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Abstract 

Background: The current American political divide is expanding to levels unseen in 

previous decades due to a combination of factors such as increased polarization and mass 

party sorting. The educational system has been unable to escape the effects of these 

political divisions, which has led to increased politicization of both the curriculum and 

classroom experiences. Additionally, high school students are becoming more politically 

aware, vocal, and engaged. With teachers setting a classroom’s discourses, rules, values, 

and reward systems, the teacher’s political values and beliefs become an influential 

variable in curriculum delivery and teacher/student interactions. Purpose: This study 

analyzed how teachers and students identified in terms of their political party affiliations 

and ideologies and what differences emerged when disaggregated by race/ethnicity and 

gender. Additionally, this study investigated whether or not a political party affiliation 

match/mismatch or ideology match/mismatch between teachers and students had any 

statistically significant impact on student grades. Methods: This cross-sectional, 

quantitative study utilized a non-experimental research design and collected data through 

surveys using nonprobability, purposeful sampling. The sample included high school 

students who were at least 18 years old at the time of survey administration and their 

English Language Arts teachers across the five high school campuses in Spring Branch 

ISD, a suburban school district in Houston, Texas. Descriptive statistical analysis, 

Pearson Chi-square tests, independent sample t-tests, and two-way ANOVA were used to 

analyze the data. Results: The results indicate that the student and teacher populations 

overwhelmingly identify with the Democratic party and are overwhelmingly liberal in 

their ideologies. However, the teaching population is far more liberal and closely 
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affiliated with the Democratic party than the student population, whereas the student 

population is far more conservative and closely affiliated with the Republican party than 

the teaching population. Conclusion: Study findings suggest that political affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch evaluations between students and teachers were not 

significantly related to student grading outcomes. Furthermore, the findings also indicate 

that the modality of either in-person or online instruction in addition to any political 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch were not significantly related to student grading 

outcomes. These findings support the existing literature in higher education in which a 

politically motivated grading bias was not found to be a statistically significant factor in 

academic outcomes. Lastly, as a result of this study, no additional changes are 

recommended to Spring Branch ISD’s policies surrounding teacher or student political 

expression in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In Iowa, a female middle school teacher resigned after comments she made while 

being a color commentator during a boys’ basketball game were accidentally broadcast 

live via an online streaming service. During a commercial break, she mused about the 

immigration status of the Latino boys on the teams based on their last names and said, “as 

Trump would say, go back to where you came from” (Bohnel & Miller, 2017). In 

Georgia, a school district had to apologize to students and parents when a teacher told 

students that their MAGA (Make American Great Again) shirts supporting President 

Donald Trump were in violation of the dress code and banned (Sinclair, 2017). A Fort 

Worth ISD English teacher was fired for publicly tweeting at President Donald Trump, 

asking him to rid her school of all the “illegals” (Victor, 2019). In Arizona, the first bill 

introduced into its legislative session in 2019 was aimed at preventing teachers from 

expressing their political views in the classroom or risk being fired (Strauss, 2019). 

Students have not escaped the increasingly polarized political climate. Students at 

Royal Oak Middle School were caught on video chanting “build the wall,” a catchphrase 

popularized by President Donald Trump during his campaign rallies supporting the 

building of a wall between the United States and Mexico (Durr, 2016). Across the nation, 

high school students of all ages from New York to Santa Monica walked out of schools in 

protest of gun violence and in support of gun control legislation (Yee & Blinder, 2018). 

Virginia’s Fairfax Country Public Schools, one of the nation’s largest school districts, is 

now allowing students in 7th-12th grade one excused absence per year to participate in 
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“civic engagement activities” such as student activism, protests, marches, sit-ins, or 

lobbying lawmakers (Natanson, 2019). 

All of this and more is what comes up after about two minutes of Googling 

“politics in the classroom,” “high school student activism,” “teacher makes inappropriate 

politically motivated remarks,” and other similarly related phrases. Simple internet 

searches will turn up examples of teachers and students from across the nation, from all 

corners of the political landscape, bringing their politics into the classroom. With partisan 

politics now at a fever pitch, does this affect our teachers, our students, and student 

academic outcomes? 

The focus of this thesis is whether a political affiliation or ideology 

match/mismatch between senior-level English Language Arts teachers and their students 

leads to differing academic outcomes. According to Merriam-Webster, a bias can be a 

prejudice inclination or personal and unreasoned judgment against or in favor of a person 

or thing (n.d.). According to Farkas, Sheehan, Grobe, and Shuan (1990), “teachers grade 

on much more than coursework mastery” and that both “noncognitive and cognitive 

characteristics determine school success” (p. 140). Additionally, teachers’ practices are 

inseparably linked to their ideology, and students academically suffer when there is a lack 

of “congruence” or “fit” between their teachers and themselves (Alexander, Entwisle, & 

Thompson, 1978; Bartolome & Trueba, 2000). Therefore, since teacher grading bias 

“operates through a subtle, longitudinal process involving multiple feedbacks between 

both teacher and student behavior as these are embedded within the culture of the school, 

home, and neighborhood” (Farkas et al., 1990, p. 129), it is paramount that we investigate 
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the relationship between the social-political interactions between students and teachers 

and student academic outcomes. 

Background of the Problem 

Since the election of Ronald Reagan, the U.S. electorate has been undergoing a 

process of partisan realignment. During the Reagan era, the policy preferences of the 

Republican and Democratic parties shifted around tax cuts, military spending, the 

importance of domestic social programs, and the size of the government (Abramowitz & 

Saunders, 1998). As these shifts occurred, more liberal Republicans and more 

conservative Democrats found themselves under heavy pressure to vote with the rest of 

their respective congressional caucus (Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998; Hetherington, 

2001). Rather than lose the support of their constituents, many of these liberal 

Republicans or conservative Democrats either voted with their party’s leadership, 

switched parties, or retired (Rohde, 2010). The changes that followed pushed both parties 

into more extreme states of political partisanship than had been seen previously 

(Abramowitz and Saunders, 2005). Since that time, the cause(s) of the deep and growing 

divisions between Democrats and Republicans continues to be a subject of considerable 

debate. Some scholars believe that the overall electorate is becoming more polarized 

(Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998) or that the public is merely becoming more sorted 

(Fiorina & Abrams, 2008), while others believe that affective polarization is to blame 

(Iyengar et al., 2012). While the drivers of this partisan realignment continue to be hotly 

debated, the data clearly shows a widening gap in the partisanship of the general public 

(Pew Research Center, 2019a). So-called red states became redder while blue states 

became bluer and not because of gerrymandering or redistricting (Abramowitz, 
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Alexander, & Gunning, 2006; Oppenheimer, 2005). According to Abramowitz et al. 

(2006), “between 1992 and 2004, the number of marginal districts fell from 157 to 112 

while the number of safe districts rose from 156 to 208” (p.79).  

Political partisan realignment has culminated in the current political era and has 

had several social-political consequences. Increased partisanship has caused many to 

change how they associate with members of the opposite political party, expressing a 

strong disinclination towards them, and even going so far as to actively avoid those who 

disagree with their political viewpoints (Dimock et al., 2014). Additionally, studies have 

shown that an individual’s partisan beliefs influence their economic choices and 

behaviors, with many indicating that they are willing to work for less money so long as 

their employers and coworkers share their beliefs (McConnell, Margalit, Malhotra, & 

Levendusky, 2018). As a result, partisan antipathy, defined as intense feelings of dislike, 

have also increased. Both parties harbor more negative views of the opposing party than 

ever before, with 83% of Republicans having a cold view of Democrats and 79% of 

Democrats having a cold view towards Republicans (Pew Research Center, 2019b). 

Furthermore, Iyengar et al. (2012) have shown that partisans like their opponents less and 

less, and that ratings of the out-party have dropped more than 15 points since 1988.  

Political realignment has caused political parties to become increasingly polarized 

in rhetoric, issue stance, and voting outcomes, resulting in the mass sorting of political 

parties. Party sorting refers to the strengthening of the correlation between a person’s 

policy views and their partisan identification. While no one issue makes someone a 

liberal or a conservative, the trend on many key issues is that more and more voters have 

aligned themselves to a greater extent with the general ideology of one political party or 
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another than they did a generation ago. In other words, both liberal and conservative 

voters, who in the past may have harbored more diverse, cross-party views, are less and 

less likely to exist nowadays and instead find that many of their beliefs fall in line with a 

single party’s values (Levendusky, 2004). As a result, party identification is now more 

strongly aligned with partisan ideology than in the past 50 years (Iyengar et al., 2012). 

This type of sorting can occur when the politically moderate general public sees the 

hyper-partisan differences in the Republican and Democratic party elites and begins to 

sort themselves into a party identification. Mass party sorting has effectively eliminated 

the moderate voter and emboldened hyper-partisanship within the electorate (Fiorina & 

Abrams, 2008). The increases in conformity between party identification and partisan 

ideology have pushed 94% of Democrats to the left of the median Republican and 92% of 

Republicans to the right of the median Democrat, an increase on both sides from 70% and 

64%, respectively, from twenty years prior (Pew Research Center, 2014). On issues 

relating to abortion, health insurance, presidential approval, and jobs/living standards, the 

correlation between party identification and ideological identification has increased 

substantially (Abramowitz & Saunders, 2005). As a result of this partisan realignment, 

“the average opinion within partisan subgroups is now more extreme” (Baldassarri & 

Gelman, 2008, p. 442). Furthermore, current studies show that party identity is a stronger 

form of identity than race or religion, and partisan cleavages are greater than racial and 

religious divisions (Iyengar et al., 2012, p. 415). 

True political independents are rare and most lean towards one party or another. 

Research has shown that in congressional and presidential elections, self-identified 

political independents vote like outright partisans (Keith et al., 1992). Since 1952 the 
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National Election Survey (NES) has asked respondents to indicated whether they were 

Democrats, Republicans, or independents. If a respondent indicated that they were an 

independent, they were then asked if they felt closer to one party or another. If a self-

identified independent indicated a party lean, it was discovered that their voting choices, 

the stability of their party identifications, and their attitudes towards the two parties 

resembled outright partisans in alignment with their leaning preference (Keith et al., 

1992). Additionally, researchers believe the main reasons people self-identify as 

independents instead of their true partisan affiliation is due to their preoccupation with 

how others will perceive them and as a reaction to negative information about 

associations with political parties (Klar & Krupnikov, 2016).  

Capping off one of the most recent waves of political polarization has been the 

election and presidency of Donald Trump. President Trump’s 2016 campaign and 

election have exacerbated racial tensions, with 60% of Americans saying Trump’s 

election victory has led to worse race relations and 86% saying relations amongst 

Democrats and Republicans are worse than the conflicts between young and old, rich and 

poor, Black and White, or rural and urban areas (Pew Research Center, 2017c). As a 

result, the tone of political discourse in virtually every modality of communication from 

cable news to social media has become increasingly personal and divisive. Only 25% of 

Americans believe the tone of political discourse among our nation’s leaders is 

respectful, and only 47% feel that the rights and freedoms of all Americans are respected 

(Pew Research Center, 2018). 

Issues of partisan disagreement have increased substantially. The average 

difference in opinions across 10 political values questions tracked by the Pew Research 
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Center since 1994 has widened between Republicans and Democrats. The average 

partisan gap is now 36%, more than double the 15% in 1994 (2017b). These questions 

cover a range of topics like the environment, the social safety net, immigration, business, 

religiosity, national security, and others. Additionally, a recent Pew Research survey of 

5,000 adults nationwide found that the ideological divide between Democrats and 

Republicans is the largest it has been in the past 20 years and is most significant amongst 

those that are the most politically engaged and active (2017b).  

Polarization and Education. Education is not a politically neutral endeavor. 

State-mandated curriculum and the various choices teachers make in the delivery of that 

curriculum, all carry influential political choices. Additionally, the politicization of 

information has caused the classroom to feel inherently political, whereas it would not 

have in the past. Issues of settled scientific facts such as those of climate change or 

evolution have become political hot potatoes (Glanz, 2000; Kagubare, 2019). Politicians 

have inserted themselves into various states’ curriculum writing and approval processes, 

advocating for revisions in favor of their party’s historical worldview (Agarwal, 2019). 

This politicization of curriculum information might lead to both an increase in tension 

between teachers and students with countervailing beliefs and an increase in unconscious 

bias among educators. Additionally, Taber and Lodge (2006) have shown that those with 

high levels of political knowledge, science knowledge, or cognitive skills, such as 

teachers, have all shown susceptibility to both confirmation and disconfirmation bias. 

While professionals, our teachers are just as susceptible to the effects of political 

polarization as everyone else. When surveyed, only 21% of teachers have avoided 

political activities “a lot” out of concern that they might create issues with their job in 
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education (Yettick, Lloyd, Harwin, & Osher, 2017, p. 14). Therefore, an overwhelming 

majority of teachers do, at some level, bring their politics with them to school. Teachers 

bringing politics into the workplace are potentially exacerbated by the evidence that both 

conservatives and liberals are choosing to seek out communities, both socially and 

geographically, that share their views (Dimock et al., 2014). As a result, a teacher 

working in a community or school that mostly reflects their own political beliefs might be 

more comfortable voicing their political opinions, potentially creating classroom tension 

where there should not be any. This tension, which the teacher may be unaware of, might 

result in classroom interactions or grading marks detrimental to the education of those 

students that hold and express countervailing beliefs. While teachers may be able to 

adjust their movements and socializing work habits to avoid coworkers with whom they 

might politically disagree, they cannot avoid interacting with their students, including 

those who have different political opinions. As a result, many educators are not prepared 

to deal with the results of these complex and often hidden polarizing political-social 

interactions (Sue, Lin, Torino, Capodilupo, & Rivera, 2009).  

Students are also becoming more politically vocal and active. Students are now 

more politically aware and engaged than any time since the 1960s, with over 160 protests 

in the fall of 2014 alone (Johnston, 2014; Wong, 2015). During or at school, student 

activism has been met with various forms of institutionalized school resistance, with 

some schools assigning suspensions and others threatening to withhold diplomas from 

those that participate (Quinlan, 2018). These politically active and vocal students could 

find themselves at odds with their teachers and school leaders, leading to socially tenuous 

relationships and detrimental academic outcomes. 
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Previously, most educational literature on grading bias affecting students at the K-

12 level has focused on the impacts of gender, ethnic, or racial bias. However, with 

political party identification more closely aligning with partisan ideology, and with 

partisan ideology varying greatly on social issues of race, ethnicity, feminism, sexism, 

LGBT rights, gun control, immigration, and more, it seems unlikely that a grading bias 

based on student/teacher political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch does not exist. 

The previously described partisan political realignment and mass party sorting have made 

it necessary to investigate whether and how political affiliation and ideology 

match/mismatch may create bias in the grading process. While much research has been 

done on how the current and changing partisan political climate is affecting college 

students and professors, very little research has looked into how it is explicitly affecting 

our high school teachers, students, and student academic outcomes. 

Statement of Problem 

With the ever-increasing political partisanship that is engulfing our nation, there 

has been little quantitative research on whether a political affiliation or ideology 

match/mismatch exists between high school teachers and students, and whether that 

match/mismatch leads to a positive or negative grading bias. While quantitative and 

qualitative research exists on secondary teacher grading bias, most focus on biases, 

whether implicit or otherwise, based on demographic variables such as gender, race, or 

ethnicity. However, some studies have found grading biases to exist due to various other 

issues that largely depend on the teacher’s values and beliefs (Brookhart et al., 2016; 

CiZek, 1995; Cox, 2011; Farkas et al., 1990; McMillan and Nash, 2000; Tierney et al., 

2011; Quinn, 2020). Since teachers set and determine the class discourses, rules, values, 
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and reward systems, it becomes critical that these “other” teacher values and beliefs be 

explored, such as the political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch between teachers 

and their students. This study represents a critical first step toward investigating how the 

personal political beliefs of high school teachers and students affect student academic 

outcomes through grading bias. 

Purpose of The Study 

This study had two purposes. First, the purpose of this study was to ascertain the 

political party affiliations and political ideologies of both students and teachers in a 

particular population in Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas, and to disaggregate these 

results by race/ethnicity and gender. Second, the purpose of this study was to identify the 

extent to which there were student/teacher political affiliation and ideology 

matches/mismatches in high school English Language Arts classrooms and if those 

matches/mismatches had any effect on student academic outcomes.  

Significance of the Study 

This research is significant for both researchers and educators and has 

implications in two primary main areas. First, for researchers, this study expanded the 

current body of political bias research that exists in higher education to the high school 

domain. Second, for educators, students, school leaders, and community members, this 

study provides evidence that the polarization in our body politic has not led to a political 

bias in grading outcomes. These findings become increasingly significant as the gaps 

widen between the ideologies of political parties and the increased political activation of 

teachers and students. With current political polarization revolving around racial and 

social issues, the opportunities for instances of bias, intentional or unintentional, could 
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potentially be on the rise (Sue et al., 2007). Such instances can create challenging 

learning environments and, when poorly handled, “may result in disastrous consequences 

such as anger, hostility, silence, complaints, misunderstandings, and blockages of the 

learning process” (Sue et al., 2009, p.184). Quantitatively evaluating whether a grading 

bias exists due to a relationship between the political affiliation and ideology 

match/mismatch of teachers and students and student grades is a significant step toward 

ensuring and maintaining a healthy and equitable learning environment. 

Research Questions 

 This study will be guided by the following questions: 

1) How do students identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 

a. Subquestion 1A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by race 

and gender? 

2) How do teachers identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 

a. Subquestion 2A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by race 

and gender? 

3) To what extent is there a match/mismatch between teachers’ and students’ 

political party affiliation and their political ideology?  

a. Subquestion 3A. Is there a relationship between the political party 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch and student grades? 
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b. Subquestion 3B. If a correlation between political party affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation 

moderated by an instructional method such as online, virtual, or mixed? 

c. Subquestion 3C. If a correlation between political party affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation 

moderated by the level of political participation on behalf of the student or 

teacher? 

Summary of Methodology 

This quantitative research study used a nonexperimental research design to 

examine if there was a relationship between student/teacher political affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch and student academic outcomes. This cross-sectional, 

quantitative study collected data through surveys using nonprobability, purposeful 

sampling of both high school students of consenting age and their English Language Arts 

teachers in Spring Branch ISD high schools. 

Participants. The sample for this study was high school students of consenting 

age and their English Language Arts teachers in Spring Branch ISD high schools. The 

demographic breakdown of both the student and teacher samples is covered in-depth in 

chapter three. The student population sample size was n = 150 and the teachers 

population size was n = 13. 

Data Collection. Data was collected through online Qualtrics surveys distributed 

via emails. The survey contained items designed to assess the personal political party 

affiliation, political ideology, and political participations of high school English 

Language Arts teachers and their students. The survey also collected the students’ self-
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reported semester grades and modality of instruction. Demographic data was also 

collected from all respondents, including race/ethnicity and gender. 

Analysis. This research used descriptive statistics and cross tabulations to analyze 

and determine the political affiliations and ideologies of both survey populations and to 

disaggregate them by race/ethnicity and gender (Question 1 & 2). Pearson Chi-square 

tests were used to determine if the data collected was statistically different than what 

would have been expected (Question 1 & 2). Independent sample t-test were used to 

determine the extent to which a political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch between 

teachers and students existed, and if a match/mismatch was statistically significant to 

student academic outcomes (Question 3). Additionally, descriptive statistics and cross 

tabulations were used to analyze the sample populations by instructional method such as 

online, virtual, or mixed, and the level of political participation on behalf of the teacher or 

student (Question 3). 

Limitations of the Study 

As with any study, this one had several limitations. First, this study’s results relied 

on students' accurate self-reporting of class grades when filling out the survey. Self-

reporting of grades in student surveys has often been used due to the confidentiality limits 

of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), making it difficult for 

researchers to gain access to actual student grades. However, a meta-analysis of six 

studies with a total of over 26,000 participants indicated that at the high school level, 

over 82% of students accurately self-report their grades (Kuncel, Credé, & Thomas, 

2005). Second, this study also relied on the accurate self-reporting of the political party 

and ideological identification by students and teachers. However, studies have indicated 
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that the self-reporting of certain content domains can be more reliably measured than 

others. For example, Alwin and Krosnick (1991) demonstrate that ideological 

assessments and measures of party identification are the most reliable when examining 

various social and political surveys. Third, this research study’s sample depended on the 

response rate of the English Language Arts high school teachers and their students in 

Spring Branch ISD. Not all English Language Arts teachers who completed their survey 

had corresponding student respondents. This circumstance led to a low number of 

student/teacher dyads which in turn lead to a statistically underpowered match/mismatch 

analysis. 

The remaining limitations of this study can be organized into two categories, 

those that limited this study’s ability to draw causal inferences and those that limited this 

study’s ability to generalize its findings.  

Causal Inferences. While this study had the potential to identify a relationship 

between the political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch of instructors and students 

and the students’ grades, it cannot establish true causation. Teaching and learning are 

complex processes involving a myriad of inputs and outputs that are continually being 

encoded and decoded by both teachers and students. In this dynamic and complex 

environment where interactions evolve over time, interactions and conversations are not 

only negotiated and recreated, but also linked to the historical and sociocultural context 

of the interpretation’s meanings imbedded in the current interactional context. Therefore, 

the political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch and any relationship it may have, 

however strong, should still be viewed as just one piece in a multi-input puzzle. A 

potential match/mismatch correlation is only one of many factors that go into the 
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teaching and learning process. There will always be other influencing variables impacting 

student academic outcomes beyond the scope and influence of the teacher/student 

political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch. 

Generalizable Inferences. The political affiliation and ideology variables in this 

study are dynamic ones. The politically polarized nature of the nation and the beliefs of 

its citizens are a combination of national as well as local issues. These political beliefs 

exist within the sociocultural contexts and discourses of the communities in which people 

reside. Therefore, the communities of both the teacher and student populations in the 

district generally, and within the various high schools specifically, are a unique and vital 

characteristic that largely influenced this study’s outcomes. Since the samples being used 

are based in a single school district in Houston, Texas, these samples' specific 

characteristics may present challenges to the overall transferability of this study’s results 

to other districts throughout the state and nation. 

