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This mixed-methods study examined teachers’ culturally responsive teaching 

(CRT) self-efficacy beliefs and the relationships among selected academic, 

demographic, and experiential factors. Guided by theoretical and empirical research on 

CRT, teacher dispositions, and assessment in teacher education (TE) programs for 

culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students, this study utilized an extended 

version of Siwatu’s 2007 Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale 

to conduct correlational and comparative statistical analyses. Data sources included 

surveys from 265 participants enrolled in TE classes in the spring 2012 in Texas (one 

private and one public university). Content analyses were also conducted on 

participants’ descriptions of CRT activities using a priori and inductive coding methods 

to triangulate and elaborate the explanation of quantitative results.  

In this population, those with higher CRTSE were typically young 

(undergraduates), specializing in ESL and bilingual certification coursework, who felt 

their TE program prepared them well for working with CLD student populations. 

Regression analyses showed that certain certification areas (ESL, bilingual, elementary, 

and advanced) and perceptions of better quality in TE program preparation for working 

with CLD students emerged as significant predictors of increased CRTSE. Those with 

second language skills were more efficacious in delivering linguistically-responsive 

instruction, and those professing more experiences with and interest in diverse 



individuals felt more confident in applying CRT skills. While the younger teacher 

candidates felt more efficacious, their descriptions of CRT were less sophisticated than 

those with more teaching experience. Despite much of the literature relating to CRT and 

minority teachers, ethnicity was not a significant factor in heightened CRTSE.  

This study informs TE programs for better measuring and supporting teacher 

candidate CRT development by revising and extending Siwatu’s 2007 study in three 

ways. First, the CRTSE Scale instrument was extended to include items that address 

greater depth and breadth of the culturally responsive teaching continuum as developed 

by the researcher, relating particularly to language and literacy development of English 

language learners. Second, this study involved a more varied and appropriate 

population, including both pre-service and in-service teachers. Third, specific participant 

factors were analyzed to see which correlated with higher CRTSE Scale scores. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Results of the 2010 Census indicate that the United States of America continues 

to grow more diverse (Humes, Jones, & Ramirez, 2011). The changing student 

population is a critical factor in the U.S. educational system today. Not only do teachers 

encounter increasing racial and ethnic diversity, but linguistic, socio-economic, and 

other forms of diversity as well. More than half of the U.S. population growth from 2000-

2010 was because of the increasing Hispanic population (43% growth in this minority 

group during this decade), while the Asian population also grew by 43% in the same 10-

year span (Humes et al., 2011). In total, the non-white (i.e., minority) population grew by 

29% over the last decade, now representing just over one third of the total U.S. 

population and over 45% of the school-aged population nationally (ages 5-17) (Humes 

et al., 2011; Texas Education Agency, 2011). In this same time period Texas became a 

“minority-majority” state (joining California, New Mexico, Hawaii, and the District of 

Columbia), with more than 50% of its population claiming to be of a minority group race 

(Texas Education Agency, 2011). In 2009, 21% of students aged 5-17 spoke a 

language other than English at home, and the 2012 NCES report, The Condition of 

Education, reveals that 10% of students in U.S. schools are considered English 

language learners (ELLs) (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012a). In 2009, 

nearly 45% of enrolled students were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, with one in 

five families currently living in poverty (National Center for Educational Statistics, 

2012a).   
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 Most educators today are aware of the term, “achievement gap” (Rampey, Dion, 

& Donahue, 2009), noting the disparity in academic performance among diverse groups 

of students, as most visibly present in quantifiable, large scale testing data such as the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) results (Hemphill & Vanneman, 

2011; National Center for Education Statistics, 2011, 2012a, 2012b; Rampey et al., 

2009; Vanneman, Hamilton, Baldwin Anderson, & Rahman, 2009). The National Center 

for Educational Statistics’ report, NAEP 2008 Trends in Academic Progress (Rampey et 

al., 2009), shows the achievement gaps in reading and mathematics since comparative 

NAEP results were available in 1971. The report encouragingly shows that White, 

Black, and Hispanic groups each demonstrated increases in scores from 1971 through 

2008 (with greatest gains in reading for Black 9 year olds, as group scores increased by 

34 points over those nearly 4 decades) (Rampey et al., 2009). In fact, important strides 

were made from 1971-1988 as the gap between the higher scoring “mainstream” 

(White, middle class, “standard” English speaking) students and certain minority student 

groups (Black and Hispanic included in this report) shrank.  

 However, there has been, and continues to be, a significant and troubling 

achievement gap between average scores on these NAEP assessments when 

comparing these three groups (National Center for Education Statistics, 2011, 2012a, 

2012b; Rampey et al., 2009). For example, the NAEP White-Black reading average 

score gaps for 17 year olds went from 53 points in 1971 (Whites scoring that much 

higher than Blacks) to only 20 points in 1988. However, this gap widened again from the 

1990s onward, and the gap for the White-Black comparison groups in reading in 2008 

was 29 points for 17 year olds, 21 points for 13 year olds, and 24 points for 9 year olds 
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(with White scores only increasing slightly during this period, when at all) (Rampey et 

al., 2009). Similar, although not as dramatic, achievement gap changes occurred 

between the White and Hispanic groups since 1975 (when comparison data became 

available). These comparison groups, too, witnessed a narrowing gap in 1988 and 1990 

(gaps narrowed to as little as 21 points for 13 year olds in 1988), followed by a slightly 

widening gap in recent years. The 2011 NAEP results for 8th graders in reading show a 

22 point gap for White-Hispanic and White-American Indian/Alaska Native comparison 

group scores, and a 25 point gap for White-Black comparison scores, while the 

Asian/Pacific Islander group scored 1 point above the White comparison group 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2011). The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2011 

(National Center for Education Statistics, 2012b) tells a similar story, with the 

achievement gap between White students at 22 points above Hispanic and 26 points 

above Black, while Asian scores were 7 points above White students. 

 Taking a social constructivist perspective, Au (2006) explains these literacy 

achievement gaps for diverse students as stemming not from students’ intellectual or 

motivational deficiencies, but from societal patterns at a macro-level (including issues 

like societal racism beyond educators’ immediate control), and from patterns at a micro-

level (within the sphere of influence for individual educators working within their 

classrooms and on their campuses). According to Au (2006), solutions include 

educators enacting critical literacy, knowing and building upon students’ cultural capital, 

respecting and building upon students’ linguistic knowledge, and integrating critical 

thinking and high expectations for culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students 

(Au, 2006). Grant and Wong (2003) insist that barriers for literacy among language 
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minority learners begin even earlier, in the way teacher education (TE) programs 

prepare teachers and reading specialists for the classroom, as a greater emphasis on 

culture, second language literacy development, cross-linguistic transfer and related 

issues in reading courses are necessary. The problem of CLD student achievement 

gaps is partly “solved” through transforming teachers’ knowledge, attitudes, and skills so 

educators can more effectively work with CLD students by developing sociocultural 

consciousness (Dantas, 2007; Villegas & Lucas, 2002), cultural competence (Diller & 

Moule, 2005; Ladson-Billings, 1995a), culturally proficient inquiry (Lindsey, Graham, 

Westphal, & Jew, 2008), critical multiculturalism (Sleeter & McLaren, 1995), and 

culturally responsive (Gay, 2000) instructional approaches. Advocates of culturally 

responsive instruction concur that such instructional approaches which respect and 

build upon students’ cultural identities and knowledge base (Ladson-Billings, 1995a; 

Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992) are effective in not only improving the learning 

environment, but actually increasing student involvement and achievement (Au & 

Mason, 1981; Giouroukakis & Honigsfeld, 2010; Honigsfeld & Giouroukakis, 2011; 

Vyas, 2004). 

 In light of disturbing NAEP achievement gap results and other “difference in kind” 

(Ducette, Sewell, & Shapiro, 1996) data regarding graduation rates, disciplinary 

referrals, college entrance and completion (Lindsey et al., 2008) as well as the 

increasing minority population, there is an urgency to prepare educators who can 

effectively facilitate CLD students’ success (Au, 2006; Au & Raphael, 2000; August & 

Shanahan, 2006; Gay, 2000; Lindsey et al., 2008; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). A related 

concern is the absence of teachers of color who can serve as role models, advocates, 
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and “cultural brokers” for culturally and linguistically diverse students (Hollins & 

Guzman, 2005; Irvine, 2003; Villegas & Lucas, 2002), amidst an increasingly diverse 

student population. Teacher education programs are thus charged with preparing pre-

service and in-service teachers (coming to them from a predominantly white, middle-

class teacher candidate pool) to become effective educators of CLD students. These 

educators should leave TE programs with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to 

respond to classroom diversity in such a way that students’ CLD characteristics are 

affirmed (rather than viewed as deficits) and utilized as catalysts for deeper learning 

(rather than as reasons for remediation). 

 Grounded in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977), the present study was 

developed with the perspective that there is value in monitoring teachers’ self-efficacy 

beliefs as they may predict future classroom behavior (Pajares, 2003) and facilitate 

teacher candidate reflection on personal competencies and areas for growth. 

Understanding which academic, demographic, and experiential factors have significant 

relationships with heightened self-efficacy may assist TE programs in better preparing 

teacher candidates to be successful in working with students from CLD backgrounds. A 

developmental continuum of culturally responsive knowledge, skills, and dispositions 

related to teaching CLD students could offer TE programs a framework for measuring 

teachers’ competency development in the area of culturally responsive teaching over 

time. For example, in studies such as the one described by Buehler, Gere, Dallavis, and 

Haviland (2009), the cognitive and affective challenges pre-service teachers 

encountered in their efforts to deliver culturally responsive teaching (CRT) compelled 

the teacher educators to focus not merely on the “achievement” of enacting CRT, but 
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also on the process of becoming culturally responsive educators. This developmental 

process is similar to the four stage developmental model of multicultural education 

proposed by Banks (2008), the six-stage cultural proficiency continuum described by 

Lindsey et al. (2008), among other, similar developmental models (Bennett, 1986; 

Helms, 1994) that serve to prompt teacher reflection and provide measures of growth 

for TE programs. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this mixed-methods study was to assist teacher preparation 

programs in better measuring and supporting teacher candidate development in the 

area of culturally responsive literacy instruction. Utilizing an extended version of the 

Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale (Siwatu, 2007), this study 

focused on contextual factors (i.e., academic, demographic, and experiential) and 

whether any significant relationships exist between scores on the CRTSE Scale using 

correlational and comparative statistical analyses. Through content analyses using a 

priori and inductive coding methods the researcher also investigated the depth and 

breadth of how pre-service and in-service teachers described culturally responsive 

teaching in relation to the culturally responsive teaching continuum developed to 

triangulate and elaborate the explanation of quantitative results. 

The present study contributes to the field by revising and extending Siwatu’s 

(2007) study in three ways. First, the CRTSE Scale instrument was refined to include 

items that address greater depth and breadth of the culturally responsive teaching 

continuum (as described in chapter 2), including items that relate particularly to the 
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language and literacy development of English language learners. Second, the present 

study utilizes a more varied and appropriate population (to include both pre-service and 

in-service teachers) than Siwatu’s study, which only included pre-service teachers, 

many of whom had not yet completed teacher preparation coursework. Third, specific 

student factors were analyzed to see which correlated with higher scores on the CRTSE 

Scale. 

Through this study I aimed to improve upon an existing instrument for measuring 

teacher self-efficacy, the CRTSE Scale (Siwatu, 2007). The refinement of this 

instrument contributes to the field in two ways. The CRTSE Scale-Extended provides 10 

additional response items that address greater depth and complexity in measuring CRT. 

A culturally responsive teaching continuum is explored in chapter 2 through analysis of 

related theoretical and empirical research, the synthesis of which suggests that CRT 

encompasses a broader continuum of teaching knowledge, skills, and dispositions than 

the Siwatu’s (2007) CRTSE Scale measures. The additional items on the extended 

scale presented in this study also provide a more specific focus on language and 

literacy development issues encountered by culturally and linguistically diverse students 

and their teachers. With the increasing number of English learners in schools today, 

research (Lucas, Villegas & Freedson-Gonzalez, 2008) indicates that linguistically-

responsive instruction is an important aspect of and intersection with CRT.  

The second purpose of this study was to better understand how variables within 

demographic, academic, and experiential student (teacher candidate) factors may 

predict higher self-efficacy scores for delivering culturally responsive instruction. 

Through analysis of such factors and scores on the CRTSE, teacher preparation 
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programs can better understand significant associations that may be helpful in the 

process of equipping teacher candidates with relevant and supportive experiences, 

such as those with higher correlations according to multiple regression analysis.  

 

Significance of the Study 

With nearly half (45%) of U.S. school aged students (5-17) identified as coming 

from a minority background (up from 37% in 1998), the trends toward increasing 

diversity within U.S. schools are not expected to change any time soon (National Center 

for Educational Statistics, 2012a; Texas Education Agency, 2011). Languages other 

than English are spoken in a higher percentage of American homes each year as well. 

Over 20% percent of students enrolled in U.S. schools speak a language other than 

English at home (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012a), and by 2030 it is 

estimated that nearly two of five students in the U.S. will be learning English as a 

second language (Shah, 2012). Fifteen percent of all K-12 students in Texas during the 

2007-2008 school year were identified as limited English proficient, and nationally, that 

number is still close to 10% (up from 7.5% 10 years prior) (Texas Education Agency, 

2011). By 2040, the need for bilingual and English as a second language (ESL) 

programs in Texas will have grown by 186.8%, in comparison to the projected total 

elementary and secondary school growth of only 76.2% (Murdock, 2007).  

With national mandates (National Council for Teacher Quality, 2011; United 

States Department of Education, 2011) calling for closer linkage of student achievement 

in public schools to the teacher education programs that prepare those teaching in such 

classrooms, the effort to continually improve TE program preparation, especially in the 
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area of CLD instruction, is under close observation. For example, the U.S. Department 

of Education’s publication (2011), Our Future, Our Teachers: The Obama 

Administration’s Plan for Teacher Education Reform and Improvement, lays out a plan 

(already in progress) to extend student accountability not just to individual classroom 

teachers or K-12 public school ratings, but to that of TE programs as well. Critics of 

state teacher policies and TE programs, such as the National Council for Teacher 

Quality (2011), also add additional pressure in their efforts to evaluate state policies 

regarding teacher tenure, certification, evaluation, and TE programs. Regardless of 

external pressures from stakeholders and policy makers toward a “culture of evidence” 

(Wineburg, 2006) in U.S. teacher education, many TE programs also choose to undergo 

national accreditation processes, such as through the National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE, 2008), in order to improve their own rigor 

and alignment with specialized professional association standards, such as the 

International Reading Association (IRA, 2010) or Teachers of English to Speakers of 

Other Languages (TESOL, 2010). While the population of CLD students in the U.S. 

continues to rise, there is an increasing need to prepare teachers who can deliver 

effective, culturally responsive literacy instruction that will meet the specialized needs of 

these learners. Regardless of the impetus for examining and increasing TE program 

quality, this study contributes to the growing body of research on best practices for 

preparing effective teachers for CLD students.  

 In a broader view of the macro-level achievement gap explanation and solution 

alluded to by Au (2006) earlier in this chapter (relating to societal racism), scholars who 

promote advocacy and social justice for CLD students as a part of the teaching role 
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argue for the development of effective teachers for CLD students on moral grounds as 

well (Cummins, 2001; Freire & Macedo, 1994; Heineke, Coleman, Ferrell, & 

Kersemeier, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 1995a; Ladson-Billings, 1995b; Weiner, 2005). 

Policies and perspectives are value-laden, and inequalities and marginalized peoples 

exist within societies; therefore, issues of morality and ethics will always be a part of the 

relevant discussion. As Kelly (2006) asserts, "educational research has a responsibility 

to educational practice" (p. 50), especially as we consider how "education is inextricably 

tied to questions of morals" (p. 50). Particularly in light of the achievement gap among 

certain minority ethnic groups (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012a, 2012b), 

research with implications for the development of teachers who can provide more 

effective instruction for culturally and linguistically diverse students touches on important 

moral and ethical issues within a just society.  

 By examining and assessing teacher self-efficacy for delivering culturally 

responsive literacy instruction to culturally and linguistically diverse students, teacher 

education programs can better monitor and support the development of teachers toward 

such knowledge, skills, and dispositions. This study contributes to such an effort 

through the refinement of an existing instrument and a closer examination and analysis 

of demographic, academic, and experiential factors that correlate with higher self-

efficacy for culturally responsive teaching. 

 

Framework and Research Questions 

Notable researchers in the field of culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2002; 

Ladson-Billings, 2005; Villegas & Lucas, 2002) discuss a variety of characteristics that 
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embody an effective teacher for CLD students. The culturally responsive teaching 

continuum posited in this study was designed in light of a theoretical framework that 

culturally responsive teaching practices are developmental and multidimensional in 

nature (Banks, 2008; Bennett, 1986; Gay, 2000; Helms, 1994; Ladson-Billings, 1995a; 

Lindsey et al., 2008; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Therefore, pre-service and in-service 

teachers and those with a variety of experiential knowledge, etc., may vary in their 

development on such a continuum of knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Teacher 

reflection continues to be a significant part of professional development and growth for 

practitioners (McIntyre, Hulan, & Maher, 2010; Richards, 2011; Taylor, 1994). The 

instrument utilized in this study provides a self-assessment tool for teachers to use as 

well as a monitoring tool for teacher education programs that seek to support and 

develop dispositions in teacher candidates. 

Participants in this study came from both undergraduate and graduate students 

who were pre-service and in-service teachers enrolled in teacher education programs 

leading to initial and advanced certifications. Data sources included surveys from 265 

pre-service and in-service teachers who were enrolled in educator certification classes 

in the spring of 2012 in Texas at two separate universities (one private and one public).  

The specific research questions were, How do pre-service and in-service 

teachers evaluate their readiness to be culturally responsive?, What demographic or 

individual characteristics among these populations correlate with higher levels of 

perceived readiness to provide culturally responsive literacy instruction?, and How do 

pre-service and in-service teachers describe culturally responsive instruction? 
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Definition of Terms 

• Cross-cultural service-learning:  This term is defined as the act of engaging in 

volunteer service and guided reflection as part of an academic learning experience in a 

cross-cultural setting. Cross-cultural service-learning is a teaching and learning strategy 

that integrates academic instruction, community service in a multicultural, international, 

or otherwise culturally “different” setting for the volunteer, and guided reflection, in order 

to enhance student learning and foster civic responsibility (Baldwin, Buchanan, & 

Rudisill, 2007; Brown & Howard, 2005; Maher, 2003; Matusov & Smith, 2007; 

Stachowski & Mahan, 1998).  

• Culturally responsive literacy instruction: A learner-centered approach to 

teaching CLD students incorporating the creation of discourse and instructional patterns 

that affirm students’ CLD heritage and resemble a closer match between students’ 

home culture and the delivery of instruction in the school setting, including “aspects of 

the students’ social, cultural, and linguistic knowledge in classroom activities, texts, and 

instruction to facilitate their learning” (Knight & Wiseman, 2006, p. 82). The phrase 

“culturally responsive teaching” (Gay, 2000) is closely related to (a) culturally-

appropriate (Au, 1980), (b) culturally-congruent (Au & Mason, 1981; McCollum, 1989), 

(c) culturally relevant (Ladson-Billings, 1995b), and (d) culturally compatible (Jordan, 

1985) teaching with nuances in the contextual meanings associated with these terms.  

• Culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy: Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive 

theory forms the theoretical basis for the construct of self-efficacy, or perceptions of 

one’s own competence for accomplishing certain tasks, with regard to the role of 

vicarious and mastery experiences in developing one’s self-efficacy. This study adheres 
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to the definition of culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy found in Siwatu’s (2005) 

dissertation, including “teachers' beliefs in their confidence to execute specific teaching 

practices and tasks that are associated with teachers who are believed to be culturally 

responsive” (p. 8).  

• English language learner (ELL):  ELL is defined here to mean an individual 

who does not speak English as his or her first (or native) language, but who is learning 

English as an additional language. This classification could pertain to an individual who 

speaks English as a second or other language (ESL/ESOL), in countries where English 

is either the primary or a foreign language (EFL). Other common references include (a) 

English learner (EL), (b) Limited English Proficient (LEP), (c) culturally and linguistically 

diverse (CLD), (d) language minority student (LMS), and (e) English as a new language 

(ENL). 

• Sociocultural context: The sociocultural context of language and literacy 

development, as defined in this study, encompasses a framework for understanding the 

situated nature of language and literacy development. Readers construct meaning from 

written text through the lens of their particular social and cultural context (Gee, 2001; 

Street, 1998; Vygotsky, 1978), and various sociocultural factors including beliefs, 

behaviors, discourse, and social interaction patterns may affect this outcome.    

• Ethnicity: For the purposes of this study, ethnicity is defined to focus on ethnic 

groups (encompassing race) through an “expanded definition” as recommended by 

Banks (2008) for such group members that share unique social and cultural heritage 

which is then passed on from generation to generation. 
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Assumptions 

An assumption of this study is that participants will answer the self-assessment 

questions honestly. Additionally, teachers are assumed to have dispositions related to 

instruction of CLD students. Finally, the research assumed that the participants would 

be able to answer the open-ended prompt asking them to describe a culturally 

responsive instructional activity. 

 

Limitations 

A mixed-methods study such as this that includes a quantitative component has 

the advantage of finding statistically significant relationships utilizing numeric data. 

Contextual factors (the independent variables in this study) were analyzed in 

relationship to dependent variables (CRTSE Scale scores and CRT Description rubric 

scores). This study was non-experimental, and it has the potential to show correlations, 

but not causal relationships. The participants came from only two universities, and both 

are located within the same state. The researcher taught two of the twenty-five courses 

surveyed in this study, and her teaching could have influenced the respondents in her 

courses (constituting 6% of the total sample). All the students were well into the term 

when assessed, so they may have been influenced by the classroom instruction they 

were currently experiencing, perhaps heightening their sense of regard for CLD 

students. The sample size of 265, while potentially yielding statistically significant 

results, is not exhaustive or necessarily representative of the full variety present in 

teacher education programs across the nation. The qualitative portion of this study, 

while giving a broader scope regarding teachers’ perceptions and descriptions of CRT, 

14 



is limited in evaluating teachers’ actual implementation of such practices in the 

classroom. 

 

Summary 

Amidst the increasing diversity present in U.S. schools today (Humes et al., 

2011), teacher education programs are charged with preparing teachers to work 

effectively with CLD students so that the current achievement gap (Hemphill & 

Vanneman, 2011; National Center for Educational Statistics, 2012a, 2012b; Vanneman 

et al., 2009) between mainstream and minority students is reduced (and all children are 

successful). In this study, culturally responsive teaching is viewed as a 

multidimensional, developmental process as well as a tool for delivering appropriate, 

supportive instruction for CLD students. The purpose of this study was to revise and 

extend Siwatu’s (2007) study examining teacher self-efficacy for delivering culturally 

responsive instruction in order to better assist TE programs toward the goal of preparing 

and monitoring the development of effective teachers for CLD students. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This study explored the intersection between research on culturally responsive 

pedagogy, social cognitive theory, assessment of teacher dispositions in teacher 

preparation programs, and academic factors influencing educator development (e.g., 

cross-cultural service-learning). The following review of the literature addresses 

underlying theoretical perspectives and empirical studies relevant to the present study 

that intended to extend and revise Siwatu’s (2007) scale. 

This literature review first provides an overview of relevant issues in the field of 

teacher education programs pertaining to specialized preparation and standards for 

language and literacy teacher preparation programs. Next, research relating to the 

developmental, multidimensional nature of culturally responsive teaching is presented 

as a background to the purpose for the proposed extension to the primary instrument 

utilized in this study, the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale 

(Siwatu, 2007). Assessment of educator dispositions, including the construct of teacher 

self-efficacy, is subsequently examined, with particular analysis of Siwatu’s studies 

(2005, 2007) that utilized the CRTSE Scale. Finally, a synthesis of literature regarding 

experiential background factors analyzed in this study through the administration of the 

demographic, academic, and experiential background questionnaire (Appendix B) are 

presented, including cross-cultural service-learning for educators in multicultural 

settings.  
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Language and Literacy Teacher Preparation 

Amidst pressures to bring teacher education (TE) programs into greater 

accountability for student success (National Council for Teacher Quality, 2011; U.S. 

Department of Education, 2011; Wineburg, 2006) and the perpetuating achievement 

gap between mainstream and CLD minority students in the U.S. public schools 

(Hemphill & Vanneman, 2011; Rampey et al., 2009; Vanneman et al., 2009) while these 

CLD student populations continue to increase (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 2012a; Texas Education Agency, 2011), the need for additional and better 

prepared teachers who are equipped to effectively serve CLD students is immediate 

(Flores & Clark, 1997). More effective instruction and better schools hinge largely, if not 

predominantly, on the quality of the teacher within individual classrooms. Not only are 

less well-prepared teachers more likely to leave the field (low retention rates), but they 

are less effective in the classroom (Cochran-Smith & Zeichner, 2005; Darling-

Hammond, 2006; Hayes, Salazar, & Vukovic, 2002). For example, results from Hayes, 

Salazar, and Vukovic’s (2002) longitudinal study in the Los Angeles Unified School 

District showed that CLD students of teachers with English learner credentials (e.g., 

CLAD authorization) significantly outperformed other CLD students who sat before 

teachers without such specialized training and certification.  

Teacher education programs play a critical role in preparing high-quality teachers 

for CLD students; however, there has been limited research in this area regarding 

effective educator preparation with links to teachers’ actual impact in the CLD 

classroom (Grant & Wong, 2003; Knight & Wiseman, 2006) partially due to lack of 

funding (Hollins & Guzman, 2005). Hollins and Guzman (2005) conducted an extensive 
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synthesis of the research on teacher preparation for working with diverse students 

included in the Report of the American Educational Research Association Panel on 

Research and Teacher Education. From their synthesis of empirical research available 

in peer-reviewed journals over the last quarter century, only 101 studies met their 

criteria for rigor and generalizability, and these (mainly qualitative) studies were grouped 

into four key areas regarding teacher preparation for working with diverse students: (a) 

teacher candidates’ predispositions, (b) pre-service program preparation that 

candidates receive, (c) experiences of candidates of color, and (d) evaluations of pre-

service programs. This synthesis revealed that few TE programs offered carefully 

crafted programs with specific emphases on working with students from diverse 

backgrounds. Also, while short-term interventions often showed growth within the 

teacher candidates, few data were available regarding longer-term student impact. 

Implications from Hollins and Guzman’s (2005) analysis include the need for further 

research in identifying teacher candidate experiences, schemata, and particular 

attributes that increase the probability these candidates will effectively develop 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions for teaching diverse students as well as the K-12 

classroom impact that better designed TE programs have with regard to teacher 

candidate development. 

In light of the persisting CLD student achievement gap, efforts toward identifying 

effective models and aspects of TE programs are important for program improvement 

and the production of more effective teachers. Darling-Hammond’s (2006) analysis of 

seven highly successful teacher education programs revealed several common 

components of powerful teacher education that prepare high quality teachers. Among 
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these components were, a “curriculum [that] is grounded in knowledge of child and 

adolescent development, learning, social contexts, and subject matter pedagogy, taught 

in the context of practice” (p. 41) and “explicit strategies [that] help students (1) confront 

their own deep-seated beliefs and assumptions about learning and students and (2) 

learn about the experiences of people different from themselves” (p. 41). These 

components are especially important for teachers working with CLD students because 

educators must have a deep understanding of how CLD learners develop language and 

literacy skills within particular sociocultural contexts while also confronting teachers’ 

own assumptions and attitudes that could hinder successful instruction of diverse 

students.  

Among TE programs that prepare educators for working with culturally and 

linguistically diverse students, different emphases emerge for what makes an “effective” 

teacher for these learners. While some highlight the significance of minimizing the 

cultural mismatch between home and school or building upon students’ home language 

and culture (Au & Mason, 1981; Heath, 1983; McCollum, 1989; Moll & Diaz, 1987; 

Siwatu, 2007; Tharp, 1989), others stress the application of general principles of 

teaching and learning (“what works for everyone”; e.g., cooperative learning, direct 

instruction, etc.) (Bloom, 1984; National Institute of Child Health and Human 

Development, 2000; Rosenshine, 1986). In reflecting on the wider impact of education, 

others (Cummins, 2001; Freire & Macedo, 1994; Weiner, 2005) use the lens of critical 

literacy to discuss a teacher’s role in developing social equity within and outside of the 

classroom setting.  
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As TE programs focus on the knowledge, skills, and dispositions effective 

teachers of CLD students require, they consider national and international standards for 

language and literacy educators established through specialized professional 

associations such as Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) 

(2010), the International Reading Association (IRA) (2010), and the National 

Association of Bilingual Educators (NABE) (1992). The National Council for the 

Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE, 2008), the largest accrediting agency in 

the United States, and the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support 

Consortium (INTASC) (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2011), an agency 

instrumental in state licensure for teachers, both provide guidelines for educator 

standards, including appropriate knowledge (content and knowledge of students’ 

backgrounds), skills (including content specific pedagogy), and dispositions (attitudes, 

beliefs, values, and commitments). 

TESOL (2010) standards focusing on the teaching of English as a second (or 

foreign) language are organized into five domains: (a) understanding language as a 

system, as well as first language (L1) and second language (L2) acquisition, (b) the role 

of culture, (c) planning, implementing, and managing instruction for language and 

content, (d) proper methods and uses of assessment, and (e) the core of 

professionalism, which includes advocacy. The International Reading Association’s 

professional standards for teachers of reading include foundational knowledge, 

curriculum and instruction, assessment and evaluation, diversity, literate environment, 

and professional learning and leadership. Specific elements and associated evidence of 

literacy teachers developing knowledge, skills, and dispositions in the area of diversity 
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highlight the importance of preparing literacy teachers to work with CLD students 

effectively, such as the following (International Reading Association, 2010).  

• Provide instruction and instructional materials that are linked to students’ 
backgrounds and facilitate a learning environment in which differences and 
commonalities are valued (e.g., use literature that reflects the experiences of 
marginalized groups and the strategies they use to overcome challenges) 

• Provide differentiated instruction and instructional materials, including 
traditional print, digital, and online resources that capitalize on diversity 

• Demonstrate an understanding of the ways in which the various forms of 
diversity interact with reading and writing development 

• Advocate for change in societal practices and institutional structures that are 
inherently biased or prejudiced against certain groups  

• Demonstrate how issues of inequity and opportunities for social justice 
activism and resiliency can be incorporated into the literacy curriculum 

The National Association for Bilingual Education’s (NABE, 1992) professional 

standards for bilingual and multicultural educators relate to: (a) institutional resources, 

coordination and commitment; (b) recruitment, advisement and retention of potential 

teachers; (c) bilingual/multicultural coursework and curriculum; (d) language proficiency 

in English / non-English languages and abilities to teach in those languages; (e) 

fieldwork and practicum experiences in bilingual / multicultural classrooms; and (f) life-

long learning and commitment to professional development. 

The Texas standards for teachers of CLD learners reflect each of these national 

standards to a certain extent, but states have adopted their own competencies for what 

they believe to be appropriate for teachers of English language learners. With direction 

from the Bilingual Cross-cultural Advisory Panel (BCAP), the California Commission on 

Teacher Credentialing (CTC) has been developing a relatively new system for 

credentialing teachers of ELL students, based on the understanding that specialized 
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knowledge and skills are necessary when working with this type of diverse population 

(Garcia, 1996). With such a large ELL population, the state of California has been a 

leader in this area of standards development for bilingual and ESL educators through 

the development of their CLAD (Cross-cultural, Language and Academic Development) 

and BCLAD (Bilingual, Cross-cultural, Language and Academic Development) 

Emphasis Credentials, which include many of the same emphases in what they expect 

their teachers to exemplify. However, the CLAD and BCLAD credentials include greater 

attention to cultural awareness than many of other state standards (Commission on 

Teacher Credentialing, 2006; Guerrero, 1997).  

 The tenets of culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000; Knight & Wiseman, 

2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995a; Villegas & Lucas, 2002), a term familiar to many in the 

field of CLD student education, align with many of the above-mentioned standards (IRA, 

2010, NABE, 1992; TESOL, 2010). While certain individuals may have predispositions 

that influence their effectiveness in teaching CLD students, scholars insist that effective 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions such as those included in the above-mentioned 

standards (IRA, 2010, NABE, 1992; TESOL, 2010) and in the tenets of culturally 

responsive teaching (Gay, 2000; Knight & Wiseman, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 1995a; 

Villegas & Lucas, 2002) are cultivated along a developmental continuum (Banks, 2008; 

Bennett, 1986; Helms, 1994; Lindsey et al., 2008) and yield increased student 

involvement and success (Au & Mason, 1981; Giouroukakis & Honigsfeld, 2010; 

Honigsfeld & Giouroukakis, 2011; Vyas, 2004). Teacher preparation programs play an 

important role in moving teacher candidates along such a developmental continuum so 

that CLD student success (and the minimization of the achievement gap) is realized. 
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The multidimensional construct of culturally responsive teaching, defined in Chapter 1, 

can be conceived as a developmental process, as explored further in this review of the 

literature. By conceptualizing CRT through a developmental framework, or continuum, 

TE programs may be assisted in more effectively monitoring and supporting teachers in 

their CRT progress. The purpose of this study is to build upon previous scholarship in 

the field regarding the conceptualization, development, and monitoring of CRT within 

teacher candidates in order to reflect on and reexamine the way TE programs prepare 

teachers for working with CLD students, so that we can do so with increased success. 

 

Culturally Responsive Teaching Continuum 

Scholars (Banks, 2008; Bennett, 1986; Diller & Moule, 2005; Helms, 1994; 

Lindsey et al., 2008; Mohr, 2008, 2009) propose process-oriented models in describing 

the development of cross-cultural competence, culturally relevant instruction, identity 

formation, and the integration of multicultural content into the curriculum. The 

developmental process of culturally responsive teaching proposed in this review is an 

extension of such previous work. For example, Banks (2008) presents a four-stage 

model for integrating ethnic or multicultural content into the curriculum, with the lowest 

level being a contributions approach, then an additive approach, a transformation 

approach, and finally a decision-making and social action approach at the highest level. 

Theories of intercultural development such as Bennett’s (1986) developmental model of 

intercultural sensitivity (DMIS) move from ethnocentric stages (denial of cultural 

difference, defense against cultural difference, and minimization of cultural difference) to 

ethnorelative stages (acceptance, adaptation, and integration of cultural difference). 
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Similarly, the continuum of cultural proficiency proposed by Lindsey et al. (2008) 

proceeds from cultural destructiveness to cultural incapacity, cultural blindness, cultural 

precompetence, and finally, to cultural competence. Most closely related to the way 

CRT is conceptualized in this study, Mohr (2008, 2009) argues for a continuum of 

professional practice in relation to the “cultural 3R’s” with increasing levels of 

sophistication, ranging from culturally respectful, to culturally responsive, and finally to 

culturally relevant at the most developed and challenging level. 

In the Review of Educational Research, McAllister and Irvine (2000) analyzed the 

research behind three process-oriented models that have been used to measure 

teachers’ cross-cultural competence: a) Helm’s (1990) model of racial identity 

development, b) Banks’s (1994) typology of ethnicity, and c) Bennett’s (1993) 

developmental model of intercultural sensitivity (DMIS). Of the seven studies utilizing 

Helm’s model that were critiqued in McAllister and Irvine’s (2000) review, racial identity 

attitudes at the higher stages were associated with multicultural competencies at higher 

levels in six of the studies. Interventions that were specifically designed to scaffold 

teacher candidates along the stages, rather than through an eclectic approach, saw 

more positive results. The three studies utilizing measures that reflected Banks’s (1994) 

typology of ethnicity had weaknesses in their methodology, but higher stages on 

Banks’s typology were generally associated with increased multicultural experiences. 

Two studies that included an emphasis on Bennett’s (1993) DMIS were analyzed, with 

one study noting that participants did not fit neatly into one stage or another, but rather, 

their responses spanned two or three stages.  
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As mentioned earlier, one of the key components in the existing research on 

teacher education programs and in the existing educator standards for language and 

literacy teachers has to do with the delivery of culturally responsive instruction. With 

nuances in the contextual meanings associated with these terms, the phrase culturally 

responsive teaching (Gay, 2000, 2002) is closely related to (a) culturally-appropriate 

(Au, 1980), (b) culturally-congruent (Au & Kawakami, 1994; Au & Mason, 1981; 

McCollum, 1989), (c) culturally relevant (Ladson-Billings, 1995b), (d) culturally 

compatible (Jordan, 1985), and (e) culturally-mediated (Patterson, Wickstrom, Roberts, 

Araujo, & Hoki, 2010) teaching, and a (f) cultural modeling framework (Lee, 2007).  The 

term selected for further analysis and exploration by the researcher in this study is 

“culturally responsive teaching,” with the concept that, semantically, “responsive” 

implies steps of action on the part of the teacher, requiring additional effort and yielding 

further impact beyond awareness and understanding. Such responsive actions are 

preceded by the development of awareness regarding student differences and one’s 

own culture, as well as by choices to act sensitively toward “diverse” others, while 

understanding what constitutes culturally compatible and culturally relevant instructional 

practice, so that a teacher can then effectively take the initiative to respond in an 

appropriate and affirming manner. 

Gay (2000), one of the leaders in the field describing this construct, defines CRT 

as  

using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, frames of reference, and 
performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make learning encounters 
more relevant to and effective for them. It teaches to and through the strengths of 
these students. It is culturally validating and affirming. (p. 29, italics original) 
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Essential elements of culturally responsive teaching from notable leaders in the field are 

listed in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1  

Culturally Responsive Teaching Elements by Notable Theorists 

Gay 
(2002, p. 106) 

Ladson-Billings 
(1995a, p. 160) 

Villegas and Lucas          
(2002, p. 20) 

Developing a knowledge 
base about cultural 
diversity 

Students must experience 
academic success 

Teachers are 
socioculturally conscious 

Including ethnic and 
cultural diversity content in 
the curriculum 

Students must develop 
and/or maintain cultural 
competence 

Have affirming views of 
students from diverse 
backgrounds 

Demonstrating caring and 
building learning 
communities 

Students must develop a 
critical consciousness 
through which they 
challenge the status quo of 
the current social order 

See themselves as 
responsible for and capable 
of bringing about change to 
make schools more 
equitable 

Communicating with 
ethnically diverse students 

 Understand how learners 
construct knowledge and 
are capable of promoting 
knowledge construction 

Responding to ethnic 
diversity in the delivery of 
instruction 

 Know about the lives of 
their students 

  Design instruction that 
builds on what their 
students already know 
while stretching them 
beyond the familiar 

 

To develop many of these competencies in students, teachers must first have cultural 

competence themselves, which entails “mastering complex awareness and sensitivities, 

various bodies of knowledge, and a set of skills that, taken together, underlie effective 

26 



cross-cultural teaching” (Diller & Moule, 2005, p. 5). Such teachers know how to “utilize 

students’ culture as a vehicle for learning” (Ladson-Billings, 1995a, p. 161) and “develop 

a broader sociopolitical consciousness that allows them to critique the cultural norms, 

values, mores, and institutions that produce and maintain social inequities” (Ladson-

Billings, 1995a, p. 162).  

