affirmative Action were eliminated, the number of black students attending college would drop from 7.1% to 2.1%; and black enrollment rates would decrease even further at the most competitive schools to 1.6% (Bowen and Bok 1998). 
Bowen and Bok dispel the argument that SAT scores are a reliable predictor of college achievement, finding that “even those black students with the lowest SAT band graduated at higher rates the more selective the school they attended” (Bok and Bowen, 1998: 61).  Despite these findings, black students still have higher dropout rates and progress at slower rates than white students even when social class and standardized test scores are controlled for.  In the 1990s, the percentage of college-educated black Americans actually dropped to a low of 15% compared to 29% of White Americans.  
Bowen and Bok were unable to explain these persisting black-white differentials.  They state that “no one has yet shown definitively why minority students tend to underperform” (Bok and Bowen, 1998). Bowen and Bok’s study relied only on scholastic reports and survey analysis, however, and did not investigate the possible reasons behind why black students do not perform as well in the classroom as whites and Asians--such as high levels of segregation and the enduring influence of racism. The authors also did not examine how the campus climate itself affected black achievement and how cross racial interactions influenced black students’ collegiate experiences. 

Several studies reveal that black students attending majority white colleges and universities often felt alienated, isolated, and estranged from mainstream campus life (Loo and Rolison, 1986; D’Augelli and Hershberger 1993; Stage and Hossler; 1989; Arbona and Novy 1990).  Implicit in these studies is the understanding that black students experience these feelings because of their racial minority status on campus and that their feelings of closeness to other black students is not enough to foster a healthy learning environment.  The predominately white campus milieu has been characterized by “racial exclusivity” (Loo and Rolison, 1986; Exum 1985; Asante and Al-Deen, 1984; Fleming 1984; Willie and McCord 1972).  Black and white students operate in separate spheres, only coming together when absolutely necessary.  There is widespread assumption that black students at predominately white institutions agree on what their racial identity means to them and that their blackness often dictates how they are able to perform academically and socially.  

Feagin, Vera, and Imani’s book, The Agony of Education (1996), is one of few qualitative works on black students’ experiences at a majority white university.   They draw from focus groups with 36 black juniors and seniors, enrolled at State University (SU), the site for their study.  They also include 41 black parents whose children were attending SU or had children in the midst of the college-decision-making process.  The main objective of their research is to document how black students and their parents perceive the state of race relations at this ‘typical’ majority white institution (Feagin et al. 1996: 18).  

The students discuss how racism impedes their abilities to succeed academically and socially. They recount daily episodes with faculty who expect them to ‘represent’ the race in the classroom, unsympathetic coaches who exploit black athletes to bring money into the university at the expense of their intellectual well-being, and white students who freely hurl racial epithets at them.  Feagin et al. emphasize how the notion of ‘racialized space’ affects black students’ experiences at SU.  They state that at SU, as at other historically white institutions, “many campus activities become localized, white-dominated rituals in which to display college symbols, promote school solidarity, and spur student, alumni, and public celebration of a college’s geographic and educational identities” (Feagin et al. 1996:54).  Feagin et al. cite black students’ omission from the college yearbook as direct evidence as to how blacks are not valued members of the campus community.  In reaction, black students congregate away from whites; they are then condemned by white students, faculty, and administrators alike, for not wanting to integrate with them. The authors conclude that while black attendance at majority white colleges and universities continues to rise, white racism is still a dominating, destructive force on campus. Black students who enroll at a white college or university as opposed to a black one must deal with a hostile racial climate that affords them little comfort, academically or socially.  

Although Feagin et al.’s work does highlight how racism impacts upon black students experiences at State University, there remains a dearth of information regarding the construction of their sample, sampling frame, and development of research protocols. The authors explain that in devising their study they chose SU because it is ‘typical’ of other white universities.  But, there is little description of SU within the book; we only know that whites are the substantive majority, blacks the numerical minority.  There is also scant information about the academic selectivity of the university and its geographic location.  And, although the authors state that they used a ‘random’ selection process for recruiting respondents, they do not reveal much more about their sampling design, other than students’ class year and gender.  A more complete portrait of the research site and its students is needed in order to get a better handle on the racial state of affairs at this particular university.  

Like, Feagin et al. Willie (2003) uses a qualitative research design to examine how race influences the collegiate experience for black students.  Through interviews with college alumni from Northwestern and Howard University from 1967-1989, Willie examines how the college experience has changed for black students during the 20 years after the Civil Rights Movement. The author finds much continuity in how respondents talk about their college experiences from the late 1960s until 1989.   The majority of Northwestern alumni agreed that, if they had it to do over again, they would still choose Northwestern over an HBCU even though they concurred that they often felt alienated from their white peers and faculty.  As she notes, “experiencing racism was a nearly universal aspect of the college experience for NU alumni, although the incidents they describe were not constant and usually not overwhelming and did not leave most [] feeling better in subsequent years” (Willie 2003: 78).   Respondents underscored the importance of getting a first rate education that gave them increased entrée in the white corporate world.  

In contrast, Howard alumni stressed the importance of how Howard increased their self-esteem and promoted racial pride.  The presence of black faculty was especially salient to students’ academic and personal growth; the academic environment was void of racial hostility and reproach by instructors who devalued their intellectual worth. These findings echo that of large quantitative studies (see for example, Allen et al. 1991; Fleming et al. 1984; Gurin and Epps 1975), that have documented the psychosocial benefits of black students attending HBCUs.  Institutional racism, however still marred the experiences of Howard respondents.  Unlike Northwestern which runs with millions of dollars annually from private donors, Howard needs government funds in order to stay afloat.  Howard alumni revealed how they were often left without financial aid or housing some semesters because of bureaucratic mix-ups--forced to sit for hours in the financial aid or housing office to rectify these problems. Northwestern alumnae mentioned none of these problems.

Lastly, Willie makes the assertion that perhaps Howard has gone too far in “instilling group pride” in its students.  In their commentaries, HU respondents discussed their disdain of the residents who lived in the neighborhood surrounding the university. They looked down on them and treated local residents poorly despite the fact that many of them were also from disadvantaged backgrounds.  Willie asserts that “this kind of education in self-confidence must maintain a delicate balance by offering students the sense of social and academic entitlement that often presages their success while at the same time demanding the students critique the structural inequality that has shaped the world which they were previously excluded” (Willie 2003: 110).  

By interviewing Howard and Northwestern alumni from the first two decades of the post-Civil Rights era, Willie analyzes the ways in which race has mediated the college experience in two very different institutional climates. She cites the importance of having a “critical mass” of black students on a majority campus as a way to diminish feelings of isolation and alienation.  Willie argues that black Northwestern alumni tended to have good college experiences because they were able to interact with a substantial number of their same-race peers.
 The percentage of black students at Northwestern has stayed constant at about seven percent of the total student body. Ideally, the author suggests that non-white students should comprise at least 15% of the population.

Affirmative Action, according to Willie is crucial for improving race relations at majority white institutions.  She states: "Without affirmative action, colleges and universities in most states will not be able to achieve a critical mass of students of color…That could mean not just a more alienating experience for students of color, but a limited college experience for majority students as well" (Willie 2003: 162).  Moreover, Willie emphasizes the importance of white students enrolling at HBCUs. Increasing the white presence at HBCUs may improve black-white relations on and off-campus:

“Both class and race heterogeneity offer those students who have grown-up in homogeneous settings the opportunity to learn from and with those unlike themselves, and, ultimately, such diversity allows students to be able to interact successfully with a wider range of people” (Willie, 2003: 159). 
Absent from Willie’s analysis is systematic investigation of respondents’ pre-college lives—we know little about where they came from and how they came to be at Northwestern or Howard Universities.  She only mentions peripherally that Howard respondents tended to come from less financially stable backgrounds than Northwestern respondents.  Moreover, the data are retrospective, capturing the experiences of alumni to better comprehend the role of race at college over time. Willie’s study would have been more complete had she compared the retrospective experiences of alumni with those of current students. 
Quantitative researchers studying black students’ experiences at HBCUs have found that black students performed better academically and were more socially well-adjusted than their peers at majority White institutions (Jackson and Epps 1987; Fleming 1984; Allen 1982; Astin 1982; Gurin and Epps 1975).  Findings from Allen’s (1992) National Study of Black College Students, a large-scale longitudinal survey designed to compare black students academic performance and social experiences at HBCUs and predominately white institutions, revealed that HBCU students had higher GPAs, occupational aspirations, self-esteem, and were more socially involved than black students at predominately white institutions. Allen reports: 

“On predominately white campuses, black students emphasize feelings of alienation, sensed hostility, racial discrimination, and lack of integration. On historically black campuses, black students emphasize feelings of engagement, connection, acceptance, and extensive support, and encouragement....Consistent with accumulated evidence on human development, these students feel valued, protected, accepted, and socially connected…” (Allen 1992: 39-40)

In their survey studies of black students at HBCUs and predominately white colleges and universities, Gurin and Epps (1975) and Fleming, (1984), suggest that black men had the most trying experiences on majority white campuses; they tended to have the lowest GPAs and retention rates (see also: Cohen and Nee 2000; Hare and Hare 1991).  Black students also report routine instances of outright discrimination, feeling that their schools are designed to honor white history, white knowledge, and white cultural practices at the expense of the white experience (Feagin et al. 1996).  But, there has been little insight into why some black men performed better in relation to other black men, or why some students—both male and female—acclimated well to the mainstream campus environment and did not view the black peer group as necessary to their adaptation and integration to college life. 

With a few recent exceptions (e.g. Massey et al. 2003; Smith and Moore 2000; Cole and Arriola 1999), the research on black students’ experiences at predominately white colleges and universities has not examined the heterogeneity of black students’ experiences or the importance of intragroup dynamics as potential contributors to black students’ psychosocial well-being and variations in academic performance.  The majority of the previous research on black students’ experiences at predominately white colleges and universities (e.g. Feagin, Vera, and Imani 1996; Allen, Epps, and Haniff 1991; Fleming 1984), has presented black students as coming from similar disadvantaged socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds who, as a result, share a common, racial identity, belief system and worldview (Davis 1995; Pascarella and Terenzini 1991; Nettles 1988; Allen, Epps, and Haniff 1991). 

Studies on the impact of developing and fostering a racial identity for black college students have demonstrated disparate results.  Cole and Arriola, (1999) find that ‘socio-ethnic’ orientation— the comfort level of black students with their own racial identity and interaction with black peers, in tandem with fluency in mainstream campus culture, determines how they acclimate to college life irrespective of economic and cultural differences. Cole and Arriola’s findings suggest that black students with ‘low situational comfort scores’ (lack of proficiency in mainstream campus culture) have angst over being accepted by the black peer group and feeling out of place in intergroup interactions.  Smith and Moore’s (2000) multi-methodological study of intragroup relations among black students at an elite liberal arts college suggest that economic and cultural differences affect perceptions of racial identity.  Multiracial students and black students who come from predominately white backgrounds are less integrated into the black student community. Students from lower social class backgrounds are perceived by other blacks as being more “racially aware” and thus have stronger ties to the black student community. 

