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the eQuity sCoReCaRD

A Process for Building Institutional Capacity to Educate 
Young Men of Color

frank Harris iii, estela mara Bensimon,  
and robin Bishop

abstRaCt

This chapter frames postsecondary educational outcomes for men of color 
from the perspective of institutional accountability. It begins with a national 
statistical snapshot of the status of Black and Latino men in higher educa-
tion. Following is a synthesis of the published research documenting the 
experiential realities of Black and Latino men in higher education, as well 
as programs and interventions that have been enacted nationally in response 
to the challenges that impede their participation and success. Highlighted 
are the ways that institutions target students as the point of intervention and 
overlook the ways that educators produce and reinforce outcome gaps for 
Black and Latino men. In response, the Center for Urban Education’s Equity 
Scorecard is presented as a tool to foster a more evidence-based approach 
to improving the success of men of color in higher education. Using the 
Equity Scorecard as a guiding framework, the chapter provides institutions 
of higher education with the data tools and data practices to assess the 
status of male students of color on indicators of access, academic progress, 
academic attainment, and excellence. These tools enable college administra-
tors and others to set specific benchmark goals to remove roadblocks and 
reduce equity gaps for male students of color in higher education.
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intRoDuCtion 
Since 2005, a number of national reports have documented the “crisis of 
men of color” in higher education.1 Professor Shaun R. Harper’s (2006a) 
report on Black male students at public flagship universities was among the 
first to chronicle the status of Black men on key indicators of participation, 
success, and outcomes in higher education compared to the same measures 
for white men and Black women. He showed that Black men represented 
the same proportion of total college enrollment in 2002 as they did in 1976 
(4.3 percent); that across all racial groups the gender gap in enrollment is 
greatest between Black men and women; that only 147 more doctorates 
were earned by Black men in 2003 than in 1977; that more than two-thirds 
(67.6 percent) of Black men do not graduate from college within six years; 
and that Black men have the lowest college completion rate among both 
sexes and all racial groups. “Higher education,” Harper concluded, “is a 
public good that benefits far too few Black men in America” (ibid.: viii). 

Similarly, in their article “The Vanishing Latino Male in Higher Educa-
tion” professors Victor B. Saenz and Luis Ponjuan (2009) have documented 
the sociocultural factors that lead Latino males away from higher educa-
tion and serve as barriers to their college participation and success. They 
point to financial pressures that result in low-wage and low-skilled jobs, 
military enlistment, and an overrepresentation in U.S. prisons to explain 
the declining participation of Latinos in higher education. A 2010 report 
from the College Board, The Educational Crisis Facing Young Men of 
Color, has warned that if current downward trends in educational attain-
ment persist, the educational level of the American workforce will continue 
to decline and will be most noticeable by 2020 — the year that President 
Barack Obama has set as the deadline for the United States to be first in the 
world in its college-educated proportion of the population.2 Focusing on 
these and other reports about the crisis of men of color in higher education, 
our analysis addresses not simply the problem. Rather, it seeks to reframe 
the issue from the standpoint of educational equity to serve males of color 
more effectively. 

The first section provides a statistical snapshot of the educational 
status of Black and Latino males. We highlight national data that docu-
ment higher education patterns by race and ethnicity, gender, and finally 
by gender within race and ethnicity. Data within the latter category are 
scarce and more difficult to obtain, a finding that reinforces the need to 
address how or who is involved in the determination of which indicators 
are included in national and state-level data systems. As long as race and 
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gender are included merely as demographic descriptors of the population, 
assessing the state of equity for men of color on fine-grained indicators of 
success will be impossible. In the second section of the chapter we review 
how scholars of higher education interpret the “crisis of minority males” 
and point out that the chief response by institutions of higher education 
has been through student affairs programs that target students of color 
as the point of intervention.3 Although these programs are necessary and 
go a long way in providing important academic and emotional support, it 
is doubtful that programs alone can dismantle the academic and cultural 
practices instituted over decades that make it possible for racial inequities 
to endure on college campuses. 

In the third section we address the need to go beyond programs in seek-
ing equity for minority males. We introduce the Equity Scorecard, an orga-
nizational learning tool that engages instructors, staff, and institutional 
leaders in a collaborative process of assessing gaps in educational outcomes 
and setting improvement targets to reach equity goals for racial and gender 
groups (Bensimon 2004; Bensimon et al. 2004; Bensimon, Rueda, Dowd, 
and Harris III 2007). The Equity Scorecard is different from typical cam-
pus interventions because it focuses on developing practitioners’ contex-
tualized awareness of inequities in educational outcomes, rather than on 
support programs for students, because it places practitioners in the role 
of researchers who collect, analyze, and interpret student-outcome data.4 
When practitioners have a heightened awareness of inequities and the rea-
sons why they persist, they are more likely to take the actions necessary 
to eliminate them (Bensimon 2004). The data analysis practices that are 
part of the Equity Scorecard process enable practitioners to place their 
own institutional structures, policies, and practices under the microscope 
to determine how and why they might be failing to produce successful 
outcomes for students from specific racial/ethnic groups. Accordingly, in 
this section we describe the key principles of institutional change that have 
shaped the processes of implementing the Equity Scorecard, and we pro-
vide a prototype for an Equity Scorecard focusing on males of color. 

Based on our research on the implementation of the Equity Scorecard 
at colleges and universities across the United States, our premise is that 
institutional and systemic change are more likely to happen when college 
leaders and instructors look for the causes of inequities in the domains 
of policy and practice that they control and can influence directly.5 Most 
important, the Equity Scorecard process is designed to shift practitioners’ 
attention away from what is wrong with students to what they, and their 
own institutions or departments, might be doing wrong or might be failing 
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to do at all. This shift in focus offers greater possibility for change than 
when the problem is framed as a consequence of factors that are beyond the 
influence of practitioners. Faculty will often attribute unequal outcomes 
to students’ underpreparation. Although this may be an accurate percep-
tion, it is futile to dwell on students’ past experiences. It is also harmful if 
inequities are rationalized as beyond the control of practitioners. We focus 
on what is within the control of educators in terms of changing their own 
practices to meet the needs and circumstances of men of color. The Equity 
Scorecard process empowers practitioners to locate themselves as agents 
in the process of creating positive academic outcomes for men and boys of 
color, to stop playing the blame game, and to become part of the solution 
instead of part of the problem. 

The following key points are made in this chapter:

 • It is impossible to provide a comprehensive picture of college-going 
patterns for Black and Latino males on a national scale because of 
the lack of data on key indicators of student success (for example, 
year to year persistence, graduation, grade point average) that are 
disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender within race/ethnicity.

 • As has often been the case with issues of racial equity in higher 
education, efforts to improve the college participation and success 
of minority males usually consist of compensatory or support 
programs carried out by student affairs personnel. Thus the issue is 
treated as a question of individual deficits rather than symptoms of 
structured inequality in the educational system. 

 • To improve outcomes for men of color in higher education, leaders 
and policymakers need to be more conscious of racial and gender 
disparities in student success and insist on equity in educational 
outcomes being treated as a matter of institutional accountability 
and responsibility.

the status oF men oF ColoR in higheR eDuCation

Data can be interpreted in different ways and sometimes convey contrast-
ing messages. Some might look at college enrollment and degree attain-
ment data and infer that U.S. higher education has made great strides with 
regard to equity. Perhaps is much to celebrate: After all, the number of 
people of color earning bachelor’s degrees has increased more than 60 per-
cent in just one decade, from 227,002 in 1996 to 369,730 in 2006 (Mikyung 
2009). The numbers of master’s, doctoral, and professional degrees 
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granted nationally has grown substantially from 1996 to 2006, and this 
growth is attributable largely to minorities (ibid.). Many minority groups 
are participating in higher education in record numbers. However, when 
these numbers are examined in context, two important themes emerge: 
(1) Black, Latino, and other students of color are not experiencing suc-
cessful outcomes, as measured by enrollment and degree completion, in 
higher education comparable to those of their white counterparts; and (2) 
males are achieving at lower levels than females. Together, these themes 
underscore the need to examine ways to address the educational success of 
students of color generally — and males of color specifically — and to search 
for ways that institutions and systems can hold themselves accountable for 
these outcomes. 