Summary 

This introduction provides a contextual basis for this study’s existence and 

articulates the need that exists to evaluate the effect our nation’s political polarization is 

having on our teachers, students, and student academic outcomes. A brief history of 

American political polarization was presented, beginning with the election of President 

Ronald Regan and ending with the presidency of President Donald Trump. Further 

literature essential to the contextualization and understanding of how politics influences 

teachers and students, as well as the theoretical framework accounting for how these 

interactions might lead to a positive or negative grading bias, are reviewed in chapter two 

of this study.
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In the following chapter, how teacher and student political affiliation and ideology 

may contribute to a positive or negative grading bias are explored and explained through 

the relevant research. This review of the literature, while aimed at facilitating an 

understanding of the hypotheses to be tested, covers much more than the possible grading 

bias that might occur as a result of a political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch. 

To explore and explain if, how, and why this type of grading bias might occur, we must 

also explore student activism, teacher identity, and how political affiliation and ideology 

match/mismatch operates through social interaction.  

 First, this literature review focuses on high school students and the recent and 

drastic rise in high school students’ political awareness and political activism. 

Additionally, this literature review will briefly examine the current educational research 

on professor/student political interactions in college as a potential corollary to what might 

be happening in our nation’s high schools. The second part of this literature review 

covers teachers. This includes examining the myth of the singular teacher identity, more 

recent postmodern approaches to teacher identity, the political partisanship and the 

overall political demographics of the teaching profession, and how teachers operate as 

educational gatekeeps through grading. The final section of the literature review presents 

the cultural capital/social interaction model being used as this study’s theoretical 

framework. This cultural capital/social interaction model will explain how the political 

affiliations and ideologies of a teacher and student might lead to a politically motivated 

teacher grading bias.  
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Students  

High school students are a dynamic and diverse group of individuals who are 

increasingly becoming more politically aware, creating a new generation of politically 

active citizens. The following sections provide an overview of how politics influences 

students in both the school and the classroom. First, as a corollary to what might be 

happening in our nation’s high schools, the educational research examining how college 

students’ political identification impacts the higher education classroom is reviewed. 

Second, how the current political climate is affecting high school students is explored. 

Third, a brief overview of how politically active high school students are expressing 

themselves at school and how schools respond is evaluated. Lastly, a critique of the 

literature is provided, highlighting the need for this study.  

Student/Teacher Politics in The College Classroom. Extensive research has 

shown how professor/student politics play an active role in higher education classrooms. 

For example, when professors make concerted efforts to remain politically neutral, 

students are still able to successfully determine their professors’ political affiliations 

(Woessner & Kelly-Woessner, 2009). Additionally, students tend to positively project 

their political ideology upon their professors when they like them and tend to negatively 

project the opposite political ideology upon their professors when they dislike them 

(Braidwood & Ausderan, 2017). When political affiliation mismatches between students 

and professors occur, students show less engagement in the subject area and record less 

favorable course ratings (Kelly-Woessner & Woessner, 2006). Students have also been 

shown to regularly engage in self-censorship out of concern for the consequences of 

expressing their political views, especially amongst self-identified conservative students 
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(Larson et al., 2020). Furthermore, studies have shown that students who have a stronger 

sense of identity tend to perceive their professors as more likely to have a political bias 

(Linvill, 2011). Despite the overwhelming number of studies that show how 

student/professor politics affect higher education classrooms, very little has been done to 

extend these lines of inquiry to our nation’s high schools. Additionally, none of the 

aforementioned research contains specific limitations that would prohibit them from 

being explored in a high school setting. Therefore, based on the research in higher 

education, one may expect that not only are personal political ideologies present in our 

high school classrooms, but that both political affiliation and ideology matches and 

mismatches are occurring between our students and teachers and having some form of 

impact on the academic process.  

High School Students and Politics. Although we may be tempted to view 

political polarization and its effects as an adult/teacher issue, high school students are 

becoming more politically aware, active, and partisan. Students are now more politically 

aware and engaged than at any time since the 1960s (Wong, 2015). According to 

Johnston (2014), over 160 student protests occurred in the fall of 2014 alone. According 

to the American Psychological Association, more than half (55%) of Gen Z, those 

between the ages of 15 and 21, feel stressed by the current political climate, and 68% of 

Gen Z feel very or somewhat significantly stressed about the nation’s future (2018). Gen 

Z reports feeling more significant stress than adults on issues of mass shootings (75% to 

62%), climate change and global warming (58% to 51%), the separation and deportation 

of immigrant and migrant families (57% to 45%), and others (American Psychological 

Association, 2018). As a result, “three in five Gen Zs (60%) say they have taken some 
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sort of action in the last year, such as signing a petition or speaking with a friend or 

family member to persuade them about their political or social views” (American 

Psychological Association, 2018, p.3). Additionally, according to a Kaplan Test Prep 

Survey of 567 US high school students, 61% of students said it was important for them to 

attend a college or university where their fellow students shared their political beliefs, 

indicating a partisan affinity (Kaplan, 2018). Lastly, 76% of future college students 

reported being more politically interested in issues human rights, social justice, and 

activism than they were just two years prior (Kaplan, 2018). This research supports the 

conclusion that high school students are not only affected by the current political climate 

but also take steps to become active participants through increasing interests and 

advocacy. 

Student Politics in The High School Classroom. The political opinions of both 

students and teachers, when mixed into the dynamic and complex environment of the 

classroom through social interaction, can lead to disparate educational outcomes. 

Students voicing their political opinions or taking activist actions, such as protests or 

school walkouts, may lead to discord between them and their teachers. These perceived 

political differences, when poorly handled, “may result in disastrous consequences such 

as anger, hostility, silence, complaints, misunderstandings, and blockages of the learning 

process” (Sue et al., 2009, p. 184). For example, in response to recent student activism, 

such as protests and walkouts, some schools and school districts punished students that 

participated with in-school suspensions and even threatened to withhold diplomas 

(Quinlan, 2018). In other high schools, both security guards and teachers were assigned 

to block school doors and sent any protest participants to the auditorium for unspecified 
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consequences (Singer, 2019). As a result, these differences of opinion may have 

introduced tension into the school and classroom where there previously may not have 

been any. A political affiliation mismatch could prevent students from forming a positive 

connection with their teacher. If this is the case, research has shown that students react by 

learning the minimal amount of content allowed or disengaging from the educational 

process altogether (Wallace & Chhuon, 2014). Additionally, reference groups strongly 

influence children’s ideological self-placement on the left-right political divide, and these 

effects are most influential in late adolescence and early adulthood (Alwin et al., 1991; 

Alwin, 1993; Sears & Leavy, 2003). Therefore, student/teacher interactions become the 

foundation for positive and negative connections which strongly influence academic 

outcomes (Davis, 2003). Based on a review of this existing literature, if a political 

affiliation and ideology match/mismatch occurs between teachers and students that affect 

their day-to-day interactions, one may substantiate several expectations regarding 

students' educational outcomes. Specifically, one could expect that a political affiliation 

or ideology match may lead to higher course grades, while a political affiliation or 

ideology mismatch may lead to lower course grades. 

Critique of the Literature. One of the main critiques facing the existing 

literature is that most, if not all, of the literature on student/teacher political affiliation and 

ideology match/mismatch has been conducted at the college level. While using research 

performed in higher education classrooms as a corollary can provide potential insights 

into what may already be happening in high school classrooms, it nevertheless remains 

inferential. Therefore, the possibility of a political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch 

between high school students and teachers remains entirely unstudied and ripe for 
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investigation. As a result, the lack of research in this area also ignores the potential 

existence of a politically motivated grading bias at the high school level. This lack of 

academic literature is unfortunate since both the partisanship of our politics and the level 

of political awareness and activism by American high school students is at an all-time 

high. The complex interactions that occur in the classroom, especially with a politically 

engaged student body, can lead to unseen and unintended consequences. Based on 

corollary research conducted in higher education, evidence of increased student political 

engagement and activism, and research into student perceptions of the learning 

environment, it is expected that the results of the current study will show that a political 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch exists between high school students and teachers 

and that this match/mismatch leads to differentially awarded student grades. Students 

whose political affiliation and ideology matches that of their teacher’s will see a positive 

grading bias whereas students whose political affiliation and ideology mismatches with 

their teacher’s will see a negative grading bias. 

Teachers 

 Teachers occupy a special place in the hearts and minds of many Americans since 

they are entrusted with the safe-keeping and education of our children. In America 

specifically, teachers enjoy a 78% approval rating from the public overall, ranking just 

behind the military’s 83% (Pew Research Center, 2017a). According to a 2018 Gallup 

poll that has measured the public’s view on the honesty and ethical standards of a variety 

of jobs since 1976, high school teachers rank fourth overall and number one outside of 

the medical profession (Brenan, 2018).  
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The following sections provide an overview of teachers and how teacher identity 

formation and emotions are linked to teacher ideology. First, the essentialist myth of the 

singular teacher identity is refuted, and new ways of conceptualizing teacher identity are 

discussed. Second, a brief introduction to how contemporary postmodern research lays 

the groundwork for new approaches to teacher identity is explored. Third, how teacher 

identity formation and emotions are linked to teacher ideology, which is socially and 

culturally situated, are examined. Lastly, teaching is presented as an inherently political 

act. Therefore, the political demographics and the political partisanship of teachers are 

reviewed.  

The Myth of The Singular Teacher Identity. The cultural myth of the singular 

teacher identity is one in which all teachers are politically neutral, highly professional, 

and unemotional, leaving little space for “abnormal” identities (Britzman, 1986; 

Zembylas, 2003a). However, unlike the myth of the singular teacher identity, a teacher's 

identity is a unique conglomeration of the professional and the personal, which includes 

their personal histories, emotions, identities, biases, and politics. When viewed in this 

more diverse yet accurate way, the myth of a singular teacher identity disappears. 

Teaching utilizes a plethora of an instructor’s talents and skills, draws upon personal 

interests that in any other profession might have been reserved for non-work activities, 

and leaves little time for the cultivation of an expansive life outside of school (Nias, 

1993). Teaching is such a vastly “inclusive” occupation that the school and classroom 

become the leading source of teachers’ self-esteem, fulfillment, and vulnerability (Nias, 

1996). Therefore, since teaching is highly personal and teacher identities are not singular 

and fixed, a postmodern examination of teacher identity, emotions, and personal 
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ideologies is necessary to understand how they influence our students' educational 

outcomes. 

Postmodern Approach to Teacher Identity. Postmodern and poststructural 

research has challenged how scholars previously looked at teacher identity and identity 

formation (Clarke, 2009; Nias 1996; Zembylas, 2003a; Akkerman & Meijer, 2011). 

Teachers and their role in the educational equation, when evaluating a student's successes 

or failures, have long been viewed as a monolithic neutral factor facilitating a specifically 

prescribed educational function. This essentialist perspective viewed teacher identity as a 

fixed object, leading to the myth of a singular teacher identity mentioned earlier 

(Britzman, 1986). However, postmodern perspectives have begun to investigate the role 

teacher identity plays in the educational process by exploring the emotional components 

of teacher identity formation and ideology. These investigations reveal that teacher 

identity, emotions, and ideology plays a crucial role in their development and pedological 

practice. This new movement moves away from the previous “assets” approach in which 

a teacher acquired knowledge, competencies, and professional development that followed 

a linear path from novice to expert, to one in which a teacher is an agent utilizing their 

perspective in understanding their professional work (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011). This 

shift in perspective from viewing teaching as a profession based on methods and 

techniques to one based on identity, emotions, and agency makes teachers an active and 

influential variable in determining student academic outcomes. 

Teacher Identity, Emotions, and Ideology. Teachers’ identities, emotions, and 

ideologies should be a matter of collective interest and evaluation since they affect 

everyone in the educational milieu. Beyond education and safety, the impact a teacher 
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has on a student’s life is vast. The experience, influence, and socialization they provide in 

addition to the grades they give will follow and impact students for the rest of their lives. 

Therefore, before considering a teacher’s academic impact on students, evaluation of 

what contributes to a teacher’s identity and ideology is necessary.  

A teacher’s identity is more than an aftermath of classroom experiences, 

pedagogical knowledge, and skills (Zembylas, 2003a). According to Clark (2009), “the 

processes of identity formation are intimately related to the discourses and communities 

that we work within” (p. 187). Political preferences, or exposure to discourses or 

communities that harbor given political preferences, have strong socializing effects on 

those within that community (Marsh, 2003). While an instructor is not destined to carry 

on the exact political preference of the community or circumstance in which they were 

raised or currently work, the process of creating and growing an identity is a constant 

remixing of the social and individual discourses they are exposed to (Clark, 2009). 

Additionally, various discourses in a school setting determine which aspects of both a 

student’s and teacher’s identities are acceptable and which aspects must be suppressed. 

These discourses of acceptability are influenced by cultural inputs such as the partisan 

political climate. At the school level, students and teachers then participate in these 

discourses by either accepting or rejecting them. However, in the classroom, due to their 

power and relative autonomy, teachers set their own discourses and implicit rules, 

reflecting their values, culture, norms, and politics, which students are then expected to 

follow (Delpit, 1995).  

A teacher’s attitudes and emotions are socially grounded, and their acquisition of 

knowledge is socially, culturally, and politically based (Nias, 1996). A teacher’s 
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emotions are regulated by various inputs such as school culture, school rules and norms, 

and other social influences (Zembylas, 2003b). These influences are then reciprocated by 

teachers when their actions, taken in response to what they feel, affect the social and 

political contexts in which they work (Nias, 1996). Additionally, with studies indicating 

that an individual’s partisan ideologies vary widely based on their emotions, the 

ideological component of teacher identity formation is of particular relevance (Garrett & 

Weeks, 2013; Kim, 2017; Zollo et al., 2015). The educational practices of teachers are 

inextricably linked to their ideologies, and these ideologies, however strong or weak, 

cannot be separated from their professional selves. These ideologies act as a “framework 

of thought that is used by members of society to justify or rationalize an existing 

social(dis)order” (Bartolome & Trueba, 2000, p. 279). Additionally, research has shown 

that these ideologies need not be based on an in-depth and specific understanding of 

political issues. Instead, researchers have shown that even amongst those uninterested or 

uninformed about politics, people still have an understanding of liberal-conservative 

differences leading them to develop a set of emotionally charged political beliefs, values, 

and rationalizations (Lane, 1962; Jost 2006). Furthermore, the differences between 

political ideologies and intergroup attitudes are evident in implicit measures, indicating 

they are not derivative of socially desirable responding (Jost et al., 2009). Since many of 

these attitudes are implicit and nonconscious: 

people may behave in ideologically meaningful ways (or be affected by their own 

ideological proclivities) without necessarily being consciously or fully aware of 

the role of ideology in their lives, much as native speakers are generally capable 
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of following grammatical or syntactical rules without being able to fully articulate 

them (Jost et al., 2009, p. 325).  

Therefore, a teacher’s ideology permeates every interaction they have. Their 

“identity is increasingly being seen as a crucial component determining how teaching and 

learning are played out in schools and classrooms” (Clark, 2009, p. 186).  

Teaching is Political. Education in general and teaching specifically is not a 

politically neutral endeavor, even when teachers strive to remain politically neutral. 

Generally, teacher neutrality is viewed “as the idea that teachers should not express their 

views to their students or weigh in on any particular side during class discussions or 

debates of social issues” (Kelly & Brandes, 2001, p. 452). However, teaching is a 

political act, and schools are inherently biased. The information presented to students 

through the mandated curriculum is cherrypicked from a much larger universe of 

historical, cultural, and social knowledge (Apple, 2004). The information presented in 

schools is a form of cultural capital that often reinforces the perspective, beliefs, and 

power relationships of the dominant social class. Even if teachers were genuinely able to 

present themselves as politically neutral, teaching has become a political endeavor since 

the information underlying a teacher’s pedagogy has been politicized. According to a 

survey of 1,500 people by the People For The American Way Foundation, a liberal civil 

rights group, “an overwhelming majority of Americans think that creationism should be 

taught along with Darwin’s theory of evolution in public schools” (Glanz, 2000). In 2018, 

in Texas where this study will be conducted, the State Board of Education proposed 

recommendations to its history standards that removes Helen Keller and Hillary Clinton, 

downplays slavery as the underlying cause of the Civil War, and leaves in references to 
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Moses as an individual whose ideas informed the founding documents of America 

(Agarwal, 2019).  Additionally, States like Texas might exacerbate the politicization of 

classroom information since according to Scientific American: 

Texas is among 10 states that haven’t adopted new science education standards, 

meaning schools in the Lone Star State are not formally required to teach about 

climate change—even as scientific reports increasingly warn of the risks of a 

warming planet. Climate education is left to the discretion of teachers (Kagubare, 

2019, p. 2). 

When teachers write their lesson plans, choose textbooks, films, materials, and 

other forms of knowledge, teachers make nonneutral choices and are thus determining 

which ideologies to encourage and discourage (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997). Even if a 

teacher strives to maintain as much political neutrality as possible, this too is a political 

choice since, in remaining “neutral,” teachers are choosing to perpetuate the status quo 

that marginalizes members of various non-dominant groups (Dunn, Sondel, & Baggett, 

2019). As a result, teacher political neutrality can be viewed as a “trap,” allowing 

teachers to conceal, consciously or unconsciously, harmful politically influenced 

ideologies and practices (Bartolomé, 2008). Understanding that teaching is a politically 

situated occupation, looking at teachers' political demographics is an essential next step 

in determining if a politically motivated grading bias exists in schools. 

Political Demographics of Teachers. No one political affiliation dominates the 

teaching profession. According to a national survey on educator political perceptions, 

41% identified themselves as Democrats, 27% identified themselves Republicans, 30% 
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identified themselves as Independents, and 1% identified themselves belonging to a third 

party (Yettick et al., 2017).  

Political Partisanship of Teachers. The views of liberal and conservative 

teachers, while drastically different, show a high degree of conformity between party 

identification and partisan ideology. As a result, teachers' political opinions can generally 

be used to infer which party they identify with and vice versa. When asked if immigration 

is a good thing for schools in this country today, 63% of teachers who voted for Clinton 

said yes, while only 14% of teachers who voted for Trump said the same thing (Yettick et 

al., 2017). On DACA, the numbers were similar, with 91% of teachers who voted for 

Clinton supporting DACA versus just 37% of teachers who voted for Trump (Yettick et 

al., 2017). When it comes to which bathroom transgender students should be allowed to 

use, 85% of teachers who voted for Trump said they should use the bathroom that 

corresponds to their birth gender while 78% of teachers who voted for Clinton said that 

transgender students should be able to use the bathroom that conforms with their gender 

identity (Yettick et al., 2017).  When it comes to supporting whether or not gay, lesbian, 

or bisexual teachers teach while being “out” to their students, 78% of teachers who voted 

for Clinton supported this position vs. only 26% of teachers who voted for Trump 

(Yettick et al., 2017). Lastly, when asked to what extent teachers agree or disagree that 

students of color have the same educational opportunities as Whites in this country, 76% 

of teachers who voted for Trump said yes while 59% of teachers who voted for Clinton 

said no (Yettick et al., 2017).  

Teachers’ political partisanship has also activated their political behavior in both 

the school and the community. Only 21% of educators have avoided political activities “a 
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lot” out of a concern they might create problems with their job, while 34% of educators 

said “not at all” (Yettick et al., 2017). Of those teachers who did engage in some form of 

political activity, 61% said they did so by trying to persuade friends/colleagues to change 

their minds on a particular topic, 66% contacted an elected official, 23% contributed 

money to a political cause, and 16% attended a protest (Yettick et al., 2017). Since 

teachers participate, knowingly or unknowingly, in the reproduction of inequality that 

exists in the educational system depending on their ideologies, there seems little room to 

doubt that the political affiliation and biases of teachers are not affecting student 

academic outcomes (Hyland, 2005).  

Teachers are especially susceptible to being partisan due to their higher levels of 

general knowledge. Taber and Lodge (2006) have shown that individuals with higher 

levels of general knowledge, cognitive skills, science knowledge, or political knowledge 

fail to evaluate policy arguments in an even-handed and fair-minded way. These 

sophisticates have all shown greater susceptibility to confirmation bias, disconfirmation 

bias, and prior attitude effects than those with weak or uninformed attitudes (Taber & 

Lodge, 2006). Additionally, research has shown that the ability to evaluate liberal and 

conservative political objects reflects unidimensionality for those with higher education 

(Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009). Furthermore, even if teachers were not considered 

sophisticates, Jost (2006) revisited the idea that ordinary people are not particularly 

influenced by ideology and found that ideological self-placement on the American 

National Election Studies surveys, conducted between 1972 and 2004, was a statistically 

significant predictor of voting intentions. This ideological self-placement is also a strong 

predictor of intergroup attitudes. These liberal and conservative political attitudes are 
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clearly delineated and generally not disputed in social science research with 

conservatives expressing “less-favorable attitudes than liberals express toward 

disadvantaged or stigmatized groups” (Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009, p. 325). This is 

especially concerning since the differences in intergroup attitudes between conservatives 

and liberals are evident in implicit measures, suggesting that these attitude responses are 

not the result of socially desirable responding (Jost, Federico, & Napier, 2009). The 

potential consequences these studies have on academic achievement, especially in Texas, 

where a large majority of students are minorities and economically disadvantaged, cannot 

go understated.  

Teachers As Gatekeepers 

Teachers act as educational gatekeepers by controlling or greatly influencing 

various critical aspects of the educational process. Gatekeeping depends on a teacher’s 

beliefs and operates through student/teacher social interaction. The results of these 

interactions can have drastic impacts on a student’s grades. When considering student 

outcomes, we tend to think of pupil inputs leading to school outputs. However, this fails 

to take into account teacher gatekeeping and the interpersonal nature of the classroom 

itself.  