Research on the black students’ academic performance at predominately white colleges and universities has reported that, on average, black students have low SAT scores and lower grades and are less likely to graduate than White students (Lovaglia et al 2001; Feagin et al. 1996; Steele 1995; Allen, Epps, and Haniff, 1991; Nettles, Thoeny and Gosman 1986; Allen 1985; Fleming 1984).  Claude Steele’s findings (1999, 1997, 1995) shed light on how internalization of negative stereotypes about the black race may result in black students’ lower academic performance at college.  The “threat” of doing poorly becomes a “self-fulfilling prophesy”, confirming white perceptions of black inferiority.  Lovaglia’s more recent work (2001, 1998) adds to Steele’s theory.  He argues that the “shadow of the future” affects black students’ academic performance because of the negative consequences of “doing too well.”

The prevailing assumption in literature on blacks in college is that “being black” is a shared, monolithic experience in American society; black Americans share similar values, beliefs, and experiences as a result of their stigmatized status. As sociologist Carla O’Connor (2003) argues, the principle failing of racial identity research is that race is “under-theorized, oversimplified, and inaccurately conceptualized. She contends that there is little “opportunity to unpack the phenomenological, processual, and performative dynamics of race” (O’Connor, 2000: 8).  In order to better understand black students’ social experiences and academic achievement at predominately white institutions it is necessary to get a better handle on how different types of black students navigate the predominately white campus environment and what being black means to them within this particular institutional context. 

Theories of Minority Achievement

A variety of theories have been put forth to account for the lower achievement rates and retention rates of minority college students.  Most of these theories have focused principally on the black-white divide because of the enduring legacy of slavery and racism in the United States.  Here, I examine those extant theories that strive to explain intergroup differences in academic achievement at the college level.  Despite the fact that these paradigms may also explain white scholastic performance, nonwhite achievement is what is emphasized within the public policy, school, and social science arenas. Minority “underachievement,” specifically black-white differentials, are centerstage, as researchers, public policymakers, and school officials strive to understand why black students fare worse in school than whites.  
The problem with most models of minority underperformance is that they suffer from theoretical parochialism; they are short-sighted in that they do not critique American society as a whole. Rather, the majority of these theories continue to blame blacks (and Latinos) for not performing up to par with whites (i.e. “blaming the victim”). In many quarters, blacks are still perceived as culturally deprived and genetically inferior to whites. Mainstream white society is the standard by which all things are judged. Education professor Theresa Perry argues: 
“We have to face the fact that if we are going to have this public conversation about African-American student achievement, it will inevitably become a conversation that blames black parents, black students, and the black community. The danger is that it will become another location for the recycling of African-American moral, cultural, and intellectual deficiency” (Perry 2003: 9). 

Unless blacks and Latinos can “assimilate” and “acculturate” themselves to white standards and ideals, they will be forever behind their white counterparts, academically and otherwise. Racial stratification is principally ignored as the motivating force behind the “black-white achievement gap”.  This theoretical premise is not unfamiliar to the study of race in America.  The principal failing of race theory as it pertains to the U.S., is that it is remains uncritical of the social structure; blacks in America society are perceived as dysfunctional (deficient) because they are not sufficiently integrated into the white mainstream (see for example, Herrnstein and Murray 1994; Wilson 1987, 1978; Sowell 1987; Murray 1980; Gordon 1963; Park 1954; Du Bois 1899; Frazier 1932; Mydral 1944).  Americans value the principal tenets of “rugged individualism” and “meritocracy.” To achieve in our society, one must work hard and earn his/her way up the ladder (Bell 1973).  

Much of the past research on minorities at college—especially at predominately white institutions has been largely quantitative and is focused on two micro-level questions: Why do black and Latino students underachieve relative to their white peers? How do these students adjust psychologically to a predominately white campus?  

Until recently researchers have treated blacks as a homogeneous group (native born, multigenerational black Americans).  Scholars have continued to explain that because blacks are a socioeconomically disadvantaged group that that is why they have difficulties at college—both academically and socially. Despite this fact, there has been little direct attempt to connect these questions to larger issues of the legacy of American racism and the American racial stratification system on underrepresented minority students who enter the white academy.  It is important to note that much of the research on minority underachievement at college has been outcome-based—and, has followed the lead of most race scholars who focus only on studying the minority from the majority perspective.  

“The conversation about African-American achievement is problematic because it fails to begin with a careful examination of all aspects of school, with an eye toward understanding how the school’s day to day practices participate in the creation of underachievement” (Perry 2003; 9).
And, again, up until recently (see Perry et al. 2003; Massey et al. 2003) researchers have drawn implications about the apparent effects of race by only studying the differences within subgroups on the bottom—they haven’t incorporated or references how race affects groups at the top of the racial hierarchy (Zuberi 1999). Race affects every student at college (and at school, most generally) because race affects everyone in American society. 

I examine four major theories of academic achievement as they relate to the retention and scholastic achievement of black college students.  These theories are: 1) capital deficiency (the lack of financial capital, human capital, social capital & cultural capital); 2) The oppositional culture framework; 3) peer group influence as it relates to educational achievement and; 4) the psychological theory of stereotype threat (black students perform poorly in school because they are afraid of fulfilling the well-embedded societal stereotype that black people are intellectually inferior to whites. 

I draw from the extant literature on minority and white high school and college achievement to illustrate how these various theoretical currents have taken shape, empirically.  None of these theories is mutually exclusive and all may hold some credence under certain circumstances.  Nonetheless, each needs to be examined as it relates to the multidimensionality of students’ experiences as they go through college—not only to hard and fast outcomes such as graduation rates, time to completion, and grade point average.  Additionally, none of these theories has successfully investigated the similarities and differences that exist between black, multiracial, and white students in regards to their families, social class, nativity, neighborhoods, schools, and peer groups.  
Capital Deficiency 


Theories of capital deficiency concentrate on several different types of capital. Capital is defined as the myriad of resources and assets that individuals need to succeed in American society.  The types of capital are financial, human, social, and cultural capital.  Social scientists who espouse theories of capital deficiency argue that those individuals lacking capital (in any or all of the above forms) cannot perform as well as their peers who are not “capital deficient.”  The theory of biological determinism has aided the perpetuation of capital deficiency theories as they relate to minority scholastic performance.  Biological determinism has been used to elucidate why blacks and Latinos do not perform as well as whites in school.  The argument is that they will never be able to do as well as their white peers because genetically they lack the intellectual prowess.  Broadly speaking, biological determinism has sought to explain why blacks and Latinos cannot achieve economic, social, political, and educational parity with White Americans (e.g. see Murray 1980; Mead 1992). These arguments are not new, only tailored to the topic at hand. The belief that black people are inferior to white people has existed since Africans were enslaved in the Americas (see e.g. Spencer 1896; Galton 1869; Malthus 1798). 

In their highly controversial book, The Bell Curve (1994), Herrnstein and Murray contend that black Americans cannot do as well in school because of an inferior gene pool. They use differences in the average SAT scores of black and white students to illustrate this case against Affirmative Action. 


“The edge given to minority applicants to college and graduate school is not a nod in their favor in the care of a close call, but an extremely large advantage that puts black and Latino candidates in a separate admissions competition” (Herrnstein and Murray, 1994).

Black and Latino students cannot “make the grade” because they are not smart enough to 

compete with white students at competitive colleges and universities. Therefore, Affirmative Action should be done away with because it cannot make up for the deficits in black and Latino students’ cognitive abilities. 

The work of eugenist Arthur Jensen (1979) predates that of Herrnstein and Murray (1994).
  Jensen relied on descriptive statistics of IQ scores of blacks and whites to support his belief that black students are not as smart as white (they have a “low average IQ”) due to “environmental rather than genetic factors.”  Because of black students’ intellectual deficit, Jensen contended that the educational system (schools) should provide black pupils with “special education” account for their inferior cognitive abilities and subsequent occupational roles in the bottom sectors of the economy.  

Other social scientists discount genetic explanations suggesting instead that socioeconomic (financial) disparities depress black achievement. Fischer et al. (1996) asserts that minority underperformance in school is intrinsically related to marco- structural and social factors in society.  Poverty results in a lack of “financial capital”; poor students live in poor households and neighborhoods without adequate money and resources for schooling their students (Sorenson and Hallinan 1984; Jencks et al. 1979). 

Arguments concerning human capital and the quality of schooling have also been proposed for explaining why some students do better in school than others—why black and Latino students suffer academically.  Human capital is defined as educational and occupational credentials.  Each year of schooling is supposed to increase a student’s human capital.

Theodore Schultz and Gary Becker zeroed in on the central role of human capital formation in economic growth. Schultz and Becker asked the questions: Is education an important form of capital? What is the rate of return of education on workers? How is education related to earnings? Using quantitative data collected in 1949, Becker found that the “rate of return” was highest for college educated, urban, white males who graduated in 1949. It was lowest for non-white males in the urban North. For white males in the North a college degree can be equated to “a union card”, permitting one access to promising jobs and hence social mobility. Becker did not explain specifically these differences; he only described these differences between racial and regional groups.  

Sociologists during the 1960s and 1970s began to focus on status attainment and intergenerational mobility (Blau and Duncan 1967; Sewell Haller, and Portes 1979).  They argued that parents’ human capital directly influences (i.e. college/professional degrees, occupational status) the development of human capital in their offspring. In order to guarantee a high “rate of return” on investment (children) parents with large amounts of human capital need to ensure that their children also acquire the educational credentials so they, too, can acquire a “union card” and make their way up the social hierarchy.  

James Coleman’s report to Congress in 1966 on the state of affairs within the American educational system pointed to both school and family related factors, affecting students’ social mobility and occupational achievement.  The findings from the Coleman report emphasized family-related characteristics over school factors. Chapter three of the report specifically focuses on 570,000 9th and 12th grade students from white, black, Native American, and Puerto Rican backgrounds. Coleman et al. contended that black and Latino students do especially poorly in school (as measured by standardized test scores, grades, and the propensity to dropout) because of family-related differences. The authors stated that “family background is of great importance to achievement, and this relationship does not decrease over the years in school.” 
Taking all these results together, one implication stands above them all: That schools bring little influence to bear on a child’s achievement that is that this very lack of an independent effect means that the inequalities imposed on children by their home, neighborhood and peer environment are carried along to become inequalities (Coleman et al. 1966). 

The Coleman Report followed at the heels of the Moynihan report (1965). Moynihan argued that the structure of the black household was to blame for high dropout out rates and poor grades among black students. Blacks were mired in poverty because of the depraved form of the black family. As a result, they lacked the necessary financial and human capital to provide for their children.  These findings are reminiscent of earlier works on the “impoverished state” of the black family (e.g. Frazier 1949).