Although nearly all racial and ethnic groups have experienced growth 
in higher education achievement rates, the gap between groups in relation 
to the population is actually widening (Kelly 2005). According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau (2009), while 14 percent of all white adults in the United 
States have not completed high school, this percentage jumps to 18 percent 
and 40 percent for Black and Latino adults, respectively. Conversely, 19 
percent of white adults have completed a bachelor’s degree, compared with 
13 percent of Black adults and 10 percent of Latinos (figure 10.1). 

Although it is not possible to track individual student progress at the 
national level, the best approximation involves combining measures of 
achievement at various levels to obtain a snapshot of how specific popula-
tions are progressing from high school graduation to college enrollment 
and ultimately to college graduation. At each milestone Black and Latino 
students tend to drop out in greater percentages than their white counter-
parts (Kelly 2005; Mikyung 2009), highlighting the importance of targeted 
college access and retention strategies as well as efforts to increase high 
school completion (figure 10.2). 

Although racial inequities clearly exist within various measures of 
enrollment or performance in higher education, why focus specifically 
on males of color? Hasn’t higher education — and education in general — 

long been concerned about equal treatment and performance of girls and 
women? The history of education in the United States contains many 
examples of the unequal treatment of females (AAUW 1991), and elements 
of traditional sexism surely continue to exist in various forms in education 
and within the larger society. Nonetheless, a marked trend has arisen since 
the early 1980s: women are consistently outpacing men in college enroll-
ment and completion. In his 2008 study, Educational Attainment and 
Economic Welfare, postsecondary education policy researcher Thomas G. 
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Mortenson has pointed out that young men are obtaining less education 
on average than their fathers, while young women are achieving higher 
education levels than their mothers. In 1977 women from all racial and 
ethnic backgrounds earned 46 percent of bachelor’s degrees, half of all 
bachelor’s degrees in 1981, and 57 percent by 2000 — a rate that has held 
constant since (King 2010; Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman 2007). Women 
made up 60.3 percent of graduate enrollment in 2007, the most recent year 
of national data collection (King 2010).

Although this gender gap exists across racial groups, it is most pro-
nounced among groups that are the least represented in higher education. 
Consider these trends in U.S. higher education:

 • Among Asian and Pacific Islander undergraduate students, eighty-
seven males attend college for every hundred females. 

 • Among white students, eighty males attend college for every 
hundred females. 

 • Among Latino students, seventy-two males attend for every 
hundred females. 

 • Among Black students, only fifty-six males attend for every 
hundred females (Snyder, Dillow, and Hoffman 2007). 

Figure 10.2. Educational milestones by race. Note: Percentages are 
rounded to the nearest whole number. Source: Kelly 2005.
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It may be argued that these numbers exaggerate the disparity because 
they include students of all ages, and women are more likely than men to 
return to college as adults (King 2010). Therefore, other useful measures 
are the percentage of college-aged students, defined by the policy ana-
lyst Ryu Mikyung (2009) as persons ages eighteen to twenty-four who 
are enrolled in college and the number of younger adults ages twenty-five 
to twenty-nine who have completed a degree. Racial disparities — as well 
as the proportional gender gaps within these racial differences — become 
wider in the progression from college enrollment to completion (ibid.). Also 
noteworthy are the drastic differences across race. For example, although 
the difference in college enrollment and completion between Black males 
and females is conspicuous, the difference between Black males and white 
males is even more pronounced (figure 10.3).  

It is also useful to examine college enrollment among the college-age 
population within racial/ethnic groups (figure 10.4). In 1987 nineteen of 
one hundred college-age Latino males were enrolled in college; in 2007 
that number had increased to twenty-two of one hundred (a net increase 
of just three percentage points). Meanwhile, Latina women experienced 
a much larger increase, from seventeen of one hundred in 1987 to thirty-
three of one hundred in 2007 (a net increase of sixteen percentage points). 
Over the same period Black male college-age attendance rose from twenty-
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three of one hundred to twenty-eight of one hundred (a net increase of five 
percentage points), while the college-enrollment rates for Black females 
jumped from twenty-three of one hundred to thirty-nine of one hundred 
(a net increase of sixteen percentage points). Black and Latino males and 
females are still grossly underrepresented in comparison to their white 
male and female counterparts, whose rates of college-age enrollment grew 
by ten and twenty percentage points, respectively (Mikyung 2009). 

A 2010 report by Jacqueline King of the American Council on Education 
emphasized that these gender gaps have held steady over the past sev-
eral years. Nonetheless, King points to one significant exception to this 
trend: Latinas are outpacing Latinos each year in attainment of bachelor’s 
degrees, a pattern that may be due to overrepresentation of males among 
foreign-born Latinos. King notes that the gender gap is largest among the 
lowest economic quartile and that as income rises, the gender gap within 
each race shrinks (King 2010). 

American Indian populations show similar trends, but data are often 
not collected at the same rate because of low representation in many 
geographic areas. Southeast Asian and Pacific Islander communities are 
grouped into the broader category of Asian Americans, who perform at 
the highest rates on many indicators, masking challenges facing these sub-
groups (College Board 2010). So although we make mention of Black and 
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Latino males explicitly, the Equity Scorecard (discussed in detail below) 
can be used to examine and address inequities for all males of color. We 
now turn to the scholarly literature on men of color in higher education 
and examine institutional responses to improve access and success for men 
of color.

FaCtoRs aFFeCting the College enRollment  
anD suCCess oF men oF ColoR

Men of color face many challenges as they seek to enroll and succeed in 
higher education. Few research studies focus exclusively on the experiences 
of Latino men. Thus much of what we present here is based on published 
studies and discussions of the experiences of Black male students. We also 
discuss initiatives designed to assist males of color. Despite the voluminous 
collection of empirical and anecdotal evidence documenting racial/ethnic 
and gender disparities that affect the educational and life success of boys 
of color, efforts to document the status of their enrollment and success in 
higher education have been slow to emerge (see, for example, Ferri and 
Connor 2005, Harper 2008, Mendez and Knoff 2003, Noguera 2003, Saenz 
and Ponjuan 2009, Schott Foundation for Public Education 2008, and 
Thomas and Stevenson 2009). This perspective is echoed by Harper, who 
declared: “Despite the consistent provision of empirical evidence regarding 
the status of black male students in K – 12 education  .  .  . similar effort[s] 
to document trends, issues, and inequities in postsecondary education . . . 
[have] not been undertaken” (Harper 2006a: 1). 

Much of the published empirical research on the experiences of men 
of color attributes their lack of success to a host of institutional factors — 

namely, hostile campus climates, disengagement in educationally purpose-
ful and enriching campus programs and activities (for example, leadership 
programs, study abroad, student organizations, and community service), 
and poor social support from faculty and peers. For example, based on 
data collected from nearly seven thousand Black students who completed 
the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ), the professor 
Michael Cuyjet (1997) found that men reported lower levels than women 
on a range of campus engagement indicators, including reading the campus 
newspaper; attending a meeting, program, or event sponsored by a campus 
group; and serving on campus committees. 

Predominantly white campus environments are consistently noted in 
the published literature as being especially hostile and not conducive to 
facilitating college success for Black and Latino males. There is an exten-
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sive body of published empirical research that considers the racial climates 
of predominantly white institutions (for example, Allen 1992, Carter 1999, 
Chang 1999, Hurtado 1992, Hurtado et al. 1998). Among the conclusions 
drawn from these studies were that students of color perceived predomi-
nantly white campus environments as more racially hostile then their white 
peers, and racial tensions were likely on campuses where concern for indi-
vidual students was not an institutional priority (Harper and Hurtado 
2007). Although these studies did not focus exclusively on the experiences 
of men of color, men are just as likely as if not more likely than women to 
be negatively impacted by racially hostile campus climates. 