Morrison, Robbins, and Rose (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of studies 

relating to CRT in efforts to describe and synthesize how scholars have operationalized 

the construct through specific examples of teacher actions in classrooms. Through a 

search of six online databases with the terms “culturally responsive” and “culturally 

relevant” they identified 45 relevant peer-reviewed studies from 1995 to 2006. Morrison 

and colleagues coded the studies in order to group them into three categories by the 

tenets discussed by Ladson-Billings (1995b), 1) high expectations for academic 

success, 2) cultural competence, and 3) critical consciousness. The second phase of 

analysis involved extracting 12 subcategories of teacher behaviors and grouping the 

studies accordingly. Most of the studies were qualitative in nature and included contexts 

with homogenous populations, such as classrooms with all African American or all 

Latino/a students (with limited applicability to heterogeneous, multicultural classrooms). 

Fewer examples were found of the last tenet (critical consciousness) than the other two, 

although Morrison and colleagues (2008) indicated that this last tenet served as a 

capstone to the CRT construct, as it is the most empowering to transform student lives 

and their societies. This alludes to the idea of a process-oriented model of CRT as 

explored in this chapter, with actions of social justice and advocacy for creating a more 

just society developing after awareness, sensitivity, and relevant teaching practices.  
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Culturally responsive teaching is more than just “good teaching” for students from 

mainstream backgrounds (August & Shanahan, 2006; Lucas et al., 2008). There are 

specific teacher competencies that address the uniqueness of learner-centered 

instruction for CLD students, as also reflected in the teacher standards discussed earlier 

(IRA, 2010; NABE, 1992; TESOL, 2010). In a review of the literature concerning CRT 

and culturally responsive literacy instruction, these teacher competencies could be 

grouped into a four-part developmental continuum as described below. Culturally 

responsive teaching, and therefore the proposed culturally responsive teaching 

continuum, includes knowledge, skills, dispositions, and civic engagement practices 

along a developmental continuum ranging from (a) awareness of CLD student and 

community differences and unique needs, (b) sensitivity toward CLD student needs and 

positive interactions with students and parents, (c) development and implementation of 

relevant and affirming instructional practices for CLD students, and finally to (d) actions 

of advocacy and social justice on behalf of CLD students, families and their 

communities and critical literacy. The proposed CRT continuum is one way to consider 

the depth, breadth and complexity involved in culturally responsive teaching. Appendix 

D includes a table of select studies describing and measuring culturally responsive 

teaching with analysis of their contribution to the conceptualization of a CRT continuum, 

and a synthesis of these and other related empirical research is presented next. 

 

CRT Level 1—Awareness of Personal Worldview, and CLD Student and Community 
Differences and Unique Needs 

 
In the beginning stages of developing culturally responsive pedagogy the 

educator of CLD students engages in reflection and comes to a deeper understanding 
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of his or her own culture and that of perceived “others” that are different from oneself 

(Bennett, 1986; Buehler et al., 2009; Howard, 2003; Kidd, Sanchez & Thorp, 2005; 

McAllister & Irvine, 2000; Mumtaz & Humphreys, 2001; Sleeter, 2001; Wolfram, Adger, 

& Christian, 1999; Young, 2010; Zuidema, 2005).  

 

Awareness of Linguistic and Cultural Differences 

Research has shown that teacher candidates’ perceptions (and misconceptions) 

regarding cultural and linguistic differences are related to the quality of instruction and 

the learning environment they provide for CLD students (Ellis, 2006; Kidd, Sanchez, and 

Thorp, 2005; Lucas et al., 2008; Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Mumtaz & Humphreys, 2001; 

Siwatu, 2005; Wolfram et al., 1999; Young, 2010; Zuidema, 2005).  For example, 

linguistically-responsive instruction, as a component of culturally responsive literacy 

instruction, includes awareness of (and dealing with) one’s linguistic prejudice (Wolfram 

et al., 1999; Zuidema, 2005) and developing metalinguistic awareness and 

understanding of the second language acquisition process (Ellis, 2006; Lucas et al., 

2008; Fillmore & Snow, 2000) in order to provide appropriate accommodations and 

supportive instruction for CLD students. In one study, Mumtaz and Humphreys (2001) 

examined the English language literacy development of Urdu language 

speakers/readers. The researchers found that cross-linguistic transfer (from the 

students’ native Urdu, a more consistent, “shallow” orthography) impacted the students’ 

literacy development in English (with a less consistent or “deep” orthography) in both 

positive and negative (e.g., interference) ways. Effective CRT teachers first develop 

awareness of linguistic similarities and differences that exist between English and other 
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languages in order to effectively support learners who are bridging two or more 

languages, developing biliteracy skills in English and the non-English language (Ellis, 

2006). 

In a study of 31 Australian teachers of ESL, Ellis (2006) examined the links 

between teachers’ language learning experiences and their professional knowledge and 

beliefs. The qualitative study included three main groups of participants, including native 

English speakers with a second language (L2), native speaking monolinguals, and non-

native bilinguals. Through analysis of interviews and oral language biographies, the 

researcher gained a deeper understanding of the contexts and complexities involved in 

how ESL teachers developed metalinguistic awareness through examination of different 

kinds of personal L2 learning and usage (formal, informal, childhood, adult, elective, or 

circumstantial bilingualism) and reported teacher practices. All other items being equal, 

those with bilingual skills (either developed early or later on) had more resources to 

draw from in their ESL instruction than the monolingual speakers. The study pointed to 

the complexities involved in becoming a proficient user of English (including appropriate 

registers of language), as well as an analyst of English (which is possibly enhanced 

through contrastive analysis) in the ESL teaching role. The researcher noted that there 

is a subtle interplay of experiential knowledge and received knowledge that enhances 

the knowledge and skills of CLD teachers for providing effective language and literacy 

instruction, but that further research is needed in this area. Similarly, a pilot study 

(Sarker, 2008) for the present study indicated that the language learning experiences of 

teachers correlated with higher teacher CRT self-efficacy. Hence, the language learning 

experiences of teachers were explored in the present study. Such L2 competencies 
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may relate to teacher self-efficacy in delivering CRT as they develop increased 

metalinguistic awareness and other useful competencies for teachers of CLD students, 

similar to the results of Ellis’ (2006) study. 

Studies examining teacher candidates’ dispositions (including “color blindness”) 

regarding CLD students and communities have found that such dispositions are 

associated with how teacher candidates operationalize the CRT construct and perceive 

their own self-efficacy for delivering CRT (Kidd, Sanchez, & Thorp, 2005; Siwatu, 2005; 

Young, 2010). Kidd, Sanchez, and Thorp (2005) found through their qualitative study 

with 17 pre-service teachers in the Washington DC area over a two-year period that 

home visits and strong connections with CLD families provided pivotal experiences in 

positively shifting the teacher candidates’ dispositions regarding CLD students, families, 

and diverse language and literacy practices. Pre-service teachers wrote reflection 

papers about their two-year period experiences, and researchers analyzed responses 

using a modified “post-then-pre” retrospective approach (Davis, 2003) to analyze 

changes over time, coding responses for “initial dispositions, pivotal experiences and 

dilemmas, development/changes in dispositions, and future implications” (p. 350). This 

analysis was followed by constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). While 

teachers’ understanding of linguistic diversity was not as apparent in the data, the 

participants developed a deeper understanding and appreciation of the sociocultural 

context of the students and their families. Analysis of participants’ reflections revealed 

that their value for students’ home languages was increased, with a desire and 

increased ability to then utilize their new understandings of language and culture when 

developing appropriate CRT instructional practices. These findings indicate a 
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developmental aspect of CRT, with greater awareness, understanding, and appreciation 

as precursors to sensitivity and enhanced CRT instructional practices. 

 In a critical case study combined with action research involving eight teachers in 

a diverse elementary school of the northeastern United States, Young (2010) sought to 

understand the way teachers and administrators perceived and implemented culturally-

relevant pedagogy. Utilizing a critical race theory epistemological framework, she 

analyzed participant responses and practices in light of the characteristics of culturally 

relevant pedagogy described by Ladson-Billings (1994). Young (2010) compared 

elements of Ladson-Billings’ (1995b) definition of culturally-relevant pedagogy to that of 

the participants along the categories of “concept of self and others,” “social relations,” 

and “concept of knowledge.”  Some teachers emphasized academic standards and 

cultural competence in their definition of culturally responsive pedagogy (CRP) to such 

an extent that they nearly excluded sociopolitical consciousness altogether as 

incongruous, or something that there wasn’t time for within a test-focused context. Most 

of the participants felt CRP was more feasible during “teachable moments” rather than 

infused into core content areas, possibly from a lack of awareness of the larger 

sociopolitical injustices or an “unpreparedness to confront issues that are racially and 

socially charged” (Young, 2010, p. 256). Ladson-Billings (1994) promotes classroom 

culture centered on high expectations, whereas the participants in this study focused on 

the students’ home cultures, backgrounds, experiential knowledge, families, and needs.   

 Young’s (2010) study highlighted three challenges to the development and 

implementation of CRT in theory and practice, namely  

the need to (a) raise the race consciousness of educators and encourage them 
to confront their own cultural biases, (b) address system roots of racism in school 
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policies and practices, and (c) adequately equip preservice and inservice 
teachers with the knowledge of how to implement theories into practice. (p. 257) 
 

Similarly, Siwatu’s (2005) study found that pre-service teachers with increased levels of 

blindness toward racial issues tended to have lower self-efficacy for delivering CRT. 

The first part of the CRT continuum proposed in this study involves the development of 

greater awareness within educators, such as raising their “race consciousness” and 

awareness of personal cultural bias that may be present. Therefore, developing 

teachers’ intercultural competency is important when preparing them to work effectively 

with CLD students, and theories of intercultural development are presented next.  

 

Theories of Intercultural Development 

Cross-cultural awareness and intercultural competence has been explored 

through process-oriented models and theories as ranging from negative, stereotypical 

perceptions to positive dispositions and social justice commitments. These theoretical 

models have implications for the ways teachers of CLD students navigate cultural 

proficiency (Lindsey et al., 2008), intercultural development (Bennett, 1986), and racial 

identity (Helms, 1994), and they provide tools for TE programs that seek to monitor the 

development of teachers on such continuums. Bennett’s (1986) developmental model of 

intercultural sensitivity (DMIS) and Lindsey et al.’s (2008) continuum of cultural 

proficiency (Table 2.2) provide theoretical frameworks for understanding the dynamic 

process of how teachers perceive and respond to cultural differences, moving from 

ethnocentric, destructive stages to ethnorelative, culturally competent stages (while they 

are assisted in moving forward on the continuums through processes of reflection and 

experiential learning).  
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Table 2.2  

Intercultural and Culturally Proficient Developmental Models 

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity 
(Bennett, 1986) 

The Continuum of Cultural Proficiency (Lindsey, 
Graham, Westphal, & Jew, 2008) 

Ethnocentric Stages “Them” as Problematic / 
Students are Underperforming 

Denial of 
Cultural 
Difference 

People may seek to isolate 
themselves from cultural 
differences through the 
sense that one’s own culture 
is the only real one out 
there. 

Cultural 
Destructive-
ness 

Seeking to eliminate vestiges of 
the cultures of others. 

Defense 
Against Cultural 
Difference 

One’s own culture is seen 
as superior to others, and 
he or she is often critical of 
and threatened by other 
cultures, dichotomizing 
between an “us” verses 
“them.”  

Cultural 
Incapacity 

Seeking to make the culture of 
others appear to be wrong. 

Minimization of 
Cultural 
Differences 

One’s own culture is 
perceived as being 
universal, other cultures 
may be trivialized or 
romanticized, one may think 
they are being “color blind” 
in not attending to cultural 
differences. 

Cultural 
Blindness 

Refusing to acknowledge the 
culture of others. 

Ethnorelative Stages “Our Practice” / 
We Are Underserving Our Students 

Acceptance of 
Cultural 
Difference  

In this stage one recognizes 
that other equally complex 
worldviews and cultures 
exist and that they should 
be respected (even if one 
does not agree with the 
other worldviews). 

Cultural 
Precompe-
tence 

Being aware of what one 
doesn’t know about working in 
diverse settings. Initial levels of 
awareness after which a person 
or organization can move in a 
positive, constructive direction 
or they can falter, stop, and 
possibly regress. 

Adaptation of 
Cultural 
Difference 

One is able to understand 
another culture to the point 
of being able to see 
“through different eyes” and 
respond with behaviors that 
are appropriate to that 
culture. Constructs from 
other worldviews may be 
integrated to expand one’s 
own worldview. 

Cultural 
Competence 

 
Viewing one’s personal and 
organizational work as an 
interactive arrangement in 
which the educator enters 
diverse settings in a manner 
that is additive to cultures that 
are different from the 
educator’s. 

(table continues) 
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Table 2.2 (continued). 

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity 
(Bennett, 1986) 

The Continuum of Cultural Proficiency (Lindsey, 
Graham, Westphal, & Jew, 2008) 

Ethnorelative Stages “Our Practice” / 
We Are Underserving Our Students 

Developmental 
Model of 
Intercultural 
Sensitivity 
(Bennett, 1986) 

The Continuum of Cultural 
Proficiency (Lindsey, 
Graham, Westphal, & Jew, 
2008) 

Cultural 
Proficiency 

Making the commitment to 
lifelong learning for the purpose 
of being increasingly effective in 
serving the educational needs 
of cultural groups. Holding the 
vision of what can be and 
committing to assessments that 
serve as benchmarks on the 
road to student success. 

Ethnocentric 
Stages 

“Them” as Problematic / 
Students are 
Underperforming 

  

 

In consideration of this developmental process as it relates specifically to White 

teachers, Helms (1994) discusses a White racial identity model, where initially White 

individuals profess to be “color-blind” insisting racial differences don’t make a difference, 

then move to greater reflection and dissonance about unresolved racial moral 

dilemmas, moving then from intellectual to emotional and social justice involvement, 

and finally to the “autonomy” end of the continuum where one is nonracist, abandoning 

White entitlement, including increased comfort with diversity. Each of these models 

describes a developmental process with awareness (including facing one’s own 

prejudice) generally coming before positive actions, as related to intercultural 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Teachers are not expected to come to TE programs 

at the most advanced levels (they may be at any point along these continua), and 

teachers may move up or down the continuum in response to certain experiences and 

contextual factors (Lindsey et al., 2008); however, conceptualizing teachers’ 

development by utilizing such frameworks can be helpful when considering and 

supporting the process of development teacher candidates engage in.  
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As a part of intercultural development specific to effective teacher education 

preparation for CLD contexts, candidates develop awareness of their own assumptions 

and prejudices, as well as an understanding of the social context of child and 

adolescent development (Darling-Hammond, 2006). Part of this awareness and 

understanding includes how learners bring with them different sets of cultural and 

linguistic resources as they negotiate meaning, situate themselves, and enact their 

identities while developing literacy skills in English (Gee, 1996; Vyas, 2004). 

Marginalized learners within multicultural settings such as the U.S. do this in ways that 

are both unique and similar to our understanding of literacy development among 

mainstream children in this context (August & Shanahan, 2006; Heath, 1983). Diverse 

discourse patterns, school expectations, and perceptions about what counts as literacy 

can create a pedagogical disconnect between mainstream middle class American 

teachers’ perceptions and their ability to effectively address the needs and contexts of 

the increasingly diverse student populations they serve (Au & Mason, 1981; August & 

Shanahan, 2006; Gee, 1996; Heath, 1983; Lucas et al., 2008). As the developmental 

models explored in this section describe (Bennett, 1986; Helms, 1994; Lindsey et al., 

2008), awareness and understanding of such issues are foundational in a 

developmental continuum before teachers have the abilities to respond appropriately 

within CLD student learning contexts. 

 

Sociocultural Contexts and Communities of Practice 

In order for culturally responsive literacy instruction to occur, the teacher must 

develop an understanding of the sociocultural context in which children acquire 
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language and literacy skills (Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Gee (1996) contends that 

students naturally enact their native Discourse(s) (Discourse with a capital “D”), or ways 

of thinking, believing, and acting that they have been apprenticed into. Children’s 

knowledge of their home language, culture, and literacy practices will influence their 

perceptions and processing of the literacy they encounter in the school setting; 

therefore, students from cultural and linguistic minorities face the additional challenge of 

processing and achieving the majority-privileged form of Discourse (Gee, 2001) within 

the society and school setting. Attention to the sociocultural context (Gee, 2001; Street, 

1998; Vygotsky, 1978) of literacy development as a part of culturally responsive 

pedagogy increased significantly over the last three decades, with an increase in the 

number of published studies focusing in this area (Johnson, 2006), and it is an 

important aspect of understanding the developmental process of CRT.  

Similar to Gee’s (1996) Discourse construct, communities of practice (CoP, or 

CofP) are units of analysis smaller than a social network, and they are helpful to 

analyze in describing certain facets of what culturally responsive teachers need to 

understand about diverse learners. The term CoP came out of explanations for how 

workers learned a trade in the business setting, basically through an apprenticeship 

process, as members move from peripheral to core membership positions. In Wenger’s 

(1998) Communities of Practice, co-membership in the CoP is defined by three 

elements: mutual engagement, an enterprise which is jointly (and continually) 

negotiated, and a shared repertoire of social and linguistic features. Some of these 

common features mentioned by Wenger can include practicing a common discourse 

that reflects a particular theoretical framework for understanding the world, inside jokes 
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and shortcuts in communicating meaning, shared ways of being and doing, identities 

that are mutually defined, and styles that display membership in the CoP. With 

consideration of the language variation that exists among CLD students, the work of 

Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (1992, 1999) and Eckert and Wenger (2005) is of note, as 

they applied the CoP concept to sociolinguistics through their research on language 

variation and gender. Their ethnographic fieldwork work involved examination of the 

variation that emphasized speakers’ agency and identification with a particular CoP: 

“this distinctive style of speaking interacts with styles of movement, dress, and other 

forms of social engagement that junior high kids use in constituting themselves as Asian 

American” (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet, 1999, p. 187). CLD students engage in and 

continually negotiate varied CoPs while learning to live in a new culture, and teachers of 

these students need to be aware of how such social networks may impact student 

learning, development, and sense of efficacy (Bezemer, 2007; Dooly, 2007; Eckert and 

McConnell-Ginet, 1992, 1999; Eckert & Wenger, 2005; Gatbonton, Trofimovich, & 

Magid, 2005; Kim, 2003; Pickford, 2008; Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003; Spotti, 2006). 

In considering the process of navigating a new language and culture, several 

studies (Bezemer, 2007; Dooly, 2007; Gatbonton et al., 2005; Kim, 2003; Pickford, 

2008; Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003; Spotti, 2006) point to the significance of identity 

formation and negotiation as they affect students’ language choices and variation along 

with how teachers and students perceive “other” communities of practice. Tajfel’s (1978) 

social identity theory draws from social psychology to explain this identity formation and 

negotiation phenomena. He sees social behavior on the part of an individual as a joint 

function between one’s identification with a particular group during a particular 

38 



interaction and how one interprets his or her relationship with “ingroups” and 

“outgroups” during that interaction. CLD students are continually evaluating their 

present contexts (and their relationship to ingroups and outgroups) to make choices 

about language usage (Gatbonton et al., 2005; Kim, 2003; Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003).  

Perceptions about language utility and choice as they relate to sociocultural 

identities indicate that in complex multicultural and multilingual societies the historical 

and political context can have a significant effect on features of a community of practice, 

and that members within these complex societies often switch between conflicting 

communities of practice on a day-to-day basis (Gatbonton et al., 2005; Kim, 2003; 

Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003). Teachers of non-native English speakers need to be aware 

of factors like group-engendered forces that may impact students’ motivation related to 

pronunciation, learning, and adjustment. These could be issues of efficiency or issues 

related to retaining ethnic affiliation. Yet, while some may try hard to lose their accent, 

they may have fossilized so much that it isn’t possible for them to sound completely 

native-like, even though they may want to identify with a certain group. ELL students 

can engage multiple identities (Kim, 2003; Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003), re-negotiating and 

re-constructing these identities to “reap the best social rewards from moment to 

moment” (Gatbonton et al., 2005, p. 507). They could also be said to engage in a 

variety of (and sometimes, conflicting) communities of practice in this process. The 

better teachers understand the complexities involved in how students negotiate and 

enact CoPs, the more effective they can be in supporting CLD students in their 

navigation of and adjustment to a new language and culture.  
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For example, in an experimental study with English language learners in 

Montreal and Quebec, Gatbonton et al. (2005) found that the link between 

accentedness of speech and perceptions of ethnic affiliation “is perhaps most obvious in 

contexts where there is a perceived threat to ethnic group identity, with the possible 

consequence that peer pressures compel learners to either identify themselves with or 

distance themselves from one of the groups in contact” (p. 497). The more “native-like” 

English pronunciation these groups of students acquired, the less loyalty they were 

perceived to have with the home group.  

When analyzing the perceptions of mainstream teachers working with CLD 

students in two studies (Bezemer, 2007; Spotti, 2006), teachers tended to lump together 

students from a variety of cultural and linguistic backgrounds, naively assuming that 

because these CLD students spoke “different” languages, they were all a part of a 

homogenous group or community of practice, all having the same linguistic challenges. 

In another study examining teacher perceptions, specific groups were singled out and 

labeled as having a lack of motivation and academic skills (Dooly, 2007). In post-

colonial contexts (Pickford, 2008) tensions exist between integrating a more “western” 

form of pedagogy versus maintaining more native-like participation structures in the 

classroom as solidarity markers are established and communities of practice and 

identities are continually re-negotiated. These issues are significant within the field of 

education as teachers of CLD students need to develop awareness of how their 

students engage in CoPs in order to work toward more culturally responsive pedagogies 

for increased student success. 
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Two studies conducted in multicultural schools in the Netherlands (Bezemer, 

2007; Spotti, 2006) revealed overgeneralizations and assumptions about “foreign” 

students’ community of practice features. Criterion for who counts as “foreign” was 

ambiguous in both studies where the “‘foreign’ students are taken to form a 

homogeneous group in terms of the linguistic resources they have at their disposal, and 

these resources are thought to be limited when compared to ‘Dutch’ students” 

(Bezemer, 2007, p. 70). In Bezemer’s ethnographic case study within a teacher’s 

classroom of 25 elementary students, “the key episodes…showed how attributions of 

linguistic resources to multilingual students can turn into overgeneralizations, especially 

in the contemporary era of immigration” (p. 76), and these overgeneralizations can 

impact the instruction that educators of second-language speakers provide. Bezemer’s 

(2007) study calls for a more ‘analytical’ approach to teaching, rather than a more 

teacher-controlled ‘synthetic’ approach, so that students are not assumed to have the 

same/shared linguistic resources, but rather, the students can engage in a variety 

(differentiation) of tasks whereby they can select the task most appropriate for their 

proficiency level related to that particular context/language objective. However, policies 

and curriculum may persuade teachers in making overgeneralizations as they relate to 

students’ linguistic resources (or lack thereof); nonetheless, grouping all ‘foreign’ 

students homogenously as regards to linguistic resources can assume more or less 

than students are able to acquire/have acquired (Bezemer, 2007).  

The clustering all CLD students into one homogenous group regarding linguistic 

abilities (and intensified deficit views toward particular CLD students) was common in 

the findings of Spotti’s (2006) ethnographic interpretive study involving a native Dutch 
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teacher at an Islamic school with a diverse immigrant population. After over 40 hours of 

observation in the focus teacher’s multicultural classroom, prompts for two in-depth 

teacher interviews were developed in light of the researcher’s field notes. The 

researcher found that, similar to some social-psychological accounts of delinquency 

based on certain factors, the teacher tended 

to perceive the collective ethnocultural basis of pupils’ identity as a reason for 
pupils’ individual instability. However, behaviour’s deviance is not addressed 
individually, rather it is generalized at a more ethnic level and finds a causal root 
in the home environment. (Spotti, 2006, p. 129)   
 

The teacher in Spotti’s study held a “deficit” view of certain CLD students in her class, 

relating challenges they experienced in the classroom to characteristics assumed about 

their deficient home environments (which differed from mainstream students). Turkish 

and Moroccan students were determined to be more “normal” or more in line with 

mainstream Dutch societal expectations for child and adult interactions, but Somali 

individuals were less stable in the teacher’s estimation.  

Although some behavioral differences were observed in Spotti’s study (2006) 

among different ethnic groups (Moroccan, Turkish, Somali) there was still a certain level 

of cultural homogeneity perceived by the teacher for Muslim-background, Dutch as a 

second language, “foreign” students (all of the above groups included). “Miss Pauline’s 

discourse practice does not show any awareness that her classroom is already a locus 

for her pupils to be confronted with other cultures, not only her own but also those of 

each pupil” (Spotti, 2006, p. 130). It was concluded that oversimplifications and 

overgeneralizations about challenges and issues the different groups of students face 

can lead to less effective teaching practices by glossing over the complexity and 

intertwined nature of identity formation, as it interacts with educational experiences and 
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linguistic affiliations. The first level on the CRT continuum presented in this literature 

review relating to teacher awareness includes dealing with teachers’ potential 

overgeneralizations and oversimplifications of individual CLD student strengths and 

weaknesses, which can become obstacles to appropriate attitudes and instruction. 

However, analytical tools can be useful in developing teachers’ dispositions. 

In Catalonia (an autonomous region of Spain where both Spanish and Catalan 

are spoken), Dooly’s (2007) study of pre-service and in-service teachers in preparation 

to be foreign language instructors showed that participants engaged in similar 

perceptions about the identities and practices of foreign language students. While 

teachers perceived diversity as an advantage, such as students learning additional 

languages more readily, they also saw it as a disadvantage, mainly related to classroom 

management because a common first language cannot be utilized. ‘Problems’ due to 

language and cultural features of ‘foreign’ students indicated to teachers that certain 

students were ‘better or worse language learners’ according to their national origin or 

heritage language. This included a lack of motivation and academic skills perceived 

about Arab and Moroccan students, in particular, and the fact that languages other than 

those studied in school were not permitted, even on the playground.  

Dooly’s (2007) study provided implications for teacher education programs in 

how teachers perceive different communities of practice, and the challenge was given to 

provide analytical tools for teachers to examine their ‘common sense assumptions’ in 

light of perceptions and responsive interactions in the classroom. For example, Dooly 

notes that the results of the teachers’ reflection, as   

seen in individual journals and in the re-negotiation of some of the categories 
towards the end of the study – indicate that explicit analysis of teacher discourse 
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had a positive effect of helping the groups re-negotiate categorizations that had 
held before starting the course. The class activities deliberately drew out the 
participants’ categorizations, which were then contrasted with readily available 
discourse centered around the immigrant student, e.g., educational policies, 
media representations, teachers’ ‘lounge talk’. (p. 158) 
 

Through analysis of perceptions of culturally and linguistically diverse communities of 

practice, teachers can engage in critical literacy that yields more effective culturally 

responsive instruction for CLD students, because in the end, “educators need to 

understand their own primary Discourses and cultural identities, as well as those of their 

students, in order to effectively modify the curriculum to improve ELLs’ opportunities to 

learn” (Mays, 2008, p. 416).  

 Scholars (Cushner, 2007; Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Kidd et al., 

2005; Maher, 2003; Marx & Moss, 2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007) attest that through 

more complex and sophisticated experiences in cultural differences, one will develop 

greater awareness of one’s own culture and that of “others” and improve in competence 

for intercultural relations. Thus, increased cognitive sophistication (Bennett, 1986), or 

ability to negotiate worldviews, is developed through deeper understanding of 

differences, and awareness and flexibility are precursors to increasing levels of cultural 

sensitivity (Bennett, 1986; Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Marx & Moss, 2011), as presented 

next. 

 

CRT Level 2—Sensitivity Toward CLD Student Needs and Positive Interactions with 
Students and Parents 

 

Culturally responsive instruction includes sensitivity toward and the creation of 

discourse, interaction, and instructional patterns that resemble a closer match between 
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students’ home culture and the delivery of instruction in the school setting (Au, 1980; Au 

& Mason, 1981; Flores & Riojas-Cortez, 2009; Heath, 1983; Jordan, 1985; McCollum, 

1989; Pickford, 2008). Studies (Frank, 1999; Heath, 1983; Kidd et al., 2005; Lee, 2007; 

Moll & Diaz, 1987; Moll et al., 1992) also indicate that culturally responsive teachers 

may engage in some level of ethnographic study and development of a conceptual 

understanding of the diverse student populations they seek to serve in order to respond 

with interactions that demonstrate sensitivity to community values and unique needs of 

CLD students. Lee (2006) describes how the cultural modeling framework leverages 

“everyday knowledge and language” of CLD students to support them in developing the 

academic knowledge of specific content areas through examination of cultural data sets 

and development of “metacognitive instructional discourse” (p. 310). 

 

Sensitivity to Instructional Discourse and Interactions with CLD Students 

Looking at the KEEP (Kamehameha Elementary Education Program) project in 

Hawaii, scholars (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981; Jordan, 1985; Weisner, Gallimore & 

Jordan, 1988) identified ways to utilize anthropological knowledge for the development 

of more effective practice in particular classroom contexts. Au and Mason (1981) 

analyzed four reading lessons taught by two teachers (one low context and one high 

context) with disadvantaged students of primarily Hawaiian ancestry. When participation 

structures more similar to the culturally familiar Hawaiian “talk story” (rather than the 

mainstream Anglo U.S. discourse pattern) were invoked, the students engaged in 

higher productivity, and so the social organization hypothesis was developed and 

supported. Although this study was conducted in an experimental setting rather than a 
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naturalistic classroom setting, it provided a preliminary framework for analyzing the 

relationship between home-based practices and academic learning in school. 

Another study examining participation structures (McCollum, 1989) showed the 

differences in how a Puerto Rican teacher in the Puerto Rican context and an Anglo-

American teacher in Chicago structured the turn-allocation process in their classrooms. 

The classroom interactions were compared and contrasted based on teacher and 

student initiations and responses, and discussion was included about the challenges 

language-minority students encounter when placed in mainstream classroom settings. 

An understanding of the differences in turn-allocations sheds light on ways teachers can 

better understand sociocultural contexts of literacy development among their culturally 

and linguistically diverse students. This understanding includes expected social 

relationships and familiar reciprocal or dialogical interaction patterns between students 

and teachers.  

The sociocultural dimension is also emphasized in CLD student literacy 

development as it promotes cross-cultural relations among students (Reyes, Laliberty, & 

Orbanosky, 1993). Reyes et al.’s case study in a fourth grade multilingual classroom 

describes how much more engaged students were when both languages spoken by the 

students were validated and enhanced. This valuing of individual literacy practices in 

the classroom Discourse (Gee, 2001) promoted participation on behalf of the majority 

and minority culture students in that classroom. When students were learning the two 

languages side by side, seemingly in a dual language type of classroom, there was not 

such an apparent dominating language (or language variation) of power (Gee, 2001; 
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Street, 1998), but rather, the teacher created a Discourse that was sensitive to the 

abilities and contributions of the different cultural groups represented in the class.  

 

Ethnographic Study and Funds of Knowledge 

In her seminal study described in Ways With Words, Heath (1983) documents 

how teachers became aware of the cultural and linguistic diversity within the local 

community and adapted their instruction accordingly. The students of ‘Roadville’ came 

from white working-class families where children were taught to respect authority (both 

teachers and the Bible) and work hard, with the task of educating in academics resting 

primarily on the teacher (rather than the parents). The students of ‘Trackton’ came from 

an African-American background with a strong creative oral language tradition and a 

sense that the whole community is involved in child-rearing. These two communities of 

practice in the southeastern United States were contrasted with the language and 

literacy practices the mainstream suburban teachers and students had been socialized 

into. An exercise in sociopsycholinguistics, Heath’s qualitative, long-term work with at-

risk students in the Piedmont of the Carolinas dealt with the sociocultural nature of 

literacy development and the effects of ethnographic approaches on understanding and 

developing appropriate instruction for diverse learners.  

Another effort toward this end is the work of Moll and colleagues (Moll & Diaz, 

1987; Moll et al., 1992) in developing the concept of the “funds of knowledge” that 

students bring with them to the classroom. “Funds of knowledge” refer to “these 

historical accumulated and culturally developed bodies of knowledge and skills essential 

for household or individual functioning and well-being” (Moll et al., 1992, p. 133). 
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Examining the working class Mexican-American socio-historical context in Tucson, 

Arizona, Moll and colleagues discuss how a collaborative partnership between 

classroom teachers and ethnographers facilitated the identification and integration of 

home and community resources as learning opportunities. The study involved 10 

teachers who engaged in 100 ethnographic observations of and open-ended interviews 

with families of students in their classes (including home visits) as part of a larger 

inquiry project also involving life histories and case studies. Development of classroom 

teachers as ethnographers was supported through after-school study groups.  

Teachers of working-class students in certain socio-political contexts may tend to 

view students as “poor” economically and in quality of experiences. Through the 

research design presented in Moll et al.’s (1992) study, teachers combated assumptions 

and developed greater awareness and sensitivity toward the world of their students 

outside of the classroom in order to develop “ethnographically informed classroom 

practices” (p. 132). Teachers saw students in a new light, such as international travelers 

and entrepreneurs through their interactions while traveling back and forth to Mexico in 

the summer. Teachers came to increasingly value the family and community resources, 

(e.g., “my respect and awe of Mrs. Rodriguez grew by leaps and bounds that morning”) 

(p. 138), utilizing them as cognitive contributions to classroom instruction. By tapping 

into family and community “funds of knowledge” teachers developed culturally 

responsive units of study, such as a sixth grade inquiry unit on candy in which a parent 

came into the classroom and taught about the process of making Mexican candy as well 

as discussing associated nutritional and social issues. Such work highlighting 

ethnographic study among teacher candidates (Frank, 1999; Heath, 1983; Moll & Diaz, 
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1987; Moll et al., 1992) informs TE programs that seek to develop appropriate field-

based experiences for teacher candidates in order to expand their awareness of and 

ability to sensitively navigate interactions and collaboration with CLD students, families, 

and community members.  

 

Culturally Responsive Classroom Management 

Culturally responsive classroom management (Au, 2007; Curran, 2003; Flores & 

Riojas-Cortez, 2009; Weinstein, Curran, & Tomlinson-Clarke, 2003; Weinstein, 

Tomlinson-Clarke, & Curran, 2004) is another factor involved in creating a classroom 

ecology that is sensitive and responsive to the needs of CLD students. Teachers tend to 

approach classroom management from their own cultural perspective, but this can 

cause challenges and misunderstandings for both the teacher and the CLD students. 

One example of this is the cultural expectation of appropriate eye contact (Siwatu, 

2005). The mainstream Anglo teacher may expect a student to look him or her in the 

eye when the student is being disciplined (and may interpret other behaviors as 

disrespectful to authority), whereas the student may be accustomed to looking down 

when being chastised as a way to show respect toward the adult. Au (2007) also 

explores how a variety of instructional groupings (such as teacher-led small groups, 

student-led small groups, pair work, and individual work) help to incorporate diverse 

worldviews and preferred interaction patterns in multicultural classrooms. The more 

teachers understand the cultural norms of their students, the more sensitive they can be 

in approaching management issues appropriately and effectively. 
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In seeking to measure early childhood teacher candidates’ perceptions of CRT in 

classroom management, Flores and Riojas-Cortez (2009) developed and analyzed the 

Early Childhood Ecology Scale (ECES). In this study utilizing the ECES observational 

and reflective tool the researchers identified the following factors: sociophysical, 

socioemotional, sociolinguistic/cognitive, and sociocultural. The researchers found that 

pre-service teachers had a more idealized perception of CRT in classroom ecology in 

contrast to what they actually observed in classroom situations, although they carried a 

positive outlook toward their efficacy for implementing an effective classroom ecology. 

Weinstein, Tomlinson-Clarke, and Curran (2004) propose five essential components of 

culturally responsive classroom management (CRCM). These include (a) recognition of 

one’s own ethnocentrism; (b) knowledge of students’ cultural backgrounds; (c) 

understanding of the broader social, economic, and political context; (d) ability and 

willingness to use culturally appropriate management strategies; and (e) commitment to 

building caring classrooms. 

A synthesis of these studies (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981; Flores & Riojas-

Cortez, 2009; Frank, 1999; Heath, 1983; Jordan, 1985; Kidd et al., 2005; Lee, 2006; 

McCollum, 1989; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Moll et al., 1992; Pickford, 2008) promotes the 

benefit of teachers engaging in a certain level of ethnographic study in order to develop 

increased awareness and understanding of CLD students’ unique needs and family and 

community resources. Not only does such understanding help to increase teachers’ 

sensitivity toward CLD students’ cognitive and affective needs through appropriate 

classroom management and supportive interaction with families, it supports the next 
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level of the CRT continuum involving the development of ethnographically informed 

instructional practices that characterize culturally responsive pedagogy. 

 

CRT Level 3—Development and Implementation of Relevant and Affirming Instructional 
Practices for CLD Students 

 

The premise behind culturally responsive instruction involves a learner-centered 

approach to instruction “that includes aspects of the students’ social, cultural, and 

linguistic knowledge in classroom activities, texts, and instruction to facilitate their 

learning” (Knight & Wiseman, 2006, p. 82). Thus, the third stage in the aforementioned 

CRT developmental continuum involves the development of instructional practices that 

are relevant and affirming for CLD students. 

In classrooms, curriculum and pedagogy are the mirrors in which students see 
themselves reflected, and through which they construct images of themselves as 
thinkers, learners, and users of language. Educators have the ability to 
strategically manipulate those mirrors in ways that ensure that the image 
students see and develop is one of self-affirmation, efficacy, and trust. (McCarty 
& Watahomigie, 2004, p. 96) 
 

Ladson-Billings (1992) describes cultural relevancy in the instructional setting as the 

process of using the students’ culture “as a basis for helping students understand 

themselves and others, structure social interactions, and conceptualize knowledge” (p. 

314). Rather than a push toward assimilation, this type of pedagogy recognizes and 

celebrates the cultures students bring with them to school, even helping CLD students 

to challenge, rather than maintain, the status quo when inequalities and prejudices 

exist. 