Current research has examined the impact of both parents’ educational and occupation status on their children.  Researchers have found that parents with low levels of human capital are not as able to ensure the success of the future generation (see Lareau 2000; Steinberg 1996;, Farkas 1996).  For example, in her ethnographic study of white 1st graders at two elementary schools in the San Francisco Bay Area (one is upper middle class, one is working class), sociologist Annette Lareau demonstrates how working and upper middle class parents differ in their capacity to help their children succeed. Lareau discusses the impact of parental advantages, such as higher education, high-status jobs, and organization skills, as well as teachers’ expectations of working-class versus upper middle class parents. While all parents want their children to do succeed in school, Lareau explains that not all parents can make this happen. She asserts that parents’ lack of involvement in their children’s schooling “is not random: social class has a powerful influence on parental involvement patterns” (Lareau 2000: 3).  

Recent sociological analyses have also examined the structure of the black family.  Glick (1994) compared the family structure of the “average” black family to that of the “average” white family.  His empirical results suggest that black and white families vary significantly from each other. Black families are more likely to be female-headed, single-parent families; the mother’s educational attainment is lower than that of white mothers. Additionally, black families, on average, earn significantly less than white families—in terms of household income. Lastly, white families tend to have fewer children than black families.  In contrast, Willie’s (1970) analyses that took place two decades earlier indicated that the structure of the black family varies by socioeconomic status. Black families that are middle class generally have a similar family structure to white middle class families; they have dual-headed households, equal educational credentials, and similar numbers of children. 

Social capital is also an important form of capital that affects schooling outcomes for students of all racial backgrounds. Social capital as Coleman 1990 explains is “defined by its function.”
It’s not a single entity but a variety of different entities, with two elements in common: they all consist of some aspect of social structures, & they facilitate certain actions of actors within the structure (Coleman 1990). 

That is, social capital accumulates within social networks.  Like human capital, social capital is also related to socioeconomic status. However, certain social networks and institutions are considered more valuable than others (Granovetter 1988; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992; Coleman 1990). Parents with higher educational credentials have more social capital than parents with fewer educational credentials.  As a result, well-educated parents are able to connect their students to the various people and resources they need to succeed academically. Having large amounts of social capital does not necessarily ensure academic success of the future generation.  Parents must actively utilize their human capital (invest time in their children’s academic and social well-being) in order to facilitate the accumulation of social capital for their children. For example, Coleman’s empirical analysis of the High School and Beyond data, suggests that parents who have high college aspirations for their children are more likely to have children that attend college.  Because black Americans, on average, have lower socioeconomic status than white Americans, they tend to less social capital and thus lower educational outcomes through their schooling (Alexander, Entwisle, and Dauber 1993). 

The last form of capital is cultural capital.  Cultural capital theorists argue that social classes are characterized by distinctive stores of cultural knowledge and practices. Class-based cultural differences help define class borders and enable privileged groups to pass on their social positions to their children. Learning the ways of conversation and interactive deportment that characterize their class, and acquiring tastes for particular genres of music, literature, art, and entertainments, children learn to embody and enact cultural repertoires that distinguish them from members of other groups (Bourdieu 1984, 1977a; Bernstein 1977, 1975).  This learning constitutes a stock of cultural resources that can be used to pursue particular goals, such as finding a mate, entering an elite social circle, or advancing in the workplace (DiMaggio and Mohr 1985; DiMaggio and Useem 1982; Kanter 1977; Swidler 1986). 

Schools are crucial vehicles for the transmission of cultural capital. Schools formally certify student competence in skills both general and specific, while employers and other gatekeepers use school certification to sort inputs. But, as Lareau states, “schools draw unevenly on the cultural resources in society” (1989: 4-6). In their ideals and practice, schools emphasize some knowledge and skills over others, thus privileging some students’ experiences (Lareau 1989; Bourdieu 1977a; 1977b, Bourdieu and Passeron 1977).  As such, the content of school curriculum can itself legitimate inequality, if its lessons teach poor children to accept subordination in hierarchies (Bowles and Gintis 1976) and everyone that elite educations befit some for positions of power (Bourdieu 1977a; McLachlan 1970).  

Educational researchers have found that cultural capital theory illuminates the subtle and not so subtle ways that social class advantage is transmitted in school. Examining America’s elite boarding schools, institutions that have long catered to the wealthy, Cookson and Persell (1984) find “status seminaries;” prep school students receive not only top-flight academic instruction that prepares them well for college, but also informal education in such things as where to vacation and tennis court etiquette that will serve them well as they vie for top occupational positions later on. In their study of graduates from ‘A Better Chance’ (ABC) program, Zweigenhaft and Domhoff found these same elite institutions to be power engines of social mobility. For the economically disadvantaged youth who receive ABC scholarships, boarding school can be an economically fruitful primer in how to dress like, talk among, and be comfortable within the upper echelons of the white ‘establishment’ (Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1991). 

Schools not only confer cultural capital, they also expect certain amounts and kinds of it, thus abetting the reproduction of social inequality (Stanton-Salazar 1997). Curricular content and teacher expectations may favor some cultural experience, such that children with knowledge of the ‘fine arts’, for example, accrue grade advantages in the classroom (DiMaggio and Ostrower 1990; DiMaggio 1982; Erikson 1975; Weber 1968). Students whose work habits are favored by teachers are also rewarded with higher grades (Farkas, Grobe, Sheehan and Shuan 1990). Teachers often have rather specific ideas about what a ‘good’ parent is, and thereby have higher appraisals of upper middle class parents with an active interrogative style of school involvement, than of working class parents with passive deferential involvement in styles (Lareau 2000).  Beyond the classroom, student life may be characterized by distinctive cultural practices with white some are more comfortable than others.  In his ethnography of working class youth in a large northeastern city, MacLeod reports that Mike, a working class urban white male, felt out of place at a four-year residential college where “my roommates were scared of me…and the girls—they were snobby as hell, I couldn’t stand ‘em” (1987: 215). 

In conclusion, it is important to note that in studying how deficiencies in capital relate to academic underperformance at school, the various forms of capital are correlated with each other.  Families with less financial capital generally have less human, social, and cultural capital to draw upon and, as a result, have children who do not perform well in school (Roscigno 1998). Roscigno contends that in order to more completely understand how capital deficiencies affect school performance (especially for black students), there needs to “a broader, more integrated examination of these patterns of inequality is useful and necessarily, especially when group disadvantage persists over time.” He states that: 

“in the case of racial educational disadvantage, a broad study of relations at various institutional levels may help uncover institutional linkages between reproductive stratification processes, informing policy discussion and counter the resurgence of overly simplistic, biologically determined arguments (Roscigno 1998). 
The major limitation of capital deficiency theory as it relates to minority academic achievement is that it does not thoroughly articulate how the difference forms of capital (financial, human, social, cultural) are intrinsically linked to one another and connect to the large structural issue of racial disadvantage.  Capital deficiency theorists tend to examine the various forms of capital in isolation to one another—e.g. lack of financial capital affects the scholastic performance of poorer students because they lack the necessary material resources associated with academic achievement.  Others argue that black-white differences in cultural capital negatively impact Black students’ academic achievement because they are not well-versed in the cultural norms and ways of the mainstream educational system.  What capital deficiency theorists do not do is connect these findings overall to the more macro issue of black Americans’ lower socioeconomic standing in American society compared to whites, how skin color disadvantage continues to affect social mobility, or how cultural capital is not a race-neutral concept, but is derived from a privileged Eurocentric framework meant to exclude those from lesser backgrounds. 
Recent work has begun to elucidate how capital deficiency varies according to racial background.  Neckerman, Carter, Lee (1999) point to the existence of a “minority culture of mobility,” which includes two distinct class-based repertoires of conduct for interacting within mainstream white society and the black middle class. The minority culture of mobility stresses the “importance of wearing one’s class” through particular modes of consumption and behavior to get ahead in mainstream society, while also emphasizing the importance of intragroup cohesion by maintaining certain “African American” styles, deportment, and traditions when among same-race peers.  Neckerman, Carter, and Lee’s work indicates the necessity of studying the ways “class-linked phenomena vary according to race” (Pettigrew, 1981) and how capital deficiency theory has no comparative framework for analyzing how members of disadvantaged minority groups respond to financial, social, cultural, and human capital deficiencies.  
The Oppositional Culture Framework
 


Oppositional culture theory posits that certain racial and ethnic groups do not do well in school because of their uniquely disadvantaged position in American society.  Anthropologist John Ogbu argues that racial discrimination and limited socioeconomic possibilities force certain ethnic minority groups—namely black Americans and Latinos—to maintain culturally different approaches to the opportunity structure. Unlike those individuals with large amounts of cultural capital (as defined by Bourdieu), blacks and Latinos are enmeshed in a “blocked opportunities framework” (Kao and Tienda 1998). They occupy a specifically disadvantaged ecological niche that prevents access in high status (Eurocentric) social groups, organizations, and institutions. 


Ogbu distinguishes between involuntary and voluntary minorities to explain the oppositional culture framework. Involuntary minorities are comprised of members of certain ethnic groups—namely African Americans, Native Americans, Alaskan Natives, and Mexican Americans. They are “involuntary” minorities because they were brought to the U.S. and integrated into American society against their will. For African Americans, enslavement was the primary means of incorporation into society. Native Americans, Alaskan Natives and Mexican Americans were conquered and colonized by white Americans (Ogbu 2003; 1988; 1978; 1974).  Involuntary minorities “did not choose to, but were forced to become a minority group in the United States society permanently.  They did not become minorities because they expected to achieve self-betterment in terms of better jobs or more political or religious freedom—in short, in search of the American Dream” (Ogbu 2003: 50).  


Voluntary minorities, in contrast, are members of particular racial and ethnic groups that came to the United States on their own volition. They are in search of the American Dream.  Voluntary minorities are defined as immigrants from Africa, Central America, India, Japan, Korea, the Caribbean, Mexico, the Middle East, the Philippines, and South America. Ogbu asserts that voluntary minorities “do not interpret their presence as having been forced on them by the U.S. government or by white Americans” (Ogbu 2003: 50). 


Because involuntary minorities endure a legacy of slavery and racism, their “cultural frame of reference” differs from that of voluntary (“immigrant”) minorities. They tend to reject conventional mainstream societal norms with ambivalence or disdain, creating alternate modes of societal interaction. As Fordham and Ogbu (1986) state: 

“Subordinate minorities like black Americans develop a sense of collective identity or sense of peoplehood in opposition to the social identity of white Americans because of the way white Americans treat them in economic, political, social, and psychological domains, including white exclusion of these groups from true assimilation. The oppositional identity of minorities evolves also because they perceive and experience the treatment by whites as collective and enduring oppression.  They realize and believe that, regardless of their individual ability and training or education, and regardless of their place of origin (e.g. Africa), or residence in America, regardless of their economic status or physical appearance, they cannot expect to be treated like white Americans their “fellow citizens”; nor can they easily escape from their more or less birth-ascribed membership in a subordinate and disparaged group by “passing” or by returning to “a homeland” (Fordham and Ogbu 1986).   

At Capital High, a large predominately black high school in Washington D.C., Fordham and Ogbu find that black students perceive doing well in school as “acting white.”  The authors define acting white as buying into the mainstream ethos of academic success as requisite for social mobility and, as a result, to disassociate with a black racial identity. For example, black students who insist on getting good grades despite negative peer pressure are labeled as “brainacs” and are sanctioned by other black students. The authors assert that the “burden of acting white” originates from the limited opportunity structure available to them and, consequently, the ways in which black people respond to American society. 