Teachers’ perceptions of their students influence both their expectations and 

evaluations of their students’ work. These perceptions can most clearly be seen in studies 

of the model student concept. The concept of the model student “entails those 

components which allow the teacher to exert the least amount of effort and incur a low 

degree of conflict and frustration” (Wong, 1980, p. 244). Therefore, a model student may 

not only be someone who has a high degree of academic and intellectual ability, but also 
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someone who does not socially and politically conflict with their teacher. As the partisan 

antipathy between Democrats and Republicans increases, and with student activism at its 

highest levels in recent memory, the possibility exists that students and teachers with a 

high degree of political affiliation and ideology match have less interpersonal conflict 

than those teachers and students with a high degree of political affiliation and ideology 

mismatch. Additionally, with abundant research showing that people seek out and are 

preferential to individuals that reflect their world view and established beliefs, 

teacher/student political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch can have drastic 

gatekeeping consequences (Garrett & Weeks, 2013; Kim, 2017; Zollo et al., 2015; 

Zuiderveen Borgesius et al., 2016). 

Studies have shown that student behaviors elicit different responses from 

teachers, and a teacher’s reactions to their students play an integral role in the micro-

transactional interactions in the classroom that lead to improved or detrimental academic 

achievement. (Alexander, Entwisle, & Thompson, 1987; Calarco, 2011). Alexander et al. 

have shown that “teachers’ reactions depend on their personal circumstances,” and that 

students suffer academically when there is lack of “congruence” or “fit” between their 

teachers and themselves (1987, p. 680). Numerous studies have shown that positive 

teacher-student relationships increase student engagement with school behaviorally, 

emotionally, and cognitively and increase student academic outcomes while negative 

teacher-student relationships have the opposite effect (Crosnoe, Johnson, & Elder, 2004; 

Klem & Connell, 2004; Martin & Collie, 2018). How teachers react to their students 

depends largely on the instructor's social and political origins, and these origins impair 

their effectiveness with different kinds of students (Alexander et al., 1987, p. 679). 
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According to Alexander et al., “pupil performance is driven down where teachers are 

distant and disaffected…but the conditions that give rise to such sentiment are themselves 

socially structured, and this transforms what otherwise would be simply a personal 

problem into a social one” (1987, p. 681). 

Through gatekeeping, teachers differentially reward students for exhibiting 

“appropriate” classroom skills and behaviors such as “student skills, habits, and styles 

which figure in student/teacher interaction” (Farkas et al., 1990, p.129). This 

“appropriateness” and its impact on student grades have been studied and attributed to 

various things such as cultural capital mismatch (Calarco, 2011), teacher bias (Downey & 

Pribesh, 2004), and oppositional culture (Harris, 2011). Regardless of the reason, when 

students in these studies meet the noncognitive characteristics of what the teacher deems 

“appropriate,” their grades are not subject to penalty. However, each teacher is different 

and has their own definition of “appropriateness,” formed by their backgrounds and 

beliefs. Also, the cultural and social interaction between students and teachers is of great 

importance since not only do teachers assign course grades, but their judgments also help 

define reward systems within the classrooms and schools (Farkas et al., 1990). In the 

following section, we will look at teachers’ grading practices, how various biases 

influence the grading process, and provide a critique of the existing literature, 

highlighting the need for this study. 

Grading Bias. Grading bias is when teachers illegitimately assign higher or lower 

grades to some students than others based on one or more external factors. Teachers 

differentially reward student grades based on a “hodgepodge” of criteria. For example, 

various studies have shown that teachers emphasize different evaluation criteria when 
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grading students and that within-school variance is even greater than between-school 

variance (McMillan, Myran, & Workman, 2002; Farkas et al., 1990; Kozlowski, 2015). 

Additionally, CiZek et al. found that “grades appear to consist of a potpourri of elements 

that vary from district to district, from teacher to teacher within a district, and even from 

student to student within a classroom” (1995, p. 174). Furthermore, Zhang and Burry-

Stock (2003), found that grading practices significantly differed across content areas. 

Research has shown that teachers assign grades on far more than just coursework 

mastery and that many teachers’ grading practices are highly personalized to the teacher’s 

individual beliefs. According to McMillan and Nash, when asked to provide a rationale 

or justification for their decision making and evaluation process, teachers “found it 

difficult to provide an explanation, particularly if they had been teaching for many years” 

and that “it was apparent from the interviews that teacher decision making was a highly 

individualized, idiosyncratic process” (2000, p. 19). Additionally, McMillan and Nash 

found that teachers selected and implemented their specific assessment practices based on 

their beliefs and values, the reality of their classroom environments, and other external 

influences (2000). Furthermore, McMillan et al. (2002) found that “teachers who 

awarded more A’s use fewer objective assessments, fewer publisher-provided tests, less 

homework, and more assessments that measure reasoning and application” (p. 213). 

Teacher grading is a unique and personal practice. It is mostly a private matter, 

rarely if ever discussed with other teachers, school administrators, or even students. 

McMillan and Nash found that “teachers desire autonomy and need to adapt instruction 

and assessment to their personal styles and the needs of the individual students” (2000, p. 

34). Furthermore, CiZek et al. found that teachers admitted to not knowing how their 
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colleagues graded assessments and preferred it that way (1995, p. 175). Greater 

consistency among grading would exist if teachers graded solely on academic 

performance and allowed for increased transparency, providing students with a greater 

understanding of what is essential, but they do not.   

Formal grading polices do little to influence teacher grading assessments. CiZek 

et al. discovered that “even in districts that reportedly have a formal grading policy, a 

majority of teachers surveyed indicated that they are unaware of or deliberately ignore 

those policies” (1995, p. 175). McMillan and Nash (2000) also found evidence that 

teachers ignored their district’s grading policies, preferring to apply their own, which 

they viewed as much more critical. Such levels of independence in determining grading 

assessments, coupled with a lack of oversight, make grading highly susceptible to bias. 

Critique of the Literature. Grading relies on various micro-processes 

constructed through the day-to-day interactions between teachers and students. Generally, 

the literature on K-12 grading bias has primarily focused on biasing variables such as 

race, gender/ethnicity, nationality, and income (Gershenson et al., 2015; Malouff et al., 

2013; Quinn, 2020). However, the current K-12 literature on grading bias, while vast, has 

failed to explore the biasing effect a political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch 

between students and teachers might have on grading outcomes. With teachers assigning 

grades based more and more on subjective evaluations, with almost complete autonomy, 

with little to no transparency, and perceiving and reacting to students based on their 

social origins and personal circumstances, the opportunities for political bias to influence 

a teacher’s subjective grading is extensive. This gap in the research, contrasted with the 
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abundance of political/social teacher/student research at the college level, further 

reinforces the need for this study.   

Theoretical Framework 

 Cultural capital and social interaction theories provide the theoretical framework 

necessary to understand how teachers’ biases might affect how they grade their students. 

Cultural capital theory posits that individuals possess both cognitive and noncognitive 

traits as well as cultural background characteristics and resources that they can activate to 

access social and institutional benefits (Bourdieu, 1973; DiMaggio 1982; Lamont & 

Lareau, 1988). These cultural resources are then operationalized through social 

interaction theory. Social interaction theory posits that an individual’s interaction with 

another individual communicates rich and vital information to the receiver during 

interpersonal interactions. These signals, once processed by the receiver, then influence 

the receiver’s responses to the original sender. This interaction results in a feedback loop 

of emotional displays that serve as a form of communication between senders and 

receivers, or in this case, teachers and students (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1989). Based on 

cultural capital theory, social interaction theory, and the relevant research, it is expected 

that students with the same cultural capital as their teachers, like matching political 

affiliations and beliefs, will experience a positive grading bias as a result of positive 

political-social interactions that occur between them in the classroom. Conversely, it is 

expected that students who have differing cultural capital than that of their teachers, like 

opposing political affiliations and beliefs, will experience a negative grading bias as a 

result of negative political-social interactions that occur between them in the classroom. 
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Cultural Capital Theory. Cultural capital theory analyzes how education and 

culture influence social reproduction. Cultural capital theory was first developed by the 

French sociologists Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron. Their primary concern 

was with the effect the education system had on power relationships between social and 

economic classes by reproducing the stratified structure of cultural capital (Bourdieu, 

1973). They believed that schools reflect the dominant class's culture rather than act as a 

socially neutral institution. Over time researchers have come to define cultural capital in 

various ways. Some researchers view cultural capital as the ideas and perceptions 

acquired through previous experience (Collins, 1987). Others view cultural capital as the 

recognition of cultural symbols that correspond to specific class interests (Dubin, 1986). 

Still, other researchers define cultural capital as the ability to perform one’s work in 

culturally desirable ways (Gouldner, 1979). Regardless of the definition used, students 

from the dominant class possess critical social and cultural capital necessary to access 

various benefits in the educational system increasing the likelihood of their success. In 

contrast, students from the minority class must struggle to obtain these forms of capital to 

navigate and negotiate their educational experiences. This concern is of particular 

importance since the difference in academic achievement amongst students is typically 

attributed to a lack of ability and not cultural capital. This oversight, coupled with the 

notion that baseline academic standards are not typically viewed as handicapping 

children in the minority class, legitimizes the continued reproduction of the stratified 

power relationships mentioned above. 

Underlying Bourdieu and Passeron’s work on cultural capital theory are various 

power relationships, particularly the powers of exclusion and symbolic imposition. 
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Exclusion and symbolic imposition are two of the main ways in which cultural capital 

theory distinguishes between those individuals who can access benefits (positive grading 

bias) due to their cultural capital (political affiliation match) versus those that cannot. 

This exclusion and symbolic imposition, according to Bourdieu, operates through 

unconsciously sent signals that are derived from both family socialization, which is then 

turned into ingrained habits and dispositions (habitus), as well as cultural codes (1988). 

These cultural codes operate through “elective affinities,” in which exclusion is based on 

similarities in taste (Lamont & Lareau, 1988, p.158). These elective affinities and tastes, 

while diverse, include students’ and teachers’ political affiliations and ideologies. 

Symbolic imposition allows a class of individuals, such as teachers, “to make its 

particular preferences and practices seem natural and authoritative” and “become 

standard through society while shrouded in a cloak of neutrality, and the educational 

system adopts them to evaluate students” (Lamont & Lareau, 1988, p.159). An example 

of this symbolic imposition would be the reciting of the pledge of allegiance each 

morning. Instances where students were wishing to express their 1st Amendment right by 

opting out of reciting the pledge, typically for politically motivated reasons, have resulted 

in a wide spectrum of results. Teachers whose politics support this form of legal passive 

protest might not be affected. However, teachers whose politics oppose protesting the 

pledge of allegiance might allow their personal political beliefs to influence their 

interactions with those students and even use the authoritative position the educational 

system affords them to impose their own views. This was the case when a sixth-grader in 

Florida was arrested for what officials labeled as disruptive behavior when he refused to 

recite the pledge of allegiance leading to a confrontation with his teacher who felt 
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differently (Phillips, 2019). Variations of this same instance have happened all over the 

United States in which students have been arrested, suspended, and even expelled for 

legally exercising their 1st Amendment right. Teachers use symbolic imposition and the 

authoritative nature of their positions to normalize their classroom cultural preferences. If 

the students' cultural capital, such as political beliefs, does not match that of the 

instructor, they risk being excluded from various aspects of the learning process or 

removed from the classroom altogether. Therefore, through exclusion and symbolic 

imposition, cultural capital theory has the potential power to influence student academic 

outcomes.  

Cultural capital theory also relies upon the agency of the individual in 

determining how they use their cultural capital to access benefits. By allowing for 

individual agency, cultural capital theory can be utilized to understand the day-to-day 

process and micro-interactions in school settings. This agency, in part, stems from both a 

teacher and students’ political emotions. According to DiMaggio (1982), “teachers, it is 

argued, communicate more easily with students who participate in elite status cultures, 

give them more attention and special assistance, and perceive them as more intelligent or 

gifted than students who lack cultural capital” (190). However, one issue is the lack of a 

cohesive understanding or consensus of what “elite, high-status cultural signals” are in 

American society (Lamont & Lareau, 1988). Since status cultures are more diffuse and 

less defined in American culture than their European counterparts, individuals rely more 

on shared status culture, which are cultural cues that demonstrate ingroup membership 

(DiMaggio, 1982). Among these shared cultural cues are student and teacher political 

affiliations. These political affiliations are then drawn upon by the individual during daily 
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interactions, making this a cultural process of status participation. These micro-

interactions based on status culture participation, have been shown to have a significant 

impact on the grades of high school students when controlling for family background 

characteristics and measured ability (DiMaggio, 1982). Therefore, based on cultural 

capital theory, it is expected that a political affiliation and ideology mismatch between 

teachers and students will be related to lower student academic outcomes.  

Social Interaction Theory. Social interaction theory relies on the interactions 

between individuals and their processing of signals during interpersonal interactions. 

Sociocultural views on social interaction and learning were first developed in the 1920s 

by the Soviet psychologist Lev Vygotsky. The sociocultural perspective on social 

interaction theory does not separate the learning environment from social interaction and 

context, as we will explore below. Instead, any mental activity must be studied as an 

interaction between social agents such as teachers and students and the physical learning 

environment such as the classroom and school. This can become an issue when the 

cultural capital that both students and teachers bring with them into the classroom 

conflicts. Social interactions between teachers and students, interactions in which there 

may be a cultural capital match or mismatch, such as that of political affiliation or 

ideology, may result in positive or negative academic outcomes. As mentioned above, 

these classroom interactions involve two domains, the social and the contextual, which 

might lead to positive or negative social interactions affecting student academic 

outcomes. The positive social interactions between teachers and students, when there is a 

political affiliation and ideology match, may lead students to feel that a teacher “knows 

me”, signaling “that the identities being ascribed to the student via experiencing the 
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classroom environment are coherent with the deeply personal, evolving identities that 

students hold” (Wallace & Chhuon, 2014, p. 942). Conversely, if negative social 

interactions between teachers and students occur due to political affiliation and ideology 

mismatch, students may feel that the teacher “doesn’t know me”, signifying “a lack of 

teacher care and opportunities for engagement and learning” (Wallace & Chhuon, 2014, 

p. 942). 

The social domain refers to the social relationships that are created between 

students and teachers during classroom interactions. Each classroom contains its ways of 

being and discourses. Learning and mastering these discourses are paramount to 

participating in what would be considered appropriate classroom behaviors since what is 

deemed as appropriate is often fluid, varied, and typically reflects the various personal 

and political values and beliefs of the instructor (Kumpulainen & Wray, 2003). 

Additionally, the social cues that hint at a particular way of speaking and acting are also 

primarily based on the presence of the teacher’s political ideology. However, students 

possess their own political ideology, which has only grown more intense as the United 

States' political partisanship has increased. Therefore, the social domain has the potential 

to be significantly influenced by the political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch 

between teachers and students, resulting in skewed academic outcomes.  

The contextual domain refers to the community's particular discourses and how 

students and teachers “participate in the communicative events they have constructed” 

(Kumpulainen & Wray, 2003, p. 44). The classroom is a dynamic and complex 

environment where interactions evolve. This evolution happens as interactions and 

conversations are not only negotiated and recreated but also linked to the historical and 
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sociocultural context of the interpretation’s meanings imbedded in the current 

interactional context. Kumpulainen and Wray explain: 

To investigate the dynamics and meanings of classroom interaction is extremely 

complex. On the one hand, there is the sociohistorical, macro-level context in 

which the social activity is embedded. On the other hand, there is the immediate, 

micro-level context, which is more fluid and evolving in nature (2003, p. 44-45).  

While we might assume that the classroom or the school is no place for political 

discourse, the highly partisan and politically charged era we live in makes these 

conversations much more likely.  

Social interactions between teachers and students can happen in an infinite 

number of ways. However, the grades a student receives are limited in number and 

organized along an ordinal scale. Therefore, the results of these interactions, however 

complex, dynamic, and biased, have finite real-world consequences. Therefore, based on 

social interaction theory, the current study expects that the political-social interactions 

between teachers and students will lead to either positive or negative exchanges that will 

result in a corresponding positive or negative academic outcome.   

A Cultural Capital/Social Interaction Model. The social interactions between 

teachers and students are influenced by each participant’s cultural capital, such as 

political affiliation and ideology, and may cause teachers to differentially award students’ 

grades, particularly on subjectively graded assignments. The research being conducted 

herein, and the data that will be collected will allow us to estimate whether teacher and 

student political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch influences student academic 

outcomes. This cultural capital/social interaction model can be expressed along a 
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Political Match 
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Political Mismatch 
 

NegativeGrading 
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spectrum of complete political agreement, leading to a positive grading bias, to complete 

disagreement, leading to a negative grading bias. Figure 1 illustrates the political 

affiliation and ideology match/mismatch between students and teachers, leading to a 

potential grading bias on the final teacher assigned course grade. 

Figure 1 

Theoretical Framework: Student/Teacher Political Affiliation and Ideology 
Match/Mismatch 
 

 

   

   

 

 

There are two categories of teacher/student political affiliation match/mismatch. 

The first category, called “political match,” is comprised of four types in which students 

and teachers agree politically. The second category, called “political mismatch” is also 

comprise of four type types in which students and teacher disagree politically. The 

“political match” category represents a positive teacher grading bias and a higher final 

course grade. The “political mismatch” category represents a negative teacher grading 

bias and a lower final course grade.  

This model, and the research reviewed throughout this chapter, illustrates that a 

politically motivated grading bias can be the result of dynamic and unpredictable 

student/teacher social interactions that are situated within the discourses of both the 

classroom, the school, and the community. If teacher grading bias, as a result of 

teacher/student political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch, is shown to influence 
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Cultural Capital/Social Interaction 
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course grades, then the cultural capital/social interaction model will have been proven 

valid.  

Chapter Summary 

 Research in the areas of politics and education abound. However, there is little 

research at the intersection of the two that specifically addresses the impact the political 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch of high school teachers and students has on 

student academic outcomes. Given this lack of research, the purpose of this study was to 

examine if a match or mismatch of teacher and students’ personal political beliefs was 

evident in student academic outcomes. The following chapter will outline the research 

methodology used to determine the political affiliation, ideology, and political 

participations of teachers and students, the grades those students receive, and whether or 

not any relationship exists.  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter’s purpose is to lay out the methodology used in this study. This 

chapter contains a description of how and why the survey data was collected, strategies 

used to ensure the validity of the data, as well as an analysis of how the data was 

evaluated. This chapter is organized into the following sections: Purpose of the Study, 

Research Problem, Research Design, Instrument, Measures, Data Collection and 

Procedures, Data Analysis, and Limitations.  

Purpose of the Study 

This research study addresses two gaps in the existing research literature. First, 

the purpose of this study was to ascertain the political party affiliations and political 

ideologies of both students and teachers in a particular population in Spring Branch ISD 

in Houston, Texas, and to disaggregate these results by race/ethnicity and gender. 

Second, the purpose of this study was to identify the extent to which there were 

student/teacher political affiliation or ideology matches/mismatches in high school 

English Language Arts classrooms and if those matches/mismatches had any effect on 

student academic outcomes. This study explored these effects in a high school setting in 

Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas.  

Research Problem 

Research Questions, Subquestions, and Hypotheses. This study was guided by the 

following research questions: 

1) How do students identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 



 

 
 

45 

a. Subquestion 1A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by race 

and gender? 

2) How do teachers identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 

a. Subquestion 2A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by race 

and gender? 

3) To what extent is there a match/mismatch between teachers’ and students’ 

political party affiliation and their political ideology?  

a. Subquestion 3A. Is there a relationship between the political party 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch and student grades? 

b. Subquestion 3B. If a correlation between political party affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation 

moderated by an instructional method such as online, virtual, or mixed? 

c. Subquestion 3C. If a correlation between political party affiliation or 

ideology match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation 

moderated by the level of political participation on behalf of the student or 

teacher? 

Hypotheses. While research questions 1 and 2 are descriptive, and thus do not 

require formal hypotheses, a review of the theoretical and empirical work addressed in 

the previous chapter suggested the following hypotheses for question 3: 

1) Question 3 Hypothesis –  
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a. H10: There is no statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch in English 

Language Arts classrooms. 

b. H1a: There is a statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch in English 

Language Arts classrooms. 

2) Question 3A Hypothesis –  

a. H20: There is no statistically significant correlation between the political 

affiliation or ideology match/mismatch of teachers and students in English 

Language Arts classrooms and student academic outcomes. 

b. H2a: A match in political affiliation or ideology is positively related to 

student achievement and a mismatch in political affiliation and ideology is 

negatively related to student achievement.  

3) Subquestion 3B Hypothesis –  

a. H2A0: There is no statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch and 

student academic outcomes in English Language Arts classrooms 

compared to method of instruction such as online, in-person, or mixed. 

b. H2Aa: There is a statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch in English 

Language Arts classrooms and student academic outcomes, which 

increases with in-person instruction and decreases with online instruction. 

4) Subquestion 3C Hypothesis –  
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a. H2B0: There is no statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch in English 

Language Arts classrooms and student academic outcomes compared to 

the level of political participation on behalf of the student or teacher? 

a. H2Ba: There is a statistically significant difference between the 

teacher/student political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch in English 

Language Arts classrooms and student academic outcomes, which 

increases with higher levels of student and teacher political participation 

and decrease with lower levels of student and teacher political 

participation. 

Research Design 

This quantitative study was cross-sectional and utilized a non-experimental 

research design and nonprobability purposeful sampling to answer the research questions. 

A non-experimental, causal-comparative, quantitative approach was chosen since there 

was no manipulation of predictor variables or subjects. Additionally, a non-experimental 

research design typically yields higher levels of external and ecological validity as they 

are conducted in the “real world” with “real people” rather than using subjects in a 

laboratory (Salkind, 2010, p. 914).  

Setting. This research study was carried out in senior level English Language 

Arts classrooms across the five high school campuses in Spring Branch ISD. Spring 

Branch ISD is a suburban school district that “encompasses about 44 square miles of 

wooded suburbs and vibrant business and retail districts located west of downtown 

Houston in Harris County along I-10, the Katy Freeway” (Spring Branch ISD, n.d.a). 
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Overall, Spring Branch ISD has an enrollment of approximately 35,000 students. Spring 

Branch ISD is 59% Hispanic, 27% White, 7% Asian, 5% African American, and 2% 

Other (Spring Branch ISD, n.d.a). Fifty-nine percent of its students are economically 

disadvantaged according to the Texas Education Agency, and 34% are English language 

learners (Spring Branch ISD, n.d.a).  