Progress toward establishing improved, more relevant educational programs for 

ELL students in particular came about in the 1981 Castaneda v. Pickard case in Texas. 
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Out of this case, Texas set standards for schools in determining “appropriate action” to 

be taken toward students learning English, including three specific criteria (theory, 

practice, results) that must be met for language minority students.  This is particularly 

significant in light of Stanovich’s (1986) reminder of the “Matthew effects” in relation to 

the individual differences in reading abilities, because “the connection between reading 

ability and the efficiency of a cognitive process is bidirectional” (p. 360). The concept of 

how “the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer” has been demonstrated in many cases 

of CLD students in the arena of our U.S. school system through the amount of success 

(or lack thereof) language minority students achieve (August & Shanahan, 2006). 

Culturally responsive instruction is considered a means to reduce the gap in 

achievement of diverse learners while demonstrating value for the cultural and linguistic 

resources students bring with them to the classroom (Kidd et al., 2005; Ladson-Billings, 

1995a; Moll & Diaz, 1987). 

 

Culturally-Relevant Texts, Materials, and Instructional Strategies 

Culturally relevant texts, materials, and instructional strategies are important 

components of a responsive, affirming curriculum for CLD students. In discussion of 

culturally responsive literacy instruction in particular, Rosenblatt’s (1978) transactional 

reader-response theory reminds us that students should be able to connect personally 

and have opportunity to respond to reading literature. Meier (2003) attests that children 

must somehow see themselves represented to make connections. Appropriate methods 

for utilizing multicultural and international literature within instructional practice are 

important when working with students from CLD backgrounds (Dudley-Marling, 2003; 
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Freeman & Freeman, 2004; Vyas, 2004). Not only can such literature affirm identities 

and engage students through personal relevancy in the text, it can broaden 

perspectives and understandings of how “others” live (Freeman & Lehman, 2001; 

Freeman, Lehman, & Scharer, 2010; Lepman, 2002; Louie, 2005; Mathis, 2001). 

Several studies (Ching, 2005; Dong, 2005; Dressel, 2005; Dudley-Marling, 2003; 

Ebe, 2010; Glazier & Seo, 2005; Louie, 2005; Louie, 2006; Mathis, 2001; McGinnis, 

2006; Meier, 2003; Reissman, 1994) elucidate the rationale for using multicultural and 

international literature in diverse classrooms, although there is not complete consensus 

among researchers and practitioners over what is “authentic” or acceptable as 

multicultural literature (Cai, 2003; Moreillon, 2003). Nonetheless, McGinnis (2006) 

writes about the use of multicultural literature to transform practice: 

The function of multicultural literature is to ensure that students have the 
opportunity to reflect on it in all its rich diversity, to prompt them to ask questions 
about who we are now as a society and how we arrived at our present state, and 
to inspire them to actions that will create and maintain social justice. (p. 25) 
 
In her study with CLD middle school students in Los Angeles County McGinnis 

(2006) utilized the reading of multicultural literature, reader response through dialogue 

journals, and class discussions to facilitate student exploration of issues pertaining to 

personal identity negotiation, race, and unequal social relations within society. McGinnis 

describes how she conducted literature studies with the students, such as through 

reading The Cay (Taylor, 1969), whereby she and the class analyzed issues of 

prejudice and racial stereotypes. She also provided a variety of multicultural texts and 

allowed students to select those most personally meaningful to them. Although some of 

the specific details describing her analysis were not presented in the article, her findings 

reveal that “each student, therefore, brought to my classroom a different knowledge of 
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the world that dynamically interconnected to their reading of the world” (McGinnis, 2006, 

p. 24). The use of multicultural literature and “space” for students to negotiate difficult 

issues related to their cultural and linguistic identities in the classroom provided 

opportunities for critical literacy and culturally responsive pedagogy.  

Meaningful discussion is a critical piece of effectively integrating multicultural and 

international literature (Louie, 2005; Louie, 2006; Mathis, 2001; Meier, 2003), and 

enjoyment or aesthetic response to a text actually enhances a deeper understanding 

(Dressel, 2005). Dialogue is important for understanding; yet while resistance may 

occur when sharing multicultural literature, it needs to be discussed as a “window into 

other cultures” and a “mirror reflecting our own” (Glazier & Seo, 2005, p. 686). In the 

absence of discussion, racism can actually be perpetuated. Dressel (2005) insists 

through her account of Beverley Naidoo’s experiences growing up during apartheid in 

South Africa that structured absence, or avoiding discussion of such issues, can 

actually perpetuate racial inequality. She contends, “it is the learning community within 

schools—teachers, parents, and students—that is most often responsible for 

perpetuating racism, and they do so by not talking about things” (Dressel, 2005, p. 753). 

Guidelines for effective use of multicultural texts may assist in altering habits of 

maintenance that exist, and aid us in achieving the highest level of multicultural 

integration, one in which students are not only knowledgeable culturally, but affirmed 

and empowered for social change (Dressel, 2005; Louie, 2005; Louie, 2006; McGinnis, 

2006). 

In another study with youth, Vyas (2004) examined bicultural identity negotiations 

for students of Asian descent in a literature club as literacy activities became an analytic 
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window into these diverse students’ interpretations, decisions, and beliefs. These seven 

CLD high school students in an upper-middle-class suburb in Michigan met weekly with 

the researcher over a period of four and a half months as part of an after-school club. 

Qualitative data from the meetings along with interviews and written reflections were 

analyzed using the constant comparative method (Creswell, 1994). The themes 

generated by the literacy activities included ways that students connected personally 

with the texts and interpreted characters’ intentions through their own bicultural frame of 

reference. Issues relating to their own struggles about “becoming American” and 

dealing with alienation as a newcomer surfaced, and through the multicultural literature 

discussions the researcher gave examples of how students negotiated the “complex, 

multilayered nature of bicultural identity” (Vyas, 2004, p. 21).  

Mathis (2001) conducted a study involving teachers in a multicultural literature 

discussion group in which she took the perspective that it is the “experiences created in 

response to the literature that determine the power of the stories” (p. 155). Eleven 

teachers who also served as social studies representatives for their southwestern U.S. 

school district gathered every other week during the school year to engage in 

discussion about multicultural children’s literature and how to use it effectively with 

students as a part of the multicultural curriculum focus in their district. These teachers in 

turn shared the children’s literature with CLD community members and students and 

brought their reflections on such interactions into the group’s discussions. The 

discussions were recorded and transcribed as well as data from field notes and 

questionnaires. Significant categories of response from constant comparison analysis in 

Mathis’ (2001) study included participants’ own personal grappling with cultural issues 
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and understandings as well as how to best foster sensitivity and inquiry toward cultural 

issues through exploration of such multicultural and international literature. Mathis’ 

study (2001) gives direction as to appropriate methods and considerations when 

incorporating multicultural literature into the curriculum. Although data from direct 

student impact were not included in this study (besides teacher reflections on student 

responses), the researcher provided rationale for such literature discussions among 

teachers prior to use of these texts with CLD students. Students benefit when teachers 

model insightful and avid reading behavior, as well as make diverse literature available 

to children. Accessing and building background knowledge before sharing stories, 

encouraging personal connection and response from the students, as well as providing 

an understanding of the author’s intentions and biographical information help to 

enhance the way that teachers share and discuss multicultural literature selections. 

Focusing on the universal power of story within multicultural texts yields a significant 

source for cross-cultural understanding first for the teachers themselves, and then as 

they share such texts with CLD students (Mathis, 2001). 

A caution is voiced, however, for the understanding that “multicultural books are 

not the same as culturally relevant books…culturally relevant books connect to 

students’ lives, not just their cultural heritage” (Freeman & Freeman, 2004, p. 8). 

Cultural relevancy has to do with more than just ethnicity; it involves the ways 

characters and events in the text relate to students’ lives. “Multicultural education that 

reduces students’ identities to essential qualities like race, for example, ignores the 

complicated ways that class, gender, sex, language, ethnicity, and so on affect the lived 

experience of our students” (Dudley-Marling, 2003, p. 308). Freeman and Freeman 
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(2004) suggest that teachers explore the following questions with students when 

determining cultural relevancy,  

a) Are the characters in the story like you and your family?  

b) Have you ever had an experience like one described in this story?  

c) Have you ever lived in or visited places like those in the story?  

d) Could this story take place this year?  

e) How close do you think the main characters are to you in age?  

f) Are the main characters in the story boys or girls?  

g) Do the characters talk like you and your family do?  

h) How often do you read stories like these? 

 Culturally responsive teachers should understand how culturally relevant texts 

can benefit students in a variety of ways (Ebe, 2010; Droope & Verhoeven, 1993; 

Freeman & Freeman, 2004). For example, Droope and Verhoeven (1993) conducted a 

quantitative, experimental study (N = 70) in Flanders, exploring the following research 

question, “To what extent does the linguistic complexity of the text constrain the effects 

of different cultural schemata on first- and second-language reading comprehension?”  

Six expository texts were selected using inter-rater reliability in regard to their cultural 

relevance and linguistic complexity, including two texts (one simple and one complex) 

from each category (majority cultural background, minority cultural background, and 

neutral cultural background).  

The results of their study (Droope & Verhoeven, 1993) showed that minority 

children scored higher than Dutch students only on the simple minority culture text. For 

the simple neutral and majority-culture texts the Dutch scored higher. For the complex 
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texts, the Dutch students scored higher in all areas. The Dutch students scored about 

the same on their complex texts overall as the minority students did on their simple 

texts. Miscues were more commonly substitutions for both Dutch and minority groups, 

but the minority groups were more likely to substitute non-words or contextually 

inappropriate words more often than the Dutch students. Reading comprehension was 

influenced more by top-down, comprehension-based processes than bottom-up word 

decoding for the Dutch students, but bottom up processing influenced the second 

language learning students more than the top-down, especially on the more complex 

texts. Culturally relevant texts helped both groups to comprehend texts better as they 

were more similar to their schemata, but as the text grew more difficult for the second 

language learners linguistically, the edge they had in knowing cultural background didn’t 

help them comprehend the text better than the Dutch students. The researchers 

concluded that this phenomenon resulted from the “overload” on the short term memory 

when second language students are presented with a linguistically challenging text. 

Cultural background knowledge plays a significant part in reading comprehension 

abilities. Findings from this study indicate that second language learners may catch up 

quickly to native speakers in how well they decode to a certain point, but this doesn’t 

equal reading comprehension, and cultural background knowledge should be 

considered when seeking to improve CLD students’ reading comprehension, especially 

when considering the types of texts used and background building / text structure 

strategies needed when working with CLD students. These findings are significant, but 

this study was limited in genre as it only considered expository texts. Nonetheless, this 

study highlights the importance of culturally responsive teachers attending to CLD 
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students’ cultural schemata when evaluating materials and implementing appropriate 

instructional strategies.  

In a study analyzing the miscues and comprehension of culturally relevant texts 

with nine third-grade ELL students in a northeastern U.S. city, Ebe (2010) found that 

cultural relevancy impacted the quality of miscues and the overall comprehension of the 

texts these students read. Ebe recorded and analyzed each student’s read aloud from 

two texts included in a standardized assessment kit (with both stories noted as being at 

the same level of difficulty). She also orally administered questions on the Cultural 

Relevancy Rubric that she developed based on Goodman’s (1982) eight indicators of 

cultural relevancy in a text, grounded in schema theory (Smith, 2006). Students 

indicated much higher cultural relevance for Kwan the Artist, a story about a newcomer 

student to the U.S. with similar experiences to these immigrant students, than The Wind 

and the Sun, which is a traditional folktale story. The accuracy rate for each student was 

within instructional-independent range for both texts, although slightly higher for The 

Wind and the Sun, compared to Kwan the Artist. In-depth miscue analysis revealed that 

the more culturally relevant text, Kwan the Artist, included more high-quality miscues 

(where students still attended to the meaning and syntax of the story) whereas students 

produced more non-word miscues that didn’t make sense when reading the less 

relevant folktale story. Students also had higher scores on comprehension for the retell 

of the more culturally relevant but, also more realistic versus fantasy.  

A strength in the study (Ebe, 2010) was the use of the Cultural Relevancy Rubric 

to determine cultural relevancy, rather than assuming a particular text held more cultural 

relevancy for a student (as certain folktales may be considered “culturally relevant” to 
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particular students). While these results indicate benefits of analyzing and utilizing 

culturally relevant texts with students, the significance may be limited with such as small 

sample size (only 9 students were included in the study). Genre could also have been a 

factor, but that was not discussed in the article. Additionally, the statistical analysis was 

not included, although such analysis may have informed the field of CRT pedagogy 

regarding the extent of the correlation between the scores on the different components 

of the assessment relating to cultural relevancy. Nonetheless, the study informs TE 

programs regarding the importance of training teacher candidates in how to effectively 

identify and utilize culturally relevant texts for CLD students. 

 Similarly, Freeman and Freeman (2004) give an example of how culturally 

relevant texts were a catalyst to new learning and enhanced literacy skills for an ELL 

student named Francisco. “Readers like Francisco can more easily construct meaning 

from a text that contains familiar elements because their background knowledge helps 

them make predictions and inferences about the story” (p. 7). The authors noted that 

benefits of culturally relevant texts include increased reading comprehension, 

engagement, motivation, and fluency, as well as increased quality in miscues and 

improved retellings (Freeman & Freeman, 2004), although details of the data collection 

and analysis were not clear in this publication. Still scholars (Louie, 2006; McGinnis, 

2006; Meier, 2003; Vyas, 2004) insist that culturally relevant texts also affirm students’ 

cultural and linguistic backgrounds and assist students in negotiating their identities. 

 However, in a teacher’s efforts to incorporate a literature selection that “speaks 

for” students from a particular culture, one must be careful not to force what isn’t there. 

Dudley-Marling (2003) discusses a literacy event in which a teacher shared a Pakistani 

60 



folktale and asked a certain student to share his personal connections with the tale. In 

the discussion that followed the student made that statement, “I’m not from Pakistan,” 

because he was actually from Afghanistan (but had lived in Pakistan for a year in a 

refugee camp), and he had little connection with the content or experiences represented 

in the book. Teachers can’t assume that a piece of literature can speak for an entire 

people group, but clearly a part of culturally responsive teaching includes the 

presentation of different selections, allowing students to make the connections that they 

may make on their own. 

 

Culturally-Appropriate Assessment 

Culturally responsive pedagogy extends to appropriate assessment of CLD 

students (Assembly of Alaska Native Educators, 1998; Carjuzaa & Ruff, 2010; 

Giouroukakis & Honigsfeld, 2010). In Carjuzaa and Ruff’s (2010) case study, they 

examined the way an American Indian doctoral student incorporated her cultural 

discourse style into a writing assignment (a research study proposal). Her indirect, 

circular approach to addressing the purpose of the paper differed from the expected 

Western linear communication style. Although the four criteria required by the professor 

were each addressed in the student’s paper, the student included a description of her 

personal journey, connecting her personal experiences, ancestors, and the research 

topic. Her paper was unique in issues of identity, relational framework, spirituality, and 

contextualization of theories. Through their analysis of this phenomenon, the 

researchers called for flexible, reciprocal assessment of CLD students as a part of CRT 

that allows students to demonstrate the same level of quality while the instructor takes 
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into account standards that consider both the student’s cultural worldview and that of 

the evaluator. Similarly, the Assembly of Alaska Native Educators (1998) adopted 

specific standards for schools that include implementing a wide range of assessments 

that address culturally-appropriate performance standards.  

 A criticism in the literature is whether CR instruction actually produces 

“measurable” student achievement, or whether it just seeks to approach the affective 

dimension of classroom instruction. High-stakes assessments may constrain the extent 

of teachers’ opportunities to actually implement such CRT practices (Coltrane, 2001; 

Menken, 2000). Many teachers in public school settings experience the reality of state-

mandated high-stakes testing (where they are not the ones designing or grading the 

exams), which can present unique challenges for ELLs in particular (Abedi & Dietel, 

2004). This includes potential problems of validity and reliability as such assessments 

(normed on mainstream students) may turn out to be more tests of language proficiency 

than academic knowledge and skills (Coltrane, 2002; Menken, 2000).  

 Giouroukakis and Honigsfeld (2010) explored the issue of ELLs and high-stakes 

testing in a multicase study with CLD high-school students in three Long Island, New 

York school districts. The purpose of their study was to analyze the types of literacy 

instructional activities and materials that were utilized to develop the literacy skills of 

ELLs and prepare them to be successful on the required state examinations. They 

found that teachers both “taught to the test” (as far as focusing on necessary objectives 

included on the state assessments) while also including CRT practices. These 

researchers affirmed the value of teaching with CR approaches across content areas for 

increased student success. Similarly, Coltrane (2002) recommends that teachers help 
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ELLs learn the discourse of such tests, as well as consider appropriate 

accommodations and modifications and whether the tests are aligned with the 

curriculum. Proponents of linguistically-responsive instruction draw attention to linguistic 

issues effective teachers of CLD students will address in their assessment and 

instruction (Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Lucas et al., 2008), as presented in the next section.  

 

Linguistically-Responsive Instruction and Approaches to CLD Students’ Literacy 
Development 
 

Teachers developing along the CRT continuum will understand the complexities 

of and provide appropriate support for the L2 language and literacy development of CLD 

students. Certain literacy skills (if already developed in their L1) may transfer from L1 to 

L2. However, reading and writing in a new language still involves learning a surface 

structure with new grapho-phonic, lexical, and syntactic characteristics while attempting 

to grasp the deep structure of the semantic, schematic, and pragmatic elements of the 

language (Cummins, 1984, 2001). Cummins (1984) discusses this concept of 

understanding language through the metaphor of an iceberg, where the surface 

features are visible above the water (or in the grammar and orthographic representation 

of language), but the deeper meaning features (which involve more cognitive or 

academic proficiency) lie beneath the surface. He relates the surface features of 

language to basic interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) as they differ from 

cognitive academic language proficiency skills (CALPS). Cummins proposes that even 

though the surface aspects of a language may be different, second language learners 

can draw upon a common underlying proficiency in the “deep structure” of language in 

order to help them develop overall proficiency in more than one language. 
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Linguistically-responsive instruction (Lucas et al., 2008), as a component of 

effective instruction for CLD students, includes an understanding of the way learners 

develop English as a second or other language. Effective teachers of linguistically 

diverse students will understand the difference between academic and social language 

(Cummins, 1984, 2001), as well as different varieties of English (Fillmore & Snow, 

2000). They also create safe, welcoming learning environments that lower affective 

filters (Krashen & Terrell, 1995) and provide comprehensible input (Krashen & Terrell, 

1995) via learning activities. Linguistically-responsive instruction extends to appropriate 

accommodations that scaffold the development of language and literacy skills among 

CLD students (Den Branden, 2000; Lucas et al., 2008), and it is considered an 

important dimension of the CRT continuum proposed in this study.  

Several studies (Droope & Verhoeven, 2003; Ellis, Natsume, Stavropoulou, 

Hoxhallari, Van Daal, Polyzoe, Tsipa, & Petalas, 2004; Mumtaz & Humphreys, 2001) 

point to the fact that the more transparent the orthography, the more quickly second 

language learners are able to decode the new language system. For example, English 

is considered orthographically “deep” or “opaque” and has many inconsistencies in how 

certain letter patterns are pronounced. This particular alphabetic system relies more on 

the meaning of the word than the orthographic representation when spelling of the word 

is concerned. Therefore, “sign” and “signature” have to do with the same inherent 

meaning, but their pronunciations differ, and “great” and “grate” have the same 

pronunciation, but different meanings and spellings. These inconsistencies therefore 

pose an additional challenge to a student learning to read and write English, in 

particular, as a second language. However, more orthographically transparent texts 
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such as Urdu and Japanese hiranga facilitate students reading them more quickly 

because of their consistencies in symbol-sound relationships (Ellis et al., 2004; Mumtaz 

& Humphreys, 2001). The more transparent the orthography, the much more linear the 

relation is between successful word-naming time and word length.  

Studies indicate that cross-linguistic transfer (both positive and negative) can 

occur with those developing literacy skills in a new language, and that appropriate 

scaffolding can help students mediate difficulties that arise from linguistic differences 

(August & Shanahan, 2006; Den Branden, 2000; Ellis, 2006; Karanth & Prakash, 1996; 

Lucas et al., 2008; Mumtaz & Humphreys, 2001). For example, in a three-year 

longitudinal study Karanth and Prakash (1996) reported how 48 average Kannada-

speaking children in “upper” kindergarten, and Grades 1 and 2 were studied as they 

acquired literacy through three sequential stages of development: logographic, 

alphabetic, and orthographic. Due to cross-linguistic differences in reading, different 

instructional methods were deemed necessary. In particular, Kannada readers treated 

the CV grapho-syllable as a basic unit itself instead of breaking it down further to 

individual phonemes. The researchers also found that Kannada speakers could read 

rapidly, both high and low frequency words, even non-words, whereas there was a 

much greater discrepancy in reading rate when compared to orthographically opaque 

alphabetic scripts, which tended to reduce the reading rate when unfamiliar or irregular 

patterns are discovered. Consequently, in examining the typology of languages from 

this region and others it is important for teachers of CLD students seeking to engage in 

linguistically-responsive instruction to keep in mind the pedagogical issues that will go 

along with a language’s peculiarities and possible areas of cross-linguistic transfer. 
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In certain studies the differences in which characteristics ELL students tended to 

rely upon more (be they orthographic, phonological, lexical, etc.) were affected by the 

nature of the first language, and students’ literacy skills already acquired in that L1. In a 

study with 156 Chinese children, aged 10-12, Leong, Tan, Cheng, and Hau (2005) 

found these students relied more heavily upon the orthographic and lexical knowledge 

than phonological knowledge. Because the Chinese language system is logographic 

rather than alphabetic, students were relying on strategies they had used with their L1 in 

order to decipher words in their L2. This meant also that the participants were less able 

or ready to apply grapheme-phoneme associations and rules learned for decoding 

English text. The students’ reliance on the orthographic and lexical characteristics 

instead of phonological characteristics could also have been influenced by the teaching 

methods used in rote learning and drills where recognizing the lexical item quickly is 

emphasized instead of using the terms and concepts meaningfully and appropriately in 

a variety of contexts.  

The lack of L2 oral language proficiency can also be a key indicator in the level of 

reading comprehension a second language learner achieves, as evidenced in two of 

Droope and Verhoeven’s (1993, 2003) studies. This factor of limited vocabulary was 

shown to be somewhat recursive in that it directly influenced reading comprehension 

and indirectly affected oral text (listening to spoken language) comprehension. In their 

later study, Droope and Verhoeven (2003) found that minority children were actually 

faster decoders than low socio-economic status (SES) Dutch (native L1 speaking) 

students, but that overall comprehension was lower for the minority students (who 

spoke Dutch as their L2). As this study and others (August & Shanahan, 2006) affirm, 
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increased vocabulary is clearly one factor that will benefit students in wading through 

challenging text, but the way that vocabulary knowledge is increased (such as through 

social, communicative activities versus rote memorization in isolated contexts) should 

also make a difference as to the contextual, and conceptual understanding students will 

have in recognizing and flexibly using individual words in appropriate contexts 

themselves. CRT educators understand the importance of and effective strategies for 

developing CLD students’ oral and written vocabulary knowledge, as mainstream native 

English speaking students will have had wider and more frequent exposure to English 

vocabulary than ELLs. 

An assertion made directly or indirectly in this group of studies (Droope & 

Verhoeven, 1993, 2003; Leong et al., 2005) is that although the bottom-up strategies 

may be useful at first, especially in the early years of reading, they are not sufficient as 

readers grow older, and that a more top-down approach begins to have greater 

influence as the child becomes older. While many in the field of literacy would agree as 

to the importance of phonological awareness and orthographic identification in its 

essential place for emergent literacy in both L1 and L2 (Adams, 2004; Chiappe, Siegel, 

& Wade-Woolley, 2002), other researchers in the field of literacy (Goodman, 1994; 

Smith, 1994; Street, 1998) would argue that the contextual, meaning-making skills are 

involved in literacy development from the very beginning as well, and emergent reading 

is not limited to just linguistic or surface dimension skills. Similarly, where writing is 

concerned, studies (Francis, 2002; Reynolds, 2005) have shown that second language 

learners need more than just linguistic competency, or correct spelling and syntactical 

placement of words in a sentence. Rather, second language learners must learn 
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“rhetorical flexibility” if they are to truly be successful in using their new language in a 

variety of meaningful and applicable contexts (Reynolds, 2005). CR teachers scaffold 

CLD students with appropriate instructional strategies that help students improve their 

proficiency in navigating various registers of language and cultural contexts. 

Teaching approaches that adhere to more drill-based methods of teaching 

reading and writing are considered traditional (as opposed to more culturally 

responsive), and such methods are said to reveal a narrow view of the teacher (Currie & 

Cray, 2004; Den Branden, 2000). For example, in a study of an adult ESL program in 

Canada, Currie and Cray (2004) examined teachers’ and students’ notions of 

appropriate instruction for ESL students through learner interviews, teacher interviews, 

and classroom observations. There was a gap between the authentic literacy practices 

that newcomers engaged in outside the classroom and the writing activities they 

encountered inside the ESL classrooms (answering comprehension questions, 

grammar practice activities, copying information). Classroom instruction demonstrated 

the belief that writing was an isolated skill, rather than connected to more realistic 

purposes, formats, and audiences. In contrast, CR teachers reflect on CLD students’ 

forms and functions of literacy and respond with instruction that is culturally-appropriate 

for supporting both academic and social language skills. Gersten and Jiminez’s (1994) 

multiple-case study analyzing three CLD classrooms in the southwestern U.S. found 

three particularly useful practices for students’ language and literacy development: (a) 

vocabulary development and checking comprehension, (b) mediation and feedback 

paraphrasing student remarks and encouraging development of student responses, and 

(c) verbal and written forms of all areas of literacy instruction with reasonably consistent 
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language. It is purported that students do not learn language skills in isolation, but 

rather, they learn through interaction, and in heterogeneous groups even more so than 

homogenous groups. When this negotiation of meaning takes place, students use the 

language in meaningful and helpful ways to assist them in figuring out how language 

works in a variety of contexts, especially in relation to reading and writing (Den 

Branden, 2000). 

Through examining the types of input that were most helpful for multilingual 

students’ reading comprehension, Den Branden’s study (2000) revealed that teachers’ 

rich models of authentic language did more to promote language and literacy 

development than stilted language often used in drills and rote learning. Proponents of a 

more holistic and sociocultural method of literacy development (that attends more 

directly to the deep structure of language) among CLD students advocate that CR 

teachers should allow some negotiation of meaning when they interact with CLD 

students, as well as promote this type of interaction between students of different 

proficiency levels (Den Branden, 2000). In this view students are seen to be operating 

within their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978), and with the benefit of 

comprehensible input (Krashen & Terrell, 1995). CR teachers scaffold students by 

providing learning opportunities in context-embedded situations which are just beyond 

what the students can accomplish independently.  

Understanding the cultural dimension of literacy is vital to becoming bicultural 

and biliterate (Den Branden, 2000). Au (2006) contends that this cultural dimension of 

literacy incorporates both the vertical element (relating to the continuity across 

generations) and the horizontal element (relating to the dynamic changing processes) of 
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culture, which are working in the lives of diverse students in our schools today. CR 

teachers recognize these elements to guard against the development of stereotypical 

mindsets and consequentially less effective literacy instruction. Currie and Cray (2004) 

and Gersten and Jiminez (1994) advocate switching to more authentic language 

activities in reading and writing. However, these types of activities are understood to 

require more extensive training for teachers as to the theoretical basis for such 

practices (Currie & Cray, 2004; Gersten & Jiminez, 1994). Educators operate out of a 

certain theoretical framework, whether they realize it or not, and the studies examined 

here highlight the importance of developing a sound theoretical base which is centered 

on quality research and reflective experience in the classroom in order for culturally 

responsive instruction to occur.  

Teachers’ own L2 learning and acquisition experiences can also impact their 

theoretical framework and instructional practices with CLD students (Borg, 2003; Ellis, 

2006; Golombek, 1998), as increased metalinguistic awareness and other knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions associated with teachers who have L2 skills can enhance the 

quality of instruction they provide (Borg, 2003; Ellis, 2006; Golombek, 1998). For 

example, Golombek’s (1998) narrative reconstruction of personal practical knowledge 

(PPK) for two language teachers revealed their frequent reliance on personal language 

learning experiences influenced their decisions when teaching in ESL contexts (e.g., 

reflecting on the best way to correct errors with consideration of their own affective 

concerns as learners). Such L2 skills, experiences, and opportunities for reflection may 

support teachers in their own development along the CRT continuum. Consequently, 
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teachers’ L2 skills were explored as a factor for possible associations with increased 

CRTSE in the present study.  

The third level of the proposed CRT continuum essentially includes the 

development of learner-centered instructional practices that respond to the sociocultural 

and linguistic backgrounds of students in a relevant and affirming manner. Once 

teachers have developed awareness of their and others’ Discourses (Gee, 1996) in 

CRT continuum level one, they can respond with sensitivity and appropriate interactions 

with students, families, and community members in Level Two. Ethnographic study and 

deeper understanding of students’ cultural and linguistic heritage and “funds of 

knowledge” enable teachers to effectively develop relevant and affirming instructional 

practices for CLD students in Level Three, including essential elements of selecting 

appropriate texts and materials, providing linguistically-responsive instruction, and 

engaging in culturally-appropriate assessment.  

 

CRT Level 4—Actions of Advocacy and Social Justice on Behalf of CLD Students 

The fourth level of the culturally responsive teaching continuum as described in 

this study includes actions of critical literacy, advocacy, and social justice on behalf of 

CLD students. Research studies (Cochran-Smith, Shakman, Jong, Terrell, Barnatt, & 

McQuillan, 2009; McDonald, 2005; McGinnis, 2006; Oliveira & Athanases, 2007; Smith 

& Osborn, 2007; Villegas, 2007; Young, 2010) and teaching standards (IRA, 2010; 

TESOL, 2010) support the development of such dispositions and skills in teachers of 

CLD students. Standard 5.b. of the TESOL (2010) Standards for teachers of ELLs 
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addresses advocacy on behalf of ELLs and their families, including the following 

supporting explanation. 

• Candidates take advantage of professional growth opportunities and 

demonstrate the ability to build partnerships with colleagues and students’ 

families, serve as community resources, and advocate for ELLs. 

• Candidates view ESOL families as vital resources that inform their 

classrooms and schools. They promote the important roles that families play 

in their children’s linguistic, academic, and personal development. Candidates 

are aware of resources in the community to assist ELLs and their families and 

share this information with students, families, and professional colleagues.  

• Candidates know and understand public issues that affect the education of 

ELLs, and they support ELLs and their families socially and politically.  

• Candidates promote a school environment that values diverse student 

populations and provides equitable access to resources for ELLs. They 

collaborate with school staff to provide educational opportunities for ELLs with 

diverse learning needs at all English proficiency levels.  

• Candidates advocate for appropriate instruction and assessment by sharing 

their knowledge of ELLs with their general education and content area 

colleagues and the community. They also advocate for equal access to 

educational resources for ELLs, including technology. (p. 72) 

Ladson-Billings (1992) goes so far as to say, “the primary goal of culturally relevant 

teaching is to empower students to examine critically the society in which they live and 

to work for social change” (p. 314). 
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Critical Literacy 

Leading a “literate life” goes beyond reading the text and ventures into “reading 

the world” (Freire  & Macedo, 1994) in all its complexities, inequalities, and 

subjectivities. This form of literacy goes beyond decoding and beyond critical thinking, it 

requires steps of action. Weiner (2005) would argue that being truly literate requires the 

ability to “learn about, engage, and transform the oppressive social, economic, and 

cultural conditions that have exacerbated inequities and sanctioned ideological illiteracy” 

(p. 356). Dealing with these issues, then, is seen as an important part of teacher 

education, especially for those working in diverse cultural and linguistic contexts, where 

teaching may be considered an act of social justice. 

For example, Freire and Macedo (1994) and Cummins (2001) share this critical 

literacy perspective, contending that the most significant issue in teaching CLD students 

is “the extent to which the instruction is genuinely transformative of student experience 

and challenges the operation of coercive relations of power in school and society” 

(Cummins, 2001, p. 172). Rios, Montecinos, and Olphen (2007) advocate that teacher 

preparation programs must provide authentic activities that develop complexity and 

depth of international teacher competencies rather than what often happens in typical 

multicultural education preparation through “trivialized approaches to diversity 

(characterized by a focus on food, fashion and folklore)” (p.58). 

 

Advocacy 

Oliveira and Athanases (2007) describe a study of narrative reflections from 38 

new teachers gathered in focus groups to share how they were able to advocate for 
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English language learners in their classrooms, on their campus, and in their community. 

Examples of such advocacy included how these teachers responded to sociopolitical 

issues such as racism, linguicism (prejudice based on language usage), and cultural 

dominance by first seeing the inequity, at times critiquing institutional policies, and then 

proposing or instituting alternatives. For example, one teacher expressed how she was 

instrumental in helping to change mainstream teacher colleagues’ and mainstream 

students’ perspectives on how they navigated superiority attitudes about English as the 

“prestige language” through discussion and classroom simulations (helping them to 

understand the acquisition of English from an ELL’s perspective, valuing their native 

tongue, not only English). One bilingual teacher analyzed and addressed the issue of 

biased testing materials used with her Spanish-speaking students so that a true picture 

of their abilities was presented.  

Beyond the classroom, one teacher in Oliveira and Athanases’s (2007) study 

organized a field trip to a local library and helped students and families obtain library 

cards as well as helped them to become more familiar with how to utilize this community 

resource. Another teacher spoke up on behalf of Mexican immigrant families in 

proposing a different calendar system to her district, because most of these children 

would miss a substantial portion of December because of their trips to see family in 

Mexico (proposing a year-round calendar rather than the traditional one in place). In one 

school where “role models of English” were placed in classes of ELLs, the teacher 

advocated for balanced (proficient) bilinguals as the linguistic models rather than White 

children from lower socio-economic backgrounds who did not speak standard English 

themselves (because they, too, were in need of English language development). The 
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practice had been to make the latter the “models” simply because they spoke English as 

their native language, whether or not they spoke the standard English taught in the 

school system (Oliveira & Athanases, 2007). These examples demonstrate aspects of 

the fourth level of the proposed CRT continuum that includes teachers taking on the role 

of advocate and working toward social justice on behalf of CLD students. 

 

Promoting Social Justice 

McGinnis’s (2006) study with CLD middle-school students mentioned earlier in 

this review facilitated student inquiry and reflection on their sociocultural identities and 

issues of race and prejudice within their own community. As an action researcher in her 

own classroom, McGinnis’s conveyed her personal convictions about culturally 

responsive teaching as she insisted that her role as an educator includes that of 

promoting social justice. “I feel it is part of my role as a teacher to be politically aware of 

my own practice and to deconstruct the oppressive structures of society that work 

against my students” (p. 23). However, in Young’s (2010) critical case study mentioned 

earlier in this chapter, she notes the ideal of social justice as a part of culturally-relevant 

pedagogy, but how the educators found it difficult to actually implement this ideal 

practically within the constraints of a high-stakes testing environment. Young (2010) 

noted that even in her school district’s literature there was an “urgency to close the gap, 

but not necessarily to question it” (p. 253), and so a second challenge she encountered 

involved the “roots of racism in school policies and practices” (p. 257). Teacher 

preparation program standards (IRA, 2010; TESOL, 2010) recognize the value in 
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working toward social justice, but the actual practice of this disposition is challenging for 

some teachers within such high-stakes testing environments. 

Knowledge and skills are important in the development of effective teachers for 

CLD students, but appropriate dispositions are critical as well. Attitudes of respect 

toward CLD students and their families are involved, but so is the implementation of 

instruction that engages students in enacting social justice. Personal advocacy on the 

part of the teacher takes steps toward addressing inequities faced by CLD students, 

families, and communities. Smith and Osborn (2007) raise important questions 

regarding the social justice component of culturally responsive pedagogy; consideration 

of moral values within the curriculum may foster purposeful learning opportunities and 

help develop students who care about their diverse neighbors.  

How do moral convictions and the spiritual frameworks within which we form our 
beliefs about what is right, virtuous, and just … relate to the processes of 
teaching languages? Are they secondary matters, to be considered separately 
from the design of efficient teaching processes meant to aid language 
acquisition? Or do they have a more pervasive role that should be closer to 
center stage when language classes are planned and language teachers are 
educated? (Smith & Osborn, 2007, p. 33) 
 

 The Qualitative Case Studies (QCS) project researched by Cochran-Smith, 

Shakman, Jong, Terrell, Barnatt, and McQuillan (2009) involved longitudinal case 

studies over a three-year span, including 12 volunteers recruited from a group of 150 

master’s level teacher candidates. Cochran-Smith et al.’s (2009) article describes the 

analyses of what these teacher candidates said in the interviews about the topic of 

social justice in their instruction as well as how they actually enacted social justice in 

their classrooms. Across 79 interviews, four themes emerged, including pupil learning 

(critical thinking and high expectations for all), relationships and respect, teacher as 
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activist, and recognizing inequities (addressed within the curriculum, breaking down 

racial and class barriers, and seeing teacher as a change agent). The observations 

revealed practices that showed efforts of scaffolding critical thinking about social issues, 

building strong and supportive relationships with students from disadvantaged 

backgrounds, and supporting bilingualism of CLD students as a resource rather than a 

deficit. The teacher education program in this study emphasized the development of 

social justice principles, and the article highlighted the link between how the teachers 

developed related dispositions and then enacted them in classroom instruction. This link 

between developing social justice dispositions and associated teacher actions in the 

classroom is important for TE programs to consider if they seek to develop CR 

educators to the most advanced level of the proposed CRT continuum.   

 In summary, the theoretical framework for the four developmental levels of the 

CRT continuum are presented in Figure 2.1 below. Key terms associated with each 

level (some overlapping) are shown on associated concentric circles while the 

magnitude by scope of influence is indicated in the triangle to the right. Teachers may 

not fit squarely at one level or in one circle, but they may exhibit characteristics of more 

than one level, as varied by certain factors such as context, familiarity with a particular 

cultural group, or subject area. The research presented in this review suggests a 

general developmental process where certain knowledge, skills, and dispositions are 

foundational to others. 
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Figure 2.1. Culturally responsive teaching developmental continuum framework. 
 

 The research basis for the development of the culturally responsive teaching 

continuum is presented here to clarify why the instrument in this study, the CRTSE 

Scale, could be refined further in order to include more depth and breadth in attending 

to specific features of CRT. Siwatu’s (2005) CRT competency framework is organized 

by dimensions of CRT as evident from his inclusion of four CRT components (e.g., 

curriculum and instruction, classroom management, student assessment, cultural 

enrichment) and specific associated standards. The CRTSE Scale (Siwatu, 2007) 

includes CRT items reflective of these standards as well general teaching items. 

Concepts related to some of Siwatu’s standards are incorporated into the graphic in 

Figure 2.1, as they include important elements of CRT. However, the proposed CRT 
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continuum in this study offers a developmental lens for exploring the CRT construct. 