This theoretical framework presupposes that black (as well as Mexican and Native Americans) cope with their disadvantaged position in society by adopting a ‘black cultural frame of reference’ (Ogbu 1991: 1970) – the appropriation of attitudes and behaviors contrary to mainstream white ideologies. Adopting a black cultural frame of reference, however, does not mean that one does not equate educational success with social mobility, but rather leads to an attitude-achievement paradox (Mickelson, 1990): the disparity between aspirations and orientations towards educational achievement. 
Studies in support of the theory of oppositional culture highlight the apparent disconnect between maintaining a racial/ethnic identity and doing well in school (Farkas et al. 2002; Labov 1982; Matute-Bianchi 1986; Suarez-Oroco 1989; Weis 1985).  Non-white students who speak “proper English,” study hard, and get good grades are seen by majority of their peers as betraying the race in favor of ‘acting white.’ As a result, high achieving minority students tend to feel ‘put down’ (Farkas et al. 2002) and ostracized at school; many feel the need to hide or downplay their academic successes to maintain solidarity with other members of the racial or ethnic group (Ogbu 2003; Fordham 1996; McLaren 1994; Fordham 1988; Fordham and Ogbu 1986). 


In Ogbu’s last work, Black American Students in An Affluent Suburb: A Study of Academic Disengagement, he examines the performance of black students (elementary, middle, and high school) in Shaker Heights, Ohio. Shaker Heights is known as being one of the most residentially integrated areas in the country.  It is also a largely middle class area. Ogbu dispels social class explanations of black underperformance because he states that “none of the versions of the class inequality explanation can explain why black students from similar class backgrounds, residing in the same neighborhood, and attending the same school, do not do as well as white students” (Ogbu 2003).  He even indicates that black middle class students do worse in school than their white counterparts.  

Ogbu contends that black students, especially high school students, do not study as hard and earn as good grades as their white peers.  He characterizes black Shaker Heights students as suffering from “low-effort syndrome;” they are academically disengaged from school as a result.   Ogbu finds that black students do not prioritize schoolwork over athletics and other “fun” pursuits. When they do poorly in school they are quick to blame their teachers. From his empirical data, Ogbu concludes that black students and their parents generally do not evaluate school in terms of its “instrumental or pragmatic functions” but in the “context of black-white relations” – racism.  The author concludes that black students in Shaker Heights suffer from “Sambo mentality”; this is defined as a state of mind in which people unconsciously replay in modern society or in Shaker Heights the role (or mentality of slaves) (Ogbu 2003: 75-77).   When asked if white students are more intelligent than Black students, black students responded affirmatively. 

Other studies have found that some minority students who do strive for high scholastic achievement diassociate themselves from their same-race peer group altogether, and commit “racial suicide” (McLaren 1994).   Fordham (1988) finds that the high achieving black urban high school girls in her study adopt “racelessness” personae—disidentification with the collective ethos that doing well in school is ‘white’ – that leads to estrangement from other blacks.  

While a majority of the oppositional culture research is based on fieldwork with poor black Americans in racially segregated urban schools, some research have validated Ogbu’s results with other groups in varied mileu (Soloman 1991; Suarez-Orozco 1991).  Despite their voluntary minority status, Soloman (1991) finds that West Indian students in Toronto exhibit a strong oppositional identity.  The creation of an oppositional identity among West Indian students results from internalization of racial discrimination in Canadian society. Soloman asserts that 

“…black, working-class West Indian immigrants [have] their own legacy of skin color gradation and social class stratification [and thus] respond uncompromisingly to the Canadian sociocultural structure. They have displayed a posture of resistance to the institutional structures that deprived them of the opportunity to become upwardly mobile” (Soloman 1991:107). 

Suarez-Orozco (1991), through his study of particular Latino ethnic groups, (Cubans, Domincans, Mexicans, and Puerto Ricans) also finds support for oppositional culture theory.  Members of those ethnic groups that were natively born in the U.S. and had lived there for the majority of their lives tended to adopt an oppositional stance towards school: these included native born Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans. In contrast, new Cuban and Dominican immigrants are “proschool”; they get good grades and aspire to go to college. 

Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1991, chronicle the academic lives of poor urban blacks attending elite prep schools through the program “A Better Chance.” A Better chance was designed exclusively to benefit disadvantaged minority youths in their educational pursuits following the ferment of the Civil Rights Movement (Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1991: 3).  Through qualitative interviewing and survey sampling of current students and alumni, the authors note that students’ prior educational experiences resonated with the experiences of Fordham and Ogbu’s (1986) sample.  However, at prep school, the students in Zweigenhaft and Domhoff’s (1991) study affirm their academic identities without losing status in the racial group. This finding surprised the authors as they state: “Given the tension between an oppositional black subculture and school achievement, it is understandable that many ABC students would like prep school, contrary to our initial expectations” (Zweigenhaft and Domhoff 1991: 41).  

Other qualitative studies have discounted the presence of an oppositional culture (e.g Carter 2001; Cousins 1999; Datnow and Cooper 1997; and O’Connor, 1997).  For example, in her study of poor black and Latino high schoolers in Yonkers, New York, Carter (1999) found that educational achievement was highly valued and unrelated to “acting Black.”  However, the performative modes of acting Black—speaking slang, dressing in certain styles, and listening to music popular to urban Black America—were often viewed by teachers and school personnel as detrimental to school success and therefore had real consequences for minority student achievement.  Black and Latino students whose aesthetic preferences were at odds with white middle class values and standards were labeled by school personnel as troublemakers and low achievers.  
Still others (Datnow and Cooper 1999; Horvat and Antonio 1999; Cookson and Persell 1991) have questioned the existence of opposition culture in elite, predominately white school settings.  Feeling like outsiders who do not have the requisite “habitus” (see Horvat and Antonio 1999), some black students develop strong same-race peer networks to cope with their marginalized status. Datnow and Cooper (1999) find that “acting Black” is unrelated to academic achievement but is defined in relation to one’s solidarity and involvement in black social life.  As one student explained: “It’s all about how you act in the hallway, whether you want to speak to us, whether you acknowledge the fact that you’re a black person (Datnow and Cooper 1999: 66).  
 
As with qualitative research, efforts to verify the existence of oppositional culture in quantitative research have yielded disparate results.  Using survey data from the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS), Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey (1998) find that material disadvantage is the key factor affecting black academic performance not oppositional culture.  Because black students tend to come from socioeconomically disadvantaged families relative to white students, it is more difficult for black students to develop “good” study habits and do well in school.  Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey contend that oppositional culture theory is “misplaced because African Americans maintain more pro-school values and are more likely to esteem their high-achieving peers than whites.”  Economic disadvantage and residential segregation are what depress levels of Black student achievement relative to Whites. Cook and Ludwig (1998) report similar findings.  After controlling for socioeconomic status, high achieving black students were popular among their same-race peers and were more devoted to academic success than white students.  In a reply to Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey (1998), Farkas, Lleras, and Maczuga (2002), challenge the validity of their findings.  They find fault with the use of self-reported “popularity” as a dependent variable and argue against the inclusion of integrated schools in Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey’s model.  
Kao, and Tienda (1998) also examine the relationship between peer culture and scholastic achievement among black, white, Asian, and Latino students using NELS.  They find that family socioeconomic status is an important predictor of minority achievement.  Black and Latino students have lower educational aspirations than Asian and white students in part, because they come from families with less education and lack information about college.  Because of the unique history of racial segregation and discrimination, black parents are also more likely than white and Asian parents to give mixed messages about the importance of education to their children.   Kao and Tienda (1998) (and, Kao, Tienda, and Schneider, 1996) do not find any evidence that black and Latinos oppose academic achievement as a white endeavor. 
Oppositional culture theory is a popular framework for explaining black-white differentials in educational achievement.  But, the theory excludes comparative analysis of why members of other racial groups oppose educational achievement relative to blacks.  Ogbu assumes that the playing field is level and the school system treats all students equally.  The “burden of acting white” is akin to what Myrdal (1944) referred to as the “Negro Problem.”  In order to succeed in mainstream [white] society, black Americans must shed their black identities and conform to the ideologies and culture of the dominant group. As Myrdal explains: “We can assume that it is to the advantage of American Negroes as individuals and as a group to be assimilated into American culture, to acquire the traits held in esteem by the dominant white Americans” (Myrdal: 671-672). Oppositional culture theory lacks any critical analysis of American society as a whole and the salience of racial disadvantage in the life chances of black Americans. 
Peer Group Influence

The theory of peer group influence asserts that students’ scholastic achievement (of all racial and ethnic backgrounds) is greatly influenced by their same-age peers. One’s aspirations and actual school achievement correspond with the aspirations of students around them—i.e. that of their close peers as well as those located in the student body periphery. Adolescence is generally heralded as a time when children break away from their parents and look to the peer group as their reference group. In his famous study of peer groups among ten high schools in Northern Illinois during the late 1950s, Coleman (1961) finds that “adolescents are looking towards each other, rather than to the adult community for their social rewards.”  

The most widely referenced theories of peer influence are normative and comparative reference group theory and role theory (Hallinan 1983; Merton and Rossi 1968; Kempner 1968; Kelley 1966; Festinger 1954).  Normative reference theory identifies the norms, values and beliefs within a school setting. Comparative reference group theory can be defined as students’ internalization of these norms, values, beliefs—e.g. whether there is a strong ethos of scholastic achievement among and within requisite peer groups.  Role theory indicates the standards by which students judge their own behavior: Who are their peer role models? And, who do they want to be like? 

Hallinan (1983) finds that the closer two people are to each other within a given setting (e.g. they are good friends) the more likely they are to have lasting reciprocal influence on their beliefs, norms, and values.  In a follow-up to this study with sociologist Richard Williams, Hallinan investigates why this seems to be so (Hallinan and Williams 1990).  They use a Parsonian framework to examine the peer-influence process among high school students in the 10th and 12th grades.  Parson’s theory of influence indicates that people are “influenced” by others when he/she needs information for interacting within a specific social setting.  However, a person has to be “willing” to accept information from others and has to “trust” those that they are accepting the information from. Solidarity and trust integral to Parson’s theory of influence.   

Hallinan and Williams study the school setting because they state that the “institutional characteristics of a school play a role in strengthening a friendship and have an impact on the influence process” (Hallinan and Williams 1990).  The authors only examine peer-influence process that occurs between close friends because they contend that within close friendship the most solidarity and trust is located—peers influence one another the most.  They find that close friends do, in fact, affect one another’s college aspirations and actual college attendance.  Controlling for reciprocation, social class, and academic ability, black students have higher college aspirations than white students but were less likely to be enrolled in college within two years of high school graduation.
 In addition, Hallinan and William’s analysis suggests that students with cross racial friendships had higher educational aspirations than same race friends and that ability tracking also affects peer socialization.  Students who were in the high track and whose best friend was with him/her there, tended to have the highest aspirations and rates of college attendance.  When socioeconomic status is held constant, black students had higher aspirations and higher educational outcomes than whites. The authors, however, only describe their results and do not offer explanations for the reasons behind their results.