Student Body. The sample for this study was students, age 18 and older, and their 

English Language Arts teachers in Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas. The core of the 

new Texas high school diploma comprises a foundational plan requiring a minimum of 

22 credits (Texas Education Agency, 2019). Four of the 22 credits must be English 

courses, which are listed as English 1, English 2, English 3, and an advanced English 

course (Texas Education Agency, 2019). Therefore, all students must take a senior level 

English class prior to graduation. This allowed the entire high school population of 

Spring Branch ISD that were age 18 or older to be participants.  

Teacher Sample. There are no publicly available data outlining precisely how 

many teachers in Spring Branch ISD teach senior level English Language Arts and their 

demographics. Additionally, some teachers do not exclusively teach senior level English 

Language Arts and might teach other subjects such as journalism and yearbook. 

Therefore, the actual potential teacher population of senior level English Language Arts 

teachers and their respective racial/ethnic demographics in Spring Branch ISD high 

schools are, at this moment, unknown. However, results from informal assessments of the 

English Language Arts Department section on each high school’s website has revealed an 

approximate sample of N = 36 teachers.  
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Sample. This study used a nonprobability sampling technique known as 

purposeful sampling. Purposeful sampling is used when it is necessary to identify and 

select a sample based on predetermined criteria to yield “information rich” cases 

(Palinkas et al., 2015). These “information rich” cases include those individuals that 

experience the circumstances of interest, are available to participate, and possess the 

ability to reflect on and communicate their opinions (Palinkas et al., 2015). The sample in 

this study is purposely drawn from senior level English Language Arts teachers and their 

students of consenting age. 

Since the hypothetical population of interest is English Language Arts high school 

students, age 18 and up, and their teachers, the implications and limitations of the 

sample's similarity to the hypothetical population will be discussed in the limitations 

section of chapter five.  

Inclusions/Exclusion Criteria.  

Teachers. To be included in this study, teachers had to be the primary teacher of 

record in a senior level English Language Arts class at any of the five comprehensive 

Spring Branch ISD high schools: Memorial, Stratford, Spring Woods, Northbrook, or 

Westchester. Teachers who work in specialty campuses such as those teaching in 

YesPrep at Northbrook or Academy of Choice were not included in the sample. While 

occupying physical building space at Northbrook high school, YesPrep at Northbrook is a 

charter school program that sets its own academic calendar, its own longer school day 

hours, implements its own student policies, and provides its students with additional 

instructional time in math and reading (Northbrook High School | YES Prep Charter 

Schools, n.d.). Academy of Choice is an intentionally small school for students that want 
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or need delivery of their educational curriculum in nonstandard, personalized ways 

(Spring Branch ISD, n.d.b). Due to their unique and different educational environments, 

teacher inclusion from any of these campuses could introduce a confounding spurious 

variable. Additionally, teachers in alternative learning programs such as those who teach 

in DEAP (Disciplinary Alternative Education Program) or Virtual High School were not 

included in the sample. Both the Virtual High School program and DAEP preclude much 

of the social interaction upon which this study’s theoretical assumptions are based since 

both remove students from their regular classroom settings and take place off a regular 

school campus (Spring Branch ISD, 2019; Spring Branch ISD, n.d.c). Support staff, co-

teach, or in-class support teachers were not included in this research study’s dataset. The 

final teacher sample for the teacher population was n = 13. The final teacher sample was 

30.8% male and 69.2% female, and 15.4% Hispanic, 69.2% white, and 15.4% two of 

more races. There were no Black or African American, Asian, or Pacific Islander teacher 

participants. 

Students. In order to be included in this research study, students had to be 18 and 

up, and enrolled in a senior level English Language Arts class. Students enrolled in 

specialty campuses such as those enrolled in YesPrep at Northbrook, Academy of 

Choice, DAEP, or Virtual High School were not included in the sample for the same 

reasons as stated above. The final student sample was n = 150. The final student sample 

was 43.3% male and 56.7% female, and 2.7% Black or African American, 41.9% 

Hispanic, 37.8% white, 9.5% Asian, 0.7% Pacific Islander, and 7.4% two of more races. 

Two students did not indicate a race/ethnicity when prompted. 
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Power and Sample Size. Before determining the size of a study’s sample, the 

level of significance, effect size, and statistical power must first be considered. When 

evaluating the statistical significance of a test, a researcher must set the alpha level (a), 

which is the probability of committing a Type I error. A Type I error occurs when the 

researcher rejects the null hypothesis (H0), but the null hypothesis (H0) is correct. An 

alpha level of .05 is conventional, leading to a 5% risk of a Type 1 error. Setting an alpha 

level of .05 allows a researcher to conclude that their results drawn from the data are 

accurate at least 95% of the time (Warner, 2012, p. 115).  

 According to Cohen (1992), the effect size is the discrepancy between the null 

hypothesis (H0) and the alternate hypothesis (H1). In evaluating the effect sizes in 

multiple regression and correlation analysis, Cohen (1992) categorizes the effect sizes as 

follows: .1 = small effect size, .3 = medium effect size, and .5 = large effect size (p. 99).  

For Cohen (1992), the small effect size was meant to be any effect that was noticeably 

smaller than the medium effect size while still not being trivial. In contrast, the medium 

effect size is meant to demonstrate an effect noticeable to the naked eye by a careful 

observer. The large effect size represents a change above medium that is equal to the 

change in the small to medium effect size. 

 Power is the probability of successfully rejecting the null hypothesis (H0) when it 

is false (Cohen 1992). A Type II error occurs when we accept the null hypothesis (H0) as 

true when the null hypothesis (H0) is false. Cohen (1988) suggests that a 4 to 1 ratio 

demonstrates the relative difference from a Type I error to a Type II error and that the 

equation for calculating the power of a statistical test is 1 - b in which b represents the 

probability of committing a Type II error or in this case 4 x the alpha level (a). 
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Therefore, if our alpha level is .05, the probability of committing a Type II error would 

be .05 x 4 = .20. This probability would make the power of our statistical test 1 - .20 = 

.80.  

According to Warner (2012), the recommended minimum sample size to be used 

in multiple regression research can be found using the formula N > 50 + 8k, where k is 

the number of predictor variables in the regression (p. 460). For both the teacher and 

student respondents, the maximum number of predictor variables is four, including 

race/ethnicity match/mismatch, gender match/mismatch, party identification 

match/mismatch, political ideology match/mismatch, and level of political participation. 

Since students are nested in a teacher’s classes, and the unit of measurement is the 

teacher/student relationship dyad, the teacher's responses will be matched to their 

corresponding individual students' responses. The responses of party identification and 

political ideology will function as dichotomous variables for the various forms of 

match/mismatch evaluation. The teacher and student responses regarding their level of 

political participation will be compared to one another and result in a variable with four 

possible conditions. Therefore, according to Warner’s formula of N > 50 + 8k, this study 

will require a minimum of N = 98 teacher/student relationship dyads. Additionally, 

Warner (2012) suggests the formula of N > 104 + k for testing the statistical significance 

of any one individual predictor (p. 460). According to the equation of N > 104 + k, an n 

of greater than 110 teacher/student relationship dyads will be required. Finally, G*Power 

3.1.9.4 was used to conduct an a priori sample size analysis for a linear multiple 

regression fixed model R2 increase. With two tested predictors out of six total predictor 

variables, a small effect size of .1, a significance of  a £ .05, and a power of .80, the 
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minimum required sample size for this study is N = 100 student/teacher relationship 

dyads. Despite the various ways to calculate a potential sample size, this study will use 

G*Power’s sample size calculation and use the small effect size of .1 to detect the 

smallest possible effect of a match/mismatch grading bias at a statistically significant 

(p<0.05) level. Therefore, this study will require a sample size of at least N = 100 

student/teacher relationship dyads. 

While this study’s student and teacher samples were n = 150 and n = 13, 

respectively, this survey was only able to generate N = 27 student-teacher dyads. 

Therefore, using G*Power’s Post hoc compute achieved power function, this study 

achieved a statistical power of approximately .246. As a result, this study has a 24% 

chance of detecting a statistically significant difference in match/mismatch variables and 

student grades, if a real difference exists. This limitation is discussed in greater detail in 

the limitations section of chapter five.  

Instrument 

The study utilized a survey instrument with various multiple-choice questions 

aimed at collecting demographic and attitudinal data. According to Alwin and Krosnick 

(1991), “an attitude is a latent, unobservable predisposition to respond along a positive or 

negative dimension (e.g., approval vs. disapproval, approach vs. avoidance, satisfaction 

vs. dissatisfaction, etc.) toward an attitude object” (p. 139). Most Likert-scale responses 

were four to six-scale points, and the “unfolding approach makes it very easy for 

respondents to understand the meaning conveyed by the responses they provide to each 

question, so they end up being highly reliable” (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991, p. 163). 
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American National Election Studies Questionnaire. Survey questions 

addressing a respondent’s political party identifications and political ideology are adapted 

from the American National Election Studies (ANES) Questionnaire. The ANES “is a 

collaboration of Stanford University and the University of Michigan, with funding from 

the National Science Foundation” (American National Election Studies, n.d.). The ANES 

serves the research needs of social scientists, teachers, students, policymakers and 

journalists, by producing high-quality data from its surveys on voting, public opinion, 

and political participation (American National Election Studies, n.d.). The ANES seeks 

to: 

inform explanations of election outcomes by providing data that support rich 

hypothesis testing, maximize methodological excellence, measure many variables, 

and promote comparisons across people, contexts, and time. The ANES serves 

this mission by providing researchers with a view of the political world through 

the eyes of ordinary citizens (American National Election Studies, n.d.). 

The ANES is a national survey of American voters and has been conducted before and 

after every presidential election since 1948, and every midterm election since 1958 

(Lavrakas, 2008). Due to its longevity and consistency, the ANES is considered the 

standard-bearer for election studies, so much so that many international election studies 

have modeled their question formats after the ANES (Lavrakas, 2008). The core time 

series questions, upon which this study’s political questions are based, have rarely 

changed over time and, as such, have “allowed researchers to develop innovative 

hypothesis testing through the examination of many variables, which has permitted 

analysis across people, contexts, and time” (Lavrakas, 2008, p. 499). The ANES core 
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time-series questions, upon which this study’s questions are based, were explicitly chosen 

because: 

They are consistently relevant to national elections, public opinion, and civic 

participation. These questions are included in the NES to serve two purposes. 

First, it allows the NES to measure the impact of exogenous shocks to the 

political system. Second, these time-series allow scholarship to examine the 

nature and causes of political change more closely (Lavrakas, 2008, p. 499).  

Teacher Survey. Teachers were given a five to six-question, multiple-choice 

survey aimed at collecting demographic and attitudinal data. The teacher survey 

comprised between five to six total questions spread across four sections. The four 

sections of the teacher survey are demographic info, party ID, ideology, and 

participations. The first of the four sections, demographic info, included two multiple-

choice questions about the teacher respondent’s race/ethnicity and gender. The second 

section, party ID, included two questions displayed using an unfolding approach in which 

the second question varied depending upon the answer to the first question. If a teacher 

respondent indicated a Democratic or Republican party affiliation, then they would not 

see a subsequent unfolding second question. If the respondent labeled themselves as 

“independent” or “something else,” then the unfolding second question would ask which 

party they feel closer to, Democratic or Republican. This second question is essential to 

those claiming to be independents or “something else” since research shows that most 

independents are strongly align with Democrats or Republicans (Keith et al., 1992). Once 

a respondent answered this second unfolding question, they were coded as either a 

Democrat or Republican and compared against their students for match/mismatch 
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evaluation. The third section, ideology, used a six-point Likert scale to ascertain the 

respondents’ ideological placement. The six choices on this scale were very liberal, 

somewhat liberal, closer to liberals, closer to conservatives, somewhat conservative, and 

very conservative. The last of the four sections, participations, asked respondents about 

their level of political participation. The initial five to six-question teacher survey 

instrument is included in Appendix A. 

Student Survey. Students were given an eight to nine-question, multiple-choice 

survey aimed at collecting demographic and attitude data. The student survey was 

comprised of the same original five to six teacher questions, plus an additional three 

questions; all spread across five sections. The first four sections of the student survey 

were the same as the teacher survey. The additional fifth section, class, consisted of three, 

multiple-choice questions: self-reported teacher of record, self-reported method of 

instruction (all online, all in-person, online then in-person, or in-person then online) and 

self-reported 1st-semester class grade. The initial student survey instrument contains eight 

to nine questions and is included in Appendix B. 

Measures 

 The following section explains the rationale behind this study’s measures and 

outlines how the study’s key constructs were operationalized. 

Dependent Variable. The dependent variable in this study was the self-reported 

class grade of the student. Maxey and Ormsby (1971) found that of students who self-

reported grades, only 2% deviated from their school-reported grade by an entire letter 

grade. Additionally, a meta-analysis of over 60,926 subjects has shown self-reported 

grades to be reasonably good reflections of actual grades (Kuncel et al., 2005). Of the 
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results, the meta-analysis found the sample size weighted mean observed correlation of 

self-reported grades to school records to be .84 for math, .85 for social science, .82 for 

science, .84 for English, .79 for physical sciences, .67 for art/music, .84 for foreign 

language, and .80 for natural science (Kuncel et al., 2005). Of those results, the meta-

analysis found both the observed standard deviation of correlations and the standard 

deviation of true score correlations to be anywhere between .02 and .05 depending on the 

subject area. Furthermore, this meta-analysis found no significant difference in the 

sample size weighted mean observed correlation in self-reporting of grades between 

males (.79) and females (.82) (Kuncel et al., 2005). Lastly, in the meta-analysis, 12.3% of 

high school students over-reported their grades, while 3.5% under-reported their grades, 

with 82.4% accurately reporting (Kuncel et al., 2005). The data will be coded into SPSS 

using the following numerical values: 

• Self-Reported Class Grade (Students Only): 0 – 100. 

Independent Variables. The independent variables of interest are party 

identification match/mismatch and political ideology match/mismatch. These questions 

measured their responses in Likert scale forms. The teacher data from party identification 

and political ideology was entered into SPSS and, when compared against their student 

responses, coded into a dichotomous match/mismatch variable. For example, if both a 

teacher and student indicate matching Democratic or Republican political party 

affiliations, they were coded as “0,” indicating a match. The SPSS coding used the 

following numerical values: 

• Party Identification/Lean: Match = 0, Mismatch = 1.  
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Regarding political ideology, “Very Liberal,” “Somewhat Liberal,” and “Closer to 

Liberals” were all considered a liberal ideological identifier. Likewise, if a respondent 

indicated an ideology of “Very Conservative,” “Somewhat Conservative,” and “Closer to 

Conservatives,” then they were considered as having a conservative ideological identifier. 

If both a teacher and student indicate matching ideological identifiers, they were coded as 

“0,” indicating a match. The SPSS coding used the following numerical values: 

• Personal Political Ideology: Match = 0, Mismatch = 1. 

While political party identification and political ideology are strongly correlated, 

they are not the same thing. This study asked respondents to identify both since many 

people have a much clearer understanding of partisanship than of ideology (Kinder & 

Kalmoe, 2017).  

Moderator Variables. The two moderating variables were level of political 

participation and modality of instruction. The participations variable of both the teacher 

and the student was a continuous variable which were then compared against one another. 

The modality of instruction variable was used to represent subgroups in the sample. Due 

to COVID-19, families had the choice to send their children to school in-person, remain 

100% online, send their children to school to start the semester then switch them to online 

for the second half of the first semester, or start their children online then switch them to 

in-person for the second half of the first semester. The SPPS coding used the following 

numerical values: 

• Modality of Instruction (Students): All in-person= 0/1, All virtual = 0/1, 

in-person then virtual = 0/1, virtual then in-person = 0/1.  
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The political participation variable question presented teachers and students with 

eight options in which to indicate various forms of political participation they had 

engaged in in the past 12 months. The options were attended a meeting to talk about 

political or social concerns, given money to an organization concerned with a political or 

social issue, joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration, posted a message or 

comment online about a political issue or campaign, tried to persuade anyone to vote one 

way or another, worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a sign in 

your window or in front of your house, given money to any candidate running for public 

office, any political party, or any other group that supported or opposed candidates, 

gotten into a political argument with someone, or none of these. The SPPS coding used 

the following numerical values: 

• Political Participations: 0 - 8 

These moderating variables are control variables included in the survey to 

increase outcome validity by allowing this study’s analysis to account for any effect that 

these variables may have through the use of ANOVA. 

Data Collection and Procedures 

This research study was administered online and sent independently to both 

survey populations. Participants that met the inclusion criteria were sent an email 

containing a Qualtrics survey link. From there, participants were directed to a page that 

informed them of their rights as participants, the purpose of the research study, and the 

group level criteria (teachers or students) that must be met. At the bottom of this 

informed consent page, there was a checkmark box that, when clicked, indicated the 

participant’s consent to participate in the research. Once the participants consented to be 
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a part of the research study, they proceeded to the next page where the demographic and 

research data was collected. Each English Language Arts teacher had a unique survey 

URL linked to a researcher-generated key indicating which survey belonged to which 

specific teacher. This allowed the researcher to determine which anonymous student 

responses were associated with which specific teacher’s responses. 

These survey emails followed a three-phase administration process. The first 

email that was sent to teachers and students included an introduction, an explanation of 

the survey, and the survey link. A second follow-up email was sent 5 to 10 days after the 

initial email. A third email was sent approximately two weeks after the second follow-up 

email. The teacher and student survey administration and data collection phase concluded 

approximately one month after it started. The initial teacher and student surveys were 

sent out in early January and closed in early February. 

Protection of Participants. While the researcher did not know the student 

participants, the researcher was himself a high school teacher in the district in which he 

was conducting research. Therefore, the possibility existed that any students who 

participated in this study may also have come in contact with the researcher. 

Additionally, while the student participants might have known the researcher, since no 

identifying information about the students was collected, such as name, student ID 

number, and social security number, the researcher had no way of knowing which 

students participated. Furthermore, since there was no identifying data collected by the 

researcher that might allow for the identification of the study’s student participants, there 

was no need for any resources or accommodations to protect the student participant’s 

confidentiality.   
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 Concerning the potential population of teacher participants, accommodations 

were made to protect these teachers' identities and their social-political data. For this 

research study to be successful, students' anonymous response data must be connected to 

their teachers'. Therefore, a key was developed that linked the high school teachers’ 

names to their corresponding survey links. When entered into the SPSS data set, the 

teachers were coded by their ID numbers and not their names. The teacher ID key is 

stored in a separate, password-protected file. Only the researcher has access to this key 

and is able to determine which responses belong to which specific teacher. Like the 

student surveys, other than demographic information, no personal identifying information 

was asked in the online survey that the teachers completed.  

 The researcher did, however, provide to those participating in the survey his 

university email address if a participant had any questions or concerns as a result of 

participating in the research.   

Storage and Protection. The researcher stored the dataset in a password/Touch-

ID protected personal laptop. The SPSS dataset itself contained no personal identifying 

information of any of the study’s teacher or student participants. A copy of the data will 

be stored in the researcher’s University of Houston’s secure One Drive server for a period 

of at least three years and shared with the committee chair, Dr. Virginia Rangel. 

Data Analysis 

Once the response window closed, the survey data were downloaded from 

Qualtrics and uploaded into the SPSS Statistics Premium Grad Pack 26 software package. 

SPSS is a computer-based statistics program used for statistical analysis.  
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Descriptive statistics were used to analyze and describe each sample and the 

independent and dependent variables. Additionally, the results were displayed in 

graphical forms (e.g., tables and bar graphs) in order to illustrate the differences between 

demographic groups. The descriptive statistical calculations were used in answering all 

applicable research questions and in drawing conclusion about any effect political party 

ID match/mismatch or ideology match/mismatch might have on student academic 

outcomes. The data for any participant that did not complete the full survey were still 

entered into SPSS and used for descriptive analysis where applicable. 

Moreover, in analyzing the political party ID and ideologies of both student and 

teacher populations and their disaggregation by race/ethnicity and gender, Pearson chi-

square tests were calculated for each applicable survey question and subquestion. This 

was done to determine if the responses collected by the research study were statistically 

different than what we would expect in a sample with normal distribution and to provide 

additional context should the observed frequencies differ from what was expected. Chi-

square tests are nonparametric tests used to analyze the statistical significance of 

categorical data in the form of frequency counts to compare what is observed against 

what is expected (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). If the Pearson chi-square tests indicated a 

statistical difference in what was observed in the study compared to what would have 

been expected, then a post hoc Cramer’s V was also calculated to determine the effect 

size between the variables. 

When comparing the student-teacher match/mismatch of party ID or ideology and 

its effects on student grades, an independent sample t-test was used. Independent sample 

t-test are used to compare the means between two groups. In this study, the independent 
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sample t-test was used to compare the course grade means of the match group to the 

course grade means of the mismatch group for both political party ID and ideology. The 

results of the independent sample t-test were evaluated in three ways. First the t value 

was compared against the critical value on a t-table for the appropriate degrees of 

freedom.  Second the p-value was evaluated to determine if it was less than .05. Third, 

the upper and lower values for the confidence interval was looked at to determine if they 

crossed zero (null value).  

Limitations 

 No research study is perfect, and this study is no exception. Despite the 

researcher’s best attempts, several limitations continued to exist regarding this study, 

such as the truthfulness of the respondents and the complex nature of teachers' and 

students' social interactions. 

Threats to Validity. One issue of concern regarding the validity of the data 

involves the reliability of survey attitude measurement in sample surveys. The main 

concern with this domain-specific measurement involves an inaccurate self-reporting of 

ideological assessments and party identification. However, studies have indicated that 

self-reporting of certain content domains can be more reliably measured than others. For 

example, Alwin and Krosnick (1991) demonstrate that ideological assessments and 

measures of party identification are the most reliable when examining three National 

Election Panel Studies from the University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research 

and two General Social Surveys from the National Opinion Research Center. 

Additionally, studies have found that questions with more response options produce 

greater reliability (Alwin & Krosnick, 1991) and recommend Likert scale responses 
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between four and seven choices for optimum reliability and validity (Lozano, García-

Cueto, & Muñiz, 2008). The Likert scale question in this study had between four and six 

responses.  