From this perspective, the original CRTSE Scale does not address more sophisticated 

components evident in Levels 3 and 4 in the proposed CRT continuum, although such 

competencies are important for TE programs to consider. Next follows a synthesis of 

the research surrounding teacher efficacy and the assessment of teacher dispositions to 

support the rationale for utilizing the CRTSE Scale instrument in teacher education 

programs. 

 

Assessing Teacher Dispositions 

Along with content knowledge and pedagogical skills, many TE programs also 

seek to develop essential dispositions within teacher candidates. Research in teacher 

dispositions has gathered momentum in recent years (Borko, Liston, & Whitcomb, 2007; 

Burant, Chubbuck, & Whipp, 2007; Carr & Claxton, 2002; Dee & Henkin, 2002; Kidd et 

al., 2005; Murray, 2007; Notar, Riley, & Taylor, 2009; Osguthorpe, 2008; Rike & Sharp, 

2008; Sockett, 2009; Thompson, 2009; Villegas, 2007). Accreditation guidelines put 

forth by National Council of Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and the 

Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC) insist on their 

importance. NCATE defines dispositions as “professional attitudes, values, and beliefs 

demonstrated through both verbal and non-verbal behaviors as educators interact with 

students, families, colleagues, and communities. These positive behaviors support 

student learning and development” (NCATE, 2012, para. 17). 

Therefore, TE programs intentionally seek to monitor and develop positive 

dispositions in teacher candidates through carefully sequenced coursework and 
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interventions. Some dispositions recommended by INTASC (Council of Chief State 

School Officers, 2011) relating to diverse students include how the teacher:  

• values diverse languages and dialects and seeks to integrate them into 
his/her instructional practice to engage students in learning (p. 11) 

• is committed to making accommodations in assessments and testing 
conditions, especially for learners with disabilities and language learning 
needs (p. 15) 

• is committed to deepening awareness and understanding the strengths and 
needs of diverse learners when planning and adjusting instruction (p. 17). 

• is committed to deepening understanding of his/her own frames of reference 
(e.g., culture, gender, language, abilities, ways of knowing), the potential 
biases in these frames, and their impact on expectations for and relationships 
with learners and their families (p. 18) 

• respects families’ beliefs, norms, and expectations and seeks to work 
collaboratively with learners and families in setting and meeting challenging 
goals (p. 19) 

 
A concern in the literature is that learners from diverse backgrounds are often not 

afforded the highest quality of teachers in the classroom, and many of their teachers 

hold a deficit model approach to the learning of this population, remedying the “deficit” 

with lowered expectations (Cummins, 2001; Gay, 1993). Sleeter (2001) points out the 

“overwhelming presence of Whiteness” in our current school system, in comparison to 

the demographics of the students who are being served. The diverse backgrounds and 

experiences (e.g., funds of knowledge, Moll et al., 1992) of the pupils are often viewed 

by the average, Anglo, middle-class, female teacher, the predominant representation of 

the “mainstream” (Hollins & Guzman, 2005), as something to “overcome” rather than 

something to “empower” young people (Dantas, 2007). Deficit beliefs and negative 

assumptions about CLD students are often unconsciously perpetuated if nothing is 

placed in that teachers’ path to trigger a different way of thinking (Dantas, 2007). 
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Teacher education programs implement instruction, arrange experiences, and 

assess progress of teacher candidates to help these future teachers develop 

appropriate dispositions. Through assessment of teacher candidate dispositions, 

teacher education programs are able to better monitor and facilitate teacher candidate 

development in positive dispositions for working with CLD students (Notar et al., 2009; 

Rike & Sharp, 2008). As Moll and Arnot-Hopffer (2005) emphasize, "Teacher education, 

therefore, is a matter of developing not only technical competence and solid knowledge 

of subject matter but also sociocultural competence in working with the diversity of 

students that characterize contemporary schooling" (Moll & Arnot-Hopffer, 2005, p. 

213). Process-oriented models (Banks, 1994; Bennett, 1986; Helms, 1994; Lindsey et 

al., 2008; McAllister & Irvine, 2000) describing growth stages of cross-cultural 

competence as presented earlier in this chapter are helpful in situating teachers’ 

cognitive, behavioral, and dispositional changes. Such models can assist teacher 

preparation programs in meaningfully aligning and sequencing course content so that 

teacher candidates are scaffolded in developing subsequent knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions. These process-oriented models point to the developmental nature of 

dispositions associated with culturally responsive practices, similar to the four stage 

CRT continuum presented in this chapter. Teachers may not fit squarely into one stage 

or another, but the levels of such models indicate that certain dispositions tend to 

develop before others (Banks, 1994; Bennett, 1986; Helms, 1994; Lindsey et al., 2008; 

McAllister & Irvine, 2000). 

As a related construct, teachers’ self-efficacy, or perceptions of their own 

competence, influences the likelihood that instructional practices are implemented in the 
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classroom. The sense of efficacy that teachers feel has an impact on student 

achievement (Anderson, Greene, & Loewen, 1988; Gibson & Dembo, 1984, Ross, 

1992) and student motivation (Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989). Teachers with 

increased efficacy also may be more willing to try out new instructional strategies 

(Allinder, 1994; Guskey, 1984) and have greater persistence in trying to solve problems 

(Gibson & Dembo, 1984). In the area of teacher attitudes, beliefs, and self-efficacy, 

there is an understanding that teachers filter their interpretations, decisions and 

pedagogical practices through their theoretical framework and belief structures (Hollins 

& Guzman, 2005; Notar et al., 2009; Siwatu, 2007). Therefore, knowledge and beliefs 

are significant in mediating not only what teacher candidates learn but also the content 

and methods by which they will teach once they are in their own classrooms (Hollins & 

Guzman, 2005). 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) examined teacher efficacy in a study that provided 

construct validation support for the variable. Their study not only developed an 

instrument to measure teacher efficacy, it examined the relationship among observable 

behaviors of teachers and their perceptions of self-efficacy. In the initial factor analysis 

phase of the study, 208 teachers responded to the 30-item Teacher Efficacy Scale, and 

the resulting analysis showed that teacher efficacy is multidimensional with at least two 

distinguishable factors. The multi-trait, multi-method analysis in the second phase of 

their study indicated that teacher efficacy was clearly a separate construct from verbal 

ability and flexibility. The third phase of the study involved classroom observation of 

eight teachers selected from the sample (four with high efficacy and four with low 

efficacy), including approximately 7.5 hours of observation per teacher by three different 
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researchers. Analysis using data gathered from the teacher-use-of-time instrument 

(such as how much time was spent in small groups instruction, whole group instruction, 

etc.) reflected allocated time and some variation in practice between the two groups of 

teachers. However, this analysis was limited in the ability to measure academic 

engagement (aside from what research noticed and recorded in anecdotal records). 

Nonetheless, this study is significant in validating the teacher efficacy construct as 

teacher self-efficacy for delivering CRT is analyzed in the present study. 

A variety of instruments exist to measure cultural sensitivity and CRT self-

efficacy for working with CLD students, some of which are presented in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3  

Existing Cultural Sensitivity and CRT Self-Efficacy Instruments 

Instrument Name Study Description 
Multicultural Efficacy 
Scale 

Guyton & 
Wesche (2005)  

* Developed to measure both multicultural attitudes 
and efficacy and to better align with the 4 
dimensions of multicultural teacher education by 
Bennett, Niggle, and Stage (1990) (knowledge, 
understanding, attitude, and skill), general 
approach for multicultural education focus 
* 35-item instrument, 3 sections (experiences with 
diversity, attitudes about diversity, efficacy for 
diversity) 
* 626 participants were included in the study to 
validate instrument 
* Used in (Groulx & Silva, 2010) study 

PADAA (Pluralism 
and Diversity Attitude 
Survey) 

Stanley (1996) * 19 items, with a likert-type scale measuring 4 
dimensions (appreciation for cultural diversity, 
value cultural diversity, implement cultural diversity, 
and comfort with cultural diversity) 
* Used in Dee & Henkin (2002) study 

MAQ (Multicultural 
Attitude 
Questionnaire) 

Giles & Sherman 
(1982) 

* measures social interaction attitudes, the social 
distance scale has 2 measures: interest level in 
casual activities and interest level in personal 
activities with diverse people 
* Used in Dee & Henkin (2002) study 

(table continues) 
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Table 2.3 (continued). 

Instrument Name Study Description 
Multicultural 
Dispositions Index 
(MDI) 

Thompson (2009) * 22 item, 4 subscale 
* tested with 5 year principal study of 1,092 students 
from the same institution 
* 3 constructs: (a) cross-cultural competence and 
ability to empower minority students, (b) multicultural 
worldview, (c) knowledge of self, ended up with 4th – 
professional skills and commitment 
* developed from analysis of NCATE/INTASC 
documents and findings from research studies 
* scale of 1-9 (strongly agree, strongly disagree) 
* geared more toward counseling and adult 
communication such as conflict resolution and open-
mindedness to diverse ideas 

Early Childhood 
Ecology Scale 
(ECES) 

Flores & Riojas-
Cortez (2009) 

* 28 items, Likert scale and 3 open-ended items 
* 5 factors (sociophysical, socioemotional, 
sociolinguistic/cognitive, sociocultural)  
* Observational and reflective tool for culturally 
responsive ecology in early childhood classrooms 
* Tested with 113 pre-service teachers (52 bilingual 
early childhood (EC) certificate, 61 generalist EC) 

Multicultural Learning 
Opportunity Inventory 
(MLO) 

Smith (1983) * Based on Bank’s Typology of Ethnicity – instrument 
measured teachers on the 6 stages of that model  
* 3 part survey assessing daily experiences with 
diversity, both formal and informal 
* See McAllister and Irvine (2000) 

Color Blind Racial 
Analysis Scale 
(CoBRAS) 

Neville, Roderick, 
Duran, Lee, & 
Browne (2000) 

* Assesses cognitive aspects of color-blind racial 
attitudes 
* Instrument was used with five studies 
* 3 factor solution to exploratory factor analysis: 1) 
Unawareness of Racial Privilege, 2) Institutional 
Discrimination, and 3) Blatant Racial Issues 
* greater “color-blindness” correlated to increased 
levels of racial prejudice 
* helpful to assess awareness and racial attitudes 

Multicultural 
Preparedness 
Inventory  

Smith (1983) * See McAllister and Irvine (2000) 

IDI (Intercultural 
Development 
Inventory) 

Hammer, 
Bennett, & 
Wiseman (2003) 

Used in study – Marx and Moss (2011) 

White Racial Identity 
Attitudinal Scale 
(WRIAS) 

Helms & Carter 
(1990) 

* Scale design based on Helms’s Racial Identity 
Model (1984, 1990) 
* 50 attitudinal statements relate to the 5 stages on 
the scale  
* Model was analyzed by McAllister and Irvine (2000) 
in review of 7 studies utilizing Helms’s model 

(table continues) 
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Table 2.3 (continued). 

Instrument Name Study Description 
Multicultural 
Awareness 
Knowledge and Skills 
Survey (MAKSS) 

Neville, Heppner, 
Louie, & 
Thompson (1996) 

See McAllister and Irvine (2000) 

Teacher –Student 
Interaction (TSI) 

 * Based on Bank’s Typology of Ethnicity – instrument 
measured teachers on the 6 stages of that model  
* See McAllister and Irvine (2000)  

 

Siwatu’s (2007) Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale 

selected for this study is another instrument utilized in teacher preparation programs to 

monitor and support teacher candidate development for working with diverse learners. 

Drawing upon Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory, the CRTSE Scale developed by 

Siwatu (2007) examines teacher efficacy related to CRT as it is reflected in knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions. The theoretical framework in this study includes an understood 

link between teacher self-efficacy and actual classroom practice. Teachers who are 

confident about their abilities in delivering culturally responsive instruction are more 

likely to actually engage in such teaching practices (Siwatu, 2007). Teacher dispositions 

(including attitudes, beliefs, values, and self-confidence) are important for teacher 

preparation programs to measure and monitor (Notar et al., 2009; Rike & Sharp, 2008) 

in order to develop teacher candidates with dispositions suitable for working with CLD 

students. 

 

Siwatu’s (2007) Study and Culturally Responsive  
Teacher Self Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale 

 
Teacher dispositions and self-efficacy for delivering culturally responsive 

instruction are important components for developing culturally responsive educators. As 
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described above, culturally responsive teaching may involve a developmental 

continuum of knowledge, skills, and dispositions, ranging from awareness, to sensitivity, 

to relevant and responsive instructional practices, and finally to advocacy on behalf of 

CLD students. This study proposes an expansion and revision to the study by Siwatu 

(2007) addressing teacher self-efficacy for delivering CRT in order to refine the CRTSE 

Scale as an instrument to better reflect the CRT continuum while also looking more 

closely at different factors that may correlate with higher scores on the instrument. An 

analysis of his study is presented here. 

Siwatu’s study (2007) involved 273 pre-service teacher respondents (median age 

21.91) enrolled in two teacher preparation programs in the Midwest. The study 

examined the psychometric properties and factor structures of two instruments 

designed by the researcher, the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy (CRTSE) 

Scale (40 items) and the Culturally Responsive Teaching Outcome Expectancy 

(CRTOE) Scale (26 items). The CRTSE is described as a theoretically grounded 

instrument (the researcher cites Bandura, 1986). In Siwatu’s study (2007) the CRTSE 

and CRTOE were positively correlated (.70) and were also found to be reliable 

measures. The original factor structure for the CRTSE instrument was calculated by 

Siwatu (2007), and factor loadings ranged from .39 to .79. This instrument was deemed 

a reliable measure because the internal reliability was .96 for the 40-item scale, as 

estimated by Cronbach’s alpha.  

Both the CRTSE and CRTOE were derived from the 27 Culturally Responsive 

Teaching Standards, also developed by the researcher (and listed in Siwatu’s 

dissertation, 2005). Siwatu gives examples of how the Culturally Responsive Teaching 
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Standards (Siwatu, 2005) align with four categories of CRT as described in his 

dissertation study: 1) curriculum and instruction; 2) classroom management; 3) student 

assessment; and 4) cultural enrichment. In his review of the literature, Siwatu lists a 

number of published studies that support the ideas in these standards on a theoretical 

basis. However, specific analysis of the design and outcomes of particular studies that 

apparently support the proposed standards is not as developed. Siwatu (2007) 

discusses how in the development of the CRTSE scale he intentionally included both 

“easier” general teaching practice items and “challenging” items with greater emphasis 

on specific culturally responsive teaching practices in order to foster more focused 

analysis. However, it is unclear from his published study which items he considered to 

have that particular emphasis. Alignment of specific CRTSE items to particular 

standards in Siwatu’s four categories is not clearly identified in the dissertation (2005) or 

the article (2007). 

The notion of a CR teacher being an advocate for CLD students (as described in 

CRT continuum Level 4 in this chapter) is not lucid in Siwatu’s (2005) framework or 

CRTSE Scale (Siwatu, 2007). Additionally, CRTSE Scale items relating to effective 

language and literacy instruction for linguistically diverse learners are limited. For 

example, the scale lists a basic item, “greeting a student in his or her native tongue” 

(which could align with Level 2 regarding sensitivity according to the proposed CRT 

continuum), but the scale does not include more advanced skills such as “assisting 

students with cross-linguistic transfer” (regarded as a Level 3 skill relating to responsive 

instructional practices).  
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Siwatu’s (2007) study and CRTSE instrument are selected for this study because 

they address certain components of the culturally responsive teaching continuum as 

described earlier in this chapter. However, an expansion to Siwatu’s study, including a 

revision to the CRTSE Scale, is proposed in this study with reference to the depth and 

breadth of the CRT continuum. Elements of the CRT continuum Levels 3 and 4 relating 

to advocacy and key features of culturally responsive literacy instruction for English 

language learners are not well developed in the original CRTSE Scale. For example, 

items relating to ELL development are more general, relating to communicating with the 

parents of ELLs and modeling classroom tasks. 

A major limitation of Siwatu’s (2007) study is the respondent sample, which 

included 93% White Americans with a median age of only 21.49. Many of the 

respondents had not taken any education courses. Early education majors with little or 

no practicum and/or multicultural education classes are likely to have fewer “mastery” 

and even “vicarious” experiences (Bandura, 1977) to help develop self-efficacy, as 

opposed to in-service teachers or even pre-service undergraduate students who are 

toward the end of their teacher preparation program. Additionally, Siwatu notes that the 

somewhat isolated location of the university may be a limitation due to the potentially 

limited exposure to diversity by the participants. Scant data were gathered in Siwatu’s 

study regarding factors such as teachers’ exposure to and comfort level with diversity, 

as well as certain cross-cultural experiences.  

 

Cross-Cultural Service-Learning 

Certain factors that may influence the development of CRT competencies not 
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addressed in Siwatu’s study (2007) are explored in this study. The extant literature and 

the pilot study conducted by the researcher (Sarker, 2008) for this study indicate that 

cross-cultural service-learning may be a significant factor correlating with increased 

perceptions of confidence in working with CLD students. This next section synthesizes 

the literature on cross-cultural service-learning to better understand this factor that will 

be analyzed through data gathered in this study.  

A central concern in preparing teachers to work with culturally and linguistically 

diverse students is that teachers with limited experience interacting cross-culturally may 

lack the confidence and ability to implement effective, culturally responsive instruction 

for diverse learners, and that they may even perpetuate stereotypes. The importance of 

teacher candidate field-based experiences with culturally and linguistically diverse 

students as a method of developing awareness, understanding, and transformative 

pedagogical practice is well established in the literature (Boyle-Baise, 2005; Burant & 

Kirby, 2002; Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2006; Maher, 

2003; Marx & Moss, 2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007; Riojas & Flores, 1997; Sleeter, 

2001). Proponents of service-learning would also contend that this teaching and 

learning strategy engages learners at a deeper level as they participate in a reciprocal 

relationship with a community partner. The community partner benefits through needs 

being met and the volunteer learner benefits through development in his or her own 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to a particular content area and 

understanding of and appreciation for the community (Billig & Waterman, 2003; Boyle-

Baise, 2002; Boyle-Baise, 2005; Stachowski & Mahan, 1998). 
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Experiences working with CLD students are particularly useful when teachers are 

engaged in discussion and reflection on such experiences; yet it is important for these 

placements to be carefully thought out and collaboratively created so that teacher 

candidates are able to make the most effective use of these experiences (Boyle-Baise, 

2005; Richards, 2011; Riojas & Flores, 1997; Rios et al., 2007; Stachowski & Mahan, 

1998). For example, Richards (2011) explored ways to develop teachers’ critical 

reflection during a graduate literacy education class with a cross-cultural service-

learning component. Richards emphasizes the importance of guided reflection in this 

process and describes three developmental levels of teachers’ reflection: 

a) A technical beginning level in which teachers are concerned with improving 
their teaching  

b) A contextual level where teachers concentrate on relationships between 
problematic situations and their actions  

c) A critical reflection level in which teachers are committed to social justice (p. 
64) 

The Journal of Teacher Education Quarterly devoted an entire issue (Winter, 

2007) to the in-depth examination of such international education and experiences for 

teachers in the development of more globally-minded and culturally responsive 

educators. Two of the questions this compilation of studies (Cordeiro, 2007; Cushner, 

2007; Dantas, 2007; Landorf, Rocco, & Nevin, 2007; Mahon, 2007; Rios et al., 2007; 

Quezada & Alfaro, 2007; Roberts, 2007; Stachowski & Sparks, 2007) sought to address 

include, “How can schools and colleges of education ensure that all teacher education 

candidates have the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to be effective intercultural 

teachers in an era of globalization?” and “How can teacher education programs provide 

the opportunities for teacher candidates to student teach abroad in order to attain 
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competence as a global teacher?” (Quezada & Cordeiro, 2007, p. 4). Current research 

indicates that cultural immersion experiences are beneficial in developing culturally 

responsive teaching competencies for a variety of reasons, from experiencing cultural 

dissonance as the “foreigner” (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Marx & Moss, 

2011; Merryfield, 2000), to greater self-awareness, cultural understanding, and 

intercultural sensitivity (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Cushner, 2007; Dantas, 2007; Maher, 

2003; Marx & Moss, 2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007), and to exploration and integration 

of CLD community funds of knowledge (Dantas, 2007; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007; 

Stachowski & Visconti, 1997; Stachowski & Mahan, 1998).  

Community-based, cross-cultural immersion programs provide opportunities for 

teachers to live “immersed” in a community that is culturally different from their own, 

whether it be on a reservation in the U.S. or in another country. While these programs 

are not new, they are not common, yet they have shown to be effective in impacting the 

knowledge skills and dispositions of teachers developing culturally responsive teaching 

methods. Sleeter (2001) contends that these types of experiences benefit teacher 

candidates through the experience of having to struggle through being the “minority” 

and getting out of one’s comfort zone, being unaware of social norms and appropriate 

interactions (common experiences of new immigrants and marginalized groups in the 

United States). As Sleeter’s (2001) synthesis of studies researching these types of 

programs a decade ago describes, further research is still needed to pinpoint the 

optimal characteristics (length of immersion program, best locations) and the longer-

term impact (once he or she enters the teaching field). Some of the studies cited there 

as well as others are compared and contrasted in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4  

Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Studies 

Project Title / Location Study / 
Studies Methodology Results 

Long term immersion programs (8 -17 weeks) 
Indiana University’s 
Overseas Project (multiple 
countries) & American Indian 
Reservation Project (Navajo 
Nation)  

Mahan & 
Stachowski 
(1993-1994) 
&  
Stachowski & 
Mahan (1998) 
 
 
 
 

109 teachers surveyed after 8 
week student teaching immersion 
experience in another country or 
17 weeks on a reservation 
 
43 student teaching on a 
reservation were asked how they 
promoted the self-esteem of the 
pupils 

Community members provided great sources of learning to 
teacher candidates, and teacher candidates developed 
broadened perspectives with greater appreciation and 
understanding of the community members’ lives.  
 
Of the 304 efforts documented, 26% pertained to teacher 
candidates utilizing more culturally relevant methods and 
materials for instruction, including funds of knowledge from 
experts within the local community. 

Rio Grande Valley, Texas Cooper, 
Beare, & 
Thorman, 
1990 

Compared immersion project 
students (n=18) with those 
completing conventional student 
teaching in Minnesota (n=85) 

Immersion teacher candidates scored higher on each 
measure, including comfort in discussing racial/ethnic issues 
and expectations for racially diverse learners. 

Teachers for Alaska (Alaska) Noordhoff & 
Kleinfeld 
(1993) 

Qualitative. Video-taped sessions 
of student teachers at three 
points during the semester. 

Dramatic increase in the incorporation of funds of knowledge 
and engaging, culturally-relevant methods and materials. 

Consortium for Overseas 
Student Teaching (COST) 
(student teaching in 15 
different countries) 

Cushner & 
Mahon (2002) 

Qualitative. 50 participants 
responded to open-ended 
questions after semester long 
student teaching experiences 
overseas. 
 

Participants showed increased “cultural awareness, improved 
self-efficacy and self-awareness, and professional 
development in terms of global-mindedness” (p. 49). 
 

California State University 
System, International 
Teacher Education Program  
(Mexico) 

Quezada & 
Alfaro (2007) 

Qualitative. 4 biliteracy teachers, 
follow-up interviews after student 
teaching abroad (semester long) 
and journal essays 

Participants moved beyond “educational tourism” and 
became more culturally sensitive, with a more genuine 
approach to multiculturalism and application of what they 
learned in Mexico to their work with immigrant children in the 
U.S. Through the ITEP program teacher candidates 
developed a greater sense of their role as “change agent” as 
well as increased self-efficacy.  

(table continues) 
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Table 2.4 (continued). 

Project Title / Location Study / 
Studies Methodology Results 

Long term immersion programs (8 -17 weeks) 
The London Program 
(England) as part of a 5 year 
bachelor’s/ master’s program 

Marx & Moss 
(2011)  

Qualitative. Case study of one 
teacher’s 15 week study abroad 
experience in London (after 
student teaching in a U.S. 
school). Data collected through 
participant observation and in-
depth interviews, secondary data 
sources included journals and 
program documents, IDI 
(Hammer et al., 2003) instrument 
for triangulation 

“Ana” increased in her intercultural sensitivity. She developed 
greater depth and complexity of cultural constructs, explored 
her own cultural identity, and actively continued to seek out 
intercultural experiences that could continue her learning in 
this area. Ana moved from approaches to cultural differences 
that were basically ethnocentric to more ethnorelative 
(drawing upon Bennett (1993) DMIS framework). 

Short term immersion programs (less than 4 weeks) 
Ongoing research project 
with a university in So. 
California and a university in 
Brazil’s NE region (Brazil) 

Dantas (2007)  Qualitative. 6 graduate program 
students took a travel study 
course  (8 days in Brazil) with pre 
and post trip sessions in the U.S., 
analysis of field notes, videotapes 
of course activities, written course 
documents, questionnaires, 
follow-up interviews 

Participants moved to new levels of understanding, seeing 
culture in theory to viewing it as a form of empowerment. 
Participants developed a critical “sociocultural 
consciousness,” with the ability to see from multiple 
perspectives. Participants shifted in understanding students’ 
funds of knowledge as something to empower rather than 
something to overcome. 

Loyola University “Alternative 
break immersions” program 
(Pilsen, a Latino community 
in Chicago; Texas/Mexico 
border; Cuba) 

Maher (2003) Qualitative. Short term curricular 
and co-curricular service-learning 
activities in 3 locations with 20 
students, mainly undergraduate, 
some graduate. Single interview 
with each participant, analyzed to 
determine relationship of beliefs 
to cross-cultural service-learning 
experience. 

Participants made very personal connections to the 
community, beyond an “abstract understanding of social 
issues” (p. 91). Participants realized they could learn from 
people in the communities, rather than holding to a superior 
attitude, and they examined and clarified their own values as 
they sought to better understand the values of those in the 
community. Explanation of the cognitive-experiential tri-circle 
where the “depth of experience and depth of beliefs are 
equally related” (p. 94). 
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One of the most well-known cultural immersion student teaching programs began 

in the 1970s and is offered through Indiana University-Bloomington’s Cultural Immersion 

Projects (Stachowski & Mahan, 1998). For the Overseas Project student teachers 

complete 8 weeks of student teaching in 1 of 15 countries after completing 10 to 16 

weeks of student teaching in Indiana and rigorous, targeted coursework preparation the 

year before (Indiana University, 2011). As a part of the American Indian Reservation 

Project student teachers are placed on Navajo reservations in Arizona, New Mexico, or 

Utah serving in public, Indian controlled, or Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) boarding 

schools for 17 to 18 weeks (Indiana University, 2011), with a similar preparatory 

program prior to the cultural immersion experience. Required cultural and community 

involvement are key components to the projects as well, including planning and 

performing at least one service-learning project (Stachowski & Mahan, 1998). 

Required service-learning components as described by Stachowski and Mahan 

(1998) include the “three R’s” of service-learning (a) realistic tasks to serve the 

community, (b) a strong reflective component, and (c) reciprocal exchange with benefit 

to the community member(s) and the student teacher as equals in the relationship (p. 

159). Drawing from student reflections on service-learning projects during the cultural 

immersion experience, Stachowski and Mahan (1998) report the following benefits. 

A greater understanding and appreciation for the nature of other people's lives, a 
greater awareness of their own strengths and weaknesses, a sense of belonging 
within their host communities, a positive attitude toward volunteering in the 
future, an opportunity to learn things that cannot be learned in a classroom, and 
a commitment to make service learning a part of the curriculum in their future 
elementary and secondary classrooms. (p. 159)  
 

Prior experiences likely influence teacher self-efficacy, and opportunities such as 

service-learning should be addressed in any developmental approach to preparing CR 
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educators in light of the positive outcomes discussed above. 

 

Summary 

This review of the literature has explored teacher preparation programs and 

standards for those teaching CLD students as well as provided a synthesis of studies on 

culturally responsive teaching, supporting the theoretical framework for the 

developmental culturally responsive teaching continuum. Through analysis of the depth 

and breadth involved in culturally responsive teaching, it is evident that teacher 

preparation programs could benefit from more refined instruments that help to better 

measure teacher self-efficacy in the development of CRT competencies.   

Chapter 2 analyzed Siwatu’s (2007) study and the assessment of teacher 

dispositions and self-efficacy, including instruments to measure teacher dispositions 

related to cultural competence. The CRTSE Scale in Siwatu’s (2007) study, while a 

valid and useful instrument, does not address the full extent of the CRT continuum, nor 

does it adequately address the language and literacy needs of English language 

learners in particular. Through analysis of the competencies of culturally responsive 

instruction as evidenced in empirical studies, the depth and breadth of the CRT 

continuum warrants an extension to the CRTSE Scale (Siwatu, 2007) to make it a more 

effective tool for teacher preparation programs in assessing teacher self-efficacy for 

delivering culturally responsive literacy instruction. The population in Siwatu’s study was 

also limited, with a large portion of those included only studying at the freshman and 

sophomore levels with few education courses or practicum experiences working with 

CLD students that could help to shape self-efficacy for working with CLD students. The 
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chapter concluded by examining the literature surrounding one of the factors identified 

in the pilot study (Sarker, 2008) as influencing CRTSE Scale scores, cross-cultural 

service-learning. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter describes the mixed methods design selected for this study to 

explore pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions of and self-efficacy for 

delivering culturally responsive literacy instruction. The researcher conducted statistical 

analyses to investigate significant relationships between multiple academic, 

demographic, and experiential factors and teachers’ culturally responsive teaching 

(CRT) self-efficacy as reflected on the CRTSE Scale-Extended (Appendix A). Content 

analysis was also conducted on participants’ CRT activity descriptions using a priori and 

inductive coding methods. The strengths of quantitative and qualitative inquiry were 

combined in this study to provide a more complex understanding of teachers’ 

perceptions of the CRT construct as well as to determine if certain contextual factors 

are significantly associated with higher self-efficacy and more sophisticated 

understandings of culturally responsive teaching. 

 

Research Design 

The aim of the present study was to extend Siwatu’s (2007) study in three ways. 

First, the CRTSE Scale instrument was amended to include items that addressed 

greater depth and breadth of the CRT continuum as described in Chapter Two, 

including a stronger focus on supporting the language and literacy development of 

English language learners and more advanced levels of CRT based on the CRT 

continuum. Second, the present study utilized a more varied and appropriate population 

(including both pre-service and in-service teachers). Third, additional factors (relating to 
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demographic, academic, and experiential backgrounds of participants) not examined in 

Siwatu’s study were analyzed.  

In his study, Siwatu (2007) analyzed the correlation between the CRTSE and 

Culturally Responsive Teaching Outcome Expectancy (CRTOE) Scale scores. Siwatu 

(2007) notes that self-efficacy and outcome expectancy beliefs tend to correlate 

strongly, as established by Bandura (1986). The observed correlation in Siwatu’s (2007) 

study was .70 between the two instruments. The present study, although a modified 

replication study, does not include administration of the CRTOE, as Siwatu’s (2007) 

work dismissed the need for outcome-expectancy measures. Whereas the qualitative 

component of Siwatu’s (2007) mixed methods study included interviews with 8 

respondents selected from four particular groups, this study includes qualitative inquiry 

in the form of a content analysis of each participant’s response to explore ways these 

pre-service and in-service teachers operationalize CRT. The correlational and 

comparative quantitative analyses in the present study focus on (a) how particular 

student factors predict CRTSE as reflected on the CRTSE Scale-Extended, (b) how 

these factors relate to participants’ CRT continuum rubric (Appendix F) scores 

(reflecting a CRT knowledge developmental level), and (c) whether and where certain 

groups that share factors vary significantly in their CRTSE and rubric scores.  

Data sources include surveys from 265 pre-service and in-service teachers who 

were enrolled in teacher certification classes in the spring of 2012 in Texas (at one 

private and one public university). The study aims to assist teacher preparation 

programs in better measuring and supporting teacher candidate development in the 
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area of culturally responsive literacy instruction through exploration of the research 

questions that follow. 

 

Research Questions 

The specific research questions guiding this study:  

Question 1: How do pre-service and in-service teachers evaluate their readiness 
to be culturally responsive? 

Question 2: What demographic or individual characteristics correlate with higher 
levels of perceived readiness to provide culturally responsive literacy instruction? 

Question 3: How do pre-service and in-service teachers describe culturally 
responsive instruction? 

Question 1 is addressed through descriptive analyses of the CRTSE Scale-

Extended (Appendix A) survey responses. Question 2 is answered through examination 

of correlational (multiple regression and bivariate correlational analyses) and group 

comparison (ANOVA) analysis utilizing CRTSE Scale-Extended scores (dependent 

variable) and responses on the Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background 

Questionnaire (Appendix B) (independent variables). Research question 3 is explored 

through content analysis of an open-ended survey item in Part Two of the Questionnaire 

(Appendix C) using rubric-based (Appendix F) scores of student responses and 

including both a priori and inductive coding procedures. 

 

Participants 

 Participants in this study include 265 pre-service (undergraduate and some post-

baccalaureate certification graduate students) and in-service teachers (graduate 

students) enrolled in teacher certification classes that are part of required coursework at 
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a medium-sized private university and a large public university in the southern United 

States. Pre-service undergraduate students were recruited from juniors and seniors with 

more education courses than underclassmen, including participants with field-based 

and student teaching experiences. 

 In Siwatu’s (2007) study, the mean age was 21.91 years old (traditional 

undergraduate-age participants), with 105 of the 275 respondents classifying 

themselves as either freshmen or sophomores, and the rest as juniors or seniors. 

Bandura (1977) describes how self-efficacy is developed through vicarious and mastery 

experiences, with the latter being the most valuable. A limitation in Siwatu’s study is the 

student population of only pre-service teachers (and nearly half at the freshman and 

sophomore levels). Such individuals are understood to have fewer hands-on practical 

and real-life “mastery” (Bandura, 1977) experiences as compared to in-service teachers 

(generally represented by a graduate student population in this study). Siwatu (2007) 

recommended a cross-sectional study including pre-service, novice, and experienced 

teachers to better understand the influences that such hands-on, teaching-related 

experiences may have on teacher self-efficacy. 

 This study includes four subgroups (undergraduate-private university, graduate-

private university, undergraduate-public university, graduate-public university), providing 

a broader range of age and experience in the analysis than utilizing a student 

population at only one institution or only one academic level. By comparing and 

contrasting such student populations, further insights can be gleaned from the results of 

pre-service versus in-service teachers, as well as the possible influence of different 

teacher education program models.  
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Pilot Study 

 The researcher conducted a pilot study in the spring of 2008 with the original 

Siwatu (2007) CRTSE Scale survey items and general contextual information. Twenty-

six participants completed the surveys and questionnaires in class, the results were 

compiled, and the data set was read into the statistical package R (version 2.6.1) for 

analysis using multiple regression. The factors of ethnicity, class (whether a graduate or 

undergraduate student), and cross-cultural service-learning experiences (CCSL) were 

analyzed for their correlations with the means of the 40-item surveys. Some of the items 

in the 40-item survey scale were particularly indicative of culturally responsive 

characteristics, and those 18 items were extracted as a CRT emphasis factor as well. 

To answer the original research question in the pilot study -- How significant are 

factors relating to academic, demographic, and experiential background in the 

development of teachers’ self-efficacy for delivering culturally responsive instruction? --it 

appeared that academic and demographic factors alone do not have great significance. 

However, specific types of academic experiential preparation through service-learning 

activities in multicultural settings did show a significant correlation with teacher self-

efficacy for engaging in culturally responsive instruction with culturally and linguistically 

diverse students.  

The pilot study provided insights into the benefits of expanding the study and 

revising the CRTSE Scale instrument. This pilot study also highlighted the need for 

more detailed information regarding student factors, particularly those with higher 

correlations (such as cross-cultural service learning). Therefore, the Student 
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Background Questionnaire (Appendix B) was created to explore related student factors 

of interest. 

 

Instrument Development 

 The culturally responsive teaching continuum introduces a closer examination of 

the way scholars view and measure CRT. This study seeks to improve upon an existing 

instrument measuring CRT, the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy (CRTSE) 

Scale (Siwatu, 2007), in efforts to better address and measure the depth and complexity 

associated with culturally responsive instruction, with a particular focus on language and 

literacy instruction for English language learners. While several different instruments are 

available for measuring cultural sensitivity and aspects of teacher dispositions related to 

working with diverse students (see Table 2.3 in Chapter Two for this researcher’s 

perceived benefits and drawbacks of the different instruments), none of the existing 

instruments pinpoint the depth and breadth of the culturally responsive teaching 

continuum described in Chapter Two or provide a focus on language and literacy 

teaching in particular. While other instruments provide different facets of the dispositions 

of interest in this study, Siwatu’s (2007) CRTSE Scale was selected as the best match 

in addressing the research questions. However, the revision to the CRTSE Scale 

utilized in this study attempts to better address CRT Levels 3 (culturally-relevant and 

affirming instructional practices) and 4 (advocacy and critical literacy) of the CRT 

continuum. 

 The CRTSE-Extended instrument utilized for this study (Appendix A) includes an 

addendum of 10 items as an extension of Siwatu’s CRTSE Scale in order to broaden 
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the scope of the study, allowing for the inclusion of characteristics related particularly to 

the language and literacy development of CLD students rather than general culturally 

responsive pedagogy. The 10 items added to the Scale reflect this focus on developing 

literacy skills as well as specific dispositions, knowledge, skills, and civic engagement 

practices related to the breadth and depth of development along the culturally 

responsive teaching continuum, as defined in this study. The new items added to the 

instrument are listed in Table 3.1 with a brief explanation of what they contribute to the 

original instrument (Siwatu, 2007). These items were reviewed and modified with 

consideration of feedback from dissertation committee members, the University of North 

Texas Center for Interdisciplinary Research and Analysis (CIRA), and other colleagues 

in the field of literacy instruction. 

Within the scale there are “easy” or more general teaching items and more 

“challenging” items addressing specific CRT behaviors (although Siwatu did not clearly 

delineate which items reflect these particular categories). In this study, the researcher 

selected the items that seemed to be more “challenging” as particularly culturally 

responsive teaching practices, and they are indicated with an asterisk (*) in the table 

below. The 10 new items are each tagged with the CRT emphasis asterisk as well. 

These resultant 28 CRT-emphasis items are aggregate and analyzed as a sub-score of 

a participant’s total CRTSE in addition to the total CRTSE score. The full 50-item 

instrument is included below, with asterisks (*) next to items that are considered to have 

a greater culturally responsive teaching emphasis (as opposed to the “easier” general 

teaching practices). 

 

103 



Table 3.1  

Additions to the CRTSE Scale with Justification 

New item added Justification 

41 
Select literature and literacy activities that 
reflect the experiences of diverse students in 
my classroom. 

This item focuses on specific issues a literacy teacher would encounter in selection of 
appropriate materials for diverse students. Such materials should affirm and celebrate 
student backgrounds, promote appreciation for students’ cultural heritage among other 
classmates, and support individual student comprehension through the opportunities to 
engage students in reading texts that are more relevant to their culture and schemata 
(Ebe, 2010; Droope & Verhoeven, 1993; Freeman & Freeman, 2004). 