 Kandel’s 1979 quantitative study of adolescent illicit drug-use also underscores the importance of studying how adolescence behavior is greatly influenced by their same-age peers. Kandel (1979) also treats best friends as the locus of peer influence.   She finds two main peer-influence processes affecting student drug use in her sample.  These are “selective pairing” and “peer socialization”.  From her data Kandel can not discern whether peer selection (who one chooses as friends) or peer socialization (the influence of socialization once two people are friends) influences illicit drug use more.  She contends that “both selection and socialization appear to be approximately of equal importance” and her results support the conclusion that “adolescents coordinate their choices of friends and behaviors, so as to maximize congruency within the friendship pair” (Kandel 1979).   Kandel’s results indicate the difficulty of studying peer group effects among children and youth.  What is more important how one chooses their friends or the mutual effects of socializing with those friends on the peer influence process?  

Kao (2001) seeks to remedy this problem of self-selection. Using longitudinal data from the National Educational Longitudinal Study, she investigates racial and ethnic differences in peer influences.  She uses GPA to control for students’ academic orientations prior to their friendship selection.  Her study groups are black, Latino, and Asian high school students. Kao examines the aggregate differences in these groups’ attitudes towards school. She finds that “peer influences matter a great deal in maintaining high educational aspirations and that the primary mechanism is socialization rather than selection” (Kao 2001: 455). 

Asian students are the most likely of the three groups to have friends who aspire to attend college and their friends are least likely to have dropped out of high school by the 12th grade. Black students tended to have more friends who emphasized the importance work. As a result, they did not do as well in school as their Asian and white peers. This does not mean, however, that black students did not have high educational aspirations; all three groups had similar educational desires of going to college and getting a good job.  Black students were the most “susceptible” of all three groups to peer influence,  placing the most value on what their friends thought of them and took much stock in friends’ attitudes, beliefs, and values. 
Stereotype Threat 

Stereotype threat was developed by black psychologist Claude Steele (1998, 1992, 1988).  Steele identifies the theory of stereotype threat as a phenomenon which affects the scholastic achievement of members of particular stigmatized groups.  Steele defines stereotype threat as 

“the event of a negative stereotype about a group to which one belongs becoming self-relevant, it usually is a plausible interpretation for something one is doing or an experience one is having, or for a situation one is in, that has relevance to one’s self-definition” (Steele 1997: 616). 

Because black Americans are consistently devalued in American society as being unintelligent, lazy, and not academically astute, many black students suffer from stereotype threat. Worrying about what their white peers are thinking about them interferes with their ability to do well in school. For example, they may do poorly on a test, in a particular class, or in academic-related domains most generally because of stereotype threat. Those students who are most prone to stereotype threat are those students who are most invested in school—high achievers who have high cognitive abilities are motivated to succeed at their academics.  As a result, they may “disidentify” with school to protect their self-esteem and feelings of self-worth (Steele 1997, 1992; Crocker and Major 1989).  Disidentification offers the retreat of not caring about the domain in relations to the self (Steele 1997).  
Doing poorly in school for victims of stereotype threat, in a sense becomes a ‘self-fulfilling prophesy’.  The immediate situational pressure of stereotype threat thus may long-term ramifications on black academic achievement.  Statistics reveal only 38% of black students graduate with six years; this compares to 58% of white students. Black American students tend to have lower GPAs and lower standardized test scores than whites as well.  In laboratory experiments specifically designed to test the credibility of stereotype theory, Steele and his colleagues find that black students do better on tests that are deemed “nondiagnostic” of intellectual ability (e.g. Aronson, Quinn and Spencer 1998; Steele and Aronson 1998; Steele and Aronson 1995). 

 Stereotype threat appears to reduce students’ efficiency at their academic work.  More time is spent going over answers and less time actually is spent on completing the task at hand. As a result, students suffer from stereotype threat tend to answer fewer questions and hence get less questions correct. However, when the posed threat was removed—the test was deemed “race fair” or was said to have been developed by black academics—black students did markedly better than when the test was given as a “diagnostic” test of intellectual ability.

Steele suggests that his results regarding stereotype threat do not mean that black and Latino students cannot perform in school. But, rather they may need different types of pedagogies to succeed than their white peers.  He argues for contextual remedies where professors reinforce the belief that they have high standards for all students and that they are confident that their students (of all backgrounds) can reach those standards.  Additionally, along with Spencer, Davies, Harber, and Nisbett, Steele developed a program for black freshmen at the University of Michigan.  Started in 1991, the objective of this program has been to promote (and improve) black student achievement.  Students live in a racially integrated residential community where they participate in academic workshops, and “rap sessions” about their lives at college.  So far, participants have achieved higher grades than non-participants; their first-year grades are on par with white students with similar SAT scores.  This program has promoted black University of Michigan students to have “identity safety” (Markus, Steele, and Steele 2000). That is, stereotype threat becomes weakened when students feel racial trust within the academic environment—this decreases underperformance and disidentification. As Steele himself purports: 

“To explain African American students’ underachievement as a byproduct of either socioeconomic conditions or “black culture” offers little realistic basis for improving the situation. Our analysis uncovers a social and psychological predicament that is rife in the standardized testing environment, but, as our maniupulations illustrate, is amenable to change” (Steele and Aronson 1998: 426). 
The theory of stereotype reconciles the seemingly contradictory findings that black American students have higher academic aspirations and place greater value on education than any other group, consistently underperform academically, and have very high self-esteem.

Racial Identity and Minority Achievement
In their most recent work, Massey, Charles, and colleagues (2003) investigate the various reasons behind minority—namely black and Latino—underperformance at college. Using the National Longitudinal Study of Freshman (NLSF), they survey representative samples of nearly 4,000 White, Asian, black, and Latino freshmen at the 28 selective colleges and universities; the institutions chosen were from the Bowen and Bok study (1998).  

Massey et al. (2003) identify key pre-college factors that directly impact on students’ collegiate experiences such as family structure, neighborhood and school composition, parental involvement in education, school quality, peer relationships, as well as students’ values and attitudes about education.  They state that “whereas the goal of Bowen and Bok was to understand “the shape of the river”—the path followed by minority students after college—ours was to comprehend the source of the river—who the students were, where they came from, what their characteristics were, and how these characteristics shaped their academic progress” (Massey et al.: 3).  

The authors test the major theories of minority underperformance (i.e. capital deficiency, oppositional culture, peer influence, and stereotype threat) against the NLSF data to better understand the complexity of minority underperformance at college.  Regarding differentials in academic achievement, the authors find support for capital deficiency theory and stereotype threat, but not for oppositional culture or peer influence. White freshmen earned a GPA of 3.31 compared to blacks at 2.95 (Massey and Charles 2002:186-188). From their analysis of students’ pre-college experiences, the authors find that students from more economically stable families tend to perform better than their less well-off peers.  Students experiencing high levels of residential segregation and social disorder before college also lagged behind academically.  

The majority of white students in the NLSF sample came from educated, two-parent families.  They grew up in predominantly white areas and attended predominantly white schools, having little contact with blacks and Latinos. In contrast, black and Latino students are a much more heterogeneous lot.  About 50% of black students lived in racially segregated neighborhoods and one-third attended segregated schools.  And, only 60% of black students’ fathers had college degrees while nearly 50% grew up without their father present in the household. Additionally, one-quarter of black students in the sample do not identify as black American; a majority of these students are native-born but have parents who were born overseas in the Caribbean and Africa  (Massey et al. 2003:197 – 207). Blacks are also characterized by an extremely skewed sex ratio in favor of females, with black women outnumbering men by a two to one ratio.  This skewed sex ratio is no doubt a reflection of the high incarceration rates of college-age black men. Approximately one-third to one-half of college-age black men are in prison, on-parole, or under court supervision (Tonry 1995). 
Massey et al.’s findings suggest that for some black students, their lower academic performance can be explained, in part by stereotype threat vulnerability (Steele 1988, 1992, 1998).  They fear living up to the negative valuation of black intellectual inferiority.  For those students predisposed to stereotype threat, doing poorly in school becomes a self-fulfilling prophesy. Asians and white freshman at elite colleges and universities (where stereotype threat is presumed to be the greatest because of Affirmative Action) outperform their black and Latino peers by three-quarters of a letter grade. The average white freshman had a cumulative GPA of “B”; the average Latino student had a “B-“ and the typical black student received a “C+.” Black and Latino students were more likely to “express doubts about their own intellectual abilities” and were especially “sensitive” to the opinion of the teachers (Massey et al 2003: 186 – 196).  Controlling for differences in academic preparation and stereotype vulnerability for black and Latino students in their sample greatly reduced the number of students who fail a course. Massey et al. state:

“Were blacks and Latinos to enter college free from the burdens of stereotype vulnerability, their likelihood of failing a course during their first term of college would be only around 2%, compared to the 4-5% we observe” (Massey et al. 2003). 

Unlike previous studies on minority academic achievement, Massey et al.’s work reveals much about why black and Latino students tend to under-perform relative to white students at college.  They make important linkages between socioeconomic status and the legacy of American racism.  Their findings are an important step towards understanding how race and class intersect in the lives of minority college students, impacting upon their ability to achieve academic parity with whites.   

Through my research, I seek to expand our understanding of how race impacts the college experience.  By choosing the Ivy League University as the setting, I am particularly interested in the performance of race in a place that is not only very white, but is truly a bastion of the social elite.  Unlike, Willie (2003), my work is not retrospective.  It is my goal to capture students’ experiences in situ—what the college experience is like for students as they go through.  

Like Massey et al (2003), I attempt to identify important individual and structural factors that shape the college experience for minority students.  Importantly, my chosen site—the University of Pennsylvania is one of the sites included in Massey et al.’s National Longitudinal Study of Freshman (NLSF).  Because of this, I compare some of Massey et al.’s survey findings with my qualitative ones. As noted above, the work of Massey and Charles has revealed much about how race influences the academic performance and social integration of black college students.  Pre-college factors such as residential and neighborhood segregation, sub-standard academic preparation, and lack of parental involvement all contribute to minority underachievement at selective colleges.  These findings are important in light of the fact that much of the research on black underperformance in higher education blames socioeconomic disadvantage on low educational achievement.  

Massey et al. (2003) empirically confirm that black students at elite colleges and universities come from higher socioeconomic backgrounds than those who go to less selective institutions. As a result, black students at elite institutions have generally had sustained interracial contact with whites and are well-versed in dealing with their racial minority presence at school.  White racism and prejudice are amplified at selective colleges and universities because most white students have grown up in extremely affluent, homogeneous environments with few black people.  

In my study, I seek to use Massey and Charles’ work as a framework for my own.  They have provided a thorough account of how a plethora of race-related background factors detract from the academic and social experiences of minority students at competitive colleges and universities.  I, too, want to better understand how pre-college experiences shape minority students’ experiences at college. Instead of relying on a large-scale survey design, I undertake an interview-based study at one institution—the University of Pennsylvania.  