A second issue involves the generation of student-teacher dyads for 

match/mismatch analysis. Since both populations were administered the survey 

independently, some student participants did not have accompanying teacher responses 

and some teacher participants did not have any accompanying student responses. This 

resulted in small number of student-teacher dyads and an underpowered study.  

A third issue involves generalizing the results of the match/mismatch evaluations 

of students and teachers and student grades to other districts due to the underpowered 

nature of this study. Also, the responses of English Language Arts teachers and 

consenting age students may differ significantly from teachers of other disciplines and 

students and teachers in other grade levels such as those in elementary or middle school. 

Furthermore, Texas's political, social, racial, ethnic, and educational dynamics are unique 

to each geographic area.   

Additionally, due to the causal-comparative nature of the independent variable 

(political affiliation and ideology match/mismatch), internal validity cannot be fully 

guaranteed since correlation does not equal causation. While relationships can be 

discovered, it is unlikely that causation can be fully identified. A potential 

match/mismatch correlation is only one of many factors that go into the teaching and 

learning process. There will always be other influencing variables impacting student 

academic outcomes that are beyond the scope and influence of the teacher/student 
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interaction. Other variables could contribute to student academic outcomes outside of 

student/teacher political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 The purpose of this research study was to discern the political party affiliations 

and ideologies of a particular sample of students and teachers, determine if a 

match/mismatch of party affiliation or ideology existed, and test whether this 

match/mismatch had any relationship with student grades. These correlations, if they 

existed, were also examined through the moderating effects of classroom interaction, 

either in-person, online, or a combination of both, and political participation. Chapter 

four presents a detailed description of the sample, an analysis of the data, the answers to 

this study’s research questions, research implications, limitations and recommendations, 

implications for practice and policy, and a conclusion summarizing the results. The 

following research questions and their results are presented in the order discussed in the 

previous chapters.  

Description of the Sample 

 This study included two sample populations. The student sample population had 

150 total student participants out of a possible 1,104 students for a response rate of 

13.58%. The teacher sample population had 13 total teacher participants out of a possible 

36 for a response rate of 36.11%. Of those 150 students, 31 students did not complete the 

full survey. These 31 students and their corresponding data are used in this study’s 

analysis where applicable. Table 1 displays the gender demographics for the students that 

did not complete the full survey compared to the students that did complete the full 

survey.  

Table 1 
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Gender – Complete Student Surveys vs. Incomplete 

Gender   Student Survey Status 
Total n     Incomplete Complete 

Male Count 11 54 65 
% 16.9% 83.1% 100.0% 

Female Count 20 65 85 
% 23.5% 76.5% 100.0% 

Total n Count 31 119 150 
  % 20.7% 79.3% 100.0% 

 

When comparing the gender demographics of students who completed the survey 

vs. those that did not, males comprised 35.5% of those that did not finish vs. 45.4% of 

males that did finish and females that did not finish comprised 64.5% vs. 54.6% that did 

finish. In both instances, women had higher percentages of both completed and 

incomplete surveys than men, however, a larger percentage of women did not finish the 

survey than men compared to the percentage of women who did complete the survey 

compared to men. However, the chi-square shows that the statistical significance of these 

differences was not greater than what we would have expected, x2(1, N = 150) = .980, p = 

.322, and a Phi of -.081 (small effect size). For example, we expected 51.6 males to 

complete the survey, but we observed slightly more – 54. Similarly, we expected 67.4 

females to complete the survey, but we observed slightly less – 65. Overall, of the total 

student sample of n = 150, 31 students (20.7%) indicated a gender but did not complete 

the full survey. 

Table 2 displays the race/ethnicity demographics for the students who did not 

complete the full survey compared to the students who did complete the full survey. 

Table 2 

Race/Ethnicity – Complete Student Surveys vs. Incomplete 
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Race/Ethnicity   Student Survey Status 
Total n     Incomplete Complete 

Black or African American Count 2 2 4 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Count 18 44 62 
% 29.0% 71.0% 100.0% 

White Count 7 49 56 
% 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 

Asian Count 2 12 14 
% 14.3% 85.7% 100.0% 

Pacific Islander Count 0 1 1 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 0 11 11 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 29 119 148 
  % 19.6% 80.4% 100.0% 

 

When comparing the percentages of students who completed the survey vs. those 

who did not, within their respective race/ethnicity demographics, an equal percentage of 

Black or African Americans competed the survey vs. did not complete the survey, 29% of 

Hispanics did not complete the survey vs. 71% of Hispanics, 12.5% of whites did not 

complete the survey vs. 87.5% of whites, 14.3% of Asians did not complete the survey 

vs. 85.7% Asians, and all Pacific Islander students and those of two or more races 

complete the full survey. Overall, of the total student sample of n = 150, 29 students 

(19.6%) indicated a race/ethnicity but did not complete the full survey.  

Table 3 displays the political demographics for the students who did not complete 

the full survey compared to the students who did complete the full survey. 

Table 3 

Political Demographics – Complete Student Survey vs. Incomplete 
 

    Student Survey Status Total n 
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    Incomplete Complete 
Party ID 

Democrat Count 22 76 98 
% 22.4% 77.6% 100.0% 

Republican Count 6 42 48 
% 12.5% 87.5% 100.0% 

Total n Count 28 118 146 
  %  19.2% 80.8% 100.0% 

Ideology 
Liberal Count 19 77 96 

% 19.8% 80.2% 100.0% 
Conservative Count 2 40 42 

% 4.8% 95.2% 100.0% 
Total n Count 21 117 138 
  % 15.2% 84.8% 100.0% 

 

When comparing the percentages of students who completed the survey vs. those 

that did not, within their respective political party ID demographics, 22.4% of Democrats 

did not complete the survey vs. 77.6% of Democrats that did, compared to 12.5% of 

Republicans did not complete the survey vs. 87.5% of Republicans that did. Overall, of 

the 146 students that indicated a party ID, 28 (19.2) did not complete the full survey. 

When comparing the percentages of students who completed the survey vs. those that did 

not, within their respective political ideology demographics, 19.8% of liberals did not 

complete the survey vs. 80.2% of liberals that did, compared to 4.8% of conservatives did 

not complete the survey vs. 84.8% of conservatives that did. Overall, of the 138 students 

that indicated an ideology, 21 (15.2%) did not complete the full survey. 

Missing student data and the resulting population sample size are indicated for 

each question. The teacher sample population included 13 teacher participants and all 

teacher participants completed the full survey.  

Gender. Table 4 displays the frequencies of the student participants categorized 

by gender, with 43.3% male and 56.7% female.  
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Table 4 

Student Participants by Gender 
 

Gender Frequency Valid Percent 
Male 65 43.3 
Female 85 56.7 
Total n 150 100.0 

 

 Table 5 displays the frequencies of the teacher participants categorized by gender, 

with 30.8% male and 69.2% female. 

Table 5 

Teacher Participants by Gender 

Gender Frequency Valid Percent 
Male 4 30.8 
Female 9 69.2 
Total n 13 100.0 

 

Race/Ethnicity. Table 6 displays the frequencies of the student participants 

categorized by race/ethnicity, with 2.7% Black or African American, 41.9% Hispanic, 

37.8% white, 9.5% Asian, 0.7% Pacific Islander, and 7.4% two of more races. Two 

students did not indicate a race/ethnicity when prompted.  

Table 6 

Student Participants by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Frequency Valid Percent 
Black or African American 4 2.7 
Hispanic 62 41.9 
White 56 37.8 
Asian 14 9.5 
Pacific Islander 1 0.7 
Two of More Races 11 7.4 
Total n 148 100.0 
a Two participants did not indicate a race/ethnicity. 
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 Table 7 displays the frequencies of the teacher participants categorized by 

race/ethnicity, with 15.4% Hispanic, 69.2% white, and 15.4% two of more races. There 

were no Black or African American, Asian, or Pacific Islander teacher participants. 

Table 7 

Teacher Participants by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Frequency Valid Percent 
Black or African American 0 0.0 
Hispanic 2 15.4 
White 9 69.2 
Asian 0 0.0 
Pacific Islander 0 0.0 
Two of More Races 2 15.4 
Total n 13 100.0 

 

Description of the Variables 

Independent Variables. The independent variables were created using student 

and teacher party identification and student and teacher ideology questions. Table 8 

displays the descriptive statistics for teacher and student party ID. Since party ID was 

consolidated into a dichotomous variable, “0” represents a 100% Democratic party 

affiliation and “1” represents a 100% Republican party affiliation. Based on the 

descriptive statistics, the mean score for student party affiliation was .33 whereas the 

mean score for teacher party affiliation was .15. This indicated that the average teacher 

was more than twice as likely to be affiliated with the Democratic party than the average 

student and that both populations were closer to the Democratic party than the 

Republican party. 

Table 8 

Party ID – Descriptive Statistics 
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Party ID N M SD 
Student  146 0.33 0.471 
Teacher  13 0.15 0.376 

 

Table 9 displays the descriptive statistics for teacher and student ideology. The 

ideology question was a Likert scale question with six choices ranging from “very 

liberal” to “very conservative”. In these descriptive statistics “1” was “very liberal” and 

“6” was “very conservative”. Based on the descriptive statistics, the mean score for 

student ideology was 2.78 whereas the mean score for teacher ideology was 2.0. This 

indicated that the average teacher was slightly more liberal than the average student, and 

both populations were on the liberal side of the ideological spectrum.  

Table 9 

Ideology – Descriptive Statistics 

Ideology N M SD 
Student 138 2.78 1.362 
Teacher 13 2.00 1.155 

 

 When the student and teacher populations are compared against each using party 

ID and ideology, this study was able to generate N = 27 student-teacher dyads for 

match/mismatch analysis. Table 10 displays the descriptive statistics for party ID and 

ideology match/mismatch between students and teachers. In this variable, “0” was a 

100% match and “1” was a 100% mismatch. On average the party ID match/mismatch 

mean was .44, indicating that there were slightly more party ID matches than 

mismatches. Additionally, on average the ideology match/mismatch mean was .33, 

indicating that there were slightly more ideology matches than mismatches. When 
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compared against each other, students matched their teachers slightly more on ideology 

than on party ID.  

Table 10 

Independent Variables – Descriptive Statistics 
 

Independent Variable M SD N 
Match/Mismatch Party ID 0.44 0.506 27 
Match/Mismatch Ideology 0.33 0.480 27 

 

Dependent Variable. The dependent variable in this study was the self-reported 

class grade of the student. Table 11 displays the descriptive statistics for self-reported 

student grades. 

Table 11 

Dependent Variable – Descriptive Statistics 

Dependent Variable N Min Max M SD 
Student Grades 115 40 100 86.70 9.625 

 

Research Questions 

 This study was guided by the following questions: 

1) How do students identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 

a. Subquestion 1A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity and gender? 

2) How do teachers identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? 

a. Subquestion 2A. What differences emerge when disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity and gender? 
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3) To what extent is there a match/mismatch between teachers’ and students’ 

political party identity and their political ideology?  

a. Subquestion 3A. Is there a relationship between the political party or 

ideology match/mismatch and student grades? 

b. Subquestion 3B. If a correlation between political party or ideology 

match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation moderated by 

an instructional method such as online, virtual, or mixed? 

c. Subquestion 3C. If a correlation between political party or ideology 

match/mismatch and student grades exists, is the correlation moderated by 

the level of political participation on behalf of the student or teacher? 

Results for Research Question 1 

 How do students identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? What differences emerge when disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender? 

To address these questions, descriptive statistics, Pearson chi-square tests, and post hoc 

Cramer’s V tests were used. Of the 150 students who consented to this study, three did 

not fully indicate a political party affiliation and 12 did not indicate an ideology. 

Therefore, the student sample population for the full party ID question is n = 147 and n = 

138 for ideology. 

 The political party affiliation question presented the student participants with four 

choices: Republican, Democrat, independent, or something else. Table 12 displays the 

frequencies of the students’ self-reported political affiliations, with 44.2% Democrats, 

23.1% Republicans, 21.1% independents, and 11.6% something else. Three student 
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participants did not indicate a response. Therefore, the total number of student responses 

for the student political party ID question is n = 147. 

Table 12 

Student – Party ID 

Party ID Frequency Valid Percent 
Democrat 65 44.2 
Republican 34 23.1 
Independent 31 21.1 
Something else 17 11.6 
Total n 147 100.0 

 

Any participants who labeled themselves as “independent” or “something else,” 

received an unfolding second question asking which party they feel closer to, Democratic 

or Republican. This second question was essential in determining the political affiliation 

of those claiming to be independents or “something else” since research shows that true 

independents are rare and most lean strongly toward one of the two parties (Keith et al., 

1992). With the second unfolding question now eliciting a party preference, Table 13 

shows the simplified breakdown of party affiliation within the student population with 

67.1% Democrats and 32.9% Republicans. One student, who indicated a response of 

“something else”, did not select a party affiliation when prompted by the second 

unfolding question. Therefore, the total number of student responses for the aggregated 

form of student political party ID is n = 146. 

Table 13 
 
Student – Simple Aggregation of Party ID 

Party ID Frequency Valid Percent 
Democrat 98 67.1 
Republican 48 32.9 
Total n 146 100.0 
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 Of the 47 students who chose independent or “something else”, only 14 chose a 

Republican preference whereas the other 33 chose a Democrat one. Overall, a little more 

than two-thirds (67.1%) of the students surveyed indicated that they were affiliated with, 

or felt closer to, the Democratic party while 32.9% were affiliated with, or felt closer to, 

the Republican party. 

 The political ideology question was presented to the student participants with six 

choices: very liberal, somewhat liberal, closer to liberals, closer to conservatives, 

somewhat conservative, and very conservative. Table 14 displays the frequencies of the 

students’ self-reported ideologies with 19.6% very liberal, 29% somewhat liberal, 21% 

closer to liberals, 18.1% closer to conservatives, 9.4% somewhat conservative, and 2.9% 

very conservative. Several students did not indicate an ideological leaning when 

prompted. Therefore, the total number of student responses for the student ideology 

question is n = 138. 

Table 14 
 
Student – Ideology 

Ideology Frequency Valid Percent 
Very Liberal 27 19.6 
Somewhat Liberal 40 29.0 
Closer to Liberals 29 21.0 
Closer to Conservatives 25 18.1 
Somewhat Conservative 13 9.4 
Very Conservative 4 2.9 
Total 138 100.0 
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 When both the three liberal categories and three conservative categories are 

simplified into one category, Table 15 shows the simplified breakdown of student body 

ideology with 69.6% liberals and 30.4% conservatives. 

Table 15 
 
Student – Simple Aggregation of Ideology 

Ideology Frequency Valid Percent 
Liberal 96 69.6 
Conservative 42 30.4 
Total n 138 100.0 

 

 These descriptive statistics show that more than two-thirds of students (67.3%) 

unreservedly identify with one of the two major political parties. Furthermore, the data 

indicate that the student population is overwhelmingly liberal and more closely affiliated 

with the Democratic party. However, while political affiliation and ideology are highly 

correlated, they are not the same. The ideological leanings within each of the political 

party affiliations vary significantly. Of the 67.1% of students that indicated they were, or 

felt closer to, the Democratic party, 19.6% identified as “very liberal”. Conversely, of the 

32.9% of students that indicated they were, or felt closer to, the Republican party, only 

2.9% identified as “very conservative”. In the student population, the most liberal of the 

Democratic students dwarfed the most conservative of the Republican students, 27.55% 

to 8.33%, respectively. Alternatively, of the 32.9% of students that indicated they were, 

or felt closer to, the Republican party, 18.1% of them selected the most moderate form of 

a conservatism, representing 53%. This is in stark contrast to the 67.1% of Democrat 

students, of which 21% selected the most moderate for of liberalism, representing 30%. 
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Therefore, Republican students are much more moderate in their conservative views 

whereas Democrat students are much more partisan in their liberal views.  

Results for Research Question 1A. When disaggregated by gender, Table 16 

shows a cross tabulation of the differences in the student body population with the 

original four political party survey choices, as well as the political party affiliation 

percentages within each gender. Figure 2 shows a visual representation of the differences 

in student responses. Of the 150 students that consented to this study, three chose not to 

indicate a response and could not be included in the cross tabulation. Therefore, the 

student sample for this subquestion is n = 147. In this study, 55.8% of the student 

respondents were women, and 44.2% were men. 

Table 16 
 
Student by Gender – Party ID   
 

Party ID   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Democrat Count 23 42 65 
% 35.4% 64.6% 100.0% 

Republican Count 18 16 34 
% 52.9% 47.1% 100.0% 

Independent Count 18 13 31 
% 58.1% 41.9% 100.0% 

Something else Count 6 11 17 
% 35.3% 64.7% 100.0% 

Total n Count 65 82 147 
  % of Total 44.2% 55.8% 100.0% 

 

Of the students who identified as Democrats, women were nearly twice the 

number of men, 64.6% to 35.4%. Of the students who identified as Republican, men 

outnumbered women 52.9% to 47.1%. Of the students who identified as independents, 

men outnumbered women 58.1% to 41.9%. Lastly, of the students who identified as 
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“something else”, women also nearly doubled the number of men, 64.7% to 35.3%. A 

Pearson chi-square test and a post hoc Cramer’s V were also calculated to see if these 

political affiliation differences by gender were statistically significant and they were not, 

x2(3, N = 147) = 6.06, p = .109 and Cramer’s V of .20. 

Figure 2 

Students by Gender – Party ID 
 

 
 
 After being presented with the unfolding second question asking which political 

party they feel closer to, Democrat or Republican, Table 17 and Figure 3 shows the 

simplified breakdown of party affiliation, as well as the political party affiliation 

percentages, within each gender. The results show that 38.8% of men and 61.2% of 

women identified as Democrats and 56.3% of men and 43.8% of women identified as 

Republicans. One participant who indicated a response of “something else”, did not select 

a party lean when prompted by the second unfolding questions. Therefore, the student 
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sample for this subquestion is n = 146. A Pearson chi-square test and a post hoc Cramer’s 

V were also calculated to see if this simplified form of political affiliation differences by 

gender were statistically significant and they were, x2(1, N = 146) = 3.983, p = .046 and 

Cramer’s V of .165 (small effect size). When simplified, the Pearson chi-square test 

showed that the association between gender and political party affiliation was significant, 

however, the Cramer’s V test showed that the effect size of that significance was small. 

Overall, within a Democratic affiliation, women were shown to be more affiliated with 

the Democratic party than men and within a Republican affiliation, men were shown to 

be more affiliated with the Republican party than women.  

Table 17 
 
Student by Gender – Aggregated Party ID 
 

Party ID   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Democrat Count 38 60 98 
% 38.8% 61.2% 100.0% 

Republican Count 27 21 48 
% 56.3% 43.8% 100.0% 

Total n Count 65 81 146 
  % of Total 44.5% 55.5% 100.0% 

 

Figure 3 
 
Student by Gender – Aggregated Party ID 
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When looking at political ideology disaggregated by gender, a similar result 

emerges to that of political party affiliation. Table 18 shows the differences in the student 

body population with the original six survey choices, as well as the ideological 

percentages within each gender. The results show “very liberal” students were comprised 

of 66.7% women compared to 33.3% of men, “somewhat liberal” students were 

comprised of 65% of women compared to 35% of men, “closer to liberal” students were 

comprised of 51.7% women compared to 48.3% of men, “closer to conservatives” 

students were comprised of 40% women compared to 60% of men, “somewhat 

conservative” students were comprised of 46.2% women compared to 53.8% of men, and 

“very conservative” students were comprised of 50% women and 50% of men. Several 

student participants chose not to indicate an ideological preference when prompted, 

therefore the student sample for this subquestion is n = 138. A Pearson chi-square test 

and a post hoc Cramer’s V were also calculated to see if these ideological differences by 

gender were statistically significant and they were not, x2(5, N = 138) = 5.94, p = .312 

and Cramer’s V of .207. 
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Table 18 
 
Student by Gender – Ideology 
 

Ideology   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Very Liberal Count 9 18 27 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Somewhat Liberal Count 14 26 40 
% 35.0% 65.0% 100.0% 

Closer to Liberals Count 14 15 29 
% 48.3% 51.7% 100.0% 

Closer to Conservatives Count 15 10 25 
% 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

Somewhat Conservative Count 7 6 13 
% 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

Very Conservative Count 2 2 4 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 61 77 138 
  % of Total 44.2% 55.8% 100.0% 

 

When both the three liberal categories and three conservative categories are 

simplified into one category, Table 19 shows the simplified breakdown of student body 

ideology by gender, as well as the ideological percentages within each gender. The 

results show 38.5% of men and 61.5% of women as liberals, and 57.1% of men and 

42.9% of women as conservatives. A Pearson chi-square test and a post hoc Cramer’s V 

were also calculated to see if this simplified form of ideological differences by gender 

were statistically significant and they were, x2(1, N = 138) = 4.1, p = .043 and Cramer’s 

V of .172 (small effect size). When simplified, the Pearson chi-square test showed that 

the association between gender and ideology was significant, however, the Cramer’s V 

test showed that the effect size of that significance was small. Similar to political party 

affiliation and gender, when it comes to ideology and gender, women were shown to be 
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the more liberal of the sexes and men were shown to be the more conservative of the 

sexes. 