A qualitative study by professors William A. Smith, Walter R. Allen, 
and Lynnette Danley (2007) has offered empirical evidence of the nega-
tive effects of hostile campus climates and racial microaggressions directed 
at Black men. Racial microaggressions are best understood as racialized 
“mini-assaults” ranging from “racial slights, irritations, and stigmatization 
to contentious classrooms, personal threats, or attacks on one’s well-being” 
(ibid.: 554). Focus-group interviews conducted with thirty-six Black male 
students who were enrolled at five predominately white institutions and 
reportedly experienced racial microaggressions revealed a host of psycho-
logical and physiological consequences that threatened their achievement 
and success in college. These consequences included frustration, anger, 
anxiety, difficulty transitioning to college and integrating socially and aca-
demically, and a diminished sense of belonging. 

The professor Kenneth Gonzalez (2002) studied racial disparities in a 
predominantly white institution and focused specifically on the experi-
ences of Chicano men. The study revealed that, much like their Black male 
counterparts, these students also experienced marginalization and alien-
ation that impeded their success in higher education. Gonzalez identified 
several factors situated in the predominantly white campus context that 
produced feelings of marginalization among the men in his study, such as 
the “lack of Chicano representation among the students, staff, and faculty 
on campus, the lack of political power these [Chicano] groups possessed, 
and the lack of Spanish spoken on campus” (ibid.: 202). Consequently, 
Gonzalez’s participants reported feeling “out of place,” “ignored,” and 
“like foreigners” at their institution despite its close proximity to their pre-
dominantly Latino neighborhood and the high school they attended. These 
findings are largely consistent with those from other studies confirming the 
role of social support and campus racial climate in the college success of 
students of color. 

A qualitative study by researchers Jana L. Schwartz, Jody Donovan, and 
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Florence Guido-DiBrito (2009) explored the intersection of race, ethnicity, 
and social class among Mexican American men enrolled at a predomi-
nantly white institution. Participants in this study linked their motivation 
to pursue higher education to their desires for upward social mobility, 
increased economic status, and hopes of greater financial security. The 
participants shared stories of personal and family sacrifices that had been 
made to support their pursuit of higher education; they also spoke of the 
challenges they faced while in college. One notable barrier the participants 
reported was the burden of having to work part time to support themselves 
and their families; this commitment limited their opportunities for mean-
ingful campus involvement. Though not specific to men, the 2005 critical 
race study by researchers Daniel G. Solórzano, Octavio Villapando, and 
Leticia Oseguera of the educational progress of Latino/a students cited 
many challenges that negatively affect the attainment of bachelor’s degrees 
by this group. These included their overrepresentation in two-year colleges 
that fail to facilitate transfer to four-year institutions, lack of adequate 
financial aid, and hostile campus racial climates. 

Much of the published literature on men of color in higher education 
focuses exclusively on their underachievement and institutional factors that 
limit their success in college. In contrast, a rich body of empirical research 
by Harper (2004, 2006b, 2009) challenges these “deficit approaches” to 
studying Black male achievement in higher education. This literature 
calls for more studies that focus on the experiences of Black men who 
achieve academic success despite the aforementioned challenges that are 
often experienced by men of color on college campuses. Harper has offered 
two concerns regarding the continued exploration of the experiences of 
Black male collegians from a deficit perspective. First, a singular focus on 
Black male underachievement in higher education will reinforce racist and 
stereotypical perceptions, suggesting that these students are simply not 
capable of achieving success. 

Second, he contends that important lessons and implications can be 
derived from exploring the experiences of Black men who have achieved 
academic success. Harper purposefully seeks to study participants whose 
undergraduate profiles and experiences are largely inconsistent with pre-
vailing patterns of underachievement that are consistently reported in 
published research on Black male collegians. For example, he studies those 
whose grade point averages exceed 3.0; those who are elected by peers to 
prestigious leadership positions in both minority and mainstream student 
organizations; those who establish mentoring relationships with high-
ranking campus officials; those who are awarded scholarships and other 
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recognitions for their academic achievement; and those who participate in 
educationally enriching activities like study-abroad programs, internships, 
and summer research opportunities. 

Harper’s (2008) study explored the acquisition of social capital and the 
role it played in the undergraduate experiences of thirty-two Black men 
enrolled across six predominantly white institutions who achieved success-
ful outcomes. Social capital was defined as “relationships with institutional 
agents and the networks that afford access to resources and information 
for social progression and the accomplishment of goals” (ibid.: 1,033). 
Harper’s participants attributed their acquisition of social capital to their 
campus leadership and out-of-class involvement. Moreover, the partici-
pants confirmed that the relationships they established with institutional 
agents were important and contributed to their having an enriching educa-
tional experience and their achievement of successful outcomes. Although 
these findings are promising, Harper questioned why so few Black men 
enrolled at predominately white institutions are afforded similar relation-
ships and opportunities for college success. 

The professor Bryan Warde (2008) has also looked at the experiences 
of men who achieve success in college and persist through baccalaureate 
degree attainment. Based on a qualitative study of eleven Black male grad-
uate students, Warde reported that the participants attributed their edu-
cational success to several key factors. These include the belief that higher 
education was their only path toward upward social mobility, having ade-
quate financial support to cover the costs of attendance, and having access 
to mentors to help navigate the challenges and rigors of college. Regarding 
mentors, the participants recalled times when teachers and administrators 
shared important information, guided them through difficult processes, 
made them aware of campus resources, and offered encouragement during 
critical junctures in their pathways toward the attainment of bachelor’s 
degrees. The participants reported that mentors were especially important 
for overcoming academic challenges and financial pressures that threat-
ened their persistence. 

Most of the published research on the status of men of color in higher 
education prioritizes the experiences and outcomes of those who enroll at 
four-year institutions. Questions remain about how the experiences of these 
men differ from their counterparts enrolled at community colleges. This 
knowledge gap is somewhat problematic given that most students of color 
who participate in higher education begin their undergraduate studies at a 
community college. The experiences of men of color in community colleges 
were the focus of a 2010 policy study by Alissa Gardenhire-Crooks and 
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colleagues. The stated purpose was to explore and understand the influence 
of high schools, communities, student backgrounds, and identity-related 
factors in men of color’s participation and engagement in community col-
lege. Drawing from qualitative data that were collected from eighty-seven 
African American, Hispanic, and Native American men at four community 
colleges, the study’s authors reported several insightful themes.6 For exam-
ple, few of the participants pursued higher education immediately after 
high school, instead opting to pursue employment. Most reported being 
drawn to college to gain access to higher-paying jobs that would allow them 
to take better care of their families and improve their quality of life. 

In addition, like men of color at predominantly white four-year insti-
tutions, participants in the MDRC study regularly encountered racial 
prejudice and stereotypes from college faculty and personnel, which they 
attributed to their race/ethnicity and gender. For instance, they reported 
routinely feeling unwelcomed because of their physical appearances (for 
example, baggy clothing, tattoos, and braided hair). The men also believed 
faculty made negative judgments about their academic abilities based on 
these factors. One of the most insightful findings from this study related to 
the connection between the participants’ identities as men and their experi-
ences in higher education. The participants believed it was important for 
them, as men, to work to earn money and take care of their families, yet 
they recognized that doing so had a negative impact on their academic suc-
cess. The participants still prioritized work over school because they saw 
the former as “an essential element of their identities as men” (Gardenhire-
Crooks et al. 2010: ES-5). 

The men also reported reluctance to seeking academic, personal, or 
financial assistance while in college because doing so violated the mascu-
line norms they had been socialized to embrace, such as strength, inde-
pendence, and self-reliance. Based on these findings, a range of strategies 
and recommendations are proposed by Gardenhire-Crooks and her col-
leagues. These include focusing on the transition-to-college process for 
men of color; creating opportunities to build social connections between 
men of color, faculty, and other students; being more intrusive and proac-
tive in counseling and advising men of color; and providing more financial 
resources to support their pursuit of higher education.