Because of their socioeconomic and demographic homogeneity, white students have the luxury of not having to worry about identity issues.  In addition to the fact that the college of university itself is a historically white institution and thus welcoming to white students, they can also assume that their personal attitudes, experiences, and characteristics will largely be shared by their same-race peers. They do not have to work to construct, defend, or maintain a white identity.  No doubt this white privilege is part and parcel of their pre-college lives as the majority of white students in the NLSF sample come from predominately white neighborhoods and schools where they had few non-white peers. The NLSF data also reveals that white students had little pre-college interracial contact and perceive a high degree of social distance between themselves and non-whites.  When they get to college, they can simply take their whiteness as a given and devote their time and energies to studying and socializing with others like themselves.  There is little thought given to how race shapes their day-to-day existence on campus because the campus environment, traditions, and history are white. 
Black students, in contrast, recognize that they are attending an elite white institution, one that has only recently allowed non-whites access and privileges.  Being black therefore becomes a salient and problematic issue, worthy of discussion and reflection with same-race others.  Because of the contentious nature of the black-white divide in higher education, the underrepresentation of black students at selective institutions, and the enduring debate on Affirmative Action and equal opportunity for all students, black students recognize their place on campus is typically perceived as a collective not an individual experience.  In addition, most have had sustained interaction with their white peers and understand that race and racism are still key factors in black social mobility.  This creates a strong pressure to perform especially well academically so as to dispel the pervasive American stereotypes of black intellectual inferiority and social pathology—to discount white’s views that black students aren’t qualified to be there.  
Because the elite university environment draws the best and brightest students from all over, college is often the first time that black students have the opportunity to be around a critical mass of same-race peers from a variety of ethnic and class backgrounds.   For example, for black students coming from predominately white schools and middle class environments, there is anticipation about finally having a chance to socialize with black students they believe they will have much in common with. Black students, in contrast, who grew up in largely black areas with fewer financial resources, may come to campus with certain notions about what blackness is and what their racial identity means to them. Those students who don’t share their same linguistic or cultural styles may not be considered “black enough.”  And, still, non-native born, second-generation, and multiracial students who identify as something other than black American arrive at college with different values, beliefs, and attitudes about race, ethnicity, and nationality than their American peers.  First and second generation African and Caribbean black students although only six percent of the entire U.S. black population are a visible presence at selective colleges and universities.  Over 50% of Black students at the University of Pennsylvania have at least one foreign-born parent (NLSF, 2003). Caribbean and African students tend to come from more affluent and educated families in comparison to their native-born peers and often have had very different life experiences than African American students. Their presence has not only sparked tensions about who is “deserving” of Affirmative Action-based policies, but also creates intragroup cleavages among black students who want to develop a cohesive black community on campus (Rimer and Arenson, 2004; Massey et al. 2003).
Adding to the equation is the overrepresentation of black women on elite campuses.  The dearth of dateable black men affects intergroup and intragroup becomes a hot button topic when look outside the group for potential mates.  Black-white interracial dating and intermarriage rates are still quite low nationally and this skewed sex ratio has real consequences for understanding black identity both on and off campus. 
Lastly, the institutional climate of a place like the University of Pennsylvania is replete with a number of cultural, academic, residential, and social organizations geared towards black students who want to join.   These organizations and resources, while meant to unite students based on various commonalities and help black students cope with their feelings of marginality, can amplify intragroup cleavages, accentuating myriad of differences within the black population. 
All of these differences within the black student community promote competing constructions of blackness depending on class, nativity, gender, and prior interracial contact (integrated versus segregated upbringing).  Thus, just as they are thrown into an institutional environment that highlights race and makes it salient, black students are placed in a social context almost guaranteed to promote conflict and competition over the composition and content of racial identity. Unlike whites, therefore, black students devote considerable time and energy to the construction and reconstruction of black identity at the expense of studying and socializing.  
  In order better to understand the multidimensionality of black students’ social experiences and academic achievement at predominately white institutions it is necessary to get a better handle on how different types of black students navigate the predominately White campus environment.  My findings suggest that students’ conceptions of what it means to be black do vary depending on several background factors including social class, nationality, gender, and pre-college interracial contact. These demographic factors, however, are not experienced unidimensionally (e.g. poorer black students think one way while, richer Black students, think another way) but are experienced simultaneously and vary depending on the student’s desire to be a part of the “black community.”  The minority of respondents who express less of a commitment to have a majority black peer group remain outside of the “black community” and do not feel as a great a pressure to enact a black identity. 

These collective ‘rules of blackness’ however are at odds with students’ individual understandings of themselves and often conflict with students’ lack of fluency in “African-American” styles and knowledge.  For example, students from middle and upper class backgrounds who have had limited sustained interaction with less privileged same race peers do not necessarily share the same cultural repertoire and vice versa.  First and second generation African and West Indian students depending on their pre-college experiences may have contrasting ideological beliefs as compared to African Americans students.  Moreover, the complexity of understanding black students’ racial attitudes is heightened by the situational relevancy of what it means to be black in a given context. Enacting an “African American identity” may be necessary when hanging out with a specific peer group, while asserting one’s ethnic pride may taken on greater importance with other co-ethnics, or displaying similarities in economic status when in the company of similarly classed acquaintances.  This situational switching of identities is evident in both the in-depth interviews and focus groups; students move back and forth between several identities and are often at odds with how they think they should define themselves and how they want to identify themselves to others.  

Students readily admit the pressure they feel to “act black” in order to gain the acceptance of their black peers regardless of whether or not they are actually part of the black community.  In their commentaries, they explain that they are not often welcomed by white students to socialize with them because of the negative assumptions and stereotypes held about them as black people.  Several students admit that they have tried to make white friends, go to majority white parties, and live amongst whites, but have grown tired and frustrated by White students’ lack of acceptance of them and they feel that they have little in common with whites, socially and otherwise. 

 To make matters even more complicated, there is strong consensus that being black at Penn is a shared experience, regardless of extant ethnic, class, or economic differences.  That is, because they are black, they believe that they have to work harder and perform at a higher level than non-black students at the University of Pennsylvania to disprove white’s negative assumptions of them as less qualified and less intelligent.  This perception is complemented by the desire to participate in ‘racial uplift’ for all black people.  Students talk at length about how they are not like most other American blacks who are economically and socially disadvantaged.  They feel the need therefore to represent the race on two levels: to disprove whites’ negative beliefs about their intellectual capabilities and two, to “represent” themselves as positive symbols to less fortunate black Americans as models for gaining social and economic parity with whites. The enduring pressure to “act black” as a way to gain acceptance from other black students (or to avoid their scrutiny), to disprove white stereotypes, and serve as examples for “the black race” are key stressors for the students I interviewed and may provide useful insight into the saliency of race in the lives of black students at selective colleges and universities.  Outnumbered by a two to one ratio on campus, many of the black men I interviewed feel an even greater pressure to achieve academically and to prove to their same race peers that they are “acting in accordance:” asserting themselves as authentically black. 

Unlike other qualitative researchers such as Willie (2003) and Feagin et al. (1996), I include white students in my examination of how race affects the college experience. Traditionally, researchers who have studied race and race relations in American society go from a majority to minority perspective; the focus is always on black people and how they are to be blamed for societal ills.  As sociologist James Mckee explains that “from the beginning the American sociological perspective on the race problem was constructed and reflected the outlook on race of white sociologists…” (McKee 1993: 4).  By assuming black people are the problem whites “simply do not want to admit to themselves that the value imputed to being white has injured people who are black…by this device, guilt can be made to disappear…” (Hacker 1995: 66).  Most importantly, by denying the existence of white supremacy, whites preserve their collective interests and preserve the racial status quo keeping themselves at the top and blacks at the bottom (Bonilla-Silva, 2001:11).
In Chapter Six I explore how racial stereotypes affect relations between black and white students at the University of Pennsylvania. I employ the concept of metastereotypes—blacks’ knowledge and perceptions of the racial attitudes whites have of blacks.  Black students are keenly aware that poorer academic performance by blacks is the expected outcome and have thorough knowledge of the negative societal images of the racial group.   They accurately articulate whites’ views of them as less intelligent, academically unprepared for the rigors of college and therefore undeserving of “special treatment.” White students’ limited exposure to blacks contributes heavily to their reliance on stereotypes as their primary source of information about blacks, both in general, and at the University.  Black students expend considerable energy attempting to debunk the myth of black intellectual inferiority.  But, despite working “extra hard,” their grades are about four-tenths of one point lower than their white counterparts. This pattern is consistent with other studies of black-white differences in collegiate academic achievement, most recently that of Massey et al. (2003) and Steele’s theory of stereotype threat.
Unlike their white peers who have little need or desire to contemplate their racial identity as part and parcel of the college experience, black students struggle with having to recognize that they are part of a stigmatized racial group that is often uniformly perceived negatively by whites; asserting an individual identity separate from the racial group is difficult to do on a campus where black students are so few in number and where blacks are, more often than not, viewed by non-blacks as representatives of a social category, not as distinct individuals. Many black students fear that if they are shunned by their black peers they may not have any friends or anyone to turn to for social support.  While there are seemingly an infinite number of ways to fit in as a white student at the University of Pennsylvania and few social costs to asserting one’s individual identity as a white person, the majority of the black students in my sample feel constrained by their blackness as they struggle to integrate themselves into campus life.  These issues may have important ramifications for black achievement rates at selective colleges and universities like the University of Pennsylvania and may provide useful insight into the variations in academic performance among a sociodemographically heterogeneous sample of high achieving black students.

The story of how black students at the University of Pennsylvania understand race on campus and enact a racial identity that is superficially urban and African American is no doubt revealing of a larger story about the dynamic processes of racialization and racial stratification in American society.  While a plethora of survey research exists on racial attitudes, little qualitative work done to decipher how race garners meaning in individuals’ everyday experiences and the ways in which collective and individualistic orientations of racial identity together influence how blacks think about race as relevant to their self-concept as well as how they interact with their same-race counterparts.  

The goal of my work is to investigate how black undergraduates at the University of Pennsylvania make sense of race in their lives as college students and how racial identity is contextualized within the university setting.  Importantly, I seek to analyze how race is a powerful socializing agent among black students there and the attribution of a monolithic African American identity as being “authentically Black” reveals the potency of racial stratification and classification.  Under the guise of race, black University of Pennsylvania students feel pushed to mute individual traits, values, and beliefs, to demonstrate loyalty to the black collective.  As sociologist John Jackson explains: “Acting authentically black means being specifically classed. This is a perceptual schema wherein the same old-fashioned racial and ethnic hierarchies are simple hidden behind class proxies” (Jackson 2001: 12).
Quantitative analysis can yield a broad baseline of racial attitudes but qualitative study is needed to unearth the ‘hows’ and ‘whys’ behind students’ racial attitudes and actions.  In doing this research, I am mindful race, social class, and culture are not neatly parallel, and have different consequences for black students at school (Ogbu 1988; Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998). Race, class, and culture cannot be neatly separated either theoretically or empirically (Collins, 1990, Omi and Winant 1986).  
WORKS CITED
Ainsworth-Darnell, James. W. and Douglas B. Downey.  1998.  “Assessing the Oppositional Culture Explanation for Racial/Ethnic Differences in School Performance.  American Sociological Review 63: 536-553.