Table 19 
 
Student by Gender – Aggregated Ideology  
 

Ideology   Gender 
Total n    Male Female 

Liberal Count 37 59 96 
% 38.5% 61.5% 100.0% 

Conservative Count 24 18 42 
% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 

Total n Count 61 77 138 
  % of Total 44.2% 55.8% 100.0% 

 

When disaggregated by race/ethnicity, Table 20 shows the student body 

population's differences with the original four survey choices, as well as the political 

party affiliation percentages within each race/ethnicity. When viewing the sample data as 

a whole, the results show Hispanics students comprised the largest share of Democrat 

responses with 23.4%, followed by white students with 15.2%, Asian students with 3.4%, 

Black/African Americans with 2.1%, and students of two or more races with 0.7%. This 

trend was reversed at the top of the order when it came to Republican affiliated responses 

with white students comprising 11% and Hispanic students comprising 7.6%, followed 

by students of two or more races with 2.1%, Asian students with 1.4%, and both Pacific 

Islander and Black/African Americans with 0.7%. Of all the students that participated, 

some did not indicate either a race/ethnicity or party affiliation. Therefore, the student 

sample for this subquestion is n = 145. However, since several of the race/ethnicity 

categories contained less than five respondents, any chi-square test performed would lack 

the statistical power necessary to produce reliable results. Therefore, a chi-square test was 

run in which the race/ethnicity categories were consolidated into white students vs. 
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minority students so as not to violate the assumptions of the chi-square test. The results of 

this test showed that political party affiliation differences by white/minority students 

were not statistically significant, x2(3, N = 145) = 3.658, p = .301 and Cramer’s V of .159 

(moderate effect size).   
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Table 20 
        

Student by Race/Ethnicity – Party ID 

Race/Ethnicity   Political Party Affiliation 

Total n     Democrat Republican Independent Something else 

Black or African American Count 3 1 0 0 4 

% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Count 34 11 8 9 62 

% 54.8% 17.7% 12.9% 14.5% 100.0% 

White Count 22 16 12 3 53 

% 41.5% 30.2% 22.6% 5.7% 100.0% 

Asian Count 5 2 6 1 14 

% 35.7% 14.3% 42.9% 7.1% 100.0% 

Pacific Islander Count 0 1 0 0 1 

% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 1 3 5 2 11 

% 9.1% 27.3% 45.5% 18.2% 100.0% 

Total n Count 65 34 31 15 145 

  % of Total 44.8% 23.4% 21.4% 10.3% 100.0% 
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After being presented with the unfolding second question asking which party they 

feel closer to, Democratic or Republican, Table 21 and Figure 4 shows the simplified 

breakdown of party affiliation by race/ethnicity, as well as the political party affiliation 

percentages within each race/ethnicity. When viewing the data as a percentage of the 

whole sample, the results show Hispanic students recorded the highest number of 

Democratic party affiliation responses with over three times that of a Republican one, 

31.9% to 10.4%. The remaining order of percentages of Democrat students in this 

simplified format is nearly identical to that of the same question with the original four 

responses with a slight change between students of two or more races and Blacks/African 

Americans. The remaining simplified student Democrat responses were white students at 

22.9%, Asian students at 6.9%, students of two or more races at 3.5%, and Black/African 

American students at 2.1%. Similarly, the order of percentages of Republican students in 

this simplified format in relation to the whole sample is nearly identical to that of the 

same question with the original four responses but with Pacific Islander students tying 

with African Americans, not Asians, for the lowest percentage of republican affiliated 

responses. The simplified student Republican responses in relation to the whole sample 

were white students at 13.9%, Hispanic students at 10.4%, students of two or more races 

at 4.2%, Asian students at 2.8%, and Black/African American students and Pacific 

Islander students at 0.7%. One participant who indicated a response of “something else”, 

did not select a party lean when prompted by the second unfolding questions. Therefore, 

the student sample for this subquestion is n = 144. However, even with a consolidation in 

political party ID response categories, several of the race/ethnicity categories still 

contained less than five respondents. Therefore, any chi-square test performed would lack 
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the statistical power necessary to produce reliable results. Instead, a chi-square test was 

run in which the race/ethnicity categories were consolidated into white students vs. 

minority students so as not to violate the assumptions of the chi-square test. The results of 

this test showed that the simplified form of political party affiliation differences by 

white/minority students were not statistically significant, x2(1, N = 144) = 0.991, p = .319 

and Cramer’s V of .083 (small effect size).   

Table 21 
 
Student by Race/Ethnicity – Aggregated Party ID  
 

Race/Ethnicity   Party ID 
Total n     Democrat Republican 

Black or African American Count 3 1 4 
% 75.0% 25.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Count 46 15 61 
% 75.4% 24.6% 100.0% 

White Count 33 20 53 
% 62.3% 37.7% 100.0% 

Asian Count 10 4 14 
% 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 

Pacific Islander Count 0 1 1 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 5 6 11 
% 45.5% 54.5% 100.0% 

Total n Count 97 47 144 
  % of Total 67.4% 32.6% 100.0% 

 
Figure 4 
 
Students by Race/Ethnicity – Aggregation of Party ID 
 



 

 
 

88 

 
 

When looking at political ideology disaggregated by race/ethnicity, a similar 

result emerges to that of political party affiliation. Table 22 shows the differences in the 

student sample with the original six survey choices for ideology by race/ethnicity, as well 

as the ideological percentages within each race/ethnicity. In order of greatest overall 

sample percentages, white students were the most liberal at 10.2%, followed by 8% of 

Hispanics, and 0.7% of both Black or African American and Asian students. In order of 

greatest overall sample percentages, white students were also the most conservative at 

1.5%, followed by Hispanic and Asian students at 0.7% each. Of all the students that 

participated, some did not indicate either a race/ethnicity or ideology. Therefore, the 

student sample for this subquestion is n = 137. A chi-square test was not calculated for 

the differences in ideological choices by race/ethnicity nor was one calculated for the 

differences in ideological choices by a white/minority breakdown since both tests would 

violate the assumptions necessary for the chi-square test.
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Table 22 
 
Student by Race/Ethnicity – Ideology 
 

Race/Ethnicity   Ideology 

Total n     
Very 

Liberal 
Somewhat 

Liberal 
Closer to 
Liberals 

Closer to 
Conservatives 

Somewhat 
Conservative 

Very 
Conservative 

Black or African 
American 

Count 1 3 0 0 0 0 4 
% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Count 11 20 13 7 3 1 55 
% 20.0% 36.4% 23.6% 12.7% 5.5% 1.8% 100.0% 

White Count 14 12 7 9 8 2 52 
% 26.9% 23.1% 13.5% 17.3% 15.4% 3.8% 100.0% 

Asian Count 1 4 5 3 0 1 14 
% 7.1% 28.6% 35.7% 21.4% 0.0% 7.1% 100.0% 

Pacific Islander Count 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 
% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 0 1 3 5 2 0 11 
% 0.0% 9.1% 27.3% 45.5% 18.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 27 40 28 25 13 4 137 
  % of Total 19.7% 29.2% 20.4% 18.2% 9.5% 2.9% 100.0% 
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Table 23 shows a simplified aggregation of ideology by race/ethnicity when all 

liberal and conservative responses are coded into one category each, as well as the 

ideological percentages within each race/ethnicity. In this simplified aggregation, and in 

comparison to the whole sample, Hispanic students recorded the highest percentage of 

liberal affiliated responses with 32.1%, white students with 24.1%, Asian students with 

7.3%, and both students of two or more races and Black/African American students with 

2.9%. The simplified student conservative responses in comparison to the whole sample 

were white students with 13.9%, Hispanic students with 8%, students of two or more 

races with 5.1%, Asian students with 2.9%, Pacific Islander students with 0.7%, and no 

Black/African American students identifying as conservatives. A Pearson chi-square test 

was not calculated for the simplified form of ideological differences and full 

race/ethnicity responses since any chi-square test performed would lack the statistical 

power necessary to produce reliable results. Instead, a chi-square test was run in which 

the race/ethnicity categories were consolidated into white students vs. minority students 

so as not to violate the assumptions of the chi-square test. The results of this test showed 

that the simplified form of ideology by white/minority students were not statistically 

significant, x2(1, N = 137) = 1.364, p = .243 and Cramer’s V of .1 (small effect size).   

Table 23 
 
Student by Race/Ethnicity – Aggregated Ideology 
 

Race/Ethnicity   Ideology 
Total n     Liberal Conservative 

Black or African American Count 4 0 4 
% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Hispanic Count 44 11 55 
% 80.0% 20.0% 100.0% 

White Count 33 19 52 
% 63.5% 36.5% 100.0% 

Asian Count 10 4 14 
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% 71.4% 28.6% 100.0% 
Pacific Islander Count 0 1 1 

% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Two or More Races Count 4 7 11 

% 36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 
Total n Count 95 42 137 
  % of Total 69.3% 30.7% 100.0% 

 

 Overall, the results of research question 1 indicate that when simplified into 

dichotomous variables, there is a statistical significance to the relationships between both 

student gender and political party affiliation and ideology. There were more conservative 

and less liberal male students that would be expected by chance and more liberal and less 

conservative female students than would be expected by chance. Similarly, there were 

more Republican and less Democratic male students than would be expected by chance 

and more Democratic and less Republican female students than would be expected by 

chance. 

Results for Research Question 2 

 How do teachers identify in terms of political ideology and political party 

affiliation? What differences emerge when disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender? 

To address these questions, descriptive statistics, and Pearson chi-square tests were used. 

The teacher population for this study was n = 13.  

 The political party affiliation question presented the teacher respondents with four 

choices: Republican, Democrat, independent, or “something else”. Table 24 displays the 

frequencies of the teacher self-reported political affiliations, with nine Democrats 

(69.2%), one Republican (7.7%), two independents (15.4%), and one “something else” 

(7.7%).  

Table 24 
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Teacher – Party ID 

Party ID Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Democrat 9 69.2 69.2 
Republican 1 7.7 76.9 
Independent 2 15.4 92.3 
Something else 1 7.7 100.0 
Total n 13 100.0   

 

Any participants who labeled themselves as independent or “something else,” 

received an unfolding second question asking which party they feel closer to, Democratic 

or Republican. With the second unfolding question now eliciting a party preference, 

Table 25 shows the simplified breakdown of party affiliation within the teacher 

population with 11 Democrats (84.6%) and two Republicans (15.4%).  

Table 25 
 
Teacher – Simple Aggregation of Party ID 

Party ID Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Democrat 11 84.6 84.6 
Republican 2 15.4 100.0 
Total n 13 100.0   

 

 Of the three teachers who chose independent or “something else”, two chose a 

Democrat preference, and the third chose a Republican one. Overall, 11 out of 13 

(84.6%) teachers surveyed indicated that they were affiliated with, or felt closer to, the 

Democratic party. 

The political ideology question was presented to the teacher respondents with six 

choices: very liberal, somewhat liberal, closer to liberals, closer to conservatives, 

somewhat conservative, and very conservative. Table 26 displays the frequencies of the 

teacher self-reported ideologies, with 46.2% very liberal, 23.1% somewhat liberal, 15.4% 
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closer to liberals, and 15.4% closer to conservatives. There were no respondents who 

identified as either somewhat conservative or very conservative in the teacher survey 

population. 

Table 26 
 
Teacher – Ideology 

Ideology Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Very Liberal 6 46.2 46.2 
Somewhat Liberal 3 23.1 69.2 
Closer to Liberals 2 15.4 84.6 
Closer to Conservatives 2 15.4 100.0 
Somewhat Conservative 0 0.0 100.0 
Very Conservative 0 0.0 100.0 
Total n 13 100.0   

 

When both the three liberal categories and three conservative categories were 

simplified into one category each, Table 27 shows the simplified breakdown of the 

teacher survey population’s ideology with 84.6% liberal and 15.4% conservative. 

Table 27 
 
Teacher – Simple Aggregation of Ideology 

Ideology Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Liberal 11 84.6 84.6 
Conservative 2 15.4 100.0 
Total n 13 100.0   

 

 These descriptive statistics show that an overwhelming percentage of the teacher 

sample is both liberal and affiliated with the Democratic party. Additionally, of those two 

teachers who indicated a conservative ideology, both of them indicated that they were the 

most moderate form of conservative by choosing “closer to conservatives”. This is stark 

contrast to those teachers who indicated a liberal ideology. Of those 11 teachers that 
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indicated a liberal ideology, more than half (55%) were of the most partisan kind with all 

six choosing “very liberal” as their ideology. 

Results for Research Question 2A. When disaggregated by gender, Table 28 

shows a cross tabulation of the differences in the teacher population with the original four 

political party survey choices, as well as the political party affiliation percentages within 

each gender. Figure 5 shows a visual representation of the differences in teacher 

responses. In this study, nine (69.2%) of the teacher respondents were women and four 

(30.8%) of the respondents were men. 

Table 28 
 
Teacher by Gender – Party ID  
 

Party ID   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Democrat Count 3 6 9 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Republican Count 0 1 1 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Independent Count 0 2 2 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Something else Count 1 0 1 
% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 4 9 13 
  % of Total 30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

 

Of the teachers who identified as Democrats, women doubled the number of men, 

66.7% to 33.3%, respectively. Only one teacher (7.7% overall) identified outright as a 

Republican, and only one teacher (7.7% overall) identified as “something else”. Two 

teachers (15.4% overall) identified as independents. A Pearson chi-square test was 

calculated to see if these political affiliation differences by gender were statistically 

significant and they were not, x2(3, N = 13) = 3.61, p = .307. However, due to the small 
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sample size and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of this chi-square test to 

produce reliable result was severely inhibited.  

Figure 5 

Teachers by Gender – Party ID 
 

 

After being presented with the unfolding second question asking which party they 

feel closer to, Democratic or Republican, Table 29 and Figure 6 show the simplified 

breakdown of party affiliation by gender. In the teacher sample, 100% of men identified 

as Democrats compared to 77.8% of women. Additionally, while women made up 69.2% 

of the total teacher sample, they comprise of 100% of the Republican affiliated responses. 

A Pearson chi-square test was calculated to see if this simplified form of political 

affiliation differences by gender were statistically significant and they were not, x2(1, N = 

13) = 1.051, p = .305. However, due to the small sample size and lopsided distribution, 

the statistical power of this chi-square test to produce reliable result was severely 

inhibited. 

Table 29 
 
Teacher by Gender – Aggregated Party ID 
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Gender   Party ID 
Total n     Democrat Republican 

Male Count 4 0 4 
% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Female Count 7 2 9 
% 77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 

Total n Count 11 2 13 
  % of Total 84.6% 15.4% 100.0% 

 
 
Figure 6 

Teacher by Gender – Aggregated Party ID 
 

 
 

When looking at political ideology disaggregated by gender, a similar result 

emerges to that of political party affiliation. Table 30 shows the differences in the teacher 

population with the original six survey choices for ideology by gender, as well as the 

ideological percentages within each gender. In relation to the whole sample, the results 

show 23.1% of men and women as very liberal, 7.7% of men and 15.4% of women as 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

Democrat Republican

Pe
rc

en
t

Male

Female



 

 
 

97 

somewhat liberal, 0% of men and 15.4% of women closer to liberals, and 0% of men and 

15.4% of women closer to conservatives. No teacher participants indicated they were 

“somewhat conservative” or “very conservative”. A Pearson chi-square test was 

calculated to see if these ideological differences by gender were statistically significant 

and they were not, x2(3, N = 13) = 2.83, p = .419. However, due to the small sample size 

and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of this chi-square test to produce reliable 

result was severely inhibited. 

Table 30 
 
Teacher by Gender – Ideology 
 

Ideology   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Very Liberal Count 3 3 6 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Somewhat Liberal Count 1 2 3 
% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0% 

Closer to Liberals Count 0 2 2 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Closer to Conservatives Count 0 2 2 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 4 9 13 
  % of Total 30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

Note. No respondents selected “somewhat conservative” or “very conservative”. 

When both the three liberal categories and three conservative categories were 

simplified into one category each, Table 31 shows a simplified breakdown of the teacher 

survey population by gender, as well as the ideological percentages within each gender. 

The results show 36.4% of men and 63.6% of women as liberals and 0% of men and 

100% of women as conservatives. When simplified, a Pearson chi-square test was 

calculated to see if these ideological differences by gender were statistically significant 

and they were not, x2(1, N = 13) = 1.05, p = .305. However, due to the small sample size 
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and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of this chi-square test to produce reliable 

result was severely inhibited. 

Table 31 
 
Teacher by Gender – Aggregated Ideology  
 

Ideology   Gender 
Total n     Male Female 

Liberal Count 4 7 11 
% 36.4% 63.6% 100.0% 

Conservative Count 0 2 2 
% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 4 9 13 
  % of Total 30.8% 69.2% 100.0% 

 

When disaggregated by race/ethnicity, Table 32 shows the differences in the 

study’s teacher sample with the original four survey choices, as well as the political party 

affiliation percentages within each race/ethnicity. Figure 7 shows a visual representation 

of the differences in teacher responses. In comparison to the whole sample, of the teacher 

respondents who identified as Democrats, white teachers had the greatest percentage at 

38.5%, and both Hispanic teachers and those of two or more races at 15.4%. There was 

only one Republican teacher respondent that identified as white (7.7%).  Of the two 

teacher respondents who identified as independents, both were white (15.4%). Lastly, 

only one teacher respondent identified as “something else” and they were white (7.7%). 

A Pearson chi-square test was calculated to see if political party affiliation differences by 

race/ethnicity were statistically significant and they were not, x2(6, N = 13) = 2.57, p = 

.861. However, due to the small sample size and lopsided distribution, the statistical 

power of this chi-square test to produce reliable result was severely inhibited.
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Table 32 
 
Teacher by Race/Ethnicity – Party ID  
 

Race/Ethnicity   Party ID 
Total n     Democrat Republican Independent Something else 

Hispanic Count 2 0 0 0 2 
%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

White Count 5 1 2 1 9 
%  55.6% 11.1% 22.2% 11.1% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 2 0 0 0 2 
%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total n 
  

Count 9 1 2 1 13 
% of Total 69.2% 7.7% 15.4% 7.7% 100.0% 

Note.  There were no teacher respondents in the Black/African American, Asian, or Pacific Islander categories.
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Figure 7 
 
Teacher by Race/Ethnicity – Party ID 
 

 
 

After being presented with the unfolding second question asking which party they 

feel closer to, Democratic or Republican, Table 33 shows the simplified breakdown of 

party affiliation by race/ethnicity, as well as the party affiliation within each 

race/ethnicity. In this simplified aggregation, and in comparison to the whole sample, 

white teachers recorded the highest number of Democratic party affiliation responses 

with over three times that of a Republican one, 53.8% to 15.4%, respectively. The 

remaining simplified teacher Democrat responses were Hispanic teachers and teachers of 

two or more races, both at 15.4%. In comparison to the whole sample, the simplified 

teacher Republican responses were solely white teachers with a total of 15.4%. A Pearson 

chi-square test was calculated to see if this simplified form of political party affiliation by 

race/ethnicity was statistically significant and it was not, x2(2, N = 13) = 1.05, p = .591. 
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However, due to the small sample size and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of 

this chi-square test to produce reliable result was severely inhibited. 

Table 33 
 
Teacher by Race/Ethnicity – Simple Party ID 
 

Race/Ethnicity   Party ID 
Total n     Democrat Republican 

Hispanic Count 2 0 2 
% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

White Count 7 2 9 
% 77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 2 0 2 
% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 11 2 13 
  % of Total 84.6% 15.4% 100.0% 

Note. There were no teacher respondents in the Black/African American, Asian, or 
Pacific Islander categories. 
 

When looking at political ideology disaggregated by race/ethnicity, a similar 

result emerges to that of political party affiliation. Table 34 shows the differences in the 

teacher sample with the original six survey choices for ideology by race/ethnicity, as well 

as the ideological percentages within each race/ethnicity. In comparison to the whole 

sample, of those that indicated they were “very liberal”, white teachers comprised the 

largest share of respondents at 30.8% followed by teachers of two or more races with 

15.4%. In comparison to the whole sample, of those that indicated they were “somewhat 

liberal”, white teachers also comprised the largest share of respondents at 15.4% followed 

by Hispanic teachers with 7.7%. In comparison to the whole sample, of those that 

indicated they were “closer to liberals”, white and Hispanic teachers both comprised the 

largest share of respondents at 7.7%. In comparison to the whole sample, of those that 

indicated they were “closer to conservatives”, white teachers comprised the sole share of 

respondents at 15.4%. There were no teacher respondents that indicated they were 
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“somewhat conservative” or “very conservative”. A Pearson chi-square test was 

calculated to see if ideological differences by race/ethnicity were statistically significant 

and they were not, x2(6, N = 13) = 6.14, p = .408. However, due to the small sample size 

and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of this chi-square test to produce reliable 

result was severely inhibited.
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Table 34 

Teacher by Race/Ethnicity – Ideology 
 

Race/Ethnicity   Ideology 

Total n     
Very 

Liberal 
Somewhat 

Liberal 
Closer to 
Liberals 

Closer to 
Conservatives 

Somewhat 
Conservative 

Very 
Conservative 

Hispanic Count 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 

% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
White Count 4 2 1 2 0 0 9 

% 44.4% 22.2% 11.1% 22.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Two or More Races Count 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 

% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 
Total n Count 6 3 2 2 0 0 13 

  % of Total 46.2% 23.1% 15.4% 15.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Note. There were no teacher respondents in the Black/African American, Asian, or Pacific Islander categories. 
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Table 35 shows a simplified aggregation of ideology by race/ethnicity when all 

liberal and conservative responses are coded into one category. In this simplified 

aggregation, and in comparison to the whole sample, white teachers comprised the sole 

conservative responses with 15.4% of the overall teacher population. In comparison to 

the whole sample, white teachers recorded the highest number of liberal ideology 

responses at 53.8%, with Hispanic teachers and teachers of two or more races at 15.4%. 

A Pearson chi-square test was calculated to see if this simplified form of ideology by 

race/ethnicity was statistically significant and it was not, x2(6, N = 137) = 6.14, p = .408. 

However, due to the small sample size and lopsided distribution, the statistical power of 

this chi-square test to produce reliable result was severely inhibited. 

Table 35 
 
Teacher by Race/Ethnicity – Aggregated Ideology 
 

Race/Ethnicity   Ideology 
Total n     Liberal Conservative 

Hispanic Count 2 0 2 
%  100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

White Count 7 2 9 
%  77.8% 22.2% 100.0% 

Two or More Races Count 2 0 2 
%  100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

Total n Count 11 2 13 
  % of Total 84.6% 15.4% 100.0% 

Note. There were no teacher respondents in the Black/African American, Asian, or 
Pacific Islander categories. 
 

Overall, the results of research question 2 indicate that the teaching sample is 

largely liberal and politically affiliated with the Democratic party. Conversely, of those 

that indicated a Republican affiliation and a conservative ideology, they were of the most 

moderate form of conservative partisan. When analyzed using all the categories of the 

variables or when analyzed using variables simplified into dichotomous pairs, there is no 
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statistical significance to the relationships between gender or race/ethnicity and either 

political affiliation or ideology. However, due to the small sample size and lopsided 

distribution, the statistical power of the chi-square tests to produce reliable results for this 

research question was severely inhibited. 