Although the published literature and research discussed in this chapter 
offers important insights into the ways college men of color experience 
higher education, several knowledge gaps are worth noting. First, these 
studies are narrowly focused on a few factors — namely, student engage-
ment, social support, cultural capital, and campus climate. These factors 
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are undeniably important. However, focusing exclusively on these issues 
is not likely to close outcome gaps between men of color and their white 
counterparts. Second (and perhaps most consequential), students rather 
than institutions are consistently prioritized as the units of analyses in 
these studies. Strategies to build institutional capacity — beyond program-
matic interventions — to better serve men of color in higher education 
are therefore largely absent. Last, discussions about the use of student-
outcomes data to guide decision-making and improve the status of men of 
color in higher education are also absent in the published literature. 

Again, efforts to improve the participation and success of men of color 
are not likely to have impact if they remain loosely coupled with account-
ability systems in higher education. Central to this effort is having reliable 
data to track and monitor institutional progress toward improving the sta-
tus of men of color. We now turn to a discussion of programs and interven-
tions that have been enacted nationally in response to the challenges that 
impede the participation and success of men of color.

imPRoVing College enRollment anD suCCess  
FoR men oF ColoR

Given the documented challenges for college men of color, it seems rea-
sonable to wonder: What have educators done to address these issues? 
What have been the outcomes of these efforts? Most of the interventions 
described in the limited body of literature on men of color have been small-
scale, compensatory, ad hoc programs that are housed in college and uni-
versity student affairs units and disconnected from the academic core of 
institutions. The policy researcher Loren Harris (2009) has identified six 
nationally recognized programs that were created to improve the enroll-
ment and success of men of color in higher education: 

 1.  Call Me MISTER (Mentors Instructing Students Toward Effective 
Role Models). This is a teacher-education partnership among 
Clemson University, Benedict College, Clafin University, and Morris 
College that seeks to increase the number of Black male teachers in 
South Carolina.

 2.  Maricopa Community College Achieving a College Education (ACE). 
This program focuses on high school retention and persistence to 
higher education for Latino students. 

 3.  University System of Georgia’s African American Male Initiative 
(AAMI). This regents-supported initiative is designed to fund 
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campus-based programs at public institutions throughout the state 
that target Black male outreach, retention, and graduation. 

 4.  City University of New York (CUNY) Black Male Initiative (BMI). 
This initiative funds a series of “demonstration projects” to increase 
inclusion of and success for underrepresented populations, including 
Black males, individuals who do not complete high school, and 
formerly incarcerated individuals. 

 5.  Student African American Brotherhood. This is a national network 
of more than a hundred high school and college-based chapters 
of Black men and other underrepresented male minorities who 
support each other in pursuing academic excellence and engaging 
in community service. 

 6.  The Puente Project. This is a thirty-year-old college-access partner-
ship among the University of California system, thirty-three high 
schools, and fifty-nine community colleges that serve low-income 
Latino students. 

Although most of these programs are relatively new — meaning that 
their impact has not yet been assessed — experts believe that such programs 
are necessary to increase and sustain the success of men of color in higher 
education (Harvey 2008). However, because of enduring funding chal-
lenges in higher education, programmatic approaches for males of color, 
like other programs for “special populations,” are likely to face resource 
and status constraints that severely limit their capacity to benefit large 
numbers of students or to influence comprehensive institutional change. 
Recognizing these limitations — as well as the propensity of institutions 
of higher education to circumvent the question of how race shapes and is 
shaped by institutional values, practices, and structures — researchers at 
the Center for Urban Education at the University of Southern California 
created a change model that helps institutions of higher education use data 
and inquiry methods to learn why they are failing students of color and to 
determine what they need to do differently. This change model (described 
below) supports organizational learning about the causes of inequity 
among males of color.

builDing institutional CaPaCity FoR RaCial eQuity 

Framing inequality as a problem arising from lack of practitioner knowl-
edge, ineffective pedagogical approaches, or “culturally held” ideas about 
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students of color (Nasir and Hand 2006) is rare among higher education 
leaders, policymakers, or practitioners. The absence of structural analysis 
of racial inequity within institutions of higher education is due in part to 
normative models of student success that attribute successful outcomes to 
individual effort and engagement in behaviors and activities that facilitate 
academic and social integration (Braxton and Lien 2000; Kuh 2003; Tinto 
1987). Viewed through the normative lens of student success, unequal out-
comes among students of color are commonly attributed to characteristics 
that classify members of this population as “disadvantaged,” “at risk,” 
“unprepared” beings who lack the “social capital” to know how to be col-
lege students (Bensimon 2007). 

The Equity Scorecard is a structured process of examining data and 
conducting inquiry to help college educators and leaders develop aware-
ness of patterns of racial inequity, unlearn entrenched normative views of 
student success, and become equity-minded agents of change (ibid. 2007; 
Tharp and Gallimore 1988). The primary means of implementing these 
principles is to convene practitioners who are involved in an institution’s 
formal learning systems and who are viewed as key actors in informal 
institutional networks. These practitioners form communities of prac-
tice, which are “groups of people informally bound together by a shared 
expertise and passion” (Wenger and Snyder 2000: 139). The community 
of practice in the Equity Scorecard process is referred to as an “evidence 
team” or “inquiry team.” The theory of change that governs the processes 
of the Equity Scorecard is based on the principle that the engagement of 
practitioners in the social construction of “data meaning” can bring about 
new awareness of a problem not previously recognized. It can lead them to 
question why their individual or institutional practices are not producing 
equitable results, motivate them to learn more about the contours of the 
problem, and experiment with new approaches (Bensimon 2007).

Modeled after “the Balanced Scorecard” for business (Kaplan and Nor-
ton 1992) and “the Academic Scorecard” (O’Neil et al. 1999), the Equity 
Scorecard was initially developed when it became evident that equity, 
although valued, is generally not measured in relation to educational out-
comes for students of color. When campus leaders notice decline in enroll-
ment, persistence, or graduation rates among of males of color within their 
institutions, they are not likely to recognize it as a situation in which their 
current practices are no longer effective that calls for data-driven inquiry 
(Bensimon 2007; Dewey 1938; Polkinghorne 2004).

Institutions typically become involved in the Equity Scorecard process 
in one of two ways. When the process was initially developed, we invited 
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institutions that had already achieved structural diversity and enrolled 
a critical mass of students of color, yet were not experiencing equitable 
outcomes in student persistence, graduation, and academic achievement. 
The institutions were compelled to adopt the Equity Scorecard because 
they were concerned with the success of students of color at the institution 
and because student equity was somehow connected to the institutional 
mission (which often made reference to “diversity” or “social justice”) or 
other campus initiatives. 

Once the Equity Scorecard process became established and nationally 
recognized, institutions began to adopt it on their own and incorporate 
it into strategic planning, student-learning assessment, accreditation, and 
other campuswide planning processes. Regardless of how institutions 
become involved in the Equity Scorecard process, accountability and sup-
port at the senior levels of leadership are critical to its overall effectiveness 
and impact. The Equity Scorecard has had the most meaningful and mea-
surable impact at institutions where senior leaders are willing to invest the 
financial and personnel resources necessary to fully implement the process, 
where open discussions about race and ethnicity are modeled and encour-
aged by senior leaders, and where there is a willingness to embrace vulner-
ability and shortcomings in institutional practices that produce inequitable 
outcomes (Bauman et al. 2005). 

Equity Scorecard evidence teams typically comprise five to seven practi-
tioners who are appointed by the campus or system chief executive officer 
(the president, chancellor, or district superintendent). Chief executive offi-
cers are asked to be purposeful in their selection of evidence team members 
and to consider such criteria as faculty teaching gateway courses in English 
and mathematics, administrators in key campus units, instructional lead-
ers, and faculty and staff serving on important campus committees. One of 
these members is appointed the team leader, who is responsible for orga-
nizing the team’s work, keeping the team on track to meet benchmarks, 
and alerting the president of the team’s discoveries.