Allen, Walter and Joseph Jewell 1994.  “African American Education Since ‘An American Dilemma:’ An American Dilemma Revisited.” Daedalus, 124: 77-100.

Allen WR, Epps EG, Haniff  NZ, 1991. College in Black and White: African American Students in Predominantly White and in Historically Black Universities.  Albany: SUNY Press.

Allen, Walter R. 1985.  “Black Students, White Campus: Structural, Interpersonal, and Psychological Correlates of Success.”  Journal of Negro Education 54(2): 134-147.

Allport, Gordon W.  1954.  The Nature of Prejudice.  Cambridge, M.A.: Addison Wesley.

Altbach, Lomotey, and Rivers. 2000. “Race in Higher Education: The Continuing Crisis” in The Racial Crisis in American Higher Education: Continuing Challenges for the 21st Century, (revised edition), (eds.) Smith, William A., Philip G. Altbach, and Kofi Lomotey. pp. 23-41.
Anderson, James D. “Race in American Higher Education: Historical Perspectives on Current Conditions.” In The Racial Crisis in Higher Education: Continuing Challenges for the 21st Century (revised edition), (eds) Smith, William A, Philip G. Altbach, and Kofi Lomotey. 2000. pp. 13-14. 

Aronson, J., D.M. Quinn, and S.J. Spencer.  1998. “Stereotype Threat and the Academic

Under-Performance of Minorities and Women.”  In Janet K. Swim and Charles Stangor, eds., Prejudice: The Target's Perspective.  San Diego: Academic Press.  

Asante Molefi Kete and Hana S. Noor Al-Deen.  “Social Interaction of Black and White College Students: A Research Report.” Journal of Black Studies, Vol. 14, No. 4. (Jun., 1984), pp. 507-
516.
Astin, Alexander W., Helen S. Smith, Kenneth C. Green, Laura Kent, Patricia McNamara, and Melanie Reeves Williams. 1982.  Minorities in American Higher Education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Becker, Gary S.  1964.  Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis, with Special Reference to Education.  New York: Columbia University Press.

Becker, Howard.1997. Tricks of the Trade: How to Think About Your Research While Doing It.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.1997.

Becker, Howard 1970. Sociological Work: Method and Substance. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 
Blalock Hubert M.  1991.  Understanding Social Inequality: Modeling Allocation Processes Newbury Park, C.A.:  Sage Publications.
Bobo, Lawrence, James R. Kluegel and Ryan A. Smith.  1997.  “Laissez-Faire Racism: The Crystallization of a Kinder, Gentler, Antiblack Ideology.” In Racial Attitudes in the 1990s: Continuity and Change. (eds.). Steven A. Tuch, Jack K. Martin.  Westport, Conn: Praeger.

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 2001. White Supremacy & Racism in the Post-Civil Rights Movement. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.  
Bowen, William and Derek Bok.  1998. The Shape of the River.  Long Term Consequences of Considering Race in College and University Admissions.  Princeton, New Jersey.  Princeton University Press.  

Bernstein, Richard. 1994. Dictatorship of Virtue: Multiculturalism and the Battle for America’s Future.  New York, NY.  Alfred A. Knopf: 80.

Boyd, William M. 1974.  Desegregating America’s College: A Nationwide Survey of Black Students, 1972-1973. New York: Praeger.

Cole, Elizabeth R.  and Kimberly J. Arriola.  “Using Ethnic Identity to Predict Black Students’ Adjustment: The Black Identity and Situational Comfort Scale.”  Paper presented at the Twenty-Second Annual Scientific Meeting of the International Social of Political Psychology. Amsterdam, The Netherlands. July 1999.

Collins, Patricia Hill. 1998.  Black Feminist Thought: Black women and The Search for Justice. Minneapolis, MN:University of Minnesota Press.

Colon, Alan.1991. “Race Relations On Campus: An Administrative Perspective.” In The Racial Crisis in American Higher Education (Suny Series, Frontiers in Education) (eds.) Philip G. Altbach and Kofi Lomotey. Albany: State University of New York Press. pp. 69 – 88.
Cousins, L. H. 1999. “Playing Between Classes. America’s Troubles with Class, Race, and Gender in a Black High School and Community.”  Anthropology and Education Quarterly 30: 294-316. 

Crocker, Jennifer, and Brenda Major.  1989.  “Social Stigma and Self-Esteem: The Self- Protective Properties of Stigma.”  Psychological Review 96:608-30.

Dalton, Conley. 1999.  Being Black, Living in the Red: Race, Wealth, and Social Policy in America.  Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.  

Cunnigen, D. and R Love. 1980. Black Institutions and Political Awareness. Negro Educational Review 31: 170-178

Davis, J.A. and A. Borders-Patterson. 1973. Black Students in Predominately White North Carolina Colleges and Universities. New York: College Entrance Exam Board.

DeVault, Marjorie. 1999. Liberating Method: Feminism and Social Research.  Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

DiMaggio, Paul.  1982.  “Cultural Capital and School Success: The Impact of Status Cultural Participation on the Grades of U.S. High School Students.”  American Sociological Review 47:189-201.

DiMaggio, Paul, and Francie Ostrower.  1990.  “Participation in the Arts by Black and White Americans.”  Social Forces 68:753-78.
D’Souza, Dinesh.  1995.  The End of Racism.  New York:  The Free Press.

D’Souza, Dinesh. 1991. Illiberal Education: The Politics of Race and Sex on Campus. New York: The Free Press. 

Exum, William. 1985.  Paradoxes of Protest: Black Student Activism in a White University: Philadelphia: Temple University Press.
Farkas, George.  1996.  Human Capital or Cultural Capital?  Ethnicity and Poverty Groups in an Urban School District.  New York: Aldine de Gruyter.

Farkas, George, Christy Lleras, and Steve Maczuga.  2002.   “Does Oppositional Culture Exist in Minority and Poverty Peer Groups?”  American Sociological Review 61:149-55.

Farley, Reynolds.  1996.  The New American Reality: Who We Are, How We Got Here, Where We Are Going.  New York: Russell Sage.

Feagin, Joe R. 2001.  White Racism. 2nd Edition. New, York, NY: Routledge: 53-63. 

Feagin, Joe R.  2000.  Racist America: Roots, Current Realities, and Future Responsibilities.  New York, NY: Routledge: 222.

Feagin, Joe R., Hernan Vera, and Nikitah Imani. 1996.  The Agony of Education: Black Students at White Colleges and Universities.  New York, NY: Routledge.

Feagin, Joe. 1991. “The Continuing Significance of Race: Anti-Black Discrimination in Public Places.” American Sociological Review 56: 101-116.

Festinger, Leon. 1954.  “A Theory of Social Comparison Processes.”  Human Relations 7:117-40.

Fleming, Jaqueline. 1984.  Blacks in College. San Franciso, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Fordham, Signithia.  1988.  “Racelessness as a Factor in Black Students’ School Success:

Pragmatic Strategy or Pyrrhic Victory?”  Harvard Educational Review 58:54-84.

______.  1996.  Blacked Out: Dilemmas of Race, Identity, and Success at Capital High.  

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

______. 1993. 'Those loud black girls': (black) women, silence, and gender 'passing' in the academy.” Anthropology and Education Quarterly. 24:1 pp 3- 32.
Fordham, Signithia, and John U. Ogbu.  1986.  "Black Students' School Success:Coping with the 'Burden of Acting White.'" The Urban Review 18:176-206.
Hacker, Andrew [1995] 1992. Two Nations: Black, White, Separate, Hostile, Unequal.  New York: Ballantine Books.
Gibbs, J. T. 1977. “Black Students at Integrated Colleges: Problems and Prospects”, In Black/White/Brown Relations (ed.), Charles V. Willie. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction.

Glaser, Barney G. and Anselm L. Strauss.  1967.  The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research.  New York: Aldine Publishing Company.

Gurin, Patricia and Edgar Epps. 1975. Black Consciousness, Identity, and Achievement : A Study of Students in Historically Black Colleges. New York: Wiley.

Hacker, Andrew [1995] 1992. Two Nations: Black, White, Separate, Hostile, Unequal.  New York: Ballantine Books.
Institute for the Study of Social Change, The Diversity Project: Final Report (Berkeley: University of California, 1991) p. 44
Hallinan, Maureen and Richard A. Williams. 1990. “Students’ Characteristics and The Peer-Influence Process.”  Sociology of Education, 63: 122-132.
Hallinan, Maureen T. 1982.  "The Peer Influence Process." Studies in Educational Evaluation 7(3):285-306.
Herrnstein, Richard J., and Charles.  1996.  The Bell Curve: Intelligence and Class Structure in American Life.  New York: Free Press.
Jackson, John L. 2001. Harlem World: Doing Race and Class in Contemporary Black America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Jencks, Christopher and Meredith Phillips 1998. (eds.). The Black-White Test Score Gap. Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institute Press.

Jencks, Christopher, Susan Bartlett, Mary Corcoran, and Greg. J. Duncan.  1979.  Who Gets Ahead?  The Determinants of Economic Success in America.  New York: Basic Books.
Kandel, Denise.  1978.  “Homophily, Selection, and Socialization in Adolescent Friendships.” American Journal of Sociology 84: 427-63.
Kane, Thomas J. 1998.  “Racial and Ethnic Preferences in College Admissions.”  Pp. 431-56 in The Black-White Test Score Gap (eds), Jencks, Christopher and Meredith Phillips. Washington, DC: The Brooking Institute Press.

Kao, Grace.  2001.  “Race and Ethnic Differences in Peer Influences on Educational Achievement.” Pp. 437-60 in Elijah Anderson and Douglas S. Massey, eds., Problem of the Century: Racial Stratification in the United States.  New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  

__________. 1995. “Asian-Americans as Model Minorities: A Look at their Academic Performance.”  American Journal of Education.  103:121-159.

Karabel, Jerome and David Karen. “Go to Harvard, Give Your Kid a Break.”  New York Times. December 12, 1990. 
Kilson, M. 1973. “Blacks at Harvard: Crisis and Change.” Harvard Bulletin, April.

Loo, Chalsa and Gary Rolison.1986.  “Alienation of Ethnic Minority Students at a Predominantly White University.” Journal of Higher Education 57(1). pp. 58-77.
Lovaglia, Michael J., Reef Youngreen, Jeffrey W. Lucas, Leda E. Kanellakos, Elisabet Rutstrom, and David Willer. 2001.  Stereotype Threat or Shadow of the Future.  Explaining Group Differences in Mental Ability Test.  Submitted to ASR, May 2001.
Lovaglia, Michael J., Douglas Thompkins, Jeffrey W. Lucas, and Shane R. Thye.  1998.  “Status Processes and Mental Ability Test Scores.”  American Journal of Sociology 104: 195-228. 
MacLeod.  1995.  Ain't No Makin' It: Aspirations and Attainment in a Low-Income Neighborhood.  Boulder : Westview Press.
Massey, Douglas, Camille Z. Charles, Garvey Lundy, and Mary Fisher.  2003.  The Source of the River: The Origins, Aspirations, and Values of Freshmen at America’s Elite Colleges and Universities.  Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.
Massey, Douglas and Camille Charles. 1998-2001.  National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen at Selective Colleges and Universities.  Funded by Carnegie Mellon Foundation.  