42 Analyze whether a text used in my 
classroom is culturally authentic or biased.  

This item addresses the teacher’s efficacy for making certain informed choices regarding 
instructional practices. Through this type of text analysis the teacher demonstrates an 
understanding of harmful stereotypes or unfair biases that may be present in curriculum 
materials for CLD students (Ching, 2005; Dong, 2005; Dressel, 2005; Dudley-Marling, 
2003; Ebe, 2010; Glazier & Seo, 2005; Louie, 2005; Louie, 2006; Mathis, 2001; 
McGinnis, 2006; Meier, 2003; Reissman, 1994). 

43 

Identify societal issues and perceptions of 
diverse people that influence opportunities 
and affect the learning environments of 
students from diverse backgrounds. 
 

This item is adapted from an item in the Multicultural Efficacy Scale (Guyton & Wesche, 
2005). It builds on the teacher’s awareness about the mainstream culture, his or her own 
culture, and the culture of students who may be “different.”  Culturally responsive 
teachers understand how to “read the world” (Freire & Macedo, 1994) through the lens of 
critical literacy (Shor, 2007) as a precursor to advocacy for marginalized groups 
(Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; McDonald, 2005; McGinnis, 2006; Oliveira & Athanases, 
2007; Smith & Osborn, 2007; Villegas, 2007; Young, 2010).  

44 
Engage family and community members in 
playing a more influential role in school 
decisions and policies.  

Although sensitive interaction with parents and community members is a part of the 
second phase of the CRT continuum, empowering parents to play a key role in 
instructional practices (e.g., engaging family and community funds of knowledge in 
classroom instruction) and school decisions (e.g., involvement in PTA or participation on 
a textbook selection committee) demonstrates a deeper level of parent involvement in 
the teaching and learning process and supports the learning of CLD students at school 
and at home (Moll & Diaz, 1987). 

(table continues) 
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Table 3.1 (continued). 

New item added Justification 

45 
Analyze students' writing samples to 
determine individual strengths that involve 
(positive) cross-linguistic transfer.  

Cross-linguistic transfer is a significant part of literacy development for English language 
learners. Culturally responsive teachers develop metalinguistic awareness and 
knowledge of how second language acquisition occurs, including possible supports 
(such as common cognates) and challenges (such as phonetic differences) that may be 
present in the language and literacy learning process, depending on factors such as 
whether the student has developed L1 literacy skills and how linguistically similar that 
student’s L1 is to English (August & Shanahan, 2006; Den Branden, 2000; Ellis, 2006; 
Lucas et al., 2008; Mumtaz & Humphreys, 2001; Karanth & Prakash, 1996). 

46 

Analyze students' writing samples to 
determine individual weaknesses that involve 
(negative) cross-linguistic transfer (or 
interference). 

47 

Observe and analyze students’ reading and 
writing (literacy events) to understand how 
diverse students may have different uses for 
and forms of literacy practices that might 
impact their literacy development in English. 

This item addresses specific literacy related issues that teachers may encounter when 
scaffolding CLD students’ development. As the teacher takes on an ethnographic stance 
in order to make the instruction more learner-centered and relevant, this perspective will 
naturally involve an understanding of and accommodation for how certain literacy 
practices are engaged in by the learner both inside and outside the classroom (Carjuzaa 
& Ruff, 2010; Heath, 1983; Street, 1998).  

48 

Analyze and accommodate students’ verbal 
and non-verbal interaction patterns that may 
be different from my own cultural norms 
(e.g., eye contact, discourse patterns). 

This item addresses different expectations students and families may have for 
appropriate interaction patterns and behaviors in the classroom which can add 
complexity to culturally responsive classroom management and oral language 
development through discussions (Au & Mason, 1981; Curran, 2003; Flores & Riojas-
Cortez, 2009; Weinstein et al., 2003; Weinstein et al., 2004). 

49 
Support the academic learning and social 
development of students negotiating a new 
culture. 

The sociocultural dimension of language and literacy development is significant to the 
overall acquisition and learning processes. Understanding how to assist students in 
negotiating a new language and culture includes affirming and celebrating student 
identities which can make the learning environment more inviting, lowering affective 
filters (Krashen & Terrell, 1995) that may inhibit language acquisition (Gatbonton et al., 
2005; Kim, 2003; Shaaban & Ghaith, 2003; Vyas, 2004).  

50 

Advocate for culturally and linguistically 
diverse students and their families who may 
experience unjust treatment because of their 
diverse background. 

This item focuses on the advocacy and social justice aspect of teaching diverse 
students. Not only do effective teachers of CLD students possess an awareness of the 
inequities and injustices related to treatment of diverse people, but they take action to 
bring about more just and equitable practices, policies, and environments for CLD 
students and their communities (IRA, 1010; Oliveira & Athanases, 2007; Smith & 
Osborn, 2007; TESOL, 2010). 
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 In the amended version of the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy 

(CRTSE) Scale (Siwatu, 2007), included in Table 3.2, respondents were asked to rate 

their level of confidence from 1 (not confident) to 100 (very confident) on 50 items 

relating to the instruction of CLD students (see Appendix A for survey). Participants 

were asked, “How confident are you that you can do each of the following tasks 

described below? Rate how confident you are that you can achieve each of the 

following by indicating a probability of success from 0 (no chance) to 100 (completely 

certain).”  Siwatu (2007) selected the scale of 1-100 rather than the typical 1-5 Likert 

scale because the 1-100 scale is psychometrically stronger, as it allows for greater 

discrimination (Pajares, 2001). This study includes the same 1-100 scale for that same 

reason. 

Table 3.2  
 
Amended Instrument of Siwatu's (2007) Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy 
Scale (CRTSE-Extended) with CRT Items Noted 
 
(1) Adapt instruction to meet the needs of my students  
(2) Obtain information about my students’ academic strengths  
(3) Determine whether my students like to work alone or in a group  
(4) Determine whether my students feel comfortable competing with other students  
* (5) Identify ways that the school culture (e.g., values, norms, and practices) is 
different from my students’ home culture 
* (6) Implement strategies to minimize the effects of the mismatch between my 
students’ home culture and the school culture 
(7) Assess student learning using various types of assessments  
(8) Obtain information about my students’ home life  
(9) Build a sense of trust in my students  
(10) Establish positive home-school relations 
(11) Use a variety of teaching methods  

(table continues) 
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Table 3.2 (continued). 

* (12) Develop a community of learners when my class consists of students from 
diverse backgrounds 
* (13) Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make learning meaningful  
(14) Use my students’ prior knowledge to help them make sense of new information 
* (15) Identify ways how students communicate at home may differ from the school 
norms  
* (16) Obtain information about my students’ cultural backgrounds  
* (17) Teach students about their cultures’ contributions to science  
* (18) Greet English Language Learners with a phrase in their native language  
* (19) Design a classroom environment using displays that reflect a variety of cultures  
(20) Develop a personal relationship with my students  
(21) Obtain information about my students’ academic weaknesses  
* (22) Praise English Language Learners for their accomplishments using a phrase in 
their native language 
* (23) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards linguistically 
diverse students 
(24) Communicate with parents regarding their child’s educational progress  
(25) Structure parent-teacher conferences so that the meeting is not intimidating for 
parents 
(26) Help students to develop positive relationships with their classmates 
* (27) Revise instructional material to include a better representation of cultural groups  
* (28) Critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it reinforces negative 
cultural stereotypes 
* (29) Design a lesson that shows how other cultural groups have made use of 
mathematics  
* (30) Model classroom tasks to enhance English Language Learners’ understanding  
* (31) Communicate with the parents of English Language Learners regarding their 
child’s achievement 
(32) Help students feel like important members of the classroom  
* (33) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards culturally diverse 
students 
(34) Use a learning preference inventory to gather data about how my students like to 
learn 

(table continues) 
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Table 3.2 (continued). 

* (35) Use examples that are familiar to students from diverse cultural backgrounds  
(36) Explain new concepts using examples that are taken from my students’ everyday 
lives  
(37) Obtain information regarding my students’ academic interests  
(38) Use the interests of my students to make learning meaningful for them  
(39) Implement cooperative learning activities for those students who like to work in 
groups 
(40) Design instruction that matches my students’ developmental needs 

ITEMS 41-50 ARE ADDITIONS TO ORIGINAL SCALE 

*(41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of diverse 
students in my classroom  
*(42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is culturally authentic or biased   
*(43) Identify societal issues and perceptions of diverse people that influence 
opportunities and affect the learning environments of students from diverse 
backgrounds 
*(44) Engage family and community members in playing a more influential role in 
school decisions and policies  
*(45) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual strengths that involve 
(positive) cross-linguistic transfer  
*(46) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual weaknesses that 
involve (negative) cross-linguistic transfer (or interference) 
*(47) Observe and analyze students’ reading and writing (literacy events) to 
understand how diverse students might have different uses for and forms of literacy 
practices that may impact their literacy development in English 
*(48) Analyze and accommodate students’ verbal and non-verbal interaction patterns 
that may be different from my own cultural norms (e.g., eye contact, discourse 
patterns) 
*(49) Support the academic learning and social development of students negotiating a 
new culture 
*(50) Advocate for culturally and linguistically diverse students and their families who 
may experience unjust treatment because of their diverse background  
*Indicates culturally responsive teaching emphasis item (CRT EMP). Modified from Siwatu, K. (2007) 
 

Siwatu’s (2007) study discusses the potential for other student factors to 

influence self-efficacy for CRT, such as cultural knowledge and attitudes toward 
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diversity (that were not examined in his study). The present study includes analyses of 

such factors through the Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background 

Questionnaire (Appendix B). This questionnaire was developed in consultation with 

other instruments examining teachers’ multicultural dispositions, some of which were 

discussed earlier in this chapter, including the Multicultural Efficacy Scale (Guyton & 

Wesche, 2005), Pluralism and Diversity Attitude Survey (Stanley, 1996), and the 

Multicultural Attitude Questionnaire (Giles & Sherman, 1982). 

The hypothesis was that in-service teachers would have higher self-efficacy 

scores because of their additional teacher preparation program coursework focusing on 

diversity and their increased amounts of “vicarious” and “mastery” experiences 

(Bandura, 1977) in delivering culturally responsive instruction. Additionally, in review of 

the extant literature regarding these variable categories and in the pilot study mentioned 

earlier, individuals with increased cross-cultural service-learning experiences, personal 

language proficiencies (e.g., bilingual skills), and interest in and exposure to cross-

cultural relationships and environments may profess higher self-efficacy on the CRTSE 

Scale. However, the inexperience of the pre-service teachers could also manifest itself 

through naivety in understanding the complexities of delivering effective culturally 

responsive instruction (resulting in possibly inflated self-efficacy scores). 

We know from existing research that mainstream teachers benefit from 

opportunities to work with students who are culturally and linguistically diverse, but 

different experiential learning opportunities may impact their preparation and self-

efficacy in a variety of ways (Boyle-Baise, 2005; Burant & Kirby, 2002; Cushner & 

Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Darling-Hammond, 2006; Maher, 2003; Marx & Moss, 
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2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007; Riojas & Flores, 1997; Sleeter, 2001). It may make a 

difference if these experiences include field-based or student teaching experiences in a 

school with students who are “different” from them culturally, linguistically, socio-

economically, etc. (but then they go home to their comfortable, familiar environment), 

versus experiences with cultural immersion characteristics (such as student teaching in 

another country or on a Navajo reservation where cultural dissonance and feelings of 

being the “other” are experienced). Another point of inquiry is how and if touristic, travel 

study-type international trips, cross-cultural service-learning experiences, and service-

oriented international experiences relate to teachers becoming more globally minded 

and culturally responsive. To the extent possible in the format and design of this study 

(correlational association showing predictors rather than experimental design showing 

causality), the researcher sought to understand whether there were certain 

characteristics among these varied experiences that may have influenced participants in 

a greater way personally and professionally, so that teacher preparation programs can 

integrate such components more effectively. Through analysis of the cross-cultural 

service-learning variable the researcher sought to better understand the complexity of 

cross-cultural service-learning experiences as compared to regular field-based 

experiences that involve interaction within communities that are “diverse” for teachers 

and teacher candidates. As Sleeter (2001) notes, further research is needed to 

determine the long-term impact of cultural immersion experiences on teachers’ actual 

practice and application in the classroom.  
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The Background Questionnaire items were developed to align with particular 

factors based on theoretical models and previous empirical research that was reviewed 

in Chapter 2, as represented in Table 3.3.  

Table 3.3  
 
Independent (Predictor) Variables (IV) in the Quantitative Analysis: Demographic, 
Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire (Parts A-C) 
 

Independent 
(Predictor)Variables Description Survey 

Items 
Justification/Theoretical 

Basis 

Gender This dichotomous IV has two 
levels (male or female).  A-1  

Age 
This ordinal IV has five levels 
(traditional age, 20s, 30s, 40s, 50 
and older). 

A-2  

Ethnicity This categorical IV has six levels. A-3  

Degree  
 

This dichotomous IV has two 
levels (undergraduate and 
graduate), although some 
graduate students may not yet 
have taught. Teaching experience 
is addressed in a separate item. 

A-4  

Certification and 
Teaching Area(s) 

Respondents are asked about 
their current and pursued 
certification area(s) as well as 
grade levels taught. These two 
items have options to select more 
than one response, so data were 
dummy coded (yes or no for each 
item) when entered into statistical 
software. 

A-5 & 
A-11  

Academic Courses 
Relating to CLD 
Student Instruction 

This ordinal IV has four levels for 
the undergraduate item and five 
levels for the graduate item. 

A-6 & 
A-7  

Quality of Teacher 
Preparation Program 
for Teaching CLD 
Students 

This ordinal IV has four levels for 
the item related to linguistically 
diverse students and four levels 
for the item related to culturally 
diverse students. 

A-8 & 
A-9  

Teaching Experience 

This ordinal IV has four levels. 
Participants were also sorted into 
two groups by pre-service and in-
service characteristics. 

A-10  

(table continues) 
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Table 3.3 (continued). 

Independent 
(Predictor)Variables Description Survey 

Items 
Justification/Theoretical 

Basis 

Cross-Cultural 
Service-Learning 
(CCSL) 

The first item relates to the types 
of cross-cultural service-learning 
experiences respondents may 
have engaged in, and there is 
more than one answer option 
(data were dummy coded as yes 
or no for each experience option). 
The second item is an ordinal IV 
with four levels that asks about 
the type of guided reflection that 
was incorporated into the CCSL 
experience. 

A-12 &  
A-13  

(Burant & Kirby, 2002; 
Cushner & Mahon, 2002; 
Dantas, 2007; Darling-
Hammond, 2006; Maher, 
2003; Marx & Moss, 
2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 
2007; Riojas Clark & 
Bustos Flores, 1997; 
Sleeter, 2001).  

Personal Language 
Proficiency 

The first item is an ordinal IV with 
five levels depicting the extent of 
language proficiency. The second 
item is categorical with five items, 
asking students to indicate which 
of the language learning or 
acquisition situations they had 
experience with. 

A-14 &  
A-15 
 

Ellis (2006) 

Experiences with 
Diversity  

This section has nine items. Each 
item is an ordinal IV with four 
levels. The respondents’ scores 
were also averaged for a mean 
score. Higher scores represent 
greater exposure to and comfort 
with diversity.  

B-1-9 Guyton & Wesche 
(2005); Stanley (1996) 

Variety in Friends  

This section has five categorical 
IV items, each with five levels. 
The respondents’ scores were 
also averaged for a mean score. 
Higher scores represent less 
variety in close relationships with 
friends from diverse backgrounds. 

C-1-5 Giles & Sherman (1982) 

Teacher Preparation 
Program  

This dichotomous IV has two 
levels (private or public). The 
response on this item will be 
gleaned from the open-ended 
survey response page where the 
course information is listed. 
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Data Collection Strategies 

After gaining approval from the Institutional Review Board of both the private and 

public institutions, the researcher visited the undergraduate and graduate classes 

selected to participate in this study. Class sections were selected based on course 

content and accessibility. At the private university, undergraduate students included 

those enrolled in student teaching and field-based experience courses (six class 

sections total, N=59), including certification areas from early childhood through the 

secondary level. Graduate students from this same institution included those enrolled in 

multicultural education, research, and ESL certification courses (seven sections total, 

N=60) from the Master of Education and Master of Arts in Teaching programs. At the 

public university, undergraduate participants included six sections of the same course 

related to CLD literacy instruction preparation (N=84). Graduate students from this 

same institution included six sections of courses relating to educational research 

strategies, multicultural education, and literacy instruction (N=62). Table 3.4 indicates 

the total surveys collected from each sub-group, as well as the representative sample 

from the total number of students enrolled in the courses. The graduate courses at both 

institutions and the undergraduate sections from the private university had lower 

participation rates partly because some students were enrolled in more than one of the 

classes but only took the survey once. However, the public university undergraduate 

sample did not encounter this issue, as these were all taken from different sections of 

the same course. 
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Table 3.4  

Participation Rates of Respondents 

Classification Public University Private University TOTAL 

Undergraduate 
84 

(84/89 = 94% of total 
enrolled) 

59 
(59/68 = 87% of total 

enrolled)* 
143 

Graduate 
62 

(62/80 = 78% of total 
enrolled)* 

60 
(60/76 = 79% of total 

enrolled)* 
122 

Total 146 119 265 
* A few of the students were enrolled in more than one of the selected courses, but no one took the 
survey more than once. 

  

After gaining approval from course instructors, the researcher introduced the 

study and administered the survey packet during a regular in-class session. The 

researcher shared the purpose of the study and explained the voluntary nature of one’s 

participation along with the consent forms in each class that was presented with the 

opportunity to participate. Participants who granted consent were given the open-ended 

survey item response page (Appendix C), along with the CRTSE Scale-Extended 

(Appendix A) and the Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background 

Questionnaire (Appendix B) in a packet to complete in class. Students took 

approximately 20-30 minutes to complete and return the consent forms and survey 

packets.  

The open-ended response item (Appendix C) included the following two 

questions: What is an example of an instructional activity you have observed, planned, 

or implemented that you feel would be considered “culturally responsive” for diverse 

students?, and Why do you feel this activity is “culturally responsive”? The purpose for 
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this component to the study was to understand the way participants operationalize 

culturally responsive instruction. Although follow-up interviews and observation of actual 

teaching practices would give greater depth to the understanding of how teachers enact 

culturally responsive instruction, this item allowed the researcher to gain a broader 

perspective, inclusive of each respondent’s perception of how culturally responsive 

instruction should look in practice. These responses, after being placed on a rubric, 

allowed the researcher to conduct correlational and comparative statistical analyses 

with regard to other variables (see Table 3.3).  

The Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire 

(Appendix B) was administered for gathering information about such student factors that 

became the independent variables in this study (included in Table 3.3). This 

questionnaire was administered after the amended CRTSE Scale survey sequentially in 

the packet so as not to influence the responses regarding self-efficacy. 

  

Quantitative Data Analysis Procedures 

The quantitative design portion of this study allowed the researcher to examine 

the relationships among multiple academic, demographic, and experiential variables in 

determining which independent variables are better predictors of, or yield significant 

associations with, the dependent variables, which included (1) CRTSE Scale-Extended 

mean scores (showing extent of CRT self-efficacy) and (2) CRT Description rubric 

scores (indicating levels of complexity in understanding the CRT construct).  

The researcher first ran descriptive analyses on these data after entering them 

into SPSS© (version 20) statistical software. A test of Cronbach’s alpha that included all 
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50 items of the CRTSE Scale–Extended was run to determine internal reliability. A 

factor analysis was then conducted on the 50 items of the Scale. Both mean scores 

(CRTSE mean) and item-specific scores on the Scale were examined, including sub-

scale scores for the 28 items with a strong CRT emphasis (CRT EMP dependent 

variable). Statistical analyses included independent samples t-tests, group comparisons 

using one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) tests, as well as multiple regression and 

bivariate correlational analyses. 

Question 1 was addressed through comparing descriptive analyses of the 

CRTSE Scale-Extended (Appendix A) survey responses (CRTSE mean and CRT EMP 

mean scores) for pre-service and in-service teacher groups. Independent samples t-

tests were also conducted to explore any significant differences between these groups 

on individual CRTSE items as well. ANOVA with Post-hoc Tukey tests allowed the 

researcher to explore significant differences between the four ordinal levels of teaching 

experience, which were included to address this question. 

The second research question was answered through examination of multiple 

regression and bivariate correlational analyses utilizing CRTSE scores (CRTSE mean 

and CRT EMP mean dependent variables) and responses on the Demographic, 

Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire (Appendix B) (independent 

variables). Group comparison (ANOVA) analysis and independent samples t-tests were 

also conducted with these data to explore the significance of variables of interest on 

CRTSE mean and CRT EMP mean scores as well as individual CRTSE item mean 

scores. 
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As an extension to the third research question (which primarily involved 

qualitative inquiry methods), the rubric scores generated were analyzed with the 

statistical software to explore any significant associations with particular respondent 

characteristics (independent variables). The dependent variable CRT Description rubric 

scores with a range from 0-4 (indicating levels of complexity in understanding the CRT 

construct) were treated as interval variables for the statistical analysis. Bivariate 

correlational analyses as well as comparison group analyses (independent samples t-

tests and ANOVAs with Post-Hoc Tukey tests) were conducted. CRTSE mean and CRT 

EMP scores were also analyzed in their relationship to CRT Description rubric scores 

through correlational analysis. 

 

Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures 

The third research question was addressed through qualitative inquiry in the form 

of content analysis (Marshall & Rossman, 2006) conducted on the open-ended survey 

item responses from Part Two of the Questionnaire (Appendix C), where participants 

were asked to describe a culturally responsive teaching activity and tell why they felt it 

was culturally responsive. Responses were analyzed by both a priori and inductive 

coding methods (Silverman, 2000; Thomas, 2006). Participants’ hand-written responses 

were numbered and photocopied so they could be analyzed separately from the survey 

responses (CRTSE Scale-Extended and demographic information). The rubric scores, a 

priori and inductive coding data, along with summaries, quotes, and analytic notes for 

responses were recorded in a Microsoft Office EXCEL© spreadsheet. The researcher 
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maintained a qualitative inquiry journal of the analysis procedures and also enumerated 

codes and categories for frequency count data. 

 

Rubric Development and Scoring 

Through deductive analysis the researcher explored how closely participants’ 

responses aligned with aspects of the developmental CRT continuum rubric. A 

formative rubric was first developed using a scoring scale ranging from 0-4 that included 

a priori codes and categories based on characteristics aligned with the depth and 

breadth of the culturally responsive teaching continuum presented in Chapter Two. The 

CRT continuum as described in Chapter Two is developmental in nature, with 

awareness coming before and necessary for the implementation of appropriate 

instructional practices; advocacy toward social justice appears at the most developed 

level, similar to the developmental continuum of multicultural education proposed by 

Banks (2008). In developing the rubric, key indicators of the CRT continuum levels were 

listed as phrases and grouped by the following categories: level 0 – general teaching 

practices not specific to CRT continuum principles, Level 1 – awareness of cultural 

differences and personal culture, Level 2 – sensitivity in interactions with CLD students, 

families and their community, Level 3 – relevant and responsive instructional practices, 

and Level 4 – advocacy for CLD students and critical literacy.  

Next, the 50 items on the CRTSE Scale–Extended were grouped according to 

these categories (Levels 0-4 of the CRT continuum) as well as by like activities, 

including, a) plan and adapt instruction, b) learning about students, c) learning 

preferences, d) interaction preferences and CLD classroom management, e) 
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assessment, f) parent and community involvement, and g) community building, thereby 

creating a matrix for analyzing responses according to codes and categories. The 

researcher reviewed Siwatu’s (2005) four competency areas describing categories of 

CRT (curriculum and instruction, management, assessment, and cultural enrichment) to 

explore any similar categorization of the CRTSE Scale items, but she found no specific 

mention of which CRTSE items corresponded to particular competency areas, or 

categories. The researcher discussed the rubric design and specific categories as 

presented, along with a few sample participant responses, with four experts in the field 

to strengthen the validity of the rubric for the parameters of this study. 

Responses were read the first time and given an initial score between 0-4, 

utilizing the rubric. During this analysis, the researcher made notes regarding specific 

key indicator phrases and relevant CRTSE item numbers reflected in each response, 

including comments about items that could vacillate between two scores, or levels, with 

the reasoning for such ratings. Revisions were made to the formative rubric, as 

appropriate, with additional detail or clarification as necessary through the process of 

reading and rereading the responses and through discussion with another rater 

(particularly where raters vacillated between two levels on an item not specifically 

referenced on the rubric already). The rubric in its final form is included in Appendix F. 

For example, many items included descriptions of activities where students 

explored their own culture or that of a different cultural group to varying degrees. These 

types of responses were generally placed in Level 1, awareness. However, if the activity 

described went into greater depth, such as inclusion of a unit on culturally-based topics 

to develop sensitivity, or if the exploration of their own culture included intentional 
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sharing about their culture with others so as to affirm students’ identities and develop 

positive classroom community relationships, these responses were placed in Level 2. 

The key indicators “bring an artifact to share (that may inadvertently be cultural)” and 

“learning about others as a ‘window’ into other cultures,” were added to Level 1. Key 

indicators such as “show and tell with an intentional, specific reference to culture” and 

“cultural fair, including families bringing items from home (not utilized for formal 

instruction)” were added to Level 2, sensitivity. Differentiation was made between 

general parent involvement relating to culture that demonstrates or fosters sensitivity 

(e.g., parents bringing a native food to share with others) in Level 2 and a more specific 

reference to understanding “funds of knowledge” (Moll et al., 1992) and integrating this 

concept into the design of culturally relevant instruction in Level 3 (e.g., family or 

community “experts” brought in as intentional contributors to classroom instructional 

activities tied to the curriculum).  

Through discussion with another rater specializing in the field of ESL, the 

researcher decided to place general and vague “ESL strategies” for comprehensible 

input, such as using visual aids (which provide evidence of a teacher’s awareness of the 

second language acquisition, or SLA, process) in Level 1. However, more specific ESL 

strategies, such as CRTSE Item 30 similar to the “modeled talk” strategy or Sheltered 

Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) method (Echevarria, Vogt, & Short, 2008), 

mentioned by name along with thicker descriptions of the activity indicated greater 

depth of understanding (as opposed to simply naming a strategy they’ve heard in class 

before) along with sensitivity (responding to the SLA process in addition to a general 

awareness); thus, these types of responses were placed in Level 2. The key indicator of 
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“accommodating linguistic transfer” was placed in Level 3, as this displays a more 

sophisticated understanding of contrastive analysis and how to provide more developed 

linguistically-responsive instruction to CLD students.  

Responses included both pre-service and in-service teachers’ input, and 

differentiation was made on whether the activity described was observed or actually 

implemented by the teacher. Therefore, “type of response” was coded as one of the 

following, a) O - observed, b) OP – observed as a participant, c) P - planned, d) I - 

Implemented, e) A – Activity (description of an instructional activity without any 

reference to whether it was observed, planned, or implemented), and f) C – Comment 

(for general comments about working with CLD students rather than a description of a 

particular activity as requested in the prompt). In cases when the researcher felt the 

response could possibly spread between two levels, the content was analyzed for the 

depth or vagueness of the response as well as whether it was observed, planned, or 

implemented, with higher value (a higher score) given to those activities that were 

actually implemented. The rationale was that the pre-service or in-service teacher may 

be able to recognize a CRT instructional practice in theory, but his or her knowledge of 

the construct is better evidenced (and gains credibility) through experience, actually 

engaging in and reflecting on the teaching process. Generally, responses were given a 

lower rating during the deductive coding analysis when bridging two levels or when 

differing between raters, unless there was specific support with adequate depth in the 

description as a rationale for including that response in the higher-level category.  
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Coding Responses 

The purpose for the general inductive analysis approach in this study was both to 

“condense extensive and varied raw text data into a brief, summary format” (Thomas, 

2006, p. 238) and  

to establish clear links between the research objectives and the summary 
findings derived from the raw data and to ensure that these links are both 
transparent (able to be demonstrated to others) and defensible (justifiable given 
the objectives of the research) (Thomas, 2006, p. 238) 
 

 As the focus of this study was on how teachers perceive CRT and evaluate their 

own preparedness for delivering CRT, the inductive analysis in this study allowed the 

researcher to “discover and map recurrent ‘macro’ patterns that characterize writing 

practices, contexts, and politics” (Kamberelis & Dimitriadis, 2005, p. 19) as present in 

the CRT descriptions written by the participants. The researcher followed the coding 

process for inductive analysis as described by Thomas (2006), adapted from Creswell 

(2002), through close reading of the text, followed by the creation of categories and the 

reduction of overlap through multiple additional readings, and then to synthesis into 

themes while selecting appropriate quotations that illustrate the essence of the 

proposed categories.  

Using the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), responses 

were read at least three and often multiple times by the researcher in the recursive 

process of scoring responses using inductive coding methods. The rereading, recursive 

process also assisted the researcher in adapting and utilizing the formative rubric with a 

priori coding during the deductive analysis. After the first reading of the responses, 

inductive codes were developed, including,  

a) Learning about “others” as a “window” into other cultures  
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b) Use of multicultural literature  

c) Response Strategy 

d) Show and tell 

e) Content area (specific content area noted, such as math, science, etc.)  

f) ELL (specific ESL reference and strategy noted)  

g) Writing activity  

h) “Invitation” for students to share cultural information  

i) Cultural variants with text sets or songs (e.g., cinderella variants)  

j) Student choice or interest  

k) Multiple intelligences  

l) Vague, lack of depth  

m) Initiative by the teacher  

n) Grade level  

o) “We’re the same” universalistic message  

p) Celebrating differences / cultural fair  

q) Affirm identity / explore their own culture  

r) Aware of prejudice, misconceptions, points of view  

s) Adjusting school procedures to accommodate cld students  

t) Mention of cultural bias in curriculum or a related restriction  

u) Heroes and holidays  

v) Cooperative learning  

The researcher reread and coded responses using the inductively developed codes, 

while also checking responses for any appropriate adjustments to a priori codes noted 
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on the rubric. Codes were also examined to explore possible clusters of categories that 

would provide an analytical framework for better understanding teachers’ perceptions of 

the CRT construct. These codes were clustered into five categories.  

 

Reliability and Validity 

Siwatu (2007) reports that the internal reliability for the 40-item CRTSE Scale 

was strong with a score of .96 as estimated by Cronbach’s alpha. In the present study, 

10 new items were added to the CRTSE scale, and internal reliability was again 

conducted on the 50-item scale (revised instrument) as estimated by Cronbach’s alpha. 

Validity was addressed through review of this instrument (CRTSE Scale-Extended) by 

dissertation committee members, the University of North Texas Center for 

Interdisciplinary Research and Analysis (CIRA), and other practitioners in the field, and 

adjustments to a few of the additional items were made accordingly. Descriptive 

statistics and other statistical analyses were compared with analysis of the original 40 

item instrument provided by Siwatu. 

Trustworthiness in qualitative research as described by Lincoln and Guba (1985) 

includes four types: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Four 

experts in the field reviewed the formative rubric design and categories along with 

sample participant responses to strengthen the validity of the rubric for the parameters 

of this study. To ensure inter-rater reliability on the qualitative analysis, another expert in 

the field analyzed 17% (46 of 265) of the responses using the rubric and discussed 

discrepancies with the researcher to solidify the scoring system and resolve 

inconsistencies. Initial rating yielded an 89% agreement (41 of 46 responses), but after 
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discussion and rubric clarification and elaboration, the inter-rater agreement came to 

98% (45 of 46 responses).  

 

Role of the Researcher 

The researcher taught English language learners in the U.S. and in two Asian 

countries and now serves as a professor of ESL teachers in higher education. Her 

interest in understanding how culturally and linguistically diverse learners develop 

proficiency in English as well as ways to value and engage their cultural and linguistic 

resources in classroom literacy instruction developed through these experiences. 

Marshall and Rossman (2006) note that "reflection on one's identity and one's 

sense of voice and perspectives and considering assumptions and sensitivities are key 

to a discussion of the researcher's choice of questions and of researcher role" (p. 58).  

The researcher’s personal interest in this research topic springs from the perceived 

benefit of cross-cultural service-learning in the development of culturally responsive 

educators. Personal cultural immersion service-learning experiences (including two 

summers spent teaching English in East Asia during her teacher preparation program) 

heightened her awareness about the impact these experiences had on her own 

approach to teaching culturally and linguistically diverse students. In this study the 

researcher hopes to better understand the culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy 

development phenomenon through analysis of demographic, academic, and 

experiential background factors of respondents.  

The researcher engaged in reflexivity to guard against bias and dispositions 

resulting from her own worldview as a result of her previous experiences working with 
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CLD students and teacher candidates. However, her previous experiences and study 

provided a foundation of understanding from which to build. Researcher bias was 

addressed as the researcher engaged in critical self-reflection on her own potential 

biases and predispositions throughout the data collection and analysis (Johnson, 1997). 

She guarded against bias in positionality through “sensitivity to the methodological 

literature on the self and one’s social identities in conducting inquiry, interpreting data, 

and constructing the final narrative” (Marshall & Rossman, 2006, p. 30). 

 

Ethical Considerations of the Study 

This study involved no known risks for the participants. In preparation for and 

explanation of the study, the researcher shared the purpose of the study and answered 

any questions participants asked.  

 

Research Design Summary  

 The components of the mixed methods research design for this study are 

summarized in Table 3.5. 
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Quantitative 
Data Analysis 

Table 3.5  

Visual Model for Mixed Methods Research Design 

Phase Procedure Product 

 • Culturally Responsive Teacher 
Self Efficacy Scale (CRTSE)–
Extended  (N=265) (Appendix 
A) 

• Demographic, Academic, and 
Experiential Background 
Questionnaire (Appendix B) 

• Open-Ended Survey Item 
(Appendix C) 

• Numeric data 

• Text from open-
ended responses 

• 265 participants from 
2 universities 

 

• Data screening 

• Cronbach’s alpha, Bartlett’s 
Test of Sphericity 

• Factor analysis, principal 
components analysis (PCA), 
Catell’s (1966) scree test 

• Correlational and comparison 
statistical analysis with 
SPSS© statistical package:  
o multiple regression 
o Pearson’s correlation 
o Spearman’s rho 
o ANOVA 
o independent samples t-

tests 

• Descriptive statistics  

• Chi-square, Internal 
validity 

• Component matrix, 
eigenvalues, factor 
loadings, pattern and 
structure coefficients, 
scree plot 

• Statistically significant 
associations between 
CRTSE mean, CRT 
EMP, CRT 
Description mean 
scores and IVs  

 

• Scoring open-ended 
responses using rubric with a 
priori codes (Appendix F) 

• Content analysis of open-
ended survey data using 
inductive coding and constant 
comparison method (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967) 

• Rubric scores (Levels 
0-4) 

• Inductive codes and 
categories, frequency 
counts 

 
  

Qualitative 
Data 

Analysis 

Data 
Collection 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 This chapter presents the results of the quantitative and qualitative inquiry 

conducted in this study. Many statistically significant relationships were found between 

particular pre-service and in-service characteristics (factors) and scores on both the 

CRTSE Scale-Extended and CRT Description task based on the correlational and 

comparative statistical analysis. Content analysis via a priori and inductive coding 

methods provided an additional layer to the complexity and breadth of participants’ 

perceptions of the CRT construct. This chapter begins with descriptive statistics, 

instrument validity, and factor analysis results, followed by the results addressing each 

of the three research questions explored in this study. 

 

Descriptive Statistics – Categorical Variables 

 Initially, a series of descriptive statistics were conducted on the collected data in 

order to better describe the sample of respondents. Frequency tables were constructed 

for all categorical variables, while measures of central tendency and variability were 

calculated and reported for all continuous measures of interest. 

 

Gender 

 As common among teacher preparation programs across the nation, the vast 

majority of the sample, nearly 90% of respondents, were female, with slightly over 11% 

of respondents being male. 
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Ethnicity 

 Figure 4.1 summarizes respondents with regard to ethnicity. Nearly two-thirds of 

the sample classified themselves as White, with the remaining third were distributed 

among other ethnic groups, the largest minority group being Asian (12% of the sample). 

 
Figure 4.1. Ethnicity pie chart. 
 

Age 

 The range in age for participants is presented in Figure 4.2. Over half of the 

participants were between the ages of 22-29 years, with close to 19% of the sample 21 

years and younger. Close to a quarter of the sample was 30 years old or older. 

 
Figure 4.2.  Age distribution pie chart. 
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 Participants’ ages as distributed by ethnicity are also included below in Figure 

4.3. Those ages 30-39 from the sample were the most diverse, with nearly half 

identifying themselves as an ethnicity other than White. 

 
Figure 4.3. Ethnicity and age of participants. 
 

Degree Level 

 Slightly more undergraduates were included in this sample than graduate 

students, as shown in Figure 4.4, which focuses upon the level of higher education 

(degree) participants were pursuing.  

 
Figure 4.4. Degree level of participants. 
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Certification Area 

 Participants were asked which certification(s) they were currently pursuing or had 

obtained, and results are shown in Figure 4.5. Just over a third of the participants had 

the most common certification area from the sample, EC-6 Generalist (Early Childhood 

through 6th grade). Secondary certification and 4-8th grade certification included a 

variety of subject areas. Less than a tenth (9.1%) of the sample indicated they held or 

were pursuing an advanced certification such as Principal, School Counselor, or 

Reading Specialist. Some master’s level students were enrolled in post-baccalaureate 

initial teacher certification programs or were not pursuing an advanced certification area 

due to the nature of their degree (e.g., M.Ed. in Curriculum & Instruction) or because of 

their status as international students.  

 
Figure 4.5. Teacher certification area. 
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had taken with an emphasis in working with culturally and linguistically diverse students. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the total number of undergraduate courses taken with a CLD 

emphasis. Most commonly (38.5%), respondents had taken 1-2 of these courses in 

total, followed by respondents who had taken 3-4 of these courses (29.4%). 

Approximately 15% of respondents had taken five or more courses with a CLD 

emphasis, while the same percentage had taken no such courses at all.  