A staff person from the office of institutional research participates 
to provide the team access to the disaggregated student-outcomes data 
necessary to identify inequities. In advance of the first team meeting, the 
institutional researcher completes a spreadsheet comprised of data that are 
routinely collected on most campuses, disaggregated by race/ethnicity and 
sometimes gender. These data are called “vital signs” because they signify 
the health of the system or institution with respect to equity in student 
outcomes. The purposes of the vital signs are to make it fairly easy for 
team members, especially those who are not quantitatively oriented, to 
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identify outcome inequities and to provide a starting point for the team’s 
discussion and analysis. 

Evidence teams typically meet monthly at their campus or system office 
over the course of twelve to eighteen months. Each team is assigned a 
facilitator who has been formally trained in methods of inquiry and in how 
to facilitate critical conversations about race and inequity. The role of the 
facilitator is to model equity mindedness, the practice of viewing inequities 
as a problem of institutional performance rather than as student deficits, 
and to challenge team members to rely on data and evidence rather than on 
deficit perspectives and taken-for-granted assumptions about students. In 
doing so, the facilitator uses a set of teaching strategies, including model-
ing, reinforcing, providing feedback, instructing, questioning, and refram-
ing (Tharp and Gallimore 1988). 

When team members attribute inequities to students’ “lack of moti-
vation,” the facilitator’s role is to ask questions such as, “What data or 
evidence can you share to support your assertion?” Or he or she might offer 
other, more equity-minded attributions, such as, “Perhaps students are not 
participating in campus leadership programs because they do not feel wel-
comed or that their perspectives are valued.” The work of the facilitator 
is critical in this process, given the hidden-but-pervasive nature of nega-
tive stereotypes about students of color and the reasons practitioners often 
attribute to their underachievement (for example, lack of motivation, poor 
K – 12 preparation, and work and family commitments that conflict with 
school). The facilitator’s role becomes less critical as team members begin 
to adopt equity-minded perspectives and challenge each other when they 
blame students for inequities or when they attribute inequities to factors 
that are external to the institution. 

In addition to examining assumptions about data, team members probe 
for possible reasons for and solutions to the inequities they find. As mem-
bers examine data tables and make note of patterns that jump out at them, 
the team leader and facilitator ask them to share reactions and pose ques-
tions. For example, the low numbers of Black and Latino males enrolling 
in a college may be identified as a problem at a given institution. In this 
case one of the vital signs will become “completed applications from high 
school students in the local or service area.” This vital sign allows team 
members to see how many male high school students of color submitted a 
completed admission application to the institution. It also allows them to 
make comparisons to the number of completed applications received from 
other groups, including white students and women of color. 

Perhaps there is a significant gap between the number of male students 
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of color who applied to the university and the number who actually com-
pleted applications. Several questions can emerge from this data, such as: 
What items do most students seem to be missing (letters of recommenda-
tion, test scores, transcripts)? Are the students who have incomplete appli-
cations concentrated in a particular area or school district? What type 
of notifications do students receive from the admissions office when their 
applications are not complete? How many of these students would likely 
have been admitted to the institution had their applications been complete? 
These types of questions are effective because they lead the team to focus 
on issues that are within the institution’s locus of control instead of such 
issues as the students’ K – 12 preparation or similar factors. They are also 
framed from an equity perspective. 

By the conclusion of a typical team meeting, team members have 
raised a number of equity-oriented questions. Based on these questions, 
they request additional data that will be presented at the next meeting. In 
between team meetings the institutional researcher, team leader, and facili-
tator work together to gather the data and come up with the most effective 
ways to present the data to the team. If through their examination the team 
learns that more Black and Latino male students might have been admit-
ted had they completed applications, then “the number of students who 
submit completed admissions applications” may well become an indicator 
of the Equity Scorecard. The team would establish a baseline, representing 
the current status of the indicator, as well as yearly improvement targets 
that would likely lead to equity in a reasonable time frame. The process 
could also result in changes in practice at the institution. For instance, the 
evidence team may learn that incomplete admission applications are one 
reason why Black and Latino males are not enrolling at the institution. 
Thus, requiring admissions staff to take a more proactive role in following 
up with students with incomplete applications and assisting them during 
the application process is one concrete change that could help close equity 
gaps. This process continues until data have been reviewed and sets of 
indicators have been established by the evidence team.

Examining disaggregated student-outcomes data and choosing indica-
tors for the Equity Scorecard are not the only work the evidence teams do 
on behalf of their institutions. Another important role is to share their 
learning and communicate findings throughout the campus. As noted in 
Bensimon et al. 2004: “The opportunity for institutional change lies in the 
possibility that individual participants will transfer their learning to other 
contexts within the institution, and in doing so, enable others to learn and 
to change” (ibid.: 113). Dissemination occurs both formally, through such 
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publications as comprehensive reports to the chief executive officer, town-
hall meetings, and presentations to campus governance bodies (academic 
senate, strategic planning, academic departments), as well as informally 
in department meetings and other campus units. This is why the selec-
tion of evidence team members is important. The inclusion of “boundary 
spanners” who hold leadership roles at the institution and are members of 
important campus committees is necessary to ensure that the learning that 
takes place among evidence-team members will have an impact on campus 
decision-making. 

The Equity Scorecard develops evidence-based awareness of race-based 
inequities among practitioners and instills a sense of urgency and responsi-
bility for addressing them. The Equity Scorecard is designed to encourage 
campus presidents, faculty members, counselors, deans, and directors to 
become local experts on the educational outcomes of minority students 
within their own campus and to come to view these outcomes as a matter 
of institutional responsibility (Harris III and Bensimon 2007). In the next 
section we present a set of Equity Scorecard indicators for assessing and 
monitoring the success of male students of color in higher education.

CReating an eQuity sCoReCaRD  
to assess institutional eFFeCtiVeness 

Four issues are worth noting before we present the Equity Scorecard indi-
cators for male students of color. First, the proposed indicators emerged 
from several sources, including our examination of the few sets of available 
student-outcomes data that are disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender 
within race/ethnicity, most of which are discussed in the first section of 
this chapter; trends and issues identified in the published literature on the 
participation and success of men of color in higher education; and our 
previous work in implementing the Equity Scorecard at more than fifty 
institutions. Second, we did not allow the lack of data to limit our selection 
of indicators. Instead, we chose indicators that warrant ongoing monitor-
ing given what we know about the status of males of color in higher educa-
tion nationally. 

Third, the indicators selected will vary for two- and four-year colleges 
and depending on the system or institution’s priorities. For example, com-
munity colleges are likely to care about improving Black and Latino success 
in precollege credit courses in mathematics and English and about increas-
ing the number of students of color who transfer to a four-year college. 
Four-year public comprehensive colleges need to improve six-year gradu-
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ation rates for males of color; they also need to reach out more directly 
to minority males in community colleges and facilitate their transfer and 
completion of the baccalaureate. Hispanic-serving institutions may be 
particularly concerned with how to improve the participation and success 
of Latinos in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics majors. 
Last, what is most important about the Equity Scorecard is the collabora-
tive process of creating the scorecard and how the evidence team members 
work with one another to make sense of the data. If the Equity Scorecard is 
treated like another annual accountability report delegated to institutional 
researchers, then its potential as a catalyst for institutional learning and 
reflection will be undermined. 

The Equity Scorecard provides four concurrent perspectives on insti-
tutional effectiveness in terms of equity in educational outcomes: access, 
retention, excellence and completion, and campus effort. Each perspec-
tive is populated with data that provide information about the status of 
each racial/ethnic population on key indicators of student success, such 
as enrollment at the institution, retention and persistence, and academic 
achievement. To the extent possible, these data are also disaggregated by 
gender. Some indicators are provided in the form of rates and others in the 
form of shares. Rates make it possible to compare interracial differences 
in outcomes (for example, retention rates for Black males compared to 
white males). Shares make it possible to determine whether Black males 
are underrepresented, overrepresented, or at equity compared with their 
share of the cohort on the outcome of interest (retention after the first year, 
for example). Shares are necessary to determine equity. If Black males’ 
share of the first-year student population is 7 percent, then the expectation 
is that they will account for at least 7 percent of students returning in the 
following semester or year.

access Perspective

The access perspective allows institutional leaders and policymakers 
to become informed about the extent to which male students of color have 
access to institutions, programs, and resources that can lead to increased 
enrollment and success in higher education. Access perspective indicators 
are as follows:

 • Applications, admissions, and matriculation

 • Total headcount enrollment, full- and part-time

 • Headcount first-time college enrollment
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 • Enrollment among high school graduates from local or service-area 
schools

 • Placement into basic skills, developmental, remedial, and college-
ready courses.