Results for Research Question 3 

 To address research question 3 and its subquestions, descriptive statistics and 

independent sample t-tests were used. In comparing the match/mismatch responses 

between the overall student and teacher survey populations for political party affiliation 

and ideology, only those respondents who answered both the political party affiliation 

and ideology questions were included in the cross-tabulations. Therefore, this 

comparison's student population is n = 138, and the teacher population is n = 13. Table 36 

compares the overall percentages of student and teacher political affiliation and ideology, 

as well as the population percentages within each party ID and ideology. Based on the 

cross-tabulation results, 84.6% of teachers are liberal compared to 69.6% of students. 

When it comes to political party affiliation, 84.6% of teachers identified as Democrats 

compared to 68.8% of students. Student conservatives are almost twice the percentage of 

teacher conservatives, 30.4% to 15.4%, respectively, and student Republicans more than 

double the percentage of teacher Republicans, 31.2% to 15.4%, respectively. Across the 

entire student and teacher population, these descriptive statistics indicate that teachers 

and students are mostly liberal and identify with, or feel closer to, the Democratic party. 

Conversely, of those teachers and students that identify with some form of conservatism 

and the Republican party, conservative students are more ideologically conservative than 

conservative teachers.  
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Table 36 
 
Teachers vs. Students – Comparison of Party ID and Ideology 

    Sample Population 
Total n     Student Teacher 

Ideology 
Liberal Count 96 11 107 

  %  69.6% 84.6% 70.9% 
Conservative Count 42 2 44 

% 30.4% 15.4% 29.1% 
Total n Count 138 13 151 
  % Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Party ID 
Democrat Count 95 11 106 

%  68.8% 84.6% 70.2% 
Republican Count 43 2 45 

%  31.2% 15.4% 29.8% 
Total n Count 138 13 151 
  % Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 While analyzing the match/mismatch of the overall student and teacher 

populations is informative, so too is analyzing the population of student-teacher dyads 

that emerged between those students who answered the political ideology and party 

affiliation questions and their corresponding teachers. Out of the 13 teachers and 151 

student respondents, there were 27 student-teacher dyads. These 27 student-teacher dyads 

were formed from the responses results of 27 students, which were then matched to their 

English Language Arts teachers, and compared against their teacher’ response results. 

From these dyads there was a student teacher party affiliation match of 55.6% and a 

mismatch of 44.4%. Additionally, from these dyads there was a student teacher ideology 

match of 66.7% and a mismatch of 33.3%. Table 37 and 38 presents the match/mismatch 

results for these 27 student-teacher dyads for political party affiliation and ideology. 

These findings demonstrate that overall, students match with their teachers both 
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politically and ideologically more than mismatch. However, a mismatch percentage of 

33.3% is still substantial. Additionally, students and teachers differ less on their 

ideological leanings than they do in their party affiliations. If a grading bias were to exist 

based on the social interaction of teachers and students, we would expect students with a 

match in political party ID or ideology to have higher grades than those students who 

mismatch with their teachers.  

Table 37 
 
Student-Teacher Dyad Match or Mismatch – Party ID 
 
Party ID   Student-Teacher Dyads 
Match Count 15 

% of Total 55.6% 
Mismatch Count 12 

% of Total 44.4% 
Total n Count 27 
  % of Total 100.0% 

 
Table 38 
 
Student-Teacher Dyad Match or Mismatch – Ideology 
 
Ideology   Student-Teacher Dyads 
Match Count 18 

% of Total 66.7% 
Mismatch Count 9 

% of Total 33.3% 
Total n Count 27 
  % of Total 100.0% 

 

Of the 18 students whose general ideology matched that of their teacher, three 

were very liberal, seven were somewhat liberal, five were closer to liberals, two were 

closer to conservatives, and one was somewhat conservative. Of the nine students whose 

general ideology mismatched that of their teacher, three were somewhat liberal, one was 
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closer to liberals, four were closer to conservatives, and one was somewhat conservative. 

Of the students that either matched or mismatched with their teacher, none indicated that 

they were very conservative. Table 39 shows ideological breakdown of those students 

that matched or mismatched with their teachers’ ideology (e.g., liberal or conservative).  

Table 39 

Student Ideology – Those Who Matched vs. Mismatched  

Ideology   Student 
    Matched Mismatched 
Very Liberal Count 3 0 
  % within Student 16.7% 0.0% 
Somewhat Liberal Count 7 3 
  % within Student 38.9% 33.3% 
Closer to Liberals Count 5 1 
  % within Student 27.8% 11.1% 
Closer to Conservatives Count 2 4 
  % within Student 11.1% 44.4% 
Somewhat Conservative Count 1 1 
  % within Student 5.6% 11.1% 
Total n Count 18 9 
  % Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Note. There were no matches or mismatches in the “very conservative” category. 

When looking at the individual student-teacher mismatch data, of the nine 

students whose general ideology mismatched that of their teacher, four were more liberal 

than their teacher and five were more conservative that their teacher.  

Results for Research Question 3A. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze 

the student-teacher dyads and the potential relationship between the political party or 

ideology match/mismatch between students and teachers and student grades. Of the 27 

student-teacher dyads, one student did not indicate a final semester grade. Therefore, the 

total number of student-teacher dyads for this subquestion is n = 26. Descriptive statistics 

showed that a mismatch in political party affiliation was related to a higher student grade 
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final grade (M = 88) than a match (M = 83.79). Similarly, descriptive statistics showed 

that a mismatch in political ideology was related to a higher student final grade (M = 

88.67) than a match (M = 84.18). Tables 40 and 41 present the match/mismatch mean 

differences and standard deviations between the match/mismatch of both political party 

affiliation and political ideology and student grades. 

Table 40 
 
Student Grades – Ideology Match/Mismatch With Teacher 
 
Ideology N M SD 
Match 17 84.18 7.342 
Mismatch 9 88.67 8.544 
Total n 26 85.73 7.912 

 
Table 41 
 
Student Grades – Party ID Match/Mismatch With Teacher   
 
Party ID N M SD 
Match 14 83.79 7.738 
Mismatch 12 88.00 7.816 
Total n 26 85.73 7.912 

 

In addition to descriptive statistics, two independent sample t-test were 

performed, one for political party match/mismatch and one for political ideology 

match/mismatch. The results for both the political party match/mismatch and the political 

ideology match/mismatch on student grades indicated no statistically significant 

relationship with political party affiliation match/mismatch, t(24) = -1.378, p = .181 and 

political ideology match/mismatch t(24) = -1.403, p = .173.  

Results for Research Question 3B. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze 

the modality of education by students. Due to COVID-19, families had the choice to send 
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their children to school in-person, remain 100% online, or both. Out of the 150 student 

participants, 117 indicated a modality of education. Therefore, the sample size for this 

research question is n = 117. Table 42 shows the breakdown of the student sample by the 

modality of instruction. Based on the results, 42.7% of students learned in-person all 

semester, 42.7% of students learned online all semester, 11.1% were online for the first 

half of the semester then in-person for the second half, and 3.4% of students were in-

person for the first half of the semester then online for the second half.  

Table 42 

Modality of Education 

  Frequency Valid Percent 
Online All Semester 50 42.7 

Online For 1st 9-weeks, In-Person For 2nd 
9-Weeks 

13 11.1 

In-Person For 1st 9-Weeks, Online For 2nd 
9-Weeks 

4 3.4 

In-Person All Semester 50 42.7 

Total n 117 100.0 
 

Of the 117 participants that indicated a modality of education, 26 created student-

teacher dyads. Of the 26 student-teacher dyads for both party ID and ideology 

match/mismatch, 53.8% of students were online all semester, 26.9% were in-person all 

semester, 19.2% were online to start the year and then in-person in the second half of the 

first semester, and no students in the student-teacher dyads were in-person and then 

online learners in the second half of the first semester. Tables 43 and 44 show the 

crosstabs of the match/mismatch for political party ID and ideology and modality of 

education. Of the students who were online all semester, 50% matched their teacher’s 
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party ID and ideology whereas 50% mismatched. Of the students who were online for the 

first nine-weeks then in-person for the second nine-weeks, 60% matched their teacher’s 

party ID and ideology whereas 40% mismatched. Of the students who were in-person all 

semester, 57.1% matched their teacher’s party ID and ideology whereas 42.9% 

mismatched. 

Table 43 
 
Match/Mismatch Party ID – Modality of Education  

Modality of Education   Party ID 
Total n     Match Mismatch 

Online All Semester Count 7 7 14 
% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Online For 1st 9-weeks, In-Person For 
2nd 9-Weeks 

Count 3 2 5 
% 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

In-Person All Semester Count 4 3 7 
% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 

Total n Count 14 12 26 
  % of Total 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 

Note. There were no respondents that selected “In Person For 1st 9-Weeks, Online For 
2nd 9-Weeks”. 
 
Table 44 
 
Match/Mismatch Ideology – Modality of Education  

 
Modality of Education   Ideology   

    Match Mismatch Total n 
Online All Semester Count 7 7 14 

% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0% 

Online For 1st 9-weeks, In-Person For 
2nd 9-Weeks 

Count 3 2 5 
% 60.0% 40.0% 100.0% 

In-Person All Semester Count 4 3 7 
% 57.1% 42.9% 100.0% 

Total n Count 14 12 26 
  % of Total 53.8% 46.2% 100.0% 
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Note. There were no respondents that selected “In Person For 1st 9-Weeks, Online For 
2nd 9-Weeks”. 
 

Additionally, a two-way ANOVA was performed to see if the political party ID 

match/mismatch between the 26 student-teacher dyads and the modality of education had 

any statistically significant impact on student grades, and it did not, F(2) = 2.383, p = 

.118. Furthermore, a two-way ANOVA was also performed to see if the ideology 

match/mismatch between the 26 student-teacher dyads and the modality of education had 

any statistically significant impact on student grades, and it did not, F(2) = 3.463, p = 

.051. These results further support the earlier t-test results, which did not show a 

statistically significant relationship between either the political party affiliation 

match/mismatch and student grades or the ideology match/mismatch and student grades. 

Results for Research Question 3C. Descriptive statistics were used to analyze 

the level of political participation among teachers and students. Students and teachers 

were presented with eight options and asked to select all that applied with regards to their 

political participations within the last 12 months. Of the 150 student participants, only 

134 responded to the political participation question. Therefore, the sample for this 

subquestion is n = 134. Table 45 shows the breakdown of participations for students. Of 

the 134 student participants, the most common form of political action was getting into a 

political argument with someone with 62.7% of students indicating that they had done 

that in the past 12 months. The remaining percentages of political participation actions on 

behalf of the students in the past 12 months were posted a message or comment online 

about a political issue or campaign with 42.5%, tried to persuade anyone to vote one way 

or another with 32.8%, worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a 

sign in your window or in front of your house and joined in a protest march, rally, or 
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demonstration both with 17.2%, attended a meeting to talk about political or social 

concerns with 13%, given money to an organization concerned with a political or social 

issue with 6%, and given money to any candidate running for public office, any political 

party, or any other group that supported or opposed candidates with 3.7%. Of the 134 

students who responded to the political participation question, 32 (23.9%) indicated that 

they did not participate in any of the aforementioned participations in the previous 12 

months. 

Table 45 
 
Student Political Participations  

During the Past 12 Months, Have You Done Any of the Following? n Percent 
Attended a meeting to talk about political or social concerns 18 13.0% 

Given money to an organization concerned with a political or social 
issue 

8 6.0% 

Joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration 23 17.2% 

Posted a message or comment online about a political issue or 
campaign 

57 42.5% 

Tried to persuade anyone to vote one way or another 44 32.8% 

Worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a sign in 
your window or in front of your house 

23 17.2% 

Given money to any candidate running for public office, any political 
party, or any other group that supported or opposed candidates 

5 3.7% 

Gotten into a political argument with someone 84 62.7% 

None of These 32 23.9% 
 

 Table 46 shows the total number of student political participations engaged in 

with the largest percentage of students indicating no political participation at 23.9%. The 

next percentages in order from greatest to smallest belonged to students who participated 

in two forms of political participation in the previous 12 months at 20.9%, one form of 
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political participation in the previous 12 months at 19.4%, three forms of political 

participation in the previous 12 months at 18.7%, four forms of political participation in 

the previous 12 months at 10.4%, five forms of political participation in the previous 12 

months at 5.2%, and both six and seven forms of political participation in the previous 12 

months at 0.7% each. The data results clearly show the overwhelming majority of 

students are participating in various forms of political expression. Overall, more than 

76% of students engaged in some form of political participation over the previous 12 

months, and over half of them (56.7%) engaged in at least two forms of political 

participation over the previous 12 months.  

Table 46 

Students – Number of Political Participation Actions 

Number of Political 
Participation Actions Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

0 32 23.9 23.9 
1 26 19.4 43.3 
2 28 20.9 64.2 
3 25 18.7 82.8 
4 14 10.4 93.3 
5 7 5.2 98.5 
6 1 0.7 99.3 
7 1 0.7 100.0 
Total n 134 100.0   

 

 Of the 13 teachers who participated in the study, all answered the political 

participation question. Therefore, the sample size for this subquestion is n = 13. Table 47 

shows the breakdown of participations for teachers. Of the 13 teacher participants, the 

most participated forms of political action in the past 12 months were giving money to an 

organization concerned with a political or social issue and posting a message or comment 

online about a political issue or campaign with 61.5%. The remaining percentages of 
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political participation actions on behalf of teachers in the past 12 months were giving 

money to any candidate running for public office, any political party, or any other group 

that supported or opposed candidates with 53.8%, getting into a political argument with 

someone at 46.2%, trying to persuade anyone to vote one way or another with 30.8%, 

wearing a campaign button, putting a sticker on your car, or placing a sign in your 

window or in front of your house with 23.1%, and both attending a meeting to talk about 

political or social concerns and joining a protest march, rally, or demonstration with 7.7% 

each. Of the 13 teachers who responded to the political participation question, two 

(15.4%) indicated that they did not participate in any of the aforementioned participations 

in the previous 12 months. 

Table 47 

Teacher Political Participations  

During The Past 12 Months, Have You Done Any of The 
Following? N Percent 
Attended a meeting to talk about political or social concerns 1 7.7% 
Given money to an organization concerned with a political or 
social issue 

8 61.5% 

Joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration 1 7.7% 
Posted a message or comment online about a political issue or 
campaign 

8 61.5% 

Tried to persuade anyone to vote one way or another 4 30.8% 
Worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a sign 
in your window or in front of your house 

3 23.1% 

Given money to any candidate running for public office, any 
political party, or any other group that supported or opposed 
candidates 

7 53.8% 

Gotten into a political argument with someone 6 46.2% 
None of These. 2 15.4% 

 

Table 48 shows the total number of teacher political participations engaged in 

with the largest percentage of teachers indicating two and five forms of political 
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participation at 23.1%. The next percentages in order from greatest to smallest belonged 

to teachers who participated in either zero or three forms of political participation in the 

previous 12 months at 15.4%, and one, four, or six forms of political participation in the 

previous 12 months at 7.7%. There were no teachers that participated in all seven forms 

of political participation. The data results clearly show the overwhelming majority of 

teachers are participating in various forms of political expression. Overall, more than 

84.6% of teachers engaged in some form of political participation over the previous 12 

months, and more than two-thirds (76.1%) engaged in at least two forms of political 

participation over the previous 12 months. 

Table 48 

Teachers – Number of Political Participation Actions 

Number of Political 
Participation Actions Frequency Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
0 2 15.4 15.4 
1 1 7.7 23.1 
2 3 23.1 46.2 
3 2 15.4 61.5 
4 1 7.7 69.2 
5 3 23.1 92.3 
6 1 7.7 100.0 
Total n 13 100.0   

Note. No respondents selected seven political participation actions.  

Summary of Research Findings 

 In conclusion, the data from the student and teacher surveys revealed that students 

and teachers are overwhelmingly liberal and identify with the Democratic party. The 

results also indicate that of total participants that are conservative or who identify with 

the Republican party, students are greater partisans. Furthermore, the data suggests that 

students and teachers have been moderately to highly engaged in political actions over 

the past 12 months with teachers being more frequent political actors. Lastly, the results 



 

 
 

117 

indicate that a political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch does not have any 

statistically significant biasing effect on students’ grades. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS 

 Chapter five presents a conclusion to this research. This chapter's discussions are 

based on the previous chapter's results and organized by the research questions. The 

discussions are followed by research implications, limitations to the research and 

recommendations, as well as implications for practice and policy. 

Summary of The Results 

This study had two purposes. First, the purpose of this study was to ascertain the 

political party affiliations and political ideologies of both students and teachers in a 

particular population in Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas, and to disaggregate these 

results by race/ethnicity and gender. Second, the purpose of this study was to identify the 

extent to which there were student/teacher political affiliation and ideology 

matches/mismatches in high school English Language Arts classrooms and if those 

matches/mismatches had any effect on student academic outcomes. If so, this study 

would seek to determine if such a relationship was moderated by instructional method or 

level of political participation. The sample of this study consisted of two groups. The first 

group consisted of all high school students at the five comprehensive high schools in 

Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas, who were over the age of 18 as of January 10, 

2021. The second group consisted of all the senior-level English Language Arts teachers 

at these same five comprehensive high schools in Spring Branch ISD in Houston, Texas.  

This research study was quantitative in nature and utilized a non-experimental 

research design with nonprobability purposeful sampling and an online survey instrument 

to collect data. Two online survey instruments were used, one for students and one for 
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teachers. Surveys were directly emailed to the corresponding population of the survey by 

the researcher and included several multiple-choice questions aimed at collecting 

demographic and attitudinal data. 

Research Question 1 

 The first research question examined how students identified in terms of political 

ideology and political party affiliation. The student responses revealed that the student 

survey population is overwhelmingly liberal and overwhelmingly identifies with the 

Democratic party. More than two-thirds of all students surveyed indicated a liberal 

ideological leaning and a Democratic party affiliation. While political party affiliation 

and political ideology are not the same, based on the student survey population results, 

they appear to be highly correlated with 67.1% of the student survey population 

indicating they are Democrats and 69.6% of the student survey population indicating they 

are liberals. Similarly, 32.9% of the student survey population indicated they are 

Republicans, and 30.4% of the student survey population indicated they are 

conservatives.  

The secondary purpose of research question one examined the differences that 

emerged when the student party ID and ideology responses were disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity and gender. An analysis of the student survey population indicated that 

female students are far more likely to identify with the Democratic party (74%) than male 

students (58%). Conversely, male students are far more likely to identify with the 

Republican party (42%) than female students (26%), although both are in the minority of 

the overall student survey population. Ideological placement results are similar to those 

of political party affiliation for both males and females in the student body population. As 
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stated before, while both political party affiliation and political ideology are not the same, 

based on the results of the student survey population, they appear to be highly correlated 

even when disaggregated by gender, with 26% of men and 41.1% of women identifying 

with the Democratic party compared to 26.8% of men and 42.8% of women identifying 

with a liberal ideology. Similarly, 18.5% of men and 14.4% of women identified with the 

Republican party compared to 17.4% of men and 13% of women identifying with a 

conservative ideology. 

When looking at political ideology and party affiliation disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity, a similar correlation trend between party affiliation and ideology emerges 

to that of the overall population and gender disaggregation. When comparing the 

disaggregated race/ethnicity results, the survey showed 32.1% of Hispanics identifying as 

liberal compared to 31.9% identifying as Democrats, 24.1% of whites identifying as 

liberal compared to 22.9% identifying as Democrats, 7.3% of Asians identifying as 

liberal compared to 6.9% identifying as Democrats, 2.9% of both Pacific Islander and 

Black/African American students identifying as liberal compared to 0% and 2.1% 

identifying as Democrats, respectively, and 2.9% of students of two or more races 

identifying as liberal compared to 3.5% identifying as Democrats. Conversely, 8% of 

Hispanics identified as conservative compared to 10.4% identifying as Republicans, 

13.9% of whites identifying as both conservative and as Republicans, 2.9% of Asians 

identifying as conservative compared to 2.8% identifying as Republicans, 5.1% of 

students of two or more races identifying as conservative compared to 4.2% as 

Republicans, 0.7% of Pacific Islander students identifying as both conservative and as 
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Republicans, and 0% Black/African American students identifying as conservative 

compared to 0.7% as Republicans.   

Research Question 2 

The second research question examined how teachers identified in terms of 

political ideology and political party affiliation. For the second research question, the 

teacher surveys revealed that the teacher survey population is overwhelmingly liberal and 

overwhelmingly identifies with the Democratic party, even more so than the student 

population. Nearly 85% of teachers surveyed indicated a Democratic party affiliation 

versus about 15% for Republicans. While both political party affiliation and political 

ideology are not the same, based on the teacher survey population results, they appear to 

be exactly correlated with the same percentage of the teachers, indicating both a 

Democratic affiliation and liberal ideology at 84.6%. Likewise, the same percentage of 

the teachers indicating a Republican affiliation and conservative ideology was also the 

same at 15.4%. However, the exact congruence between the teachers’ ideology and party 

ID is likely due to the small number of teacher participants in the teacher sample. 

The secondary purpose of research question two examined the differences that 

emerged when the teacher party ID and ideology responses were disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity and gender. Further analysis of the teacher survey population indicated that 

while political party affiliation and political ideology are not the same, they are correlated 

even when disaggregated by gender, with 100% of men and 77.8% of women identifying 

with both the Democratic party and a liberal ideology. Similarly, 0% of men and 22.2% 

of women identified with the Republican party and a conservative ideology.  
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When looking at political ideology and party affiliation disaggregated by 

race/ethnicity, the same correlation trend between party affiliation and ideology emerges 

to that of the overall population and gender disaggregation. As stated before, while both 

political party affiliation and political ideology are not the same, based on the results of 

the teacher survey population, they appear to be exactly correlated even when 

disaggregated by race/ethnicity, with both 53.8% of white teachers identifying with both 

the Democratic party and with a liberal ideology, and 15.4% of both Hispanic teachers 

and teachers of two or more races also identifying with both the Democratic party and 

with a liberal ideology. Similarly, 0.0% of men and 15.4% of women identified with the 

Republican party and a conservative ideology.  