Table 4.1  

Descriptive Statistics: UG CLD Emphasis  

Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

1-2 102 38.5 38.9 38.9 
3-4 78 29.4 29.8 68.7 
5+ 41 15.5 15.6 84.4 

None 41 15.5 15.6 100.0 
Total 262 98.9 100.0  

Missing Sys 3 1.1   
Total 265 100.0   

       
 The results presented in Table 4.2 summarize responses with regard to the 

number of graduate courses taken with a CLD emphasis. Slightly over 25% of the 

sample took 1-2 of these courses, with slightly over 12% of respondents having taken 

between 3-4 graduate courses with a CLD emphasis. Slightly over 6% of respondents 

took five or more of these courses, with slightly under 5% of respondents having taken 

none of these courses. Slightly over half of the sample responded, “not applicable,” for 

this question, as they consisted of undergraduate students.  
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Table 4.2  

Descriptive Statistics: Grad CLD Emphasis 

Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

1-2 68 25.7 25.9 25.9 
3-4 32 12.1 12.2 38.0 
5+ 17 6.4 6.5 44.5 

None 13 4.9 4.9 49.4 
N/A 133 50.2 50.6 100.0 
Total 263 99.2 100.0  

Missing Sys 2 0.8   
Total 265 100.0   

  
 

 As Figure 4.6 illustrates, participants were more likely to at least have one course 

with a CLD student emphasis at the graduate level (90%) compared to undergraduate 

courses (84.4%), although undergraduate students were slightly more likely to have five 

or more courses with a CLD emphasis (15.6% compared to 13.1%). 

 

Figure 4.6. Number of courses with CLD emphasis. 
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Teacher Preparation Program Effectiveness 

 Participants were asked to reflect on how well they felt their teacher preparation 

(TE, or Teacher Education) programs prepared them to work with students from 

culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. As indicated in Table 4.3, nearly half 

(47.2%) of the respondents felt that they were "pretty well" prepared for working with 

culturally diverse students, and slightly over 17% felt they were “extremely well” 

prepared. These two classifications together comprise close to two-thirds of the 

participant responses. Nearly 30% indicated that they were only "somewhat well" 

prepared, and approximately 6% felt that they were not well prepared all. 

Table 4.3  

Descriptive Statistics: TE Program Cultural Diversity Preparation 

Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

Extremely Well 46 17.4 17.5 17.5 
Pretty Well 125 47.2 47.5 65.0 

Somewhat Well 76 28.7 28.9 93.9 
Not Well at All 16 6.0 6.1 100.0 

Total 263 99.2 100.0  
Missing Sys 2 0.8   

Total 265 100.0   
 

 Similarly, participants were asked to gauge how well they felt their TE program 

prepared them for linguistic diversity in the classroom, as shown in Table 4.4. Just over 

half felt they were either “extremely well” or “pretty well” prepared in this area. Close to 

40% indicated that they only felt "somewhat well" prepared, while approximately 10% 

did not feel their program prepared them well at all. 
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Table 4.4  

Descriptive Statistics: TE Program Linguistic Diversity Preparation 

Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

Extremely Well 27 10.2 10.3 10.3 
Pretty Well 111 41.9 42.4 52.7 

Somewhat Well 98 37.0 37.4 90.1 
Not Well at All 26 9.8 9.9 100.0 

Total 262 98.9 100.0  
Missing Sys 3 1.1   

Total 265 100.0   
  

 Overall, participants felt their programs prepared them better for cultural diversity 

than for linguistic diversity in the classroom, as presented in Figure 4.7.  

 
Figure 4.7. Perceived effectiveness of teacher education program in preparing teacher 
candidates for cultural and linguistic diversity in the classroom. 
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includes some who were pursuing post-baccalaureate certification within a master’s 

degree program.  

 
Figure 4.8. Years of teaching experience. 
 
 Participants were asked which grade level(s) they had teaching experience in, 

the results of which are presented in Figure 4.9. Over 40% indicated they had no 

teaching experience yet (some pre-service teachers counted internships, etc., as 

teaching experience). While some participants indicated teaching experience in more 

than one grade level range, the most common experiences were at the elementary 

level. 

 
Figure 4.9. Teaching experience by grade levels. 
 

Pre-
Service 

69% 

1-5 yrs 
19% 

6-15 yrs 
 9% 

16+ yrs, 3% 
Years of Teaching Experience 

Pre-Service
1-5 Years
6-15 Years
16+ Years

35% 
28% 

22% 17% 13% 
0

20

40

60

80

100

K-2nd
grades

3rd-5th
grades

6th-8th
grades

9th-12th
grades

Adult

Grade Levels 

Teaching Experience by Grade Level 

136 



Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Experiences 

 Participants were asked about the nature of their cross-cultural service-learning 

(CCSL) experiences, as reflected in Figure 4.10.  

 
Figure 4.10. Types of cross-cultural service-learning experiences. 
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academic classes. While most of the sample indicated some type of CCSL experiences, 

just over a quarter (26.4%) of the sample indicated no prior CCSL experience they 

could recall. Cultural experiences were only common (approaching 50% of the sample) 

with regard to US CLD schools and US community service projects.  

 The second part of this CCSL factor included responses regarding the extent of 

participants’ oral or written guided reflection as a part of their cross-cultural service-

learning activities (after those without any CCSL experiences were removed from the 

sample). The majority of the sample indicated at least some reflection, with just over a 

fifth (20.7%) of the sample stating moderate or extensive guided reflection as a part of 

their cross-cultural service-learning experiences, and 39.2% of the sample signifying at 

least some guided reflection. However, 13.2% of the sample with CCSL experiences 

indicated no guided reflection they could recall, as represented in Table 4.5.  

Table 4.5  

Descriptive Statistics: CCSL Reflection 

Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

None 35 13.2 18.0 18.0 
Some 104 39.2 53.6 71.6 

Moderate 42 15.8 21.6 93.3 
Extensive 13 4.9 6.7 100.0 

Total 194 73.2 100.0  
Missing Sys 71 26.8   

Total 265 100.0   
 
   

Personal Language Proficiency and Language Learning Experiences 

 Participants were asked to indicate their level of language proficiency ranging 

from monolingual to fully bilingual (fluent) and biliterate (see Figure 4.11). Nearly 38% of 
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respondents only spoke English, while close to 28% of respondents had at least some 

oral proficiency in a second language. Slightly over 16% of respondents had some oral 

and written proficiency in a second language, while 4% reported being fluent (oral 

proficiency) in two languages. Finally, 14% of respondents reported being both fluent 

and biliterate in two or more languages. 

 
Figure 4.11. Participants’ language proficiency levels. 
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CLD job or community setting. Formal language instruction was common for many of 

the participants, but fewer had learned a second language through experiences outside 

of the school system, as shown in Table 4.6 (participants could select more than one 

option, therefore results were “dummy coded” as either yes or no for each item).  

Table 4.6  

Participants’ Language Proficiency Levels  

 Category Frequency Percent Valid % Cum. % 

1-2 years of 
courses 

No 181 68.3 68.3 68.3 
Yes 84 31.7 31.7 100.0 

3+ years of 
courses 

No 140 53.2 53.2 53.2 
Yes 123 46.8 46.8 100.0 

Language / 
cultural 
immersion 

No 232 87.5 87.5 87.5 

Yes 33 12.5 12.5 100.0 

Interaction 
with family or 
friends 

No 201 75.8 75.8 75.8 

Yes 64 24.2 24.2 100.0 

CLD job 
setting 

No 217 81.9 81.9 81.9 
Yes 48 18.1 18.1 100.0 

 
   
 While those with bilingual certification each had oral and written bilingual skills 

(as would be expected), of those pursuing or holding ESL certification, slightly less than 

two-thirds had some proficiency in another language, as indicated in Figure 4.12.  
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Figure 4.12. ESL teachers’ language proficiency levels. 
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and a standard deviation of 9; the range was 48, with a minimum of 52 and a maximum 

of 100. The overall range for these individual items varied from approximately 50 to 100, 

with minimum scores varying widely, and maximum scores of 100 found at least once 

for each of the 50 individual CRTSE items. 

With regard to the sum of these 50 measures, the mean and median were found 

to be similar, with the mean as 4226, and the median as 4330. The standard deviation 

was 446, with the range in scores found to be 2395. The minimum sum was 2605, with 

a maximum of 5000.  

Additionally, 28 items were extracted from these data as a subset (CRT EMP) 

having particular emphasis in more sophisticated culturally responsive competencies 

(see Chapter 3). This CRT EMP subset had a mean of 81, a median of 84, a standard 

deviation of 11, and a range of 69. The minimum score obtained was 31, with a 

maximum of 100. These CRT EMP outcomes showed greater variation than the 50-item 

Scale descriptives, with a lower mean overall on the CRT EMP, and a larger standard 

deviation as well as a larger range in scores than the full 50-item scale. 

Table 4.7  

Descriptive Statistics: CRTSE Scale-Extended  

Measure Mean Median Std. Dev. Range Minimum Maximum 
CRTSE 1 85.65 90.00 11.43 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 2 88.29 90.00 11.20 60.00 40.00 100.00 
CRTSE 3 89.12 90.00 11.04 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 4 84.68 90.00 13.65 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 5 81.58 85.00 14.72 90.00 10.00 100.00 
CRTSE 6 77.40 80.00 14.42 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 7 87.79 90.00 13.54 95.00 5.00 100.00 
CRTSE 8 82.35 85.00 15.04 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 9 91.99 95.00 11.25 90.00 10.00 100.00 
CRTSE 10 86.72 90.00 11.53 50.00 50.00 100.00 

(table continues 
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Table 4.7 (table continues) 

Measure Mean Median Std. Dev. Range Minimum Maximum 
CRTSE 11 91.13 95.00 10.18 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 12 87.68 90.00 11.82 60.00 40.00 100.00 
CRTSE 13 85.96 90.00 12.77 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 14 88.54 90.00 10.32 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 15 80.75 80.00 12.44 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 16 84.26 90.00 12.79 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 17 74.41 80.00 20.27 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 18 73.85 80.00 25.01 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 19 84.60 90.00 18.45 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 20 93.65 100.00 10.06 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 21 90.15 90.00 9.76 40.00 60.00 100.00 
CRTSE 22 74.36 80.00 25.36 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 23 77.66 80.00 17.15 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 24 88.20 90.00 11.90 60.00 40.00 100.00 
CRTSE 25 87.15 90.00 12.80 90.00 10.00 100.00 
CRTSE 26 88.75 90.00 10.64 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 27 83.24 85.00 14.17 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 28 82.85 85.00 15.34 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 29 76.70 80.00 18.70 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 30 85.07 90.00 14.06 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 31 83.42 85.00 15.57 90.00 10.00 100.00 
CRTSE 32 93.73 100.00 8.74 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 33 79.51 80.00 16.86 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 34 83.05 90.00 17.06 90.00 10.00 100.00 
CRTSE 35 82.58 85.00 14.99 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 36 87.28 90.00 11.42 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 37 89.34 90.00 10.45 55.00 45.00 100.00 
CRTSE 38 91.42 90.00 9.12 43.00 57.00 100.00 
CRTSE 39 91.09 90.00 9.85 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 40 86.59 90.00 11.34 50.00 50.00 100.00 
CRTSE 41 86.02 90.00 14.86 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 42 82.66 90.00 17.14 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 43 81.05 80.00 14.28 85.00 15.00 100.00 
CRTSE 44 79.87 80.00 14.68 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 45 81.41 85.00 16.30 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 46 81.15 85.00 16.91 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 47 80.15 80.00 15.72 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 48 82.32 85.00 15.04 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRTSE 49 85.37 90.00 12.86 80.00 20.00 100.00 
CRTSE 50 86.06 90.00 15.04 100.00 0.00 100.00 
CRT Sum 4226.13 4330.00 445.74 2395.00 2605.00 5000.00 
CRT Mean 84.57 86.60 8.88 47.90 52.10 100.00 
CRT EMP 81.43 83.57 10.83 68.75 31.25 100.00 
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Experiences with Diversity 

Descriptive statistics were conducted on the nine items relating to participants’ 

self-reported experiences with and feelings toward diversity (Appendix B, Part B), 

represented in Table 4.8. Utilizing an instrument adapted from the Multicultural Efficacy 

Scale (Guyton & Wesche, 2005) and the PADAA (Pluralism and Diversity Attitude 

Survey) (Stanley, 1996), participants were asked which best described their 

experiences with and feelings toward people who were different from them (culturally, 

linguistically, socioeconomically, and/or religiously) on a scale from (1) never, (2) rarely, 

(3) occasionally, to (4) frequently. 

Table 4.8  

Descriptive Statistics: Experiences with Diversity (EXP Div) 

 
Measure Mean Median Std. 

Dev. Range Min. Max. 

1 Diverse childhood playmates 3.16 3.00 0.87 3.00 1.00 4.00 

2 Diversity in school as teenager 3.04 3.00 1.08 3.00 1.00 4.00 

3 Grew up in diverse 
neighborhood 2.73 3.00 1.13 3.00 1.00 4.00 

4 Chose to read books about 
diverse people 3.04 3.00 0.84 3.00 1.00 4.00 

5 Chose diverse role model as a 
youth 2.39 2.00 1.02 3.00 1.00 4.00 

6 Chose to watch TV and movies 
about diverse people 3.27 3.00 0.76 3.00 1.00 4.00 

7 Teenager involved in 
club/sports w/ diverse students 3.02 3.00 1.09 3.00 1.00 4.00 

8 Comfortable around students 
with different ethnic heritage 3.83 4.00 0.42 3.00 1.00 4.00 

9 Enjoy being around people 
different from me 3.79 4.00 0.41 1.00 3.00 4.00 

 EXP Div Mean 3.14 3.22 0.56 2.44 1.56 4.00 
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These nine items typically had a mean and median approximating 3. Standard 

deviations were found to approximate 1 in most cases, with a range of 3 typically being 

found. Minimum scores were 1.0 on all items except Item 9 (which had a minimum of 3), 

with maximum scores being found to be equal to 4 in all cases. The mean of these 

scores was 3.14, with a median of 3.22. The standard deviation found among the mean 

of these nine items was .56, with a range of 2.44, a minimum mean score of 1.56, and a 

maximum of 4.00. 

Figure 4.13 shows the Experiences with Diversity measure indicating participant 

responses in each category (never, rarely, occasionally, and frequently) with a stacked 

column display.  

 
Figure 4.13. Experiences with diversity stacked column bar chart. 

Differences in age and mean scores on the Experiences with Diversity measure 

are presented in Figure 4.14. Greater diversity on sports teams is more common the 
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younger the participants’ age. Those 39 years and younger indicated growing up in 

more diverse neighborhoods and having more diverse playmates than those 40 years 

and above. Choosing television programs depicting diverse people generally increased 

with age. Interestingly, despite the increasingly diverse U.S. society, those 50 years and 

older reported the most school diversity as a teenager.  

 
Figure 4.14. Age and experiences with diversity bar graph. 

 
Variety in Friends 

Participants were asked to consider their variety in friends via an adapted version 

of the MAQ (Multicultural Attitude Questionnaire) by Giles and Sherman (1982) 

(Appendix B, Part C), which measures social interaction attitudes on the basis of 

perceived characteristics of the four friends they spend the most time with. The scale 
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ranged from 0 to 4 of their closest friends having a particular common characteristic as 

the participant. Descriptive statistics were conducted on these five items, and results 

are represented in Table 4.9 and Figure 4.15. The highest mean was for Item 3 (number 

of friends with same ethnic heritage as you) at 2.82, and the lowest mean was for Item 1 

(number of friends from the same hometown), at 1.27. 

Table 4.9  

Descriptive Statistics: Variety in Friends 

 Measure Mean Median Std. 
Dev. Range Min. Max. 

1 Same hometown 1.27 1.00 1.36 4.00 0.00 4.00 
2 Same state 2.58 3.00 1.49 5.00 0.00 5.00 

3 Same ethnic/cultural 
background 2.82 3.00 1.25 5.00 0.00 5.00 

4 Same family situations 2.46 2.00 1.29 5.00 0.00 5.00 
5 Same income range 2.46 2.00 1.29 4.00 0.00 4.00 
 Var Friends Mean 2.32 2.20 0.81 3.60 0.00 4.00 

 

A 100% stacked area chart is presented next. Participants were more likely to 

have similar ethnic or cultural backgrounds as their friends than any other category in 

this measure. Participants had the fewest number of friends that were from their same 

hometown. 
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Figure 4.15. Variety in friends. 
 

Instrument Reliability 

 Next, a reliability analysis was conducted on the 50 CRTSE items to determine 

their level of internal consistency reliability. This analysis found a Cronbach's alpha of 

.966 among these 50 items. As an alpha above .70 indicates acceptable reliability, this 

result indicates extremely high reliability among these items. Table 4.10 summarizes the 

item statistics associated with this analysis. Specifically, the mean, standard deviation, 

and sample size are presented for all 50 items. Mean scores on individual items 

generally ranged from 80 to 90, with standard deviations typically ranging from 10 to 15. 

The sample size obtained was 259 for all items after missing items were removed.  
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Table 4.10  

Alpha Reliability: Item Statistics 

Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
CRTSE 1 85.82 11.184 259 
CRTSE 2 88.31 11.261 259 
CRTSE 3 89.12 11.112 259 
CRTSE 4 84.71 13.705 259 
CRTSE 5 81.78 14.552 259 
CRTSE 6 77.61 14.162 259 
CRTSE 7 87.95 13.553 259 
CRTSE 8 82.52 14.894 259 
CRTSE 9 92.20 10.940 259 
CRTSE 10 86.65 11.514 259 
CRTSE 11 91.04 10.136 259 
CRTSE 12 87.78 11.555 259 
CRTSE 13 86.25 12.130 259 
CRTSE 14 88.62 10.021 259 
CRTSE 15 81.07 11.890 259 
CRTSE 16 84.55 12.536 259 
CRTSE 17 74.63 20.075 259 
CRTSE 18 73.71 25.046 259 
CRTSE 19 84.44 18.558 259 
CRTSE 20 93.64 10.111 259 
CRTSE 21 90.17 9.732 259 
CRTSE 22 74.23 25.412 259 
CRTSE 23 77.64 17.247 259 
CRTSE 24 88.24 11.948 259 
CRTSE 25 87.14 12.870 259 
CRTSE 26 88.86 10.514 259 
CRTSE 27 83.25 14.091 259 
CRTSE 28 82.96 14.501 259 
CRTSE 29 77.07 18.200 259 
CRTSE 30 85.28 13.573 259 
CRTSE 31 83.34 15.602 259 
CRTSE 32 93.78 8.683 259 
CRTSE 33 79.42 16.895 259 
CRTSE 34 82.97 17.118 259 
CRTSE 35 82.93 14.310 259 
CRTSE 36 87.37 11.381 259 
CRTSE 37 89.46 10.313 259 
CRTSE 38 91.54 8.963 259 
CRTSE 39 91.14 9.858 259 
CRTSE 40 86.67 11.264 259 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.10 (continued). 

Item Mean Std. Dev. N 
CRTSE 41 86.31 14.135 259 
CRTSE 42 82.94 16.577 259 
CRTSE 43 81.23 14.138 259 
CRTSE 44 79.83 14.654 259 
CRTSE 45 81.37 16.153 259 
CRTSE 46 81.42 15.998 259 
CRTSE 47 80.15 15.652 259 
CRTSE 48 82.47 14.946 259 
CRTSE 49 85.24 12.922 259 
CRTSE 50 86.00 15.138 259 
 
 The mean for the total scale was 4232.83 (Variance = 191753.50, SD = 437.90). 

Table 4.11 summarizes the item-total statistics resulting from this analysis. These 

figures are presented for all 50 items, and the statistics included in this table consist of 

the scale mean if each one of these items were deleted, the scale variance if each one 

of these items were deleted, the corrected item-total correlations, and the alpha score if 

each of these items were deleted. Overall, the "if item deleted" measures indicate that 

no substantial changes to the results would result from deleting any of these specific 

items. The corrected item-total correlations indicate strong correlations between each of 

these items and the overall scale. This is a desired result as it indicates that none of 

these measures should be removed from the overall scale. 

Table 4.11  

CRTSE Scale-Extended Item-Total Statistics 

Measure Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha if 
Item 

Deleted 
CRTSE 1 4147.00 187001.353 .478 .966 
CRTSE 2 4144.51 186360.522 .542 .966 
CRTSE 3 4143.71 186370.634 .548 .966 
CRTSE 4 4148.12 185903.090 .479 .966 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.11 (continued). 

Measure Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha if 
Item 

Deleted 
CRTSE 5 4151.05 184508.939 .563 .966 
CRTSE 6 4155.22 183286.157 .682 .965 
CRTSE 7 4144.87 184929.902 .570 .966 
CRTSE 8 4150.31 184833.400 .523 .966 
CRTSE 9 4140.62 186567.174 .536 .966 
CRTSE 10 4146.18 185529.325 .614 .966 
CRTSE 11 4141.78 186682.558 .567 .966 
CRTSE 12 4145.04 184610.490 .706 .965 
CRTSE 13 4146.58 184697.276 .663 .965 
CRTSE 14 4144.21 185840.646 .673 .965 
CRTSE 15 4151.75 185335.791 .613 .966 
CRTSE 16 4148.27 184521.952 .657 .965 
CRTSE 17 4158.20 181030.068 .604 .966 
CRTSE 18 4159.12 182010.625 .427 .967 
CRTSE 19 4148.39 181557.827 .623 .965 
CRTSE 20 4139.19 188272.883 .385 .966 
CRTSE 21 4142.65 186772.887 .581 .966 
CRTSE 22 4158.59 181213.389 .457 .967 
CRTSE 23 4155.19 183524.469 .537 .966 
CRTSE 24 4144.59 185312.072 .612 .966 
CRTSE 25 4145.68 184646.031 .628 .965 
CRTSE 26 4143.97 185372.041 .693 .965 
CRTSE 27 4149.57 182698.176 .735 .965 
CRTSE 28 4149.86 182807.714 .704 .965 
CRTSE 29 4155.76 183036.764 .538 .966 
CRTSE 30 4147.54 183456.272 .698 .965 
CRTSE 31 4149.49 182947.421 .642 .965 
CRTSE 32 4139.05 186573.373 .681 .966 
CRTSE 33 4153.41 183498.599 .551 .966 
CRTSE 34 4149.86 183288.640 .558 .966 
CRTSE 35 4149.89 183166.950 .684 .965 
CRTSE 36 4145.46 184995.148 .677 .965 
CRTSE 37 4143.37 185373.296 .707 .965 
CRTSE 38 4141.28 186412.296 .680 .965 
CRTSE 39 4141.69 186690.510 .583 .966 
CRTSE 40 4146.16 185383.397 .644 .965 
CRTSE 41 4146.52 182846.289 .720 .965 
CRTSE 42 4149.89 181771.301 .687 .965 
CRTSE 43 4151.60 183382.272 .675 .965 
CRTSE 44 4153.00 183182.457 .666 .965 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.11 (continued). 

Measure Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 

Scale 
Variance if 

Item Deleted 

Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 

Alpha if 
Item 

Deleted 
CRTSE 45 4151.45 182380.481 .660 .965 
CRTSE 46 4151.40 182433.396 .663 .965 
CRTSE 47 4152.67 181258.997 .769 .965 
CRTSE 48 4150.36 183254.076 .647 .965 
CRTSE 49 4147.58 184247.663 .662 .965 
CRTSE 50 4146.83 182577.749 .692 .965 
 

 

Factor Analysis 

 The 50 items of the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy Scale–

Extended were subjected to principal components analysis (PCA) using SPSS© Version 

20. Prior to performing the PCA, the suitability of the data for factor analysis was 

assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many 

coefficients of .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .941, exceeding the 

recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1970, 1974), while the Bartlett’s test of sphericity 

(Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, chi-square (1225) = 10240.93, p = 

<.001, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. The table of unrotated 

loadings from the component matrix is included below. Principal components analysis 

revealed the presence of nine components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 

66% of the variance (41.9%, 7.3%, 3.8%, 3.2%, 3.1%, 2.8%, 2.7%, 2.2%, and 2.0%, 

respectively).  
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Table 4.12  

Component Matrix for CRTSE Scale-Extended 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
CRTSE 47 .773 .292 -.207 -.050 .234 -.214 -.115 .015 -.014 
CRTSE 26 .757 -.267 -.106 .032 -.111 .104 -.171 -.065 .007 
CRTSE 37 .741 -.160 -.202 .080 -.139 -.113 .264 -.056 .048 
CRTSE 27 .740 .320 .031 -.210 -.043 .067 -.026 .011 -.002 
CRTSE 12 .737 -.170 .236 -.181 .057 .031 -.009 -.011 .051 
CRTSE 41 .736 .198 -.071 -.196 .239 -.087 -.070 .038 -.066 
CRTSE 14 .735 -.297 .112 -.144 .067 .057 .083 -.098 -.016 
CRTSE 32 .725 -.218 -.160 .128 -.084 .002 -.110 -.045 .077 
CRTSE 38 .723 -.150 -.206 .060 -.226 -.126 .168 -.179 -.101 
CRTSE 30 .720 .153 .084 -.109 -.142 -.047 .108 -.108 .162 
CRTSE 36 .718 -.113 .010 -.010 -.204 -.094 .232 -.056 -.264 
CRTSE 6 .713 -.035 .314 -.076 .165 .052 -.186 -.108 -.197 
CRTSE 40 .707 -.185 -.274 -.160 .100 -.037 -.069 -.199 .014 
CRTSE 13 .699 -.051 .338 -.220 .053 .030 -.029 -.059 -.160 
CRTSE 35 .697 .231 .061 -.060 -.171 -.035 .046 -.325 -.313 
CRTSE 42 .695 .384 -.025 -.241 .081 -.006 .055 .033 -.049 
CRTSE 50 .692 .261 -.100 -.097 -.221 .107 -.139 .228 -.052 
CRTSE 43 .692 .269 -.062 -.145 -.124 .027 -.008 -.148 -.079 
CRTSE 16 .690 .001 .289 -.160 -.070 -.130 .114 .225 -.055 
CRTSE 49 .679 .113 -.197 -.152 -.282 .030 -.186 .153 .022 
CRTSE 45 .675 .220 -.236 .061 .402 -.342 -.037 .197 .009 
CRTSE 48 .674 .166 -.171 -.183 -.033 -.130 -.192 .031 .105 
CRTSE 44 .673 .259 -.119 .036 -.170 -.057 -.283 -.025 -.037 
CRTSE 25 .664 -.189 -.157 .179 -.093 .236 -.173 .043 -.231 
CRTSE 15 .662 -.193 .261 -.259 .098 -.038 .173 .091 -.100 
CRTSE 24 .657 -.221 -.174 .226 .009 .276 -.266 -.032 -.003 
CRTSE 10 .655 -.202 .124 .058 -.084 .166 -.363 .223 .030 
CRTSE 46 .647 .192 -.266 .042 .387 -.412 .026 .166 -.051 
CRTSE 21 .644 -.376 -.180 .071 -.007 .035 .021 .174 .225 
CRTSE 39 .642 -.305 -.260 .066 -.226 -.050 .270 -.065 -.104 
CRTSE 31 .641 .092 -.001 .325 .096 .168 -.263 -.118 .048 
CRTSE 28 .624 .355 -.100 -.164 -.027 .153 .053 .174 .232 
CRTSE 7 .613 -.285 .037 .141 .220 -.193 .093 .020 .052 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.12 (continued) 

Item 
Component 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
CRTSE 11 .612 -.309 .018 -.051 .033 .080 .113 .030 .313 
CRTSE 9 .599 -.290 .287 .021 -.156 -.119 -.119 -.052 -.054 
CRTSE 5 .599 -.114 .473 .077 .243 -.016 .035 .045 -.164 
CRTSE 3 .598 -.361 -.090 .227 .082 .026 .061 -.042 .059 
CRTSE 19 .594 .417 .084 .185 -.130 .033 -.132 -.031 .011 
CRTSE 17 .594 .285 .334 .019 -.102 -.056 .133 -.068 .359 
CRTSE 2 .591 -.337 -.084 .105 .265 -.044 -.043 -.170 .191 
CRTSE 8 .579 -.242 .335 .108 -.093 -.127 -.076 .346 -.051 
CRTSE 1 .566 -.400 .003 -.208 .213 .145 -.108 -.274 .101 
CRTSE 34 .553 .154 -.196 .250 -.081 -.158 .284 -.156 -.081 
CRTSE 29 .550 .305 .211 -.102 -.271 -.048 .100 -.160 .432 
CRTSE 4 .497 -.248 .240 .321 .183 .082 .179 .013 .070 
CRTSE 20 .432 -.251 -.012 .223 -.384 -.132 .163 .403 -.049 
CRTSE 18 .379 .577 .208 .466 .046 .066 .010 -.075 .020 
CRTSE 22 .410 .559 .199 .499 .053 -.022 .023 -.070 -.024 
CRTSE 33 .539 .236 -.200 -.108 .153 .539 .334 .126 -.117 
CRTSE 23 .524 .220 -.099 .035 .252 .537 .336 .159 -.016 
 

 As it is useful to consider multiple criteria when considering the number of factors 

to retain (Henson & Roberts, 2006), in this analysis Catell’s (1966) scree test was 

examined, along with consideration of the amount of variance explained by just the first 

two components (nearly 50% combined, and the third component explaining only 3.8% 

more). Inspection of the scree plot (see Figure 4.16) revealed significant loading on the 

first component with a break after the second component and again after the third. 
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Figure 4.16. Scree plot for factor analysis. 
 

 Principal component analysis was performed for both two and three factors to 

determine the most interpretable structure, and the researcher examined the 

pattern/structure matrix highlighting the major loadings (>.3). It was decided to retain 

just the first two components for further investigation. The two-component solution 

explained a total of 49.14% of the variance, with Component 1 contributing 41.88% and 

Component 2 contributing 7.3%. To aid in the interpretation of these two components, 

oblimin rotation was performed. The rotated solution revealed the presence of simple 

structure (Thurstone, 1947), with both components showing a number of strong 

loadings and all variables loading substantially on only one component.  
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 Through examination of the pattern matrix, the interpretation of the two 

components was consistent with previous studies utilizing the CRTSE (Mohr, Lane, & 

Sarker, 2010; Siwatu, 2007) and the researcher’s distinction in this study between 

“general teaching” and more difficult “CRT Emphasis” items within the Scale, with the 

former loading strongly on Component 1 and the latter loading strongly on Component 

2. Of the 28 items the researcher had extracted as the CRT EMP subscale prior to 

conducting this factor analysis, 24 were also included in Component 2 (and the only 

item in Component 2 that was not already in the CRT EMP subscale was Item 34 

regarding using a learning preference inventory). There was also a strong correlation 

between the two factors (r = .547). The results of this analysis support the distinction 

between general teaching competencies that differ from more specifically focused (or 

more challenging) CRT emphasis competencies present within the scale. 

Table 4.13 
 
The Pattern and Structure Matrix for PCA with Oblimin Rotation of Two Factor Solution 
of CRTSE Items 
 

Item 
Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients 

Communalities Component 
1 

Component 
2 

Component 
1 

Component 
2 

CRTSE 21 .790 -.087 .742 .345 .556 
CRTSE 14 .767 .044 .791 .464 .628 
CRTSE 1 .764 -.152 .681 .266 .480 
CRTSE 26 .752 .087 .800 .499 .645 
CRTSE 3 .746 -.094 .694 .314 .488 
CRTSE 2 .717 -.072 .677 .320 .462 
CRTSE 39 .717 -.011 .711 .381 .505 
CRTSE 11 .702 -.030 .686 .354 .471 
CRTSE 32 .682 .125 .750 .498 .574 
CRTSE 7 .678 -.003 .676 .368 .457 
CRTSE 9 .675 -.017 .665 .352 .443 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.13 (continued). 

Item 
Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients 

Communalities Component 
1 

Component 
2 

Component 
1 

Component 
2 

CRTSE 24 .641 .088 .689 .439 .480 
CRTSE 12 .640 .183 .740 .534 .572 
CRTSE 40 .637 .152 .720 .500 .534 
CRTSE 37 .633 .195 .740 .542 .574 
CRTSE 10 .621 .108 .680 .447 .470 
CRTSE 15 .616 .120 .682 .457 .475 
CRTSE 25 .614 .126 .683 .462 .477 
CRTSE 8 .613 .026 .627 .361 .393 
CRTSE 38 .612 .198 .720 .532 .546 
CRTSE 36 .571 .236 .700 .548 .528 
CRTSE 4 .567 -.021 .555 .289 .309 
CRTSE 20 .529 -.057 .497 .232 .250 
CRTSE 13 .496 .293 .656 .564 .491 
CRTSE 5 .496 .175 .591 .446 .371 
CRTSE 6 .489 .318 .663 .585 .510 
CRTSE 16 .437 .345 .626 .585 .476 
CRTSE 18 -.342 .816 .104 .628 .477 
CRTSE 22 -.304 .811 .139 .645 .481 
CRTSE 42 .054 .763 .472 .793 .631 
CRTSE 19 -.044 .749 .366 .725 .527 
CRTSE 27 .147 .716 .539 .797 .650 
CRTSE 47 .197 .702 .581 .810 .683 
CRTSE 28 .038 .696 .419 .717 .515 
CRTSE 43 .168 .637 .516 .729 .551 
CRTSE 50 .176 .629 .519 .725 .547 
CRTSE 44 .166 .617 .503 .708 .520 
CRTSE 17 .089 .606 .421 .655 .434 
CRTSE 29 .041 .606 .372 .628 .396 
CRTSE 35 .210 .599 .537 .713 .540 
CRTSE 41 .268 .582 .586 .728 .581 
CRTSE 45 .207 .576 .522 .689 .505 
CRTSE 46 .218 .531 .508 .650 .455 
CRTSE 33 .104 .525 .391 .582 .346 
CRTSE 30 .304 .525 .591 .691 .542 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.13 (continued). 

Item 
Pattern Coefficients Structure Coefficients 

Communalities Component 
1 

Component 
2 

Component 
1 

Component 
2 

CRTSE 48 .261 .517 .544 .659 .483 
CRTSE 23 .111 .500 .384 .561 .323 
CRTSE 49 .317 .461 .570 .635 .474 
CRTSE 34 .195 .443 .438 .550 .329 
CRTSE 31 .315 .419 .544 .592 .420 

Note. Major loadings for each item are bolded. 

 

Findings Related to Research Question 1 

The first research question, “How do pre-service and in-service teachers 

evaluate their readiness to be culturally responsive?,” was explored through descriptive 

statistics conducted on the CRTSE Scale-Extended (Appendix A) survey responses as 

well as through ANOVA, independent samples t-tests, and Pearson’s correlations. The 

CRTSE mean and CRT EMP measures were treated as scale (interval) dependent 

variables in the analyses using SPSS© version 20.  

In this population, in-service teachers had greater variety in their scores (larger 

range), but were overall less efficacious in their abilities to deliver CRT, both on the 50- 

item CRTSE Scale-Extended, and on the CRT EMP measures specifically. Table 4.14 

summarizes the descriptive statistics conducted on the CRTSE measures on the basis 

of teacher type. In-service teachers had wider ranges, with lower minimums and higher 

maximums found, as well as slightly larger standard deviations. In all cases, mean and 

median scores were found to be slightly lower with regard to in-service teachers as 

compared with pre-service teachers.  
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Table 4.14  

Descriptive Statistics on CRTSE by Teacher Type 

Teacher Type CRT Sum CRT Mean CRT EMP 

Pre-Service 

N Valid 181 181 181 
Missing 0 0 0 
Mean 4245.58 84.9383 82.0858 
Median 4350.00 87.0000 84.1071 
Range 2251 45.02 62.14 
Minimum 2699 53.98 37.14 
Maximum 4950 99.00 99.29 
Std. Deviation 444.791 8.88658 10.20479 

In-Service 

N Valid 83 83 83 
Missing 0 0 0 
Mean 4180.89 83.7079 79.9617 
Median 4290.00 85.8000 83.2143 
Range 2395 47.90 68.75 
Minimum 2605 52.10 31.25 
Maximum 5000 100.00 100.00 
Std. Deviation 449.232 8.89800 12.07455 

 
 Three independent-samples t-tests were conducted on these data (CRTSE sum, 

CRTSE mean, and CRT EMP subscale) to determine if these differences between pre-

service and in-service teachers were statistically significant, and the associated 

descriptive statistics are included in Table 4.15.  

Table 4.15  

Independent-Samples t-Tests: Descriptive Statistics for Teacher Type 

Measure Teacher Type n Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. 
Mean 

CRT Sum 
Pre-Service 181 4245.58 444.79 33.06 

In-Service 83 4180.89 449.23 49.31 

CRT Mean 
Pre-Service 181 84.94 8.89 .66 

In-Service 83 83.71 8.90 .98 

CRT EMP 
Pre-Service 181 82.09 10.20 .76 

In-Service 83 79.96 12.07 1.33 
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As mentioned previously, means were slightly lower for the in-service sample, while 

standard deviations were slightly higher. Values calculated for the standard error of the 

mean were also higher among the in-service sample. 

The CRTSE sum measure did not achieve significance, t(262) = 1.094, p = .275. 

This indicates no significant difference in CRTSE sum between these two groups of 

respondents. Similarly, CRTSE mean was not found to significantly differ based upon 

teacher type, t(262) = 1.044, p = .297. Finally, the CRT EMP scale was also not found 

to significantly differ on the basis of teacher type, t(258) = 1.343, p = .180. In all cases, 

no significant differences were found with regard to the mean of these three measures 

on the basis of teacher type. 

Independent samples t-tests were run on the means of individual items 1-50 to 

see if there was any significant difference between pre-service and in-service teachers’ 

responses on particular items, but none achieved significance. The comparison of pre-

service and in-service teacher responses on individual items (1-50) of the CRTSE 

Scale-Extended are presented in Table 4.16, along with the scores of respondents in 

Siwatu’s (2007) study utilizing the original 40-item instrument.  

Table 4.16  

CRTSE Individual Item Mean Scores by Teacher Type 

CRTSE Items 
Pre-

service 
(n = 181) 

In-
service 
(n = 83) 

Siwatu's 
Study 

(n = 275) 
(1) Adapt instruction to meet the needs of my students  85.3 86.3 84.26 
(2) Obtain information about my students’ academic 
strengths  88.1 88.8 86.62 

(3) Determine whether my students like to work alone or 
in a group  89.0 89.4 87.28 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.16 (continued). 