Retention Perspective

Indicators in the retention perspective monitor students’ continued enroll-
ment, accumulation of academic units, and academic progress and perfor-
mance. Retention perspective indicators are as follows:

 • Retention term-to-term or year-to-year

 • Persistence in a critical sequence of courses leading to completion 
or benchmark milestones (for example, ascending courses in 
remedial sequence; courses leading to a degree in a field identified 
as high demand and with low males of color participation; cohort 
migration of males of color through basic skills, developmental, and 
remediation to transfer courses)

 • Credit accumulation for designated markers (for example, half the 
units in GE curriculum, half the units for transfer curriculum, half 
the units for degree attainment, and so on)

 • Academic probation after the first semester and after the first year

 • Number of students who delay taking math, English, and science 
courses

 • Students who graduated in the STEM (science, technology, 
engineering, and mathematics) major they started out in, and 
students who were initially STEM majors but graduated with a 
non-STEM degree

 • Drops, withdrawals, incompletes, fails (in STEM and GE courses).

Campus effort Perspective

The campus effort perspective is concerned primarily with factors of 
institutional support that create affirming and welcoming campus environ-
ments for underrepresented and historically underserved students. Campus 
effort indicators answer the following question: What is the participation 
of males of color in key extracurricular programs? These might include 
study abroad, residential education, undergraduate research, service-
learning, mentorship/internship programs, and other programs that enrich 
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undergraduates’ out-of-class experiences. Campus effort perspective indi-
cators are as follows:

 • Participation in key extracurricular programs (for example, study 
abroad, residential education, undergraduate research, service 
learning, mentorship/internship programs, and other highly visible 
programs with significant benefits attached)

 • Males of color receiving merit-based scholarships

 • Support services for males of color

 • Use of academic supplemental services (for example, tutoring)

 • Professional development programs to increase instructors’ 
understanding of and responsiveness to males of color.

excellence and Completion Perspectives

Excellence indicators measure the opportunities males of color have to 
participate in selective programs that provide access to important academic 
and social networks and leadership development. Completion indicators 
assess the progression of males of color through milestones leading to 
degree or program completion. Excellence indicators are as follows:

 • Graduating with a GPA of 3.0 or higher

 • Transferring to a selective four-year institution (for two-year 
institutions only)

 • Enrollment in graduate programs

 • Degree attainment in STEM or high-demand fields

 • Representation on dean’s and provost’s lists and Latin honors.

Completion indicators are as follows:

 • Degree completion within 150 percent time

 • Completion of general-education or lower-division curriculum

 • Transfer-out to four-year institutions within three years of starting 
at a community college.

eViDenCe oF institutional Change

The collaborative process of creating an Equity Scorecard and examining 
indicators develops leaders’ and practitioners’ knowledge of how struc-
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tures, practices, policies, and cultural beliefs increase or reduce barriers for 
students of color. For example, at Long Beach City College in Long Beach, 
California, the Equity Scorecard revealed inequities in transfer rates among 
students of color as well as a noticeably small number of students of color 
transferring to the University of California even when they met transfer 
requirements. Instead of assuming that low transfer rates had to do with 
students’ preferences (such as getting a job or earning an occupational 
certificate), the Long Beach City College team conducted a comprehensive 
qualitative audit of the transfer process at their own institution. 

They studied the Web site information on transferring, observed what 
went on in the transfer center, interviewed students who had transferred, 
observed what went on at transfer fairs, and examined the quality of trans-
fer information materials. Based on the study of their transfer practices, the 
team concluded that the college had a “weak transfer culture.” The audit 
resulted in concrete changes informed by the findings of the team members. 
These included a reformatted Web site, the creation of a transfer academy to 
provide a peer community for first-time students with transfer aspirations, 
increased information on scholarships, and greater involvement of faculty 
members in the dissemination of transfer information in their classrooms 
(Bensimon and Dowd 2009; Bensimon, Dowd, Alford, and Trapp 2007). 

The leadership of the University of Wisconsin system, dissatisfied with 
their progress after twenty years of diversity planning, decided to imple-
ment the Equity Scorecard throughout the system’s campuses. Through 
the system’s involvement in the Equity Scorecard process, university 
accountability metrics are now reported disaggregated by race and ethnic-
ity. Individual campus Equity Scorecards have been made part of the data 
points used by the president of the system to conduct the annual perfor-
mance evaluation of chancellors.7 At the individual campus level there have 
been changes in recruitment practices to target predominantly minority 
high schools that had been previously overlooked. 

At Los Angeles Southwest College findings from the Equity Scorecard 
showed that African American men and women had shockingly low rates 
of success in math courses. This finding prompted a serious examination of 
instructional practices as well as the availability and use of academic sup-
port services. The culmination of the college’s inquiry was to restructure 
the basic-skills curriculum and place it under a newly created deanship that 
was filled by one of the leaders of the college’s Equity Scorecard evidence 
team. Another change in practice is that math instructors now hold their 
office hours in the tutoring center. Holding office hours in the tutoring 
center allows math instructors to be more available to talk with students, 
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foster more informal faculty-student interaction, and make help-seeking 
more natural (Bensimon et al. 2009; Los Angeles Southwest College and 
Center for Urban Education 2008). 

In the cases of Long Beach City College, the University of Wisconsin 
system, and Los Angeles Southwest College, institutional changes that can 
lead to more equitable outcomes for students of color were made possible 
because faculty and administrators were willing to examine their own 
practices rather than simply attributing the problem to student deficits. 
Because the institutions, rather than the students, were the focus of inter-
vention, these changes will likely be more enduring and effective in build-
ing institutional capacity to educate these students.

ConClusion anD ReCommenDations 

Despite the explosion of diversity programs on campuses nationwide dur-
ing the 1990s, measures to assess how well these institutions were educat-
ing the students who made diversity possible were conspicuously absent. 
Recognizing that the equity aims intended by the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
were not being realized in higher education, we created the Equity Score-
card to raise awareness that racial stratification in outcomes was a reality, 
even in institutions that had highly diverse student bodies. We have found 
that the Equity Scorecard has been an effective means of engaging campus 
leaders and practitioners in reframing inequity as evidence of an institu-
tional failure or malfunction that needs to be understood before action can 
be taken. In addition, we have learned that higher education institutions 
lack the tools, structures, practices, and experience to view low rates of 
academic success, retention, or graduation as problems of practice. Instead, 
institutions of higher education often view these patterns as problems of 
student preparation, motivation, and self-efficacy, leading to the design of 
programs to compensate for the deficiencies attributed to students. 

The ways in which problems are constructed shape the solutions that 
are created and implemented. Building institutional capacity to create 
successful outcomes for males of color is made possible by leaders and 
practitioners who are able to ask, In what ways are our practices failing 
Black and Latino males? The processes that comprise the Equity Scorecard 
are intended to make these questions the first ones that come to mind in 
response to inequity. The questions, which are framed from a perspective 
of institutional accountability and responsibility, are consistent with the 
Equity Scorecard’s goal of bringing about concrete changes and equitable 
outcomes. In closing we offer the following recommendations for institu-
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tional leaders and policymakers who are concerned about the status of men 
of color and seek concrete actions to reverse the trends outlined throughout 
this chapter. Each recommendation is aimed toward building institutional 
capacity to serve male students of color equitably. 