Massey, Douglas and Elijah Andersen (eds).  Racial Stratification in the United States at Century’s End.  New York: Russell Sage.  
Massey, Douglas S. and Nancy A. Denton. 1993. American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
McLanahan, Sara and Gary Sandefur 1994.  Growing Up with a Single Parent: What Hurts, What Helps.  Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
McKee, James B. 1993. Sociology and the Race Problem: The Failure of a Perspective. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
McWhorter, John H. 2000. Losing the Race: Self-Sabotage in Black America.  New York: Free Press.
Mears, Bill. “Supreme Court Hears Affirmative Action Arguments.” CNN Washington Bureau Tuesday, April 1, 2003. http://www.cnn.com/2003/LAW/03/31/scotus.affirmative.action.advance/index.html

Meertens, Roel W. and Thomas F. Pettigrew. 1997. “Is Subtle Prejudice Really Prejudice?” Public Opinion Quarterly, Volume 61(1), Special Issue on Race: pp. 54-71.

Merton, Robert K. and Alice S. Rossi. 1968. “Contributions to the Theory of Reference Group Behavior.”   Pp. 279-329 Robert K. Merton, ed., Social Theory and Social Structure.  New York. NY: The Free Press.
Mickelson, Roslyn Arlin. 1990. “The Attitude-Achievement Paradox among Black Adolescents,” Sociology of Education, 1990, 63 (January).  

Myrdal, Gunnar. 1944. An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy. New York: Harper and Row.
Neckerman, Kathryn, Prudence Carter, and Jennifer Lee. 1999. “Segmented Assimilation and Minority Cultures of Mobility.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 22: 945-965.

Nettles, Michael T. and Laura Perna.  1997.  The African American Education Data Book:  Higher and Adult Education. Vol. 1.  Fairfax, VA.: Frederick D. Patterson Research Institute of the College Fund/UNCF.  
Nettles, M.T., Thoeny, A.R. & Gosman, E.J.  1986.  “Comparative and Predictive Analyses of Black and White Students’ College Achievement and Experiences.” Journal of Higher Education, 57, 289-318.  
Oliver, Melvin and Thomas Shapiro. 1995.  Black Wealth/White Wealth: A New Perspective on Racial Inequality. New York: NY: 7. 
Ogbu, John. 2003. Black American Students in an Affluent Suburb: A Study of Academic Disengagement. New York, NY: Routledge. 

_______.  1991.  “Minority Responses and School Experiences.”  The Journal of Psychohistory 18:433-56.
_______. 1988. “Class Stratification, Racial Stratification, and Schooling.” In Class, Race, and Gender in American Education. ed. Lois Weis. Albany: State University of New York Press.:163-82.

_______.  1981.  “Education, Clientage, and Social Mobility: Caste and Social Change in the United States and Nigeria.”  In Gerald D. Berreman, ed., Social Inequality: Comparative and Developmental Approaches.  New York: Academic Press.
_______.  1978.  Minority Education and Caste:  The American System in Cross-Cultural
Perspective.  New York: Academic Press.

Omi, Michael and Howard Winant. 1986.  Racial Formation in the United States: From the 1960s to the 1990s. New York, NY: Routledge.  
Orum, Anthony. 1972. Black Students in Protest:  A Study of the Origins of the Student Movement. Washington, D.C.  American Sociological Association.

Pattillo-McCoy, Mary.  1999. Black Picket Fences: Privilege and Peril Among The Black Middle Class.  Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press: 3, 13.  
Perry, Theresa, Claude Steele, and Asa Hillard III. 2003. Young, Gifted and Black: Promoting High Achievement Among African-American Students. Boston: Beacon Press.
Pitts, James. 1975. “The Politicization of Black Students: Northwestern University.” Journal of Black Studies 5(3): 277-319.
Rimer, Sarah and Karen W. Arenson. “Top Colleges Take More Blacks, but Which Ones?” New York Times, June 24th 2004. 

Roscigno, Vincent J., and James W.  Ainsworth-Darnell.  1999. “Race, Cultural Capital, and Educational Resources: persistent Inequalities and Achievement Returns.”  Sociology of Education 72:158-78.
Roth, B.M.  1990.  “Social Psychology’s Racism.” The Public Interest 98, 26-36.

Schultz, Theodore W.  1963.  The Economic Value of Education.  New York: Columbia University Press.

Sears, David O. “Symbolic Racism.” In Eliminating Racism: Profiles in Controversy, (eds.) Phyllis A. Katz and Dalmas A. Taylor. Pp. 53-84. New York: Plenum.

Sewell, William H., Archibald O. Haller, and Alejandro Portes. 1969. "The Educational and Early Occupational Attainment Process." American Sociological Review 34:83-92.
Smith, Sandra and Mignon Moore. 2000. “Intraracial Diversity and Relations among African-Americans: Closeness among Black Students at a Predominantly White University.” American Journal of Sociology, 2000, 106, 1, July, 1-39
Sniderman, P.M. and T. Piazza.  1993.  The Scar of Race.  Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press.

Soloman, R. Patrick. 1991.  Black Resistance in High School: Forging a Separatist Culture. Albany, NY: SUNY-Albany. 
Steele, Claude.  1999.  “Thin Ice:  ‘Stereotype Threat’ and Black College Students.”  Atlantic Monthly, August.  
________. 1997.  “A Threat in the Air:  How Stereotypes Shape Intellectual Identity and Performance.” American Psychologist 52: 613-629.  
________.  1995.  “Stereotype Threat and the Intellectual Test Performance of African-Americans.”  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 69: 797-811.  
Steele, Claude M. and Joshua Aronson.  1995.  “Stereotype Threat and the Intellectual Test Performance of Black Americans.”  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 69: 797-811.
Strauss, Anselm. 1987.  Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists.  Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Strauss, Anselm and Juliet Corbin. 1990.  The Basics of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Procedures and Techniques.  Newbury Park, CA.: Sage Publications. 
Suarez-Orozco, Marcelo M. 1991. "Migration, Minority Status, and Education: European Dilemmas and Responses in the 1990s." Anthropology & Education Quarterly 22:99-120.
Swidler, Ann. 1986. "Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies." American Sociological Review 51:273-86.
Taylor, R. 1977. “The Orientational Others and Value References of Black College Youth.” Social Science Quarterly 57: 787-810

Torres, Kimberly.  2001.  “Culture Shock: Black Students Account for Their Distinctiveness at an Elite College.” (Under Review: Ethnic and Racial Studies).

Toury, Michael H. 1995.  Malign Neglect: Race, Crime, and Punishment in America. New York: Oxford University Press.  

Vars, Frederick and William G. Bowen. 1998. “SAT Scores, Race, and Academic Performance in Academically Selective Colleges and Universities.” Pp. 401-430 in The Black-White Test Score Gap, (eds.) Christopher Jencks and Meredith Phillips. Washington, DC: Brookings Institute Press. 
Waxman, Alan S. “Water Buffalo Perspective: A Commentary.”  National Journal of Sociology, 1993, 7, (2), Winter: 227-228.

Weis, Lois and Michelle Fine. 2000. Speed Bumps: Student Friendly Guide to Qualitative Research. New York: Teachers College Press.
Weiss, Robert. 1995. Learning from Strangers.  The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview Studies.
New York, NY: The Free Press.
Willie, Sarah. 2003.  Acting Black: College, Identity, and the Performance of Race.  New York, NY: Routledge.
Willie, Charles and Donald Cunnigen. 1981. “Black Students in Higher Education: A Review of Studies”; 1965-1980. Annual Review of Sociology, 7: 177-198.

Willie, Charles and Arline McCord. 1972. Black Students at White Colleges.  New York, NY: Praeger. 

Wilson, William Julius.  1987.  The Truly Disadvantaged:  The Inner City, the Underclass, and Public Policy.  Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Zuberi, Tukufu. 2001. Thicker Than Blood: How Racial Statistics Lie.  Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.
______. 2001. “The Population Dynamics of the Changing Color Line,” In Problem of the Century. (eds). Elijah Anderson and Douglas Massey. New York, New York: Russell Sage. Pp 145-167. 
Edition of the Statistical Abstract of the United States: Table 215

Zweighaft, Richard L. and G. William Domhoff. Blacks in the White Establishment: A Study of Race and Class in America. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 

� Mears, Bill. “Supreme Court Hears Affirmative Action Arguments.” CNN Washington Bureau�Tuesday, April 1, 2003.  http://www.cnn.com/2003/LAW/03/31/scotus.affirmative.action.advance/index.html


� Numbers are taken from the New York Times article by Ethan Bronner. April 1, 1998. “Black and Hispanic Admissions Off Sharply at University of California.”


� Karabel, Jerome and David Karen. “Go to Harvard, Give Your Kid a Break.”  New York Times. December 12, 1990.  Penn Undergraduate Admissions: Incoming Freshman Profile (Class of 2006). www.admissionsug.upenn.edu/applying/profile.php


� Anderson, James D. Race in American Higher Education: Historical Perspectives on Current Conditions. In The Racial Crisis in Higher Education: Continuing Challenges for the 21st Century (revised edition), (eds) Smith, William A, Philip G. Altbach, and Kofi Lomotey. 2000. pp. 13-14. 


� Feminist sociologist Marjorie Devault argues something similar.  She states that “most members of a society learn to interpret their experiences in terms of dominant language and meanings; thus women often have trouble seeing and talking clearly about their experiences. Researchers need to look beyond convention meanings of language by “grounding our interviews in accounts of everyday activity.” She notes that this kind of interviewing, which does not begin from topics established in the discipline, will be more like everyday “women talk” than like survey research (Devault, 1999: 66.).


� Willie and McCord (1981) first articulated the “critical mass theory” for improving black students’ experiences at majority white colleges and universities.  They argued that “any group that is the minority should not be less than one-fifth of the total student body.  …One-fifth seems to be the critical mass of a minority population that is necessary for the minority to have an educational impact upon the system and for minorities to feel that they are not an oddity engaged in an experiment” (Willie and McCord 1981: 61). 


� The Eugenics Movement which had lost fervor in the 1950s was revitalized in the early 1970s.  It’s revival came during a momentous era—the Civil Rights Era had taken place, the War on Poverty was recently enacted (increasing money and services to the disadvantaged), and large-scale educational reforms had occurred to facilitate equality of opportunity and access to students of all races (i.e. the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Brown vs. the Board of Education, 1954, etc.).  The economy was “busting” after the Oil Embargo of 1973 and women were rapidly taking jobs outside the home in place of mothering their children full-time. 





� Duncan, Featherman and Duncan (1972) reveal similar findings. When social class is held constant, they find that adolescents who aspire to college are more likely to aspire to college themselves. 





PAGE  
1