CRTSE Items 
Pre-

service 
(n = 181) 

In-
service 
(n = 83) 

Siwatu's 
Study 

(n = 275) 
(4) Determine whether my students feel comfortable 
competing with other students  84.2 85.7 82.06 

(5) Identify ways that the school culture (e.g., values, 
norms, and practices) is different from my students’ 
home culture 

82.7 79.2 80.64 

(6) Implement strategies to minimize the effects of the 
mismatch between my students’ home culture and the 
school culture 

77.7 76.8 76.04 

(7) Assess student learning using various types of 
assessments  88.4 86.4 85.22 

(8) Obtain information about my students’ home life  83.0 80.9 80.28 
(9) Build a sense of trust in my students  92.3 91.4 92.15 
(10) Establish positive home-school relations 87.5 84.9 85.06 
(11) Use a variety of teaching methods  91.4 90.4 89.95 
(12) Develop a community of learners when my class 
consists of students from diverse backgrounds 88.3 86.2 85.26 

(13) Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make 
learning meaningful  86.7 84.2 84.16 

(14) Use my students’ prior knowledge to help them 
make sense of new information 88.6 88.2 88.08 

(15) Identify ways how students communicate at home 
may differ from the school norms  81.7 78.6 81.05 

(16) Obtain information about my students’ cultural 
backgrounds  84.8 83.1 85.51 

(17) Teach students about their cultures’ contributions to 
science  75.2 72.6 74.40 

(18) Greet English Language Learners with a phrase in 
their native language  75.5 70.3 71.01 

(19) Design a classroom environment using displays that 
reflect a variety of cultures  85.6 82.6 85.03 

(20) Develop a personal relationship with my students  93.5 94.0 92.76 
(21) Obtain information about my students’ academic 
weaknesses  90.0 90.3 88.40 

(22) Praise English Language Learners for their 
accomplishments using a phrase in their native language 76.0 70.9 71.48 

(23) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased 
towards linguistically diverse students 77.7 77.3 78.58 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.16 (continued). 

CRTSE Items 
Pre-

service 
(n = 181) 

In-
service 
(n = 83) 

Siwatu's 
Study 

(n = 275) 
(24) Communicate with parents regarding their child’s 
educational progress  88.1 88.3 87.72 

(25) Structure parent-teacher conferences so that the 
meeting is not intimidating for parents 87.0 87.3 88.41 

(26) Help students to develop positive relationships with 
their classmates 89.1 87.9 88.21 

(27) Revise instructional material to include a better 
representation of cultural groups  84.1 81.4 83.04 

(28) Critically examine the curriculum to determine 
whether it reinforces negative cultural stereotypes 83.3 81.7 83.61 

(29) Design a lesson that shows how other cultural 
groups have made use of mathematics  77.1 75.7 74.44 

(30) Model classroom tasks to enhance English 
Language Learners’ understanding  85.0 85.2 83.28 

(31) Communicate with the parents of English Language 
Learners regarding their child’s achievement 83.0 84.2 76.72 

(32) Help students feel like important members of the 
classroom  93.9 93.2 92.97 

(33) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased 
towards culturally diverse students 79.1 80.2 80.79 

(34) Use a learning preference inventory to gather data 
about how my students like to learn 82.5 84.0 81.92 

(35) Use examples that are familiar to students from 
diverse cultural backgrounds  82.2 83.2 81.73 

(36) Explain new concepts using examples that are 
taken from my students’ everyday lives  87.6 86.5 87.52 

(37) Obtain information regarding my students’ academic 
interests  89.0 90.0 88.25 

(38) Use the interests of my students to make learning 
meaningful for them  91.6 91.1 90.36 

(39) Implement cooperative learning activities for those 
students who like to work in groups 90.9 91.6 89.66 

(40) Design instruction that matches my students’ 
developmental needs 86.8 86.1 87.80 

(41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the 
experiences of diverse students in my classroom  86.8 84.3 n/a 

(42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is 
culturally authentic or biased   83.9 79.8 n/a 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.16 (continued). 

CRTSE Items 
Pre-

service 
(n = 181) 

In-
service 
(n = 83) 

Siwatu's 
Study 

(n = 275) 
(43) Identify societal issues and perceptions of diverse 
people that influence opportunities and affect the 
learning environments of students from diverse 
backgrounds 

81.2 80.6 n/a 

(44) Engage family and community members in playing a 
more influential role in school decisions and policies 81.0 77.5 n/a 

(45) Analyze students' writing samples to determine 
individual strengths that involve (positive) cross-linguistic 
transfer 

82.4 79.3 n/a 

(46) Analyze students' writing samples to determine 
individual weaknesses that involve (negative) cross-
linguistic transfer (or interference) 

81.8 79.9 n/a 

(47) Observe and analyze students’ reading and writing 
(literacy events) to understand how diverse students 
might have different uses for and forms of literacy 
practices that may impact their literacy development in 
English 

81.4 77.6 n/a 

(48) Analyze and accommodate students’ verbal and 
non-verbal interaction patterns that may be different from 
my own cultural norms (e.g., eye contact, discourse 
patterns) 

83.1 80.8 n/a 

(49) Support the academic learning and social 
development of students negotiating a new culture 85.8 84.5 n/a 

(50) Advocate for culturally and linguistically diverse 
students and their families who may experience unjust 
treatment because of their diverse background 

86.5 85.0 n/a 

 

All three groups scored the lowest on the same three items: Item 17 (teaching 

students about their culture’s contribution to science), and 18 and 22 associated with 

ELLs (greeting or praising a child in his or her native language). However, the pre-

service teachers in this sample still rated themselves 4-5% higher than both the in-

service group and Siwatu’s group on each of these items relating to ELLs. The items 

with the highest scores for all three groups were items 20 (developing a personal 

relationship with my students), and 32 (help students feel like important members of the 
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classroom). The third highest item for the in-service group was Item 39 (implementing 

cooperative learning for students who like to work in groups), while the pre-service and 

Siwatu groups both scored slightly above 92% on Item 9 (build a sense of trust in my 

students) for their third highest mean score item.  

CRTSE-Extended mean scores and CRT emphasis (CRT EMP) mean scores 

(which included a subset of 28 items more specifically associated with CRT) were then 

compared by years of teaching experience, as shown in Figure 4.17. Overall, those with 

the most teaching experience (16+ years) scored the lowest on both the CRT emphasis 

items and in their overall CRTSE mean. Those with 6-15 years of teaching experience 

had the highest mean scores for both the CRTSE and the CRT Emphasis items, 

although no statistically significant difference between the mean scores for these groups 

was found through ANOVA and Post-hoc Tukey HSD tests. Pearson’s correlations were 

conducted to determine whether any relationships existed with the CRT mean and CRT 

EMP mean based on the teaching experience independent variable, but no significant 

correlations were found. 

Figure 4.17. CRTSE scores by years of teaching experience. 
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Differences in means for individual CRTSE Items 1-50 were also analyzed 

according to years of teaching experience. An analysis of variance was conducted on 

individual item means with teaching experience as the independent factor to determine 

if any significant differences in the means were present. The veteran teacher group (16+ 

years of experience) showed particularly low efficacy for CRTSE Scale-Extended Item 

18 relating to greeting ELLs in their L1 (23% lower than any other group). Post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for the pre-

service group (Group 1) (M = 75.50,SD = 22.786) was significantly higher than Group 4 

(16+ years of experience) (M = 47.14, SD = 25.635) on this item, with an extremely 

large effect size as calculated using Cohen’s d, mean diff = 28.354, p = .017, d = 1.17. 

The mean score for Group 2 (1-5 years of teaching experience) (M=73.92, SD=27.682) 

was also significantly higher than Group 4 with the most experience, mean diff = 26.779, 

p = .038, d = 1.004. 

Item 22 relating to praising ELLs in their L1 had similar results (veteran teachers 

scoring 25% lower than any other group). Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD 

test indicated that the mean score for pre-service (Group 1) teachers (M = 75.96, SD = 

23.854) was significantly higher than Group 4 (16+ years of experience) (M = 45.71, SD 

= 26.367), mean diff = 30.247, p = .010, d = 1.203. The mean score for Group 2 (1-5 

years of experience) (M = 74.45, SD = 26.713) was also significantly higher than Group 

4, mean diff = 28.737, p = .025, d = 1.083. 

Another item with low efficacy for veteran teachers, Item 42, addressed 

recognition of cultural authenticity or bias in literature selections. Post-hoc comparisons 

using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for pre-service teachers (Group 
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1) (M = 83.92, SD = 14.423) was significantly different from and higher than Group 4 

(16+ years) (M = 62.86, SD = 35.807), mean diff = 21.060, p = .007, d = .772. The mean 

score for Group 3 (6-15 years) (M = 85.20, SD = 15.033) on this item was also 

significantly higher than Group 4, mean diff = 22.343, p = .011, d = .814. One other item 

achieved statistical significance with regard to mean differences among these groups, 

Item 24, Communicate with parents regarding their child’s educational progress. Post-

hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean score for Group 3 

(6-15 years) (M = 93.40, SD = 7.461) was significantly higher than Group 4 (16+ years) 

(M = 78.57, 20.354), mean diff = 14.829, p = .018, d = .967.  

Veteran teachers scored about 4% higher than the other three groups on Item 1 

(93%), adapting instruction, and Item 48 (86%) in analyzing and accommodating CLD 

students’ interaction patterns. They also scored 4% higher than other groups particularly 

on Item 39 (group mean of 95%) regarding the implementation of cooperative learning, 

and nearly that much more on Item 50 as well (group mean of 90%), which addressed 

advocacy for CLD students. However, none of these differences achieved statistical 

significance. 

 In summary, pre-service teachers were generally more confident in their abilities 

to implement CRT, although the mean score differences between pre-service and in-

service groups did not yield statistical significance. The mean scores on individual 

CRTSE items for this population were generally similar to Siwatu’s (2007) sample. 

When teaching experience was broken down into groups by years of experience 

ranges, it became apparent that veteran teachers (16+ years of teaching experience) 

had significantly lower efficacy on certain CRT specific items in comparison to the pre-
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service teacher group, novice teachers (1-5 years of experience), and occasionally the 

group with 6-15 years of experience as well. 

 

Findings Related to Research Question 2 

The second research question, What demographic or individual characteristics 

among these populations correlate with higher levels of perceived readiness to provide 

culturally responsive literacy instruction?, was answered through examination of 

multiple regression and Pearson correlations. To determine whether calculated means 

differed significantly, a series of independent samples t-tests and one-way ANOVA tests 

were conducted. Table 4.17 presents the independent variables explored and the 

analyses conducted, utilizing CRTSE-Extended mean scores, CRT EMP scores, and 

responses on the Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire 

(Appendix B). Areas achieving statistical significance are noted; “No” in the table 

indicates those analyses did not achieve significance.  

Table 4.17  

Summary of Analyses Conducted for Research Question 2 

Independent 
Variable Test Conducted Dependent Variable 

CRT Mean CRT EMP 

Age ANOVA No No 
Pearson’s Correlation No No 

Gender ind. samp. 
t-test No No 

Ethnicity 

One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc No No 

ind. samp. t-test 
(cut point 2 – White and all 
others) 

No No 

Degree ind. samp. 
t-test 

t(261)=2.682,  
p=.008, d=.217 

t(257)=2.038,  
p=.043, d=.253 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.17 (continued). 

Independent 
Variable Test Conducted Dependent Variable 

CRT Mean CRT EMP 
Teaching Experience 

Years of  
Teaching 
Experience 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc 

No – Mean 
Yes - individual 

CRTSE  
Items 1-50 

No 

Pearson’s Correlation No No 
K-2nd 

ind. samp. 
t-tests 

No No 

3rd-5th t(189)=-2.339, 
 p=.020, d=.30 

t(190)=-2.273,  
p=.024, d=.29 

6-8th No No 

9-12th 
t(263)=2.347, 

p=.020, d=.368 
(lower mean) 

t(259)=2.399, 
p=.017, d=.362 
(lower mean) 

Adult No (but lower) No (but higher) 

None 
No (but higher 

than with 
teaching exp.) 

No (but higher 
than with teaching 

exp.) 
Teacher Preparation Program 

Undergraduate 
Courses with  
CLD Emphasis 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc 

F(3,258)=3.448, 
p=.017 

F(3,254)=4.528, 
p=.004 

Several between  
group 

differences 

Several between 
group differences 

Pearson’s Correlation 

No 

No 

TE culturally 
diverse 

preparation and 
UG CLD # of 
courses are 
negatively 
correlated  

Graduate Courses 
with CLD Emphasis 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc 

F(4,258)=4.569, 
p=.001         

F(4,254)=3.840, 
p=.005         

Several between  
group 

differences 

Several between 
group differences 

Pearson’s Correlation F=.190, N=263, 
p=.002 

F=.140, N=259, 
p=.024 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.17 (continued). 
 

Independent 
Variable Test Conducted Dependent Variable 

CRT Mean CRT EMP 
Teacher Preparation Program (cont.) 

Preparation for 
Working with 
Culturally Diverse 
Students 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc 

F(3,259)=6.227, 
p=<.001        

F(3,255)=8.896, 
p=<.001         

Several between  
group 

differences 

Several between 
group differences 

Pearson’s Correlation 

F=-.259, N=263, 
p=<.001 

F=-.307, N=259, 
p=<.001 

TE prep Ling &  
TE prep Cultural  

are positively 
correlated  

Preparation for 
Working with 
Linguistically 
Diverse Students 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc 

F(3,258)=7.766, 
p=<.001         

F(3,254)=11.007, 
p=<.001        

Several between  
group 

differences 

Several between 
group differences 

Pearson’s Correlation F=-.285, N=262, 
p=<.001 

F=-.331, N=258, 
p=<.001 

Certification Area 

EC-6 Generalist 

ind. samp. t-tests 
 

t(247)=-2.169,  
p=.031, d=.267 No 

EC-6 ESL 
Generalist 

t(182)=-2.353,  
p=.020, d=.303 

t(259)=-2.301,  
p=.022, d=.315 

EC-6 Bilingual 
Generalist No t(259)=-2.460,  

p=.015, d=.701 
4-8th grades No No 

Secondary level t(50.9)=2.892, 
 p=.006, d=.526 

t(44.5)=3.023,  
p=.004, d=.588 

All-level No No 
Advanced No No 

Cross-Cultural Service-Learning (CCSL) 
CCSL in US  
School Setting 

ind. samp. t-tests 
 

No No 

CCSL Travel Study No No 
CCSL Cultural 
Immersion No No 

CCSL International 
Trip No No 

CCSL U.S. 
Community No No 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.17 (continued). 

Independent 
Variable Test Conducted Dependent Variable 

CRT Mean CRT EMP 
Cross-Cultural Service-Learning (CCSL) (cont.) 

CCSL None ind. samp. t-tests (cont.) No No 

CCSL Reflection 
One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc No No 

Pearson’s Correlation No No 
Language Learning and Proficiency 

Language 
Proficiency Level 

Pearson’s Correlation No F=.131, N=261, 
p=.034 

One way ANOVA w/ Post-
Hoc No No 

ind. samp. t-test 
(cut point 2) No t(160)=2.200, 

 p=.029, d=.291 
Learning, 1-2 years 
in H.S. or college 

ind. samp. t-tests 
 

No No 

Learning, 3-5 years 
in H.S. or college No No 

Immersion No No 

Family No t(132)=-2.208,  
p=.029, d=.298 

Job No t(259)=-2.624, 
 p=.009, d=.454 

Variety in Friends 
1 

Pearson’s Correlation 
 

No No 
2 No No 
3 No No 
4 No No 
5 No No 
Mean No No 

Experiences with Diversity 
1 

Pearson’s Correlation 
 

No No 
2 No No 
3 No No 

4 F=.180, N=261, 
p=.004 

F=.208, N=257, 
p=.001 

5 F=.123, N=263, 
p=.045 

F=.174, N=259, 
p=.005 

6 No F=.139, N=258, 
p=.025 

7 No No 

8 F=.262, N=265, 
p=<.001 

F=.284, N=261, 
p=<.001 

 (table continues) 
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Table 4.17 (continued). 

Independent 
Variable Test Conducted Dependent Variable 

CRT Mean CRT EMP 
Experiences with Diversity (cont.) 

9 Pearson’s Correlation 
(cont.) 

F=.183, N=265, 
p=.003 

F=.201, N=261, 
p=.001 

Mean F=.165, N=265, 
p=.007 

F=.187, N=261, 
p=.002 

 

Rather than describe the analyses from each test listed in the table above, only 

items that achieved significance (and those which didn’t achieve significance, but are 

emphasized in the literature) are described in greater detail below. The CRTSE mean 

and CRT EMP (subset of 28 items specific to CRT) measures were treated as scale 

(interval) dependent variables in the analyses using SPSS© version 20. 

 

Ethnicity 

 Table 4.18 summarizes descriptive statistics focusing upon the mean CRTSE 

score on the basis of ethnicity.  

Table 4.18  

Descriptives: Mean CRTSE by Ethnicity 

Category n Mean Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 

95% Conf. Interval Min Max Lower Upper 
White 173 84.36 8.93 0.68 83.02 85.70 52.10 98.30 
Black 22 85.75 6.73 1.44 82.77 88.74 73.40 100.00 

Hispanic 27 87.44 8.05 1.55 84.25 90.63 69.30 99.00 
Asian 32 83.55 9.13 1.61 80.25 86.84 57.80 97.40 

Amer. Ind. 1 82.80 . . . . 82.80 82.80 
Other 8 79.83 14.06 4.97 68.08 91.58 53.98 95.00 
Total 263 84.55 8.91 0.55 83.47 85.63 52.10 100.00 
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Mean scores were found to be fairly stable on the basis of ethnic affiliation, with mean 

values for CRTSE ranging from 79.83 (“Other” ethnicity) to 87.44 (Hispanic). Minimum 

scores were found to vary fairly widely, ranging from 52.10 to 82.80. Maximum scores 

were found to be more stable, ranging from 82.80 to 100.  

 Next, an analysis of variance was conducted on these data to determine whether 

mean differences in CRTSE on the basis of ethnicity were statistically significant. First, 

Levene’s test for the homogeneity of variances was conducted to determine whether 

this assumption had been violated in this analysis. This test did not achieve 

significance, indicating that this assumption was not violated, Levene Statistic (4, 257) = 

1.545, p = .190. Additionally, the analysis of variance conducted did not achieve 

significance, F(5, 257) = 1.206, p = .307. This result indicates that no significant 

differences were present in CRTSE means on the basis of ethnicity. 

 A set of analyses was then conducted focusing upon the CRT Emphasis items 

(CRT EMP scale). Table 4.19 presents descriptive statistics relating to the CRT EMP 

scale on the basis of ethnicity.  

Table 4.19  

Descriptives: Mean CRT EMP by Ethnicity 

Category n Mean Std. 
Dev 

Std. 
Error 

95% Conf. Interval 
Min Max 

Lower Upper 

White 170 81.01 11.02 0.85 79.34 82.68 31.25 97.86 
Black 22 82.65 8.39 1.79 78.93 86.37 67.86 100.00 

Hispanic 26 85.61 9.45 1.85 81.79 89.42 65.18 99.29 

Asian 32 81.83 9.16 1.62 78.53 85.14 58.21 97.14 

Amer. Ind. 1 81.79 . . . . 81.79 81.79 
Other 8 77.51 14.95 5.29 65.02 90.01 51.61 93.93 

Total 259 81.61 10.61 0.66 80.31 82.90 31.25 100.00 
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As shown, CRT EMP mean scores were generally lower than the CRTSE mean scores, 

but CRT EMP scores were found to be fairly stable regardless of ethnicity, with mean 

values ranging from 77.51 (“Other”) to 85.60 (Hispanic). Standard deviations were 

generally around 10, with standard errors ranging from approximately 1 to 2 in most 

cases.  

 Following this, an analysis of variance was conducted in order to determine 

whether CRT EMP scores significantly vary on the basis of ethnicity. However, no 

significant differences were found. The Post-Hoc tests for the ANOVA were not possible 

when the 1 Native American respondent was included (as there was only 1 case). 

However, even when that data point was removed from the data set, there was no 

significant difference between ethnic groups on any of the dependent variables 

according to the Post-Hoc Tukey HSD analysis. Although those in the “Hispanic/Latino” 

group had the highest CRTSE means (87.44) and CRT EMP means (85.61), compared 

to others, there was not a significant difference between ethnic groups on either of 

these measures.  

 With much of the literature (Castro, 2010; Dantas, 2007; Delpit, 1995; Hollins & 

Guzman, 2005; McIntyre, Hulan, & Maher, 2010; Sleeter, 2001; Sleeter, 2008) 

highlighting concerns regarding the significantly White, middle-class teaching force 

(much larger proportionately than students’ ethnic groups of those they serve), an 

independent samples t-test was also conducted defining groups with cut point 2 

(separating respondents into 2 groups, “White,” and “all other ethnicities”) to see if there 

was any difference based these groupings. However, this test also did not show any 
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significant difference in means between these groups, either on the CRTSE mean, the 

CRT EMP mean, or the CRT Description mean scores. 

 

Degree Level 

 As shown in Table 4.20, the CRTSE mean scores of bachelor’s and master’s 

degree students varied slightly between bachelor’s and master’s level students, with 

graduates having slightly lower mean CRTSE scores as compared with undergraduates 

in general. An independent-samples t-test indicated statistically significant differences in 

mean CRTSE scores between these two groups of respondents, t(261) = 2.682, p = 

.008, d =.217, with bachelor’s degree candidates scoring themselves significantly higher 

than master’s degree students on the 50-item instrument. 

Table 4.20  

Descriptives: Mean CRT by Degree 

Degree n Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. 
Mean 

Bachelor’s 136 85.95 8.44 .72 

Master’s 127 83.04 9.18 .81 

 
 CRT emphasis items (CRT EMP) by degree were also analyzed. As shown in 

Table 4.21, mean scores on CRT EMP were fairly similar between bachelor and master 

degree students, although undergraduate degree candidates again scored themselves 

higher on these 28 items compared to graduate students. An independent-samples t-

test revealed that these two groups differ significantly on the CRT EMP measure as 

well, t(257) = 2.038, p = .043, d =.253. Therefore, on items more specific to CRT (and 

on the full CRTSE Scale-Extended for that matter), undergraduates with limited 
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teaching experience scored themselves significantly higher than practicing teachers 

with more (graduate level) academic training, revealing an important self-efficacy issue 

that is explored further in Chapter 5. 

Table 4.21  

Descriptives: Mean CRT EMP by Degree 

Degree n Mean Std. Dev. Std. Err. 
Mean 

Bachelor’s 135 82.88 10.05 .86 

Master’s 124 80.21 11.06 .99 

 

 
Teaching Experience 

Descriptive statistics associated with CRTSE-Extended scores (CRT mean and 

CRT EMP mean) on the basis of teaching experience in different grade levels are 

shown in Table 4.22. The scores were fairly stable, with the highest means for 3-5th 

grade teaching experience (M = 86.32) and no teaching experience (M = 85.76), and 

the lowest for secondary teachers (M = 81.72) regarding CRT Mean scores. CRT EMP 

scores were slightly lower overall, but the same groups were at their respective ends of 

the range.  

A series of independent samples t-tests were performed on the teaching 

experience level measures to determine whether CRTSE mean and CRT EMP scores 

significantly vary based on grade levels of teaching experience. For each item, Levene’s 

test for the homogeneity of variances was also conducted. 
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Table 4.22  

Descriptives for Teaching Experience by CRT and CRT EMP Means 

 Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

K-2nd Grades 

CRT_MEAN 
No 173 84.39 9.36 0.71 

Yes 92 84.91 7.94 0.83 

CRT_EMP 
No 169 81.37 11.19 0.86 

Yes 92 82.14 9.38 0.98 

3-5th Grades 

CRT_MEAN 
No 191 83.89 9.53 0.69 

Yes 74 86.32 6.67 0.77 

CRT_EMP 
No 187 80.84 11.37 0.83 

Yes 74 83.67 7.96 0.93 

6-8th Grades 

CRT_MEAN 
No 206 85.09 8.74 0.61 

Yes 59 82.76 9.21 1.20 

CRT_EMP 
No 205 82.21 10.36 0.72 

Yes 56 79.57 11.20 1.50 

9-12th Grades 

CRT_MEAN 
No 221 85.14 8.56 0.58 

Yes 44 81.72 9.95 1.50 

CRT_EMP 
No 219 82.32 9.86 0.67 

Yes 42 78.09 13.30 2.05 

Adult 

CRT_MEAN 
No 232 84.62 8.94 0.59 

Yes 33 84.24 8.58 1.49 

CRT_EMP 
No 229 81.55 10.65 0.70 

Yes 32 82.28 10.20 1.80 

None 

CRT_MEAN 
No 155 83.73 8.89 0.71 

Yes (no exp.) 110 85.76 8.77 0.84 

CRT_EMP 
No 152 80.61 11.02 0.89 

Yes (no exp.) 109 83.08 9.79 0.94 
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 Those with experience in teaching at the secondary level (9-12th grades) (n = 44, 

M = 81.72, SD = 9.95) had significantly lower means than those without this teaching 

experience (n = 221, M = 85.14, SD = 8.56) on the CRTSE mean scale; t(263) = 2.347, 

p = .020, d = .368. Similarly, secondary teachers (n = 42, M = 78.09, SD = 13.30) had 

significantly lower efficacy mean scores than non-secondary teachers (n = 219, M = 

82.32, SD = 9.86) on the CRT EMP scale as well; t(259) = 2.399, p = .017, d = .362. 

 Those with teaching experience at the 3-5th grade levels (n = 74, M = 86.32, SD 

= 6.67) had significantly higher means than teachers without experience at this level (n 

= 191, M = 83.89, SD = 9.53) on the CRTSE mean scale; t(189) = -2.339, p = .020, d = 

.30. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 7.622, p = .006), so degrees of 

freedom were adjusted from 263 to 189. Similarly, those with upper elementary teaching 

experience (n = 74, M = 83.67, SD = 7.96) also had significantly higher efficacy mean 

scores than those without such experience (n = 187, M = 80.84, SD = 11.37) on the 

CRT EMP scale; t(190) = -2.273, p = .024, d = .29. Levene’s test indicated unequal 

variances (F = 7.478, p = .012), so degrees of freedom were adjusted from 259 to 190.  

 Relationships between years of teaching experience, CRT mean, and CRT EMP 

were analyzed via Pearson’s correlations. No significant correlations were found 

between years of teaching experience and the CRT mean (rs[264] = -.054, p = .385), or 

between years of teaching experience and the CRT EMP subscale (rs[261] = -.059, p = 

.347). One-way ANOVA tests with post-hoc comparisons also did not yield significant 

results in mean scores between these different years of teaching experience groups. 

Overall, those without teaching experience scored themselves higher than those with 
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teaching experience, except that those with teaching experience in 3-5th grades had 

higher means than pre-service teachers on the CRT mean and the CRT EMP mean. 

 

Certification Area 

Participants’ responses were analyzed with regard to certification area, and 

descriptive statistics associated with CRTSE-Extended scores (CRT Mean and CRT 

EMP Mean) on the basis of certification area (pursued or held by participants) are 

presented in Table 4.23. Means were generally in the 80s except for CRT EMP 

Secondary (M = 75.63). The highest means were for those pursuing bilingual 

certification (M = 88.75). CRT EMP scores were generally lower than CRT mean scores 

overall.  

Table 4.23  

Descriptives for Teaching Certification CRT and CRT EMP Means 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 
Mean 

EC-6 Generalist 
CRT_MEAN No 164 83.70 9.54 0.74 

Yes 101 85.99 7.52 0.75 

CRT_EMP No 160 80.93 11.31 0.89 
Yes 101 82.77 9.25 0.92 

EC-6 ESL 
Generalist 

CRT_MEAN No 182 83.75 9.18 0.68 
Yes 83 86.36 7.95 0.87 

CRT_EMP No 178 80.62 11.03 0.83 
Yes 83 83.83 9.24 1.01 

EC-6 Bilingual 
Generalist 

CRT_MEAN No 249 84.30 8.91 0.56 
Yes 16 88.75 7.45 1.86 

CRT_EMP No 245 81.23 10.60 0.68 
Yes 16 87.88 8.21 2.05 

4-8th Grades 
CRT_MEAN No 227 84.70 8.94 0.59 

Yes 38 83.80 8.59 1.39 

CRT_EMP No 224 81.81 10.64 0.71 
Yes 37 80.59 10.27 1.69 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.23 (continued). 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 
Mean 

Secondary (9-
12th) 

CRT_MEAN No 222 85.34 8.30 0.56 
Yes 42 80.32 10.64 1.64 

CRT_EMP No 221 82.66 9.53 0.64 
Yes 39 75.63 13.94 2.23 

All- Level 
CRT_MEAN No 240 84.44 8.81 0.57 

Yes 25 85.81 9.61 1.92 

CRT_EMP No 236 81.47 10.57 0.69 
Yes 25 83.28 10.73 2.15 

Advanced 
CRT_MEAN No 241 84.33 8.93 0.58 

Yes 24 86.97 8.10 1.65 

CRT_EMP No 237 81.39 10.67 0.69 
Yes 24 84.13 9.42 1.92 

 

 Independent samples t-tests and Levene’s test for the equality of variances were 

also conducted, and EC-6 generalist area certification participants (n = 101, M = 85.99, 

SD = 7.52) had significantly higher means than teachers without this certification (n = 

164, M = 83.70, SD = 9.54) on the CRTSE mean scale; t(247) = -2.169, p = .031, d = 

.267. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 6.239, p = .013), so degrees of 

freedom were adjusted from 263 to 247.  

 Those with certification in the EC-6 ESL generalist area (n = 86, M = 86.36, SD = 

7.95) had significantly higher means than teachers without this certification (n = 182, M 

= 83.75, SD = 9.18) on the CRTSE mean scale; t(182) = -2.353, p = .020, d = .303. 

Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 4.470, p = .035), so degrees of freedom 

were adjusted from 263 to 182. Similarly, those with EC-6 ESL certification (n = 83, M = 

83.83, SD = 9.24) also had significantly higher mean scores than those without such 

certification (n = 178, M = 80.62, SD = 11.03) on the CRT EMP scale; t(259) = -2.301, p 

= .022, d = .315. Bilingual EC-6 generalist certification teacher candidates (n = 16, M = 
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87.88, SD = 8.21) had significantly higher means than teachers without this certification 

(n = 245, M = 81.23, SD = 10.60) on the CRT EMP scale, with a fairly large effect size; 

t(259) = -2.460, p = .015, d = .701. 

 Participants pursuing or holding secondary level (9-12th grades) certification (n = 

42, M = 80.32, SD = 10.64) had significantly lower means than those without this 

certification (n = 222, M = 85.34, SD = 8.30) on the CRTSE mean scale, with a 

moderate effect size; t(50.9) = 2.892, p = .006, d = .526. Levene’s test indicated 

unequal variances (F = 6.602, p = .011), so degrees of freedom were adjusted from 262 

to 50.9. Similarly, secondary certification teacher candidates (n = 39, M = 75.63, SD = 

13.94) had significantly lower efficacy mean scores than those without this certification 

(n = 221, M = 82.66, SD = 9.53) on the CRT EMP scale as well, with a moderate effect 

size; t(44.5) = 3.023, p = .004, d = .588. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 

6.661, p = .010), so degrees of freedom were adjusted from 258 to 44.5.  

 Independent samples t-tests revealed that several individual CRTSE item means 

were significantly higher for those with certification in the areas of EC-6 Generalist (11 

items), EC-6 ESL Generalist (10 items), and EC-6 Bilingual Generalist (6 items), 

represented in Table 4.24.  For each item, Levene’s test for the equality of variances 

was also conducted. The full listing of descriptive statistics for the 50 individual items by 

certification area is included in Appendix G. 
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Table 4.24  

CRTSE Item Means with Significant Differences among Certification Areas 

CRTSE Item n Mean Std. Dev. Independent samples t-test 
results 

Levene’s Statistic  
(if significant) 

EC-6 Generalist 

CRTSE 7 101 89.84 10.35 t(260)=2.118, p=.035 F=7.794, p=.006 

CRTSE 9  101 94.35 7.30  t(261)=-3.061, p=.002 F=6.823, p=.010 

CRTSE 11 101 92.81 9.28 t(263)=-2.122, p=.035 - 

CRTSE 12 101 90.63 9.95 t(246)=-3.425, p=.001 F=5.625, p.018 

CRTSE 21 101 92.03 7.49 t(259)=-2.699, p=.007 F=9.154, p=.003 

CRTSE 26 101 91.66 9.36 t(237)=-3.710, p=<.001 F=7.008, p=.009 

CRTSE 32 101 95.22 6.81 t(258)=-2.375, p=.018 F=7.154, p=.008 

CRTSE 38 101 93.28 7.44 t(263)=-2.639, p=.009 - 

CRTSE 40 101 89.11 10.33 t(231)=-2.959, p=.003 F=4.107, p=.044 

CRTSE 41 101 89.44 10.10 t(263)=-3.341, p=.001 F=9.381, p=.002 

CRTSE 42 101 86.09 11.61 t(263)=-2.892, p=.004 F=9.478, p=.002 

ESL EC-6 Generalist 

CRTSE 6 83 81.27 13.11 t(263)=-2.993, p=.003 - 

CRTSE 7 83 90.53 9.96 t(226)= -2.578, p=.011 F=12.479, p.=<.001 

CRTSE 12 83 90.77 10.03 t(192)=-3.142, p=.002 F=6.851, p=.009 

CRTSE 15 83 83.86 10.89 t(263)=-2.783, p=.006 - 

CRTSE 30 83 88.73 12.85 t(263)=-2.908, p=.004 - 

CRTSE 41 83 89.10 10.45 t(234)=-2.692, p=.008 F=6.769, p=.010 

CRTSE 42 83 85.90 11.10 t(248)=-2.523, p=.012 F=10.693, p=.001 

CRTSE 45 83 84.40 11.98 t(226)=-2.339, p=.020 F=9.210, p=.003 

CRTSE 46 83 84.22 11.96 t(234)=-2.344, p=.020 F=10.560, p=.001 

CRTSE 47 83 83.86 12.28 t(212)=-2.938, p=.004 F=5.166, p=.024 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.24 (continued). 

CRTSE Item n Mean Std. Dev. Independent samples t-test 
results 

Levene’s Statistic  
(if significant) 

Bilingual EC-6 Generalist 

CRTSE 5 16 90.31 9.57 t(263)=-1.644, p=.014 - 

CRTSE 10 16 92.19 12.24 t(263)=-1.967, p=.050 - 

CRTSE 18 16 96.25 7.19 t(46)=-9.941, p=<.001 F=12.712, p=<.001 

CRTSE 22 16 95.00 7.30 t(46)=-9.002, p=<.001 F=12.286, p=.001 

CRTSE 31 16 91.56 13.13 t(263)=-2.174, p=.031 - 

CRTSE 44 16 87.81 9.48 t(263)=-2.250, p=.025 - 

 

Only 3 of the 11 items that were significantly higher for EC-6 Generalist candidates 

were also included on the CRT EMP subset of items (the other 7 representing more 

general teaching practices): 

• (12) Develop a community of learners when my class consists of students from 
diverse backgrounds 

• (41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of diverse 
students in my classroom 

• (42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is culturally authentic or 
biased   

More of the statistically significant (higher) item means for the ESL Certification group 

were included on the CRT EMP scale, with 9 of the 10 items falling into that 

classification. 

•  (6) Implement strategies to minimize the effects of the mismatch between my 
students’ home culture and the school culture 

• (12) Develop a community of learners when my class consists of students from 
diverse backgrounds 
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• (15) Identify ways how students communicate at home may differ from the school 
norms 

• (30) Model classroom tasks to enhance English Language Learners’ 
understanding 

• (41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of diverse 
students in my classroom 

• (42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is culturally authentic or 
biased   

• (45) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual strengths that 
involve (positive) cross-linguistic transfer 

• (46) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual weaknesses that 
involve (negative) cross-linguistic transfer (or interference) 

• (47) Observe and analyze students’ reading and writing (literacy events) to 
understand how diverse students might have different uses for and forms of 
literacy practices that may impact their literacy development in English 

Out of the 6 items to achieve statistically higher means for the Bilingual certification 

group, 5 were also included in the CRT EMP subset of items:  

• (5) Identify ways that the school culture (e.g., values, norms, and practices) is 
different from my students’ home culture,  

• (18) Greet English Language Learners with a phrase in their native language 

• (22) Praise English Language Learners for their accomplishments using a phrase 
in their native language 

• (31) Communicate with the parents of English Language Learners regarding their 
child’s achievement,  

• (44) Engage family and community members in playing a more influential role in 
school decisions and policies 

ESL teacher candidates had more statistically significant, higher means than any other 

certification group, and 90% of these items were specific to CRT, many of which related 

to literacy-based practices. Bilingual teachers also had several statistically significant 
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differences in their item means as well, including 5 CRT EMP items that were higher 

than other groups, many of which related to use of students’ L1 and parent and 

community involvement or communication (relational aspects of CRT). 

 

Teacher Preparation Program  

A Pearson’s correlation was performed to analyze the teacher preparation 

program variables and CRTSE measures. The number of undergraduate courses with 

CLD emphasis did not yield significant results; however, the number of graduate 

classes with a CLD emphasis correlated significantly with both the CRT mean scores (F 

= .190, n = 263, p = .002) and the CRT EMP subset (F = .140, n = 259, p = .024). The 

more graduate courses with a CLD emphasis that participants took, the higher their 

mean score on both measures.  

In one-way ANOVA tests comparing the level of responses on these variables 

regarding teacher preparation courses, the groupings of undergraduate courses had 

significant differences on the CRT mean (F(3,258) = 3.448, p = .017) and also on the 

CRT EMP mean F(3,254) = 4.528, p = .004. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey 

HSD test indicated the CRTSE mean score for those with five or more undergraduate 

courses with a CLD emphasis (M = 86.28, SD = 8.4416.483) was significantly higher 

than both those without any such courses, "none," (M = 82.55, SD = 9.491) and those 

with only one to two such courses (M = 83.30, SD = 8.713). Similarly, post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test also indicated that the CRT EMP mean scores 

for those with five or more UG CLD classes (M = 85.67, SD = 7.908) was significantly 
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higher than both those without any such courses, "none," (M = 79.60, SD = 10.616) and 

those with only one to two such courses (M = 79.57, SD = 11.52). 

One-way ANOVA tests comparing the differences between groups based on the 

number of graduate courses with a CLD emphasis also achieved significance for the 

CRT mean (F(4,258) = 4.569, p = .001) and CRT EMP mean (F(4,254) = 3.840, p = 

.005). Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated the CRTSE mean 

scores for undergraduates (M = 86.28, SD = 8.44) was significantly higher than 

participants with one to two graduate CLD courses (M = 81.89, SD = 10.07). Post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated the CRT EMP mean scores for those 

with five or more graduate CLD classes (M = 85.88, SD = 6.97) was significantly higher 

than master’s students who had not taken any graduate courses with a CLD emphasis, 

"none," (M = 74.81, SD = 13.70). This same test also revealed that the CRT EMP mean 

scores for undergraduates (M = 83.23, SD = 10.12) was significantly higher than 

graduate students who had not had any grad courses, or the "none" group. 