 • Policymakers must hold institutions accountable for serving men 
of color equitably. Just as institutions are evaluated based on 
enrollment targets, retention rates, and graduation rates, student 
equity should also be considered. Rewards and consequences must 
be clearly articulated and enacted as incentives for institutions to 
meet this expectation. Moreover, this equity in student outcomes 
should be factored into annual performance reviews and other 
periodic evaluations for senior administrators.

 • Estela M. Bensimon, Lan Hao, and Leticia T. Bustillos (2006) and 
others have noted that what gets measured gets noticed in higher 
education. Student-outcomes data that are routinely collected at the 
system and institutional levels must therefore be disaggregated by 
race and ethnicity, gender, and gender within race and ethnicity to 
effectively track and monitor the extent to which men of color are 
achieving successful outcomes. Disaggregating student-outcomes 
data is necessary to hold institutions accountable for serving male 
students of color equitably. 

 • Too often, institutions implement programs and interventions to ad-
dress problems of underachievement among men of color without fully 
examining why these problems persist in the local institutional con-
text. The factors that contribute to a problem at one institution are not 
always the same contributing factors at another institution. Investing 
time and resources toward deeply understanding the problem before 
implementing solutions and interventions is thus both necessary and 
wise. Forming a campus committee or task force, much like the Equity 
Scorecard evidence team, to assume leadership in identifying outcome 
gaps, inequities, and institutional factors that have a disproportion-
ately negative impact on men of color will likely lead to important 
insights that may remain hidden otherwise. The initial charge of this 
group must rest exclusively on understanding the problem rather than 
prematurely identifying and implementing solutions.

 • Beyond collecting and disaggregating student-outcomes data, 
creating institutional structures and practices to turn these data into 
actionable knowledge is equally important. Higher education leaders 
who are serious about ensuring equity in student outcomes will build 
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communities of practice where faculty, administrators, and other 
institutional agents can convene regularly to examine and discuss 
student-outcomes data from an equity perspective and consider the 
extent to which their units are facilitating equitable outcomes for 
men of color. Student equity should be a central goal in institutional 
strategic-planning processes and in staff development activities. 

The Center for Urban Education offers a range of consulting and part-
nership opportunities for organizations that are interested in adopting or 
fully implementing the Equity Scorecard. Please visit the center’s Web site 
for details at http://cue.usc.edu/. 

notes

1. We use the terms “higher education” and “postsecondary education” inter-
changeably throughout this essay. Both terms refer to education beyond the high 
school level. 

2. According to researchers David C. Miller, Anindita Sen, and Lydia B. Malley 
(2007), the United States currently ranks third among G-8 countries in the percent-
age of twenty-five- to sixty-four-year-olds who have completed higher education 
(39 percent), behind the Russian Federation (55 percent) and Canada (45 percent). 
Rankings for the remaining G-8 countries are: Japan (38 percent), United Kingdom 
(29 percent), Germany (25 percent), and Italy (11 percent). 

3. The terms “males” and “females” are used interchangeably with “men” and 
“women” in this essay.

4. In the context of the Equity Scorecard, “practitioners” are individuals in edu-
cational institutions who play a role in the delivery of instruction and services to 
students, or the formation of policies that impact students’ experiences and success 
at the institution. They include faculty members, academic advisers, counselors, 
deans, program directors, vice presidents, and other institutional leaders. 

5. For a list of institutional partners, see “Partners: Adopters of the CUE Equity 
Model,” Center for Urban Education, online at http://cue.usc.edu/about/partners 

.html.
6. The terms “Black” and “African American” are used interchangeably in this 

essay.
7. Personal communication from Rebecca R. Martin, senior vice president for 

academic affairs, University of Wisconsin system, indicating that quantitative mea-
sure 3.1 in the “Chancellor Annual Performance Evaluation Guidelines 2008– 09” 
includes Equity Scorecard goals and initiatives as a performance criterion.

ReFeRenCes

Allen, Walter R. 1992. “The Color of Success: African-American College Student 
Outcomes at Predominantly White and Historically Black Public Colleges and 
Universities.” Harvard Educational Review 62, no. 1: 26-44.



t h e  e Q u i t y  s C o R e C a R D  /   3 0 5

American Association of University Women (AAUW). 1991. Shortchanging Girls, 
Shortchanging America: Executive Summary. Washington, D.C.: AAUW.

Bauman, Georgia, Leticia T. Bustillos, Estela M. Bensimon, M. Christopher 
Brown, and RoSusan D. Bartee. 2005. Achieving Equitable Outcomes with 
All Students: The Institution’s Roles and Responsibilities. Washington, D.C.: 
American Association of Colleges and Universities. 

Bensimon, Estela M. 2007. “The Underestimated Significance of Practitioner 
Knowledge in the Scholarship of Student Success.” Review of Higher Educa-
tion 30, no. 4: 441 – 69.

——— . 2004. “The Diversity Scorecard: A Learning Approach to Institutional 
Change.” Change 36, no. 1: 45 – 52.

——— , and Alicia C. Dowd. 2009. “Dimensions of the Transfer Choice Gap: Expe-
riences of Latina and Latino Students Who Navigated Transfer Pathways.” Har-
vard Educational Review 79, no. 4: 632 – 58. 

Bensimon, Estela M., Alicia C. Dowd, Hannah Alford, and Fred Trapp. 2007. 
Missing 87: A Study of the “Transfer Gap” and “Choice Gap.” Los Angeles: 
Long Beach City College and the Center for Urban Education, University of 
Southern California. 

Bensimon, Estela M., Alicia C. Dowd, J. E. Daniels III, and Dan Walden. 2009. 
Long-term Partners for Serving Los Angeles’ African American and Latino 
Students. Los Angeles: Center for Urban Education, University of Southern 
California and Los Angeles Southwest College.

Bensimon, Estela M., Donald E. Polkinghorne, Georgia Bauman, and Edlyn 
Vallejo. 2004. “Doing Research That Makes a Difference.” Journal of Higher 
Education 75, no. 1: 104 – 26.

Bensimon, Estela M., Lan Hao, and Leticia T. Bustillos. 2006. “Measuring the 
State of Equity in Public Higher Education.” In Leveraging Promise and 
Expanding Opportunity in Higher Education. Edited by Patricia Gandara, 
Gary Orfield, and Catherine C. Horn. Pp. 143 – 65. Albany: State University of 
New York Press. 

Bensimon, Estela M., Robert Rueda, Alicia C. Dowd, and Frank Harris III. 2007. 
“Accountability, Equity, and Practitioner Learning and Change.” Metropolitan 
18, no. 3: 28 – 45.

Braxton, John M., and L.A. Lien. 2000. “The Viability of Academic Integration as 
a Central Construct in Tinto’s Interactionalist Theory of Student Departure.” 
In Reworking the Student Departure Puzzle. Edited by John Braxton. Pp. 11 – 

28. Nashville, Tenn.: Vanderbilt University Press.
Carter, Deborah F. 1999. “The Impact of Institutional Choice and Environments 

on African American and White Students’ Degree Expectations.” Research in 
Higher Education 40: 17 – 41.

Chang, Mitchell J. 1999. “Does Racial Diversity Matter? The Educational Impact 
of a Racially Diverse Undergraduate Population.” Journal of College Student 
Development 40, no. 4: 377 – 95.

College Board. 2010. The Educational Crisis Facing Young Men of Color: Reflec-
tions on Four Days of Dialogue on the Educational Challenges of Minority 
Males. New York: College Board.

Cuyjet, Michael J. 1997. “African American Men on College Campuses: Their 
Needs and Their Perceptions.” In Helping African American Men Succeed in 



3 0 6   /   t R a n s i t i o n s  t o  P o s t s e C o n Da Ry  e D u C at i o n  a n D  e m P l oy m e n t

College: New Directions for Student Services. No. 80. Edited by Michael J. 
Cuyjet. Pp. 5 – 16. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Dewey, John. 1938. Logic: The Theory of Inquiry. New York: Henry Holt.
Ferri, Beth A., and David J. Connor. 2005. “In the Shadow of Brown: Special Edu-

cation and Overrepresentation of Students of Color.” Remedial and Special 
Education 26, no. 2: 93 – 100.