Research Question 3 

 The third research question examined to what extent was there a match/mismatch 

between teachers’ and students’ political party identity and their political ideology? 

Based on the results, an overall Democratic and liberal trend emerges between the two 

survey populations with some notable difference between the student survey population 

and the teacher survey population, specifically in the concentration level of both their 

political party affiliations and their ideologies. Teachers appear to be far more liberal than 

the student body, 84.6% to 69.6%, respectively. The difference is nearly identical when it 

comes to political party affiliation, with 84.6% of teachers identifying as Democrats 

compared to 68.8% of students. The difference between the two populations is even more 

significant when examining the teacher and student Republican and conservative 

responses. Student conservatives almost double the percentage of teacher conservatives, 

30.4% to 15.4%, respectively, and student Republicans more than double the percentage 
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of teacher Republicans, 31.2% to 15.4%. These results indicate that while the teaching 

population is far more Democratic and liberal on one end of the spectrum, the student 

population is far more Republican and conservative on the other end of the spectrum.  

The secondary purpose of research question three examined if there was a 

relationship between the political party ID or ideology match/mismatch and student 

grades. When analyzing the sample of teacher-student dyads, the data showed that while 

more than half of teachers and students indicate a match in both political affiliation and 

ideology, the match is stronger for that of ideology than for that of political party. 

Regardless, both a match or mismatch between students and teachers on either political 

party affiliation or ideology did not produce a statistically significant effect on the 

students’ final grades. Surprisingly, the grading averages in student grades were slightly 

higher overall for teacher-student mismatches than for teacher-student matches.  

 The remaining purposes of research question three were to examine if a 

correlation between political party ID or ideology match/mismatch and student grades 

existed when moderated by an instructional method such as online, virtual, or mixed, or 

level of political participation on behalf of the students and teacher. Despite there being 

no statistically significant relationship between student-teacher party ID or ideology 

match/mismatch and student grades, a two-way ANOVA was conducted to see if the 

modality of education (online vs. in-person) along with any existing match/mismatch had 

any combined effect on student academic outcomes, and it did not. Whether students 

attended class in-person or online, this had no statistically significant combined effect 

with any existing party ID or ideology match/mismatch on student academic outcomes.  

Since no correlations of party ID or ideology match/mismatch and student grades 
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were found, a descriptive analysis was preformed to gain insight into the level of political 

participations amongst the students and teachers. The results show that the overwhelming 

majority of both teachers and students have participated in various forms of political 

action in the previous 12 months, but teachers are far greater partisan actors. Of those that 

engaged in four or more political actions in the previous 12 months, teachers outnumber 

students 38.5% to 17%. Additionally, the number of students that did not engage in any 

political actions in the previous 12 months was 23.9% compared to 15.4% of teachers. 

Furthermore, teachers seem to be far more likely to use their money to participate in 

politics than their speech. This dynamic is reversed when it comes to students. Of the top 

three forms of political actions taken by teachers in the past 12 months, two involved 

donating money. When it comes to students, of the top three forms of political actions 

takes in the past 12 months, all three involved expressions of verbal or written speech, 

such as getting into a political argument with someone, posting a message or comment 

online about a political issue or campaign, or trying to persuade anyone to vote one way 

or another. However, these results might be due to both students’ lack of financial 

capacity to donate as well as teachers’ professional awareness leading them to remain 

somewhat cautious in their outward speech. 

Research Implications 

 This study extended the current body of political bias research in higher education 

to the high school domain and added new match/mismatch research to the current body of 

literature in the K-12 domain. First, this research study determined that students and 

teachers are overwhelmingly Democratic and Liberal. With regards to teachers, these 

findings are in line with the results of prior research on teacher party affiliations and 
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ideologies (Yettick et al., 2017). However, this research study’s teacher sample was 

significantly more Democratic and liberal than samples in prior research. This might be 

due to the fact that Spring Branch ISD is in an immediate suburb of a large liberal city. 

Previous studies on implicit educator bias have found that teachers in counties with larger 

populations of Black students demonstrate relatively lower levels of anti-Black implicit 

bias (Chin et al., 2020). With that research as a corollary, it is possible that teachers in a 

heavily Democratic county such as Harris county in Houston, Texas, similarly 

demonstrate higher levels of liberalism and Democratic affiliation. However, teachers in 

Spring Branch ISD might live in surrounding counties that are predominately Republican 

and conservative. Future research might want to investigate whether this is likely due to 

this research study’s small sample size, the geopolitical makeup of the location of the 

district, or if the increasing polarization in America is also widening these divides. 

With regards to students, there is little research into the specific political party and 

ideological leanings of high school students. This is partly due to the fact that most high 

school student are below the age of consent and getting parental approval to ascertain 

their political and ideological demographics is very difficult. While previous literature 

has shown that students are generally becoming more politically active and engaged 

(American Psychological Association, 2018; Kaplan, 2018; Wong, 2015), this study 

provided insight into students’ party ID and ideology backgrounds, as well as their 

modalities of political participation. This study’s findings showed an overwhelming 

majority of high school students in this sample are Democratic, liberal, and engaged in 

some form of political participation in the previous 12 months. However, due to the 

relatively small sample size and any potential selection bias of students, these results may 
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not represent the entire student population in both Spring Branch ISD high schools or 

Spring Branch ISD students in general. Therefore, with this contextualization in mind, 

this research has shown that the student population in this sample is slightly more diverse 

in its beliefs than the teaching population and has more Republican and conservative 

representation.  

When it comes to a politically or ideologically motivated grading bias, this study 

did not identify a statistically significant correlation. This research found no statistically 

significant relationship between student-teacher party ID or ideology match/mismatch 

and student grades. This may be because the sample size was too small to find any 

effects. It could also be that the extent of mismatch was not as great as it might be in 

other districts. Previous research into teacher bias has noted that the “bias of crowds” 

theory indicates that the context in which one is embedded influences one’s automatic 

bias associations and that bias is not a stable trait of individuals but rather a social 

phenomenon (Chin et al., 2020). That said, previous literature has also shown that a 

political match/mismatch between students and professors in higher education did not 

lead to a statistically significant positive or negative grading bias (Kemmelmeier et al., 

2005; Linvill, 2008; Rom & Musgrave, 2014; Musgrave & Rom, 2015). This study’s 

findings add to the previous literature and support these conclusions but at the high 

school level. However, these findings warrant additional investigation by future 

researchers since the number of student-teacher dyads in this study did not meet the 

threshold necessary for a properly powered study of this type.   

Lastly, this study offers insight into some of the specific political activities of 

teachers and students in the previous 12 months, which also warrants further research. 
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This research demonstrates that students and teachers are highly active in expressing their 

political opinions but through markedly different modalities. This research shows that 

students expressed the majority of their political opinions through spoken on written 

speech and social media posts as where teachers expressed their political opinions in 

large part through their financial resources. This might be due to several factors, such as 

teachers wanting to preserve the appearance of objectivity in front of their students, 

maintaining cordial relationships with parents, students, and colleagues, or protecting 

their employment status from district reprisal (Will, 2020). Regardless of the motivation, 

the existing literature and the results of this study both showed that teachers using their 

finances to express their political opinions was one of the top three ways in which 

teachers participate in the political process (Yettick et al., 2017).  

With survey research showing the gaps widening between the ideologies of 

political parties, as well as the existing literature indicating an increase in the political 

activation of teachers and students, this research provides needed insight at a critical 

time. The increase in political partisanship amongst the general public and the increased 

political activation of teachers and students has caused many to question whether teachers 

might be allowing a politically motivated grading bias to affect student academic 

outcomes. This research helps dispel that belief, substantiates some of the findings in 

higher education research, and brings them into the arena of secondary education. 

Limitations 

 This study’s purpose was to ascertain the political party affiliations and political 

ideologies of both students and teachers and identify the extent to which there were 

student/teacher political affiliation or ideology matches/mismatches in high school 
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English Language Arts classrooms and if those matches/mismatches had any effect on 

student academic outcomes. However, several limitations existed in this study that future 

studies might want to consider when investigating if the current political polarization 

affects student educational outcomes at the high school level. 

In choosing to examine political party affiliations and ideologies of high school 

students, several challenges arose. This study chose to only survey students that were of 

consenting age at the time the online survey instrument was administered. This was done 

for several reasons. First, if the survey was to be administered to all students, then the 

researcher would require parental consent from any student under the age of 18. The total 

high school population for Spring Branch ISD is approximately N = 10,522 students, with 

about 88% of the total population under the age of 18 as of this study’s survey date of 

administration. Therefore, to survey all high school students, this study would have had 

to seek out and obtain approximately 9,259 letters of parental consent. The sheer task of 

doing this was too large a burden for this particular study. Additionally, as a result of 

limiting the student population to those aged 18 or older, these findings may not be 

generalizable to younger high school students. Second, in attempting to organize and 

account for any letter of consent from students under the age of 18 that wished to 

participate, this study would have lost some of the anonymity it afforded those that chose 

to complete the survey. Knowing which specific students were eligible to take the survey, 

along with the demographic and classroom data collected, could have made ascertaining 

the identity of student survey respondents a possibility. Additionally, if students knew the 

researcher had records specifically accounting for the participants in the survey pool, the 

possibility that they might have altered what would have otherwise been their unfettered 
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responses cannot be discounted. However, in limiting the student sample size in the 

manner stated above, the study's overall ability to generate enough survey responses and 

provide properly powered results was severely limited. 

A further limitation of this study came from the aforementioned choice in student 

sample requirements. In limiting the student surveys to only those 18 years of age or 

older at the time of survey administration, the number of corresponding teachers was also 

significantly reduced from about 614 total high school teachers to 36 senior-level English 

Language Arts teachers. Of the 36 teachers in the potential survey population, only 13 

completed the survey. While this is generally a reasonable response rate of 36%, the lack 

of more teacher respondents limited this study’s ability to form student-teacher pairs for 

match/mismatch evaluations. According to a priori sample size analysis, an adequately 

powered study would have required at least 100 student-teacher dyads. Due to the lack of 

student and teacher respondents, this study was only able to generate 26 student-teacher 

dyads, severely limiting the power of the study and the reliability of its findings. 

Furthermore, the results of this study should be interpreted cautiously given the 

small sample size and the limited number of student-teacher dyads and cannot be 

generalized to other districts. Texas's political, social, racial, ethnic, and educational 

dynamics are unique to each geographic area. Spring Branch ISD is located in Harris 

county, a large liberal county. Based on previous research, the “bias of crowds” theory 

suggests that results will be different in locations with different political attributes and 

student population demographics, such as rural conservative districts that are majority 

White (Chin et al., 2020). 

Lastly, due to the design’s causal-comparative nature, internal validity cannot be 
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fully guaranteed as correlation does not equal causation. While positive or negative 

relationships can be discovered, it is unlikely that causation can be fully identified. A 

potential match/mismatch correlation, or lack thereof, is only one of many factors that go 

into the teaching and learning process. There will always be other influencing variables 

impacting student academic outcomes beyond the scope and influence of the 

teacher/student interaction. 

Recommendations 

While this study found no statistically significant relationship between student-

teacher political affiliation or ideology match/mismatch and student grades, future studies 

may want to consider the following recommendations. 

This study was severelly limited in its ability to create student-teacher dyads 

Should future studies want to limit their surveys to students aged 18 or older, future 

researchers might want to consider offering some form of monetary inducement in 

exchange for student participation. Since no inducement was offered, the response rate to 

this study’s student survey instrument was about 14%. numberFuture studies might want 

to ensure the participation of 

all teachers in the population before survey administration so that every student 

respondent can comprise a student-teacher dyad for properly powered match/mismatch 

evaluations.   

 To gain a more accurate understanding of the nuisances that geography play in the 

political leanings of a community and district, future researchers might want to consider 

conducting research in several different districts so their results can be more predictive in 

aggregate. Additionally, sampling only a particular area may skew the data due to the 
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“bias of crowds” theory and make any results non-transferable to other locations. To 

address this, future researchers should consider studying several different districts with 

different political attributes and student population demographics and adding district-

level covariates in models, emphasizing the need to consider contextual differences 

across school districts.  

Implications for Practice and Policy 

 This research is significant for all high school stakeholders, including educators, 

school leaders, and families. For educators and school leaders, this research helps dispel 

the belief that teachers might be allowing a politically motivated grading bias to affect 

their students' academic outcomes. While grading is determined by a hodgepodge of 

criteria, this research shows that a political grading bias likely is not one of them, or at 

the very least, is not as pervasive as many might think given the hyper partisan nature of 

our current body politic.  

 The results of this research generally indicate that the current policies in Spring 

Branch ISD governing student and teacher political speech within the classroom are 

sufficient. Currently, Spring Branch ISD’s policy regarding teachers and students and 

their political expression in the classroom is covered in board policy “EMB(LOCAL) – 

Miscellaneous Instructional Policies: Teaching About Controversial Issues” in which: 

teachers shall not use the classroom to transmit personal beliefs regarding 

political or sectarian issues. Students and educators shall ensure that, to the extent 

possible, discussions are conducted fairly and courteously. A teacher selecting 

topics for discussion in the classroom shall be adequately informed about the 

issue and capable of providing instruction on the subject, free from personal bias. 
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In addition, the teacher shall be certain that: (1) the issue in question is within the 

range, knowledge, maturity, and comprehension of the students; (2) the issue is 

current and educationally significant; (3) the consideration of the issue does not 

interfere with required instruction; and (4) sufficient relevant information on all 

aspects of the issue is provided. In guiding classroom discussion of controversial 

issues, teachers shall: (1) foster students' critical thinking skills; (2) encourage 

discussion based on rational analysis; (3) create an atmosphere in which students 

learn to respect others' opinions and disagree courteously; (4) ensure that multiple 

viewpoints about the issue are presented by introducing an unexpressed viewpoint 

when necessary; and (5) avoid any attempt to coerce or persuade students to adopt 

the teacher's point of view (Spring Branch ISD, 2002). 

As such, this study cannot make any argument for further action to either mitigate 

or increase policies surrounding teacher or student political expression in the classroom. 

Teachers and students should continue to follow the guidelines given to them by their 

districts, as the current status quo does not seem to foster a political grading bias despite 

any teacher-student political party ID or ideology match/mismatch. 

Conclusions 

 As the current American political divide continues to expand to levels unseen in 

previous decades, it is important to evaluate how these changes might affect students' 

academic outcomes in the educational system. With the increasing polarization of our 

country’s body politic and an increase in the politicization of both the curriculum and 

classroom experiences, tension between teachers and students with countervailing beliefs 

could lead to an unconscious grading bias among educators. Overall, this research study 
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established that this is not the case. This research study found little to support the 

assumption that a political affiliation or ideology match would lead to a positive grading 

bias or that a political affiliation or ideology mismatch would lead to a negative grading 

bias. These results were not expected based on the cultural capital and social interaction 

theories underpinning the theoretical framework for this study. While our nation's 

political partisanship continues to increase, researchers, educators, school leaders, and 

families can take comfort in knowing that our nation’s educational institutions remain 

unprejudiced.   
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Appendix A 

Survey Instrument – Teacher (6 Questions) 

SURVEY INTRODUCTION 
 
Title of The Research Study: The Effect of Political Affiliation and Political Ideology 
Match/Mismatch Between High School Teachers and Students on Student Academic 
Outcomes. 
 
We invite you to take part in a research study about the political affiliation and ideology 
match/mismatch between high school students and teachers and its effect on student 
academic outcomes. You meet the criteria for inclusion in this study because you are 
either a high school student or high school English Language Arts teacher.  
 
In general, your participation in the research involves minimal risk and the survey itself 
does not ask you for any personal identifying information. Participation is voluntary and 
you will not receive compensation for your participation. You may decline to answer any 
questions you do not want to answer. The survey will take about 2 minutes to finish. The 
full consent information can be read here: 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/jbdliyky6xzeznr/MichaelOrtiz-HRP-502e.pdf?dl=0 
 
This survey is sponsored by The University of Houston. If you have any questions or 
comments about the survey you may contact Dr. Virginia Rangel at 713-743-0343, or by 
email at vrangel3@uh.edu or Michael Ortiz at maortiz7@central.uh.edu. 
 
If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have any 
concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a 
participant, please contact the University of Houston Institutional Review Board (IRB) to 
speak to someone independent of the research team at 713-743-9204. You can also write 
to the University of Houston IRB at cphs@central.uh.edu.  
 

CONSENT 
[consent] 
I have read the consent information and agree to take part in the research” prior to 
moving forward to the study instrument(s). 
__ Yes 
__ No 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFO 
[you]  
Please choose one or more races that describes you.  
__ Black or African American (1) 
__ Hispanic (2) 
__ White (3) 
__ American Indian (4) 
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__ Asian (5) 
__ Pacific Islander (6) 
__ Two of More Races (7) 
[gender] 
What is your gender?  
__ Male [0] 
__ Female [1] 
 

PARTY ID 
[pid]  
Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an 
independent, or what? 
__ Democrat [1] 
__ Republican [2] 
__ Independent [3] 
__ Something else [4] 
  
[IF pid=3 OR 4] 
[pidlean] 
Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party? 
__ Closer to the Republican Party [1] 
__ Closer to the Democratic Party [2] 
 

IDEOLOGY 
[lcself] 
When it comes to politics, would you describe yourself as liberal or conservative? 
__ Very Liberal [1] 
__ Somewhat Liberal [2]  
__ Closer to Liberals [3] 
__ Closer to Conservatives [4]  
__ Somewhat Conservative [5]  
__ Very Conservative [6] 
 

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 
[particip] 
During the past 12 months, have you done any of the following? Mark all that apply 
__ Attended a meeting to talk about political or social concerns 
__ Given money to an organization concerned with a political or social issue  
__ Joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration 
__ Posted a message or comment online about a political issue or campaign  
__ Tried to persuade anyone to vote one way or another 
__ Worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a sign in your window or 
in front of your house 
__ Given money to any candidate running for public office, any political party, or any 
other group that supported or opposed candidates  
__ Gotten into a political argument with someone 



 

 

154 

 

__ None of these [ALLOW ONLY IF NO OTHERS SELECTED] 
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Appendix B 

Survey Instrument – Student (9 Questions) 

Title of The Research Study: The Effect of Political Affiliation and Political Ideology 
Match/Mismatch Between High School Teachers and Students on Student Academic 
Outcomes. 
 
We invite you to take part in a research study about the political affiliation and ideology 
match/mismatch between high school students and teachers and its effect on student 
academic outcomes. You meet the criteria for inclusion in this study because you are 
either a high school student or high school English Language Arts teacher.  
 
In general, your participation in the research involves minimal risk and the survey itself 
does not ask you for any personal identifying information. Participation is voluntary and 
you will not receive compensation for your participation. You may decline to answer any 
questions you do not want to answer. The survey will take about 2 minutes to finish. The 
full consent information can be read here: 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/jbdliyky6xzeznr/MichaelOrtiz-HRP-502e.pdf?dl=0 
 
This survey is sponsored by The University of Houston. If you have any questions or 
comments about the survey you may contact Dr. Virginia Rangel at 713-743-0343, or by 
email at vrangel3@uh.edu or Michael Ortiz at maortiz7@central.uh.edu. 
 
If you are not satisfied with how this study is being conducted, or if you have any 
concerns, complaints, or general questions about the research or your rights as a 
participant, please contact the University of Houston Institutional Review Board (IRB) to 
speak to someone independent of the research team at 713-743-9204. You can also write 
to the University of Houston IRB at cphs@central.uh.edu.  
 

ASSENT 
[assent] 
I have read the consent information and agree to take part in the research” prior to 
moving forward to the study instrument(s). 
__ Yes 
__ No 

 
DEMOGRAPHIC INFO 

[you]  
Please choose one or more races that describes you.  
__ Black or African American (1) 
__ Hispanic (2) 
__ White (3) 
__ American Indian (4) 
__ Asian (5) 
__ Pacific Islander (6) 
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__ Two of More Races (7) 
 
[gender] 
What is your gender?  
__ Male [0] 
__ Female [1] 

 
PARTY ID 

[pid]  
Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Democrat, a Republican, an 
independent, or what? 
__ Democrat [1] 
__ Republican [2] 
__ independent [3] 
__ something else [4] 
 
[IF pid=3 OR 4] 
[pidlean] 
Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic Party? 
__ Closer to the Republican Party [1] 
__ Closer to the Democratic Party [2] 
 

IDEOLOGY 
[lcself] 
When it comes to politics, would you describe yourself as liberal, conservative, or neither 
liberal nor conservative? 
__ Very Liberal [1] 
__ Somewhat Liberal [2]  
__ Closer to Liberals [3] 
__ Closer to Conservatives [4]  
__ Somewhat Conservative [5]  
__ Very Conservative [6] 
 

POLITICAL PARTICIPATION 
[particip] 
During the past 12 months, have you done any of the following? Mark all that apply 
__ Attended a meeting to talk about political or social concerns 
__ Given money to an organization concerned with a political or social issue  
__ Joined in a protest march, rally, or demonstration 
__ Posted a message or comment online about a political issue or campaign  
__ Tried to persuade anyone to vote one way or another 
__ Worn a campaign button, put a sticker on your car, or placed a sign in your window or 
in front of your house 
__ Given money to any candidate running for public office, any political party, or any 
other group that supported or opposed candidates  
__ Gotten into a political argument with someone 
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__ None of these [ALLOW ONLY IF NO OTHERS SELECTED] 
 

CLASS 
[class] 
Who is your English Language Arts Teacher? 
 
[covid] 
How did you experience your fall semester classes after Sept. 8th (Labor Day)? 
__ Online all semester [1] 
__ Online for 1st 9-weeks then in person for 2nd 9-weeks [2] 
__ In person for 1st 9-weeks then online for 2nd 9-weeks [3]  
__ In person all semester [4]  
 
[grade]  
What was your final 1st semester grade in THIS class? 
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Appendix C 

University of Houston Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval. 

 



 

 

159 

 

 