Gardenhire-Crooks, Alissa, Herbert Collado, Kasey Martin, Alma Castro, 
Thomas Brock, and Genevieve Orr. 2010. Terms of Engagement: Men of Color 
Discuss Their Experiences in Community College. MDRC. Available online at 
http://www.mdrc.org/publications/547/overview.html.

Gonzalez, Kenneth P. 2002. “Campus Culture and the Experiences of Chicano 
Students in a Predominantly White University.” Urban Education 37, no. 2: 
193 – 218.

Harper, Shaun R. 2009. “Niggers No More: A Critical Race Counternarrative on 
Black Student Achievement at Predominantly White Colleges and Universities.” 
International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 22, no. 6: 697 – 712.

——— . 2008. “Realizing the Intended Outcomes of Brown: High-achieving Afri-
can American Male Undergraduates and Social Capital.” American Behavioral 
Scientist 51, no. 7: 1,029 – 52.

——— . 2006a. Black Male Students at Public Flagship Universities in the U.S.: 
Status, Trends, and Implications for Policy and Practice. Washington, D.C.: 
Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies Health Policy Institute.

——— . 2006b. “Peer Support for African American Male College Achievement: 
Beyond Internalized Racism and the Burden of ‘Acting White.’” Journal of 
Men’s Studies 14, no. 3: 337 – 58.

——— . 2004. “The Measure of a Man: Conceptualizations of Masculinity among 
High-Achieving African American Male College Students.” Berkeley Journal 
of Sociology 48, no. 1: 89 – 107.

——— , and Sylvia Hurtado. 2007. “Nine Themes in Campus Racial Climates and 
Implications for Institutional Transformation.” In Responding to the Realities 
of Race on Campus: New Directions for Student Services. Edited by Shaun R. 
Harper and Lori D. Patton. Pp. 7 – 24. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Harris III, Frank, and Estela M. Bensimon. 2007. “The Equity Scorecard: A Col-
laborative Approach to Assessing and Responding to Racial/Ethnic Disparities 
in Student Outcomes.” In Responding to the Realities of Race on Campus: 
New Directions for Student Services. Edited by Shaun R. Harper and Lori D. 
Patton. Pp. 77 – 84. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Harris, Loren. 2009. Higher Education Success among Historically Marginalized 
Males. Indianapolis, Ind.: Lumina Foundation for Education. 

Harvey, William B. 2008. “The Weakest Link: A Commentary on the Connections 
Between K – 12 and Higher Education.” American Behavioral Scientist 51, no. 
7: 972 – 83. 

Hurtado, Sylvia. 1992. “The Campus Racial Climate: Contexts of Conflict.” Jour-
nal of Higher Education 63, no. 5: 539 – 69.

——— , Jeffery F. Milem, Alma R. Clayton-Pedersen, and Walter R. Allen. 1998. 
“Enhancing Campus Climates for Racial/Ethnic Diversity: Educational Policy 
and Practice.” Review of Higher Education 21, no. 3: 279 – 302.



t h e  e Q u i t y  s C o R e C a R D  /   3 07

Kaplan, Robert S., and David P. Norton. 1992. “The Balanced Scorecard: Mea-
sures That Drive Performance.” Harvard Business Review 70, no. 1: 71 – 79.

Kelly, Patrick J. 2005. As America Becomes More Diverse: The Impact of State 
Higher Education Inequality. Boulder, Colo.: National Center for Higher Edu-
cation Management Systems.

King, Jacqueline E. 2010. Gender Equity in Higher Education: 2010. Washington, 
D.C.: American Council on Education. 

Kuh, George D. 2003. “What We’re Learning about Student Engagement from 
NSSE.” Change (March – April): 24 – 32.

Los Angeles Southwest College and Center for Urban Education. 2008. California 
Benchmarking Project: Interim Report to the President. Los Angeles: Los Ange-
les Southwest College and Center for Urban Education.

Mendez, Linda, and Howard M. Knoff. 2003. “Who Gets Suspended from School 
and Why: A Demographic Analysis of Schools and Disciplinary Infractions in 
a Large School District.” Education and the Treatment of Children 26: 30 – 51.

Mikyung, Ryu. 2009. Minorities in Education, Twenty-third Annual Status 
Report, 2009 Supplement. Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education.

Miller, David C., Anindita Sen, and Lydia B. Malley. 2007. Comparative Indica-
tors of Education in the United States and Other G – 8 Countries: 2006 (NCES 
2007 – 06). Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute 
of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

Mortenson, Thomas G. 2008. Educational Attainment and Economic Welfare, 
1940 to 2008. Oskaloosa, Iowa: Postsecondary Education Opportunity.

Nasir, Na’ilah S., and Victoria M. Hand. 2006. “Exploring Sociocultural Perspec-
tives on Race, Culture, and Learning.” Review of Educational Research 76, 
no. 4: 449 – 75.

Noguera, Pedro. 2003. “The Trouble with Black Boys: The Role and Influence of 
Environmental and Cultural Factors on the Academic Performance of African 
American Males.” Urban Education 38, no. 4: 431 – 59.

O’Neil, Harold, Estela M. Bensimon, Michael Diamond, and Michael R. Moore. 
1999. “Designing and Implementing an Academic Scorecard.” Change 31, no. 
6: 33 – 40.

Polkinghorne, Donald E. 2004. Practice and the Human Sciences: The Case for a 
Judgment-based Practice of Care. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Saenz, Victor B., and Luis Ponjuan. 2009. “The Vanishing Latino Male in Higher 
Education.” Journal of Hispanic Higher Education 8, no. 1: 54 – 89.

Schott Foundation for Public Education. 2008. Given Half a Chance: The Schott 
Fifty State Report on Public Education and Black Males. Cambridge, Mass.: 
Schott Foundation for Public Education.

Schwartz, Jana L., Jody Donovan, and Florence Guido-DiBrito. 2009. “Stories of 
Social Class: Self-identified Mexican Male College Students Crack the Silence.” 
Journal of College Student Development 50, no. 1: 50 – 66. 

Smith, William A., Walter R. Allen, and Lynnette Danley. 2007. “Assume the Posi-
tion . . . You Fit the Description”: Psychosocial Experiences and Racial Battle 
Fatigue among African American Male College Students.” American Behav-
ioral Scientist 51, no. 4: 551 – 78.

Snyder, Thomas D., Sally A. Dillow, and Charlene M. Hoffman. 2007. Digest of 



3 0 8   /   t R a n s i t i o n s  t o  P o s t s e C o n Da Ry  e D u C at i o n  a n D  e m P l oy m e n t

Education Statistics, 2006. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, 
National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences.

Solórzano, Daniel G., Octavio Villapando, and Leticia Oseguera. 2005. “Educa-
tional Inequalities and Latina/o Undergraduate Students in the United States: 
A Critical Race Analysis of Their Educational Progress.” Journal of Hispanic 
Higher Education 4, no. 3: 272 – 94.

Tharp, Roland G., and Ronald Gallimore. 1988. Rousing Minds to Life: Teaching 
and Learning in Social Context. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Thomas, Duane E., and Harold Stevenson. 2009. “Gender Risks and Education: 
The Particular Classroom Challenges for Urban Low-Income African American 
Boys.” Review of Research in Education 33: 160 – 80.

Tinto, Vincent. 1987. Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Stu-
dent Attrition. Second edition. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2009. Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2009. 128th 
edition. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Census Bureau.

Warde, Bryan. 2008. “Staying the Course: Narratives of African American Males 
Who Have Completed a Baccalaureate Degree.” Journal of African American 
Studies 12, no. 1: 59 – 72.

Wenger, Etienne C., and William M. Snyder. 2000. “Communities of Practice: 
The Organizational Frontier.” Harvard Business Review (January – February): 
139 – 45. 