A Pearson’s correlation was also conducted on the variables where participants 

rated how well they felt their teacher education program had prepared them for working 

with culturally and linguistically diverse students. The more poorly respondents felt their 

program prepared them in how to work with culturally diverse students, the lower 

associated CRTSE scores were. There was a statistically significant relationship 

between perceived TE program preparation for working with culturally diverse students 

and the CRT mean scores (F = -.259, n = 263, p = <.001) as well as CRT EMP scores 

(F = -.307, n = 259, p = <.001). There was also a statistically significant relationship 

between the number of undergraduate classes with a CLD emphasis the participants 
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had taken and how well they felt their TE program had prepared them for working with 

culturally diverse students (F = -.151, n = 261, p = .014). The fewer of these types of 

classes that participants had taken, the less well they felt their program had prepared 

them. 

In the one-way ANOVA test comparing the levels of response (1-extremely well, 

2-pretty well, 3-somewhat well, and 4-not well at all) for their respective TE program’s 

cultural diversity preparation, there was a significant difference between these groups 

for both the CRTSE mean (F(3,259) = 6.227, p = <.001) and the CRT EMP mean 

(F(3,255) = 8.896, p = <.001). Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

indicated the CRTSE mean score for those who felt their TE program prepared them 

extremely well (M = 87.95, SD = 7.10) for working with culturally diverse students was 

significantly higher than those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat well 

(M = 82.30, SD = 10.16) and significantly higher than those who felt their program did 

not prepare them well at all (M = 79.58, SD = 9.14). Post-hoc comparisons using the 

Tukey HSD test also indicated the CRT EMP mean scores for those who felt their TE 

program prepared them extremely well (M = 86.38, SD = 7.55) was significantly higher 

than those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat well (M = 78.66, SD = 

12.72) and significantly higher than those who felt their program did not prepare them 

well at all (M = 73.75, SD = 11.25). These post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD 

test indicated that the CRT EMP mean score for those who felt their TE program 

prepared them even pretty well (M = 82.64, SD = 9.07) was significantly higher than 

those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat well (M = 78.66, SD = 
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12.72) and significantly higher than those who felt their program did not prepare them 

well at all (M = 73.75, SD = 11.25).  

 The Pearson’s correlations conducted on the TE program preparation for 

linguistic diversity with CRTSE scores had similar results. There was a significant 

relationship between how well candidates felt their TE program prepared them for 

linguistically diverse students and the CRT mean (F = -.285, n = 262, p = <.001) as well 

as the CRT EMP mean (F = -.331, n = 258, p = <.001). The more poorly respondents 

felt their program prepared them in how to work with linguistically diverse students, the 

lower their CRTSE and CRT EMP scores were. The variable for TE program 

preparation for culturally diverse students and the variable for TE program preparation 

for linguistically diverse students were also positively correlated (F = .647, n = 262, p = 

<.001). This statistically significant correlation indicates that the better participants felt 

their TE program prepared them for working with culturally diverse students, the better 

preparation they also felt they received for working with linguistically diverse students.  

A one-way ANOVA test to compare the levels of perceived preparation for 

working with linguistically diverse students yielded significant results for both the CRT 

mean differences (F(3,258) = 7.766, p = <.001) and the CRT EMP differences (F(3,254) 

= 11.007, p = <.001) among groups. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test 

indicated the CRTSE mean score for those who felt their TE program prepared them 

extremely well (M = 88.35, SD = 7.08) for working with linguistically diverse students 

was significantly higher than those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat 

well (M = 82.80, SD = 9.47) and significantly higher than those who felt their program 

did not prepare them well at all (M = 79.52, SD = 11.09). Similarly, those that felt their 
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TE program prepared them at least pretty well (M = 86.38, SD = 7.35) for linguistically 

diverse students also had significantly higher means than the somewhat well and not 

well at all groups. Finally, even the somewhat well group had significantly higher means 

than the not well at all group. Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated 

the CRT EMP mean score for those who felt their TE program prepared them extremely 

well (M = 86.51, SD = 8.11) for working with linguistically diverse students was 

significantly higher than those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat well 

(M = 79.71, SD = 11.06) and significantly higher than those who felt their program did 

not prepare them well at all (M = 73.35, SD = 15.58). Likewise, those that felt their TE 

program prepared them at least pretty well (M = 84.01, SD = 7.73) for linguistically 

diverse students had significantly higher means than the somewhat well and not well at 

all groups. 

When examining participants’ language proficiency level in relation to their TE 

program evaluations, there was a significant relationship between how well the 

participants felt their program prepared them for working with linguistically diverse 

students and whether participants had L2 skills. The Pearson’s correlation revealed that 

the less advanced the participant was with their L2 skills (with the least advanced being 

a monolingual speaker), the worse they felt their program prepared them for working 

with linguistically diverse students, F = -.150, n = 262, p = .015. 

 Other factors were analyzed for any correlations with the quality of CLD student 

preparation their TE program afforded (TE program preparation as the ordinal 

dependent variable), with the following statistically significant results. According to a 

Spearman’s rho analysis, those pursuing or holding secondary certification tended to 
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feel their TE program did not prepare them well at all for either cultural diversity (rs[263]  

= .136, p = .028) or linguistic diversity (rs[262] = .138, p = .026) in the classroom. The 

Spearman’s rho analysis also revealed that the more teaching experience participants 

had (rs[262] = .217, p = <.001), or if they were in-service rather than pre-service 

teachers (teacher type variable, rs[262] = .187, p = .002), the less well they felt their TE 

program prepared them for culturally diverse students. Although not statistically 

significant, both ESL and Bilingual certification groups showed a positive correlation 

with the amount of preparation they felt they received for both cultural and linguistic 

diversity in their TE programs. All other certification areas showed a negative correlation 

for both cultural and linguistic diversity TE program preparation except for the advanced 

certification group. The advanced certification group tended to feel their TE program 

prepared them well for linguistically diverse students, but not for culturally diverse 

students (their results showed a negative correlation for the latter). 

 Overall, the more courses participants had completed that focused on working 

with CLD students, the higher their CRTSE mean and CRT EMP scores. Similarly, 

those that felt their programs prepared them better for cultural and linguistic diversity 

had higher self-efficacy on both the CRTSE mean and the CRT EMP mean scores. 

Those with specialized preparation (ESL and Bilingual candidates) and more advanced 

L2 skills tended to feel their TE program prepared them well to work with CLD students, 

but the older and more experienced teachers tended to feel that their TE program did 

not prepare them well for working with diverse students in the classroom. 
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Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Experience Measures 

Cross-cultural service-learning (CCSL) experience measures were analyzed, and 

the descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.25 for CRT Mean and CRT EMP 

mean scores. These scores were fairly stable, with the highest CRT means for “No 

CCSL experience” (M = 85.30) and CCSL in US Schools (M = 84.37). The highest CRT 

EMP scores were among CCSL Travel Study participants. Again, CRT EMP scores 

were slightly lower than CRT MEAN scores overall.  

Table 4.25  

Descriptives for CCSL Experience with CRT and CRT EMP Means 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

CCSL US 
Schools 

CRT_MEAN 
No 135 84.76 8.60 0.74 
Yes 130 84.37 9.19 0.81 

CRT_EMP 
No 135 81.70 10.81 0.93 
Yes 126 81.57 10.37 0.92 

CCSL Travel 
Study 

CRT_MEAN 
No 227 84.70 8.88 0.59 
Yes 38 83.80 8.95 1.45 

CRT_EMP 
No 223 81.61 10.78 0.72 
Yes 38 81.82 9.41 1.53 

CCSL Cultural 
Immersion 

CRT_MEAN 
No 233 84.78 9.03 0.59 
Yes 32 83.03 7.65 1.35 

CRT_EMP 
No 229 81.66 10.87 0.72 
Yes 32 81.53 8.34 1.48 

CCSL 
International 
Trip 

CRT_MEAN 
No 213 84.72 8.80 0.60 
Yes 52 83.97 9.25 1.28 

CRT_EMP 
No 209 81.77 10.33 0.71 
Yes 52 81.12 11.61 1.61 

CCSL US 
Community 

CRT_MEAN 
No 157 85.12 8.94 0.71 
Yes 108 83.77 8.78 0.84 

CRT_EMP 
No 155 82.05 10.84 0.87 
Yes 106 81.05 10.21 0.99 

CCSL None 
CRT_MEAN 

No 195 84.31 9.18 0.66 
Yes (no exp.) 70 85.30 8.00 0.96 

CRT_EMP 
No 191 81.70 10.62 0.77 

Yes (no exp.) 70 81.48 10.54 1.26 
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 A series of independent samples t-tests was conducted on the CCSL measures 

to determine whether CRTSE mean and CRT EMP scores varied significantly based on 

certain cross-cultural service-learning experiences. For each item, Levene’s test for the 

equality of variances was conducted, with no violation of the assumption (no 

significance achieved). The independent samples t-tests conducted did not achieve 

significance for either the CRT mean or CRT EMP scores with regard to any of the 

CCSL measures. Participants with the particular CCSL experiences indicated in this 

study had slightly lower means on most CRT Mean and CRT EMP mean scores overall, 

but there was not a significant difference in respondents’ self-efficacy based on these 

CCSL experiences alone. 

 A series of independent samples t-tests were conducted on each of the 50 

individual CRTSE items to determine whether particular item scores varied significantly 

based on CCSL experiences. Two items had statistically significant (and higher) means 

among those with “international trip” CCSL experiences (“Mission trip or service-project 

outside of the U.S. through which you intentionally or inadvertently applied what you 

learned in academic classes”). These particular CRTSE items include Item 18, “Greet 

English Language Learners with a phrase in their native language,” t(92.8) = -2.259, p = 

.026, d = .327, with degrees of freedom adjusted from 263 to 92.8 because Levene’s 

test indicated unequal variances (F = 3.904, p = .049), and Item 20, “Develop a 

personal relationship with my students,” t(140) = -2.468, p = .015, d = .316, with 

degrees of freedom adjusted from 263 to 140 because Levene’s test indicated unequal 

variances (5.222, p = .023). 
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 Analysis on the guided reflection variable for those who had engaged in some 

form of CCSL (no reflection, some guided reflection, moderate guided reflection, or 

extensive guided reflection) resulted in CRT means and CRT EMP means generally 

increasing the more reflection participants had engaged in, as indicated in Figure 4.18. 

Those with CCSL experience grouped by levels of reflection had slightly higher CRT 

EMP scores than those without any CCSL experience.  

  
Figure 4.18. CCSL reflection and CRTSE mean scores. 
 

 A Pearson’s correlation was conducted between the CRTSE mean, CRT EMP 

mean score, and the guided reflection measure of CCSL. This analysis showed no 

significant associations between these dependent variable measures and the CCSL 

reflection variable. The one-way ANOVA comparing means between the levels of 

reflection also did not yield significant results, indicating no significant difference 

between the means for the reflection groupings.  
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Language Learning Experiences 

 A Pearson’s correlation was conducted to see whether there was any significant 

relationship between increased language proficiency (ranging from monolingual to fully 

bilingual and biliterate) and CRTSE mean scores. For some bilingual teachers English 

might be their L2, as these data did not differentiate whether English was considered 

one’s L1 or L2.  While the CRT mean did not yield any significant correlation, there was 

a significant relationship (a positive correlation) between the extent of proficiency in a 

second language and the CRT EMP mean, F = .131, n = 261, p = .034. Those who 

reported to have more developed L2 skills tended to have higher CRT EMP mean 

scores. Descriptive statistics for participants’ language learning experience variables 

are included in Table 4.26 for CRT Mean and CRT EMP Mean scores. Means fell 

between the low to mid 80s on each measure. Respondents with “Job and Community 

Interaction” language learning experiences held the highest CRT mean (M = 86.74) and 

CRT EMP mean scores (85.27).  

Table 4.26  

Descriptives for Language Learning CRT and CRT EMP Means 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

1-2 Years of Language Classes     

CRT_MEAN No 181 84.20 8.77 0.65 
Yes 84 85.36 9.11 0.99 

CRT_EMP No 177 81.25 10.39 0.78 
Yes 84 82.47 10.98 1.20 

3+ Years of Language Classes       

CRT_MEAN No 140 85.39 8.77 0.74 
Yes 123 83.74 8.92 0.80 

CRT_EMP No 139 82.53 10.46 0.89 
Yes 120 80.72 10.66 0.97 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.26 (continued). 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

Language Immersion       

CRT_MEAN No 232 84.79 8.84 0.58 
Yes 33 82.99 9.12 1.59 

CRT_EMP No 228 81.73 10.67 0.71 
Yes 33 81.03 10.03 1.75 

Family and Friends Interaction      

CRT_MEAN No 201 84.25 9.05 0.64 
Yes 64 85.58 8.32 1.04 

CRT_EMP No 199 80.94 11.08 0.79 
Yes 62 83.88 8.46 1.07 

Job and Community Interactions      

CRT_MEAN No 217 84.09 8.95 0.61 
Yes 48 86.74 8.29 1.20 

CRT_EMP No 214 80.84 10.83 0.74 
Yes 47 85.27 8.53 1.24 

 

Independent samples t-tests indicated that those who learned an additional 

language through interaction with family and friends (n = 62, M = 83.88, SD = 11.08) 

had significantly higher means on the CRT EMP subscale than those without such 

experiences (n = 199, M = 80.94, SD = 8.46); t(132) = -2.208, p = .029, d = .298. 

Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 3.946, p = .048), so degrees of freedom 

were adjusted from 259 to 132. Those who learned an additional language through 

interaction at a job or community setting (n = 47, M = 85.27, SD = 85.3) also had 

significantly higher means on the CRT EMP subscale than those without such 

experiences (n = 214, M = 80.85, SD = 10.83); t(259) = -2.624, p = .009, d = .454.  

A one-way ANOVA indicated there was not a significant difference in the means 

between the varying levels of language proficiency; however, an independent samples 

t-test revealed that those who were “only proficient in English” (n = 99, M = 79.67, SD = 

12.52) had significantly lower means on the CRT EMP subscale than those who at least 
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spoke some in a second language (Levels 2-5 combined) (n = 162, M = 82.85, SD = 

9.02); t(160) = 2.200, p = .029, d = .291. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 

7.610, p = .006), so degrees of freedom were adjusted from 259 to 160. An independent 

samples t-test on individual CRTSE Items 1-50 revealed several significant differences 

in means based on language proficiency (monolingual “only English” versus at least 

some proficiency in a second language) (see Appendix H for full results table).  

Those with some proficiency in another language had significantly higher means 

on 4 CRTSE items that were included in the CRT EMP subset and involved 

linguistically-responsive instruction. Item 18, Greet English language learners with a 

phrase in their native language, had a significantly higher mean among those with a 

second language, with a large effect size by calculating Cohen’s d, t(145) = 5.248, p = 

<.001, d = .700. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 32.987, p = <.001), so 

degrees of freedom were adjusted from 263 to 145. The other CRTSE item relating to 

using ELLs’ L1 in the classroom (Item 22), Praise English language learners for their 

accomplishments using a phrase in their native language, was significantly higher for 

participants with L2 skills with a moderate effect size by calculating Cohen’s d, t(146) = 

4.380, p = <.001, d = .584. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 32.329, p = 

<.001), so degrees of freedom were adjusted from 263 to 146.   

The third linguistically-focused item that was statistically significant (and higher) 

for speakers of more than one language was Item 23, Identify ways that standardized 

tests may be biased towards linguistically diverse students, t(168) = 2.308, p = .022, d = 

.302. Levene’s test indicated unequal variances (F = 10.010, p = .002), so degrees of 

freedom were adjusted from 263 to 168. Item 19, Design a classroom environment 

195 



using displays that reflect a variety of cultures, was also statistically significant, with a 

higher mean for those with L2 skills, t(151) = 2.107, p = .037, d = .280. Levene’s test 

indicated unequal variances (F = 9.568, p = .002), so degrees of freedom were adjusted 

from 263 to 151.  These findings indicate that those with second language skills are 

more confident in their abilities to deliver certain aspects of CRT, especially in relation to 

linguistically-responsive instruction.  

 

Experiences with Diversity 

A series of Pearson’s correlations were run to determine the relationship 

between the Experiences with Diversity measures and the CRTSE mean scores. There 

was a statistically significant, positive correlation between Diversity Item 4 (chose to 

read books about people different from me) and the CRTSE mean, although weak in 

strength, F = .180, n = 261, p = .004. A slightly stronger, still positive correlation was 

found between this diversity measure and the CRT EMP, F = .208, n = 257, p = .001, 

which also achieved statistical significance. The Diversity Item 5 measure (a diverse 

person was my role model) achieved significance in the correlation with both the CRT 

mean (F = .123, n = 263, p = .045) and the the CRT EMP mean measure (F = .174, n = 

259, p = .005), indicating a positive, but weak correlation between these measures. The 

Diversity Item 6 measure (In the past I chose to watch TV shows and movies about 

people different from me) was significantly correlated in a positive direction with the 

CRT EMP measure only (F = .139, n = 258, p = .025). 

Diversity Item 8, I am comfortable around students whose ethnic heritage is 

different from mine, revealed a statistically significant relationship with both the CRTSE 
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mean scores (F = .262, n = 265, p = <.001) and the CRT EMP subscale (F = .284, n = 

261, p = <.001). The positive relationship in both correlations was still not quite 

moderate in strength. Another diversity item that achieved significance in a positive 

(although weak) correlation with both the CRTSE mean scores (F = .183, n = 265, p = 

.003) and the CRT EMP subscale (F = .201, n = 261, p = .001), was Diversity Item 9, I 

enjoy being around people who are different from me.  The possible correlation between 

the mean of all nine diversity measures and the CRTSE scores was also analyzed, 

yielding significant, weak, yet positive relationships between CRTSE mean (F = .165, n 

= 265, p = .007), and CRT EMP (F = .187, n = 261, p = .002). 

These analyses indicate that the more likely participants were to choose diverse 

characters in literature, TV, and movies, or the more likely they were to have had 

diverse role models, the higher their self-efficacy was for implementing CRT, especially 

with items related to the CRT EMP subscale. Participants’ levels of comfort around 

diverse students and enjoyment of being with “different” people also positively 

correlated with higher CRTSE scores. Although each of the diversity measures had 

positive correlational relationships, only these five of the nine diversity experience items 

achieved significance. 

 

Regression Analysis 

 A series of three regression analyses was conducted on CRTSE Scale-Extended 

(all 50 items), the CRT Emphasis (CRT EMP) scale (28 items), as well as the original 

40-item CRTSE Scale (Siwatu, 2007) associated with this measure to determine which 

independent variables are the best predictors of higher CRTSE mean scores. Table 
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4.27 presents the results of the regression analysis conducted on the CRTSE Scale–

Extended, incorporating all 50 items. Using the enter method, a significant model 

emerged; F35,220 = 2.698, p = <.001, adjusted R square .189. 

Several significant results were found in this analysis. First, having certification in 

the areas of EC-6, ESL, and advanced certifications was found to be significantly 

associated with higher scores on the CRTSE-Extended. Additionally, having teaching 

experience in the third through fifth grade levels was also associated with significantly 

higher CRTSE mean scores. Finally, TE programs that were perceived to better prepare 

teachers for working effectively with linguistically and culturally diverse students were 

associated with higher CRTSE scores. 

Table 4.27  

Multiple Regression Analysis of CRTSE-Extended (50 Items) 

Measure Beta Std. Err. t sig. 95% Conf. Int. 
Gender -.070 1.875 -1.045 .297 -5.654 1.736 
Age .125 .762 1.482 .140 -.372 2.630 
Ethnicity       

Black .034 2.034 .534 .594 -2.924 5.095 
Hispanic -.003 2.485 -.038 .970 -4.991 4.805 
Asian -.034 2.095 -.437 .662 -5.046 3.213 
Native American .021 9.476 .316 .753 -15.684 21.666 
Other -.095 3.055 -1.600 .111 -10.909 1.131 

Degree -.134 2.926 -.823 .412 -8.175 3.360 
CERT: EC6 .155 1.406 2.048 .042 .109 5.649 
CERT: ESL .143 1.310 2.100 .037 .169 5.331 
CERT: BIL .133 3.028 1.673 .096 -.903 11.031 
CERT: 4-8th .034 1.877 .478 .633 -2.803 4.596 
CERT: Secondary .136 1.493 1.725 .086 -.367 5.517 
CERT: All Level .089 1.900 1.469 .143 -.954 6.535 
CERT: Advanced .181 2.100 2.653 .009 1.432 9.711 
UG CLD Emphasis .031 .519 .491 .624 -.768 1.277 
GRAD CLD Emphasis .161 .809 1.026 .306 -.764 2.424 
Program: Cultural -.169 .928 -2.015 .045 -3.700 -.041 
Program: Linguistic -.160 .895 -1.982 .049 -3.536 -.010 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.27 (continued). 

Measure Beta Std. Err. t sig. 95% Conf. Int. 
Teacher Type: Pre/In .109 2.804 .754 .452 -3.412 7.639 
Teacher Exp: Years -.044 1.777 -.286 .775 -4.009 2.994 
Teacher Exp: K-2nd -.136 1.467 -1.745 .082 -5.450 .331 
Teacher Exp: 3-5th .214 1.510 2.828 .005 1.294 7.245 
Teacher Exp: 6-8th -.069 1.611 -.926 .355 -4.667 1.683 
Teacher Exp: 9-12th -.144 2.056 -1.676 .095 -7.497 .607 
Teacher Exp: Adult .008 1.793 .117 .907 -3.326 3.744 
CCSL: US Schools -.063 1.155 -.972 .332 -3.400 1.154 
CCSL: Travel Study .002 1.749 .029 .977 -3.396 3.499 
CCSL: Cultural Immersion -.028 1.885 -.412 .681 -4.491 2.939 
CCSL: Trip Int’l .013 1.497 .201 .841 -2.650 3.250 
CCSL: US Community -.084 1.176 -1.310 .192 -3.859 .778 
Language Proficiency .055 .575 .630 .530 -.771 1.494 
Exp Diversity Mean .090 .991 1.459 .146 -.507 3.399 
Variety in Friends Mean -.037 .694 -.581 .562 -1.770 .964 
CRT Description  .069 .652 1.117 .265 -.557 2.012 
 

The next regression analysis (Table 4.28) examined the independent variables 

associated with the CRT EMP scale means, which contained 28 of the survey items that 

more specifically focused on CRT characteristics. Using the enter method, a significant 

model emerged; F35,216 = 2.880, p = <.001, adjusted R square .208. The same areas 

were significant as in the 50-item analysis, except that EC-6 certification was no longer 

significantly associated with this CRT EMP scale. However, bilingual certification was 

significantly associated with this more focused CRT EMP scale, when it wasn’t 

significantly associated with the 50-item mean. 
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Table 4.28  

Multiple Regression Analysis of CRT Emphasis (EMP) (28 Items) 

Measure Beta Std. Err. t sig. 95% Conf. Int. 
Gender -.079 2.227 -1.174 .242 -7.006 1.774 
Age .135 .926 1.610 .109 -.335 3.316 
Ethnicity       

Black .033 2.406 .518 .605 -3.495 5.988 
Hispanic -.036 3.013 -.422 .674 -7.209 4.667 
Asian -.028 2.499 -.366 .715 -5.840 4.012 
Native American .028 11.174 .432 .666 -17.201 26.848 
Other -.063 3.600 -1.063 .289 -10.923 3.270 

Degree -.171 3.477 -1.050 .295 -10.503 3.204 
CERT: EC6 .129 1.660 1.714 .088 -.427 6.116 
CERT: ESL .140 1.549 2.064 .040 .144 6.250 
CERT: BIL .171 3.640 2.121 .035 .546 14.896 
CERT: 4-8th .037 2.245 .520 .603 -3.256 5.592 
CERT: Secondary .119 1.781 1.514 .132 -.814 6.207 
CERT: All Level .099 2.243 1.635 .104 -.754 8.088 
CERT: Advanced .163 2.489 2.381 .018 1.021 10.834 
UG CLD Emphasis .057 .612 .915 .361 -.646 1.766 
GRAD CLD Emphasis .056 .963 .361 .718 -1.550 2.245 
Program: Cultural -.170 1.096 -2.049 .042 -4.407 -.086 
Program: Linguistic -.198 1.058 -2.475 .014 -4.705 -.533 
Teacher Type: Pre/In .061 3.370 .417 .677 -5.236 8.047 
Teacher Exp: Years -.069 2.130 -.453 .651 -5.162 3.233 
Teacher Exp: K-2nd -.110 1.732 -1.424 .156 -5.880 .948 
Teacher Exp: 3-5th .214 1.782 2.843 .005 1.554 8.578 
Teacher Exp: 6-8th -.076 1.923 -1.031 .304 -5.772 1.807 
Teacher Exp: 9-12th -.144 2.436 -1.709 .089 -8.966 .638 
Teacher Exp: Adult .008 2.133 .115 .908 -3.959 4.451 
CCSL: US Schools -.058 1.382 -.895 .372 -3.961 1.487 
CCSL: Travel Study .018 2.064 .265 .791 -3.520 4.616 
CCSL: Cultural Immersion .012 2.225 .180 .858 -3.985 4.784 
CCSL: Trip Int’l .017 1.770 .262 .793 -3.023 3.952 
CCSL: US Community -.074 1.393 -1.161 .247 -4.363 1.128 
Language Proficiency .105 .693 1.180 .239 -.548 2.185 
Exp Diversity Mean .112 1.176 1.830 .069 -.166 4.470 
Variety in Friends Mean -.059 .824 -.943 .347 -2.402 .847 
CRT Description  .042 .788 .682 .496 -1.016 2.090 

 

A regression analysis was also conducted with Siwatu’s (2007) original 40-item 

scale to see if there were any differences in significant relationships between the 
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CRTSE-Extended (50 item) scale and the CRT EMP scale analyses. Using the enter 

method, a significant model emerged; F35,216 = 2.697, p = <.001, adjusted R square 

.191. Results of this analysis are presented in Table 4.29. The same areas were 

generally significant as in the CRTSE-Extended 50 item scale analysis, except that TE 

program preparation for working with linguistically diverse students was no longer 

significantly associated in this 40-item scale; however, all three scale analyses noted 

the same negative association with lower scores correlating with perceived poor teacher 

program preparation on cultural issues. No significant association was found between 

bilingual certification teacher candidates and this 40-item scale, as was present with the 

CRT EMP scale analyses. 

Table 4.29  

Multiple Regression Analysis of CRTSE (Siwatu, 2007) (40 Items) 

Measure Beta Std. Err. t sig. 95% Conf. Int. 
Gender -.081 1.791 -1.196 .233 -5.672 1.387 
Age .095 .729 1.147 .253 -.601 2.274 
Ethnicity       

Black .028 1.940 .431 .667 -2.986 4.659 
Hispanic -.012 2.370 -.136 .892 -4.993 4.349 
Asian -.043 1.999 -.552 .582 -5.043 2.837 
Native American .007 9.042 .103 .918 -16.888 18.755 
Other -.117 2.905 -1.962 .051 -11.425 .026 

Degree -.106 2.812 -.645 .520 -7.356 3.728 
CERT: EC6 .176 1.339 2.310 .022 .453 5.732 
CERT: ESL .161 1.255 2.339 .020 .462 5.409 
CERT: BIL .146 2.885 1.827 .069 -.416 10.956 
CERT: 4-8th .062 1.802 .864 .389 -1.996 5.109 
CERT: Secondary .128 1.427 1.632 .104 -.484 5.141 
CERT: All Level .094 1.844 1.548 .123 -.781 6.490 
CERT: Advanced .203 2.023 2.967 .003 2.016 9.990 
UG CLD Emphasis .020 .494 .323 .747 -.815 1.134 
GRAD CLD Emphasis .172 .775 1.088 .278 -.684 2.371 
Program: Cultural -.180 .885 -2.144 .033 -3.642 -.153 
Program: Linguistic -.156 .856 -1.920 .056 -3.329 .043 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.29 (continued). 

Measure Beta Std. Err. t sig. 95% Conf. Int. 
Teacher Type: Pre/In .088 2.718 .596 .552 -3.738 6.976 
Teacher Exp: Years -.030 1.721 -.199 .843 -3.734 3.049 
Teacher Exp: K-2nd -.151 1.394 -1.939 .054 -5.452 .044 
Teacher Exp: 3-5th .216 1.439 2.850 .005 1.266 6.939 
Teacher Exp: 6-8th -.066 1.574 -.877 .381 -4.483 1.722 
Teacher Exp: 9-12th -.117 1.985 -1.370 .172 -6.633 1.193 
Teacher Exp: Adult .032 1.725 .473 .637 -2.584 4.216 
CCSL: US Schools -.054 1.105 -.831 .407 -3.096 1.259 
CCSL: Travel Study -.028 1.663 -.407 .684 -3.955 2.600 
CCSL: Cultural Immersion -.034 1.791 -.500 .617 -4.426 2.634 
CCSL: Trip Int’l -.009 1.428 -.132 .895 -3.003 2.627 
CCSL: US Community -.071 1.124 -1.089 .277 -3.439 .992 
Language Proficiency .064 .547 .720 .473 -.685 1.472 
Exp Diversity Mean .089 .954 1.428 .155 -.518 3.243 
Variety in Friends Mean -.040 .667 -.633 .527 -1.737 .892 
CRT Description  .052 .629 .839 .402 -.712 1.768 

 

In summary, the 10 additional items added to Siwatu’s 40 item scale to create 

CRTSE Scale-Extended made a difference in the predictors associated with significantly 

higher or lower CRTSE mean scores. Perceptions of more effective TE program 

preparation for working with linguistically diverse students became a predictor of higher 

self-efficacy with the inclusion of these additional items on the CRTSE Scale-Extended. 

The bilingual certification variable, a group which might be expected to have higher self-

efficacy in CRT, only yielded significant predictive results for increased efficacy with the 

CRT EMP subset. Surprisingly, 3-5th grade teaching experience was a strong predictor 

in each analysis. For each Scale, the perception of better TE program preparation 

relating to working with culturally diverse students was a strong predictor of higher 

CRTSE mean scores. 

202 



Findings Related to Research Question 3 

The third research question, How do pre-service and in-service teachers 

describe culturally responsive instruction?, was explored through analysis of the open-

ended survey item (Appendix C) using rubric-based (Appendix F) scores from a priori 

coding and through inductive coding of student responses using the constant 

comparison method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). Participants were asked to write their 

responses to the following questions: 

• What is an example of an instructional activity you have observed, 

planned, or implemented that you feel would be considered “culturally 

responsive” for diverse students? 

• Why do you feel this activity is “culturally responsive”? 

 

Rubric Scores 

Rubric scores for participants are presented in Figure 4.19. Over half of the 

respondents expressed their understanding of a CRT activity at Level 1 of the rubric, 

awareness of cultural differences and personal culture. Less than a third of the 

responses were classified at more advanced levels. More than one of every six 

responses described general teaching practices (Level 0) rather than clear CRT 

characteristics according to the CRT continuum rubric indicators. 
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Figure 4.19. Rubric scores. 

 

Level of Participant Involvement 

 Attention to the level of respondents’ participation in the activity served to refine 

the analysis of where participant responses were placed on the CRT continuum level 

rubric. Less involvement (observation, activity description, or commentary) was given a 

lower rating than greater involvement, such as actual implementation, when the 

researcher deemed that responses were vague enough to possibly be placed on a 

lower level after reflecting on their association with key indicators in the relevant 

categories. Responses were coded for whether activities described by the participants 

were ones in which they observed (36.5%) the activity, observed as an active 

participant (5.9%), planned (10.6%), or actually implemented (23.5%) the activity with 

students. Some participants (20.8%) did not clarify a level of participation in the activity, 
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and so their activities were simply described (without mention of whether the activity 

was observed, planned, or implemented) and coded as “Activity description.” Also, 2.7% 

of the responses did not actually describe an instructional activity, but rather, provided 

general commentary on the subject of CRT or working with CLD students (labeled 

“Commentary” in these data). Table 4.30 presents these results. 

Table 4.30  

Level of Participant Involvement in the Activity 

Level of Involvement Total 
 (n = 255) % of Total 

Observed the lesson (O) 93 36.5% 

Observed the lesson as a participant (OP) 15 5.9% 

Planned the lesson (P) 27 10.6% 

Implemented the lesson (I) 60 23.5% 

Activity description (A) 53 20.8% 

Commentary on CRT (C) 7 2.7% 
 

 

Examples of Level 0 Responses 

  Level 0 of the rubric (included in Appendix F) includes general teaching practices 

such as incorporating multiple intelligences, student choice and interest, community-

building activities, using a variety of teaching methods, tapping into students’ prior 

knowledge, fostering positive home-school relations, and cooperative learning. While 

these general teaching practices may support the learning of CLD students, they do not 

specifically reference CRT principles as described in the CRT continuum delineated in 

Chapter 2 (especially if the rationale for why they feel the activity is CR is missing). A 
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few examples of participant responses (representative of the 16.5% of total sample 

classified as Level 1) that were placed in this category follow:  

• The students picked a famous American to research and explained why they 

chose who they did and what it meant to them.  

• Read a loud [sic] because children need the time to be read aloud and this way 

they are able to hear how a fluent speaker reads and gives them an idea on how 

to read. 

• I observed a math lesson where the teacher had the students find out how many 

ways they could make the number of objects they had equal to 24. It seems 

culturally responsive because numbers in math are usually written the same in 

other languages and the other students in the group would be there to help the 

culturally linguistic student.  

 Some examples, although alluding to CRT principles, were too vague to 

demonstrate a clear grasp of specific CRT concepts and strategies involved: 

• …an instructional activity that has modifications for diverse learners. 

• …focus on vocabulary has been implemented to help diverse students get a 

better grasp and understanding of the key morals by using a variety of 

techniques to comprehend. 

• Currently I am an aid [sic] to a fourth grade bilingual teacher. All of her students 

are Hispanic and all but two are fluent in English and Spanish. Most of her lesson 

plans are (have to be) culturally responsive. 
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 Items that are considered general teaching practices, even if they inadvertently 

may have generated a response related to a student’s heritage, were included in this 

category. 

• …creating a magazine article…students were able to create their magazine 

article on any animal they wanted. One student, from Mexico, wrote about a 

Mexican “rodent” of sorts…I do remember the pride that the student shared as 

she presented her magazine article and the differing views on the animal from 

her prior and current countries. 

A few responses included general comments related to working with diverse 

students, some bordering on negative or stereotypical in nature, alluding to deficit views 

of CLD students. 

• I found that Asian kids usually work hardest. Northern European kids are usually 

very lay [sic] back and American kids are in the middle. 

 

Examples of Level 1 Responses 

 Level 1 of the rubric involves awareness of cultural differences and one’s 

personal heritage and culture, and over half of the responses were placed at this level. 

Key indicators include understanding the second language acquisition process, 

consciousness of linguistic prejudice, and engaging in activities to better understand the 

culture of “others” at a superficial level (e.g., food, fashion, and folklore). It was common 

for these responses to explore other cultures, but there was not a clear focus on how 

the activities supported CLD students specifically. A few examples of responses placed 

in this category follow: 
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• I planned a game called “cats and dogs” it is a philipine [sic] game. We would 

first talk about the instructions, where it comes from. Then, demonstrate the 

game, play it, and then talk about simmilarities [sic] between this game compared 

to the games you play or have played. 

• Multicultural World Fair Project in which I researched the country of India and 

found out what misconceptions I had about the country and culture. It is culturally 

responsive because I learned about another culture in order to understand my 

students’ culture better. 

• I planned an activity about plants…it was altered to be culturally responsive by 

allowing students to share plants that are relevant to their own culture. This 

allowed the others students to learn about the culture of their classmates. 

• In a 4th grade class they were reviewing a math lesson and the leader themed it 

after the past summer Olympics. It had the athletes and the flag from the country 

they were representing. The student was asked to fill in a chart asking questions 

about the athlete and to identify their country. They then watched a video about 

the different sports and different countries represented in the Olympic games. It 

showed the students the diversity in the world and how sport can be an union of 

expression. 

• The cooperating teacher I am with teaches in the Kodaly method of instruction. 

This method is based off of Zoltan Kodaly’s use of folk songs from around the 

world. We use songs from Australia to Africa to Israel. This past week I taught a 

lesson using the West African canoe song “Eh Soomboo Kawaya”. The students 

learned where the song was from and I was able to show them a map on the TV. 
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We then learned what the text meant and reiterated it by adding motions. The 

students can now go home and tell their families a little about the culture of West 

Africa and have memorized a few phrases of their language. 

 Some activities had potential for CRT elements, but information about how to use 

the text or material effectively with CLD students was missing. For example: 

• I have observed the reading of the book Too Many Tamales being used to teach 

aspects of the Hispanic culture and the traditions they use to celebrate holidays. I 

feel this activity is culturally responsive because it is a fun book in which the main 

characters are easy to relate to, but it also gives a lot of insight into the way a 

Hispanic family might prepare for the holidays. Children can learn more about 

this culture without even realizing that they are. 

 Several responses touched on general activities to use with ESL students, 

demonstrating an understanding of second language acquisition: 

• …we wrote lesson unit plans that were solely for ELL purposes. In those lessons, 

we built background knowledge, did picture walks, introduced new vocabulary, 

used lots of pictures and labels. This is culturally responsive because no matter 

what language is your 1st language, you are learning something new all together 

[sic]. 

 

Examples of Level 2 Responses 

 Level 2 of the rubric involves sensitivity toward CLD students’ needs and 

positive, respectful interactions with CLD students and families. Key indicators and 
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examples are included below, which are representative of the nearly 24% of total 

responses in this sample placed on this level. 

 Culturally responsive teaching involves CLD parents and community members in 

the school setting to foster positive interactions. 

• I recall our school librarian sharing her background as a Native American every 

year with the study [sic] body. She shared personal narratives of her childhood 

and artifacts. The students were always interested in learning more about her. I 

think it encouraged students to notice how we come from different backgrounds 

and that is what makes us unique and interesting.  

• 4th grade observation of Native-American culture. Teacher brought in parents 

who were native American and cooked food related to their culture. [The vague 

description of this response resulted in a classification of Level 2 rather than 3.]  

A teacher’s analysis of texts and materials to determine appropriateness, authenticity, 

or bias, is reflected in CRTSE Item 42 at this level, “Analyze whether a text used in my 

classroom is culturally authentic or biased.”   

• One activity that I’ve observed is reading literature about other cultures. The 

book was not biased toward anyone. Also the person of that background came 

and read it to the students to make it more special…  

• Reading lessons centered around culturally and politically sensitive literature that 

accurately displays other cultures through biographies and fiction.  

 Many of the CRTSE Scale-Extended items included in the rubric associated with 

this level relate to the “Interaction Preferences and Classroom Management” category, 

including how teachers may adjust discourse and interaction patterns in the school 
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setting to accommodate CLD students to help them better negotiate a new culture (e.g., 

CRTSE Scale-Extended Items 6, 48, and 49).  

• In my third grade class that I am observing in there is a little boy from Nepal. 

Once during 1 word sort I watched him use a pair of scissor for the first time. My 

mentor teacher showed him how to use them and also verbally explained what to 

do. I think this is “culturally responsive” because my mentor teacher didn’t simply 

assume he knew how to use scissors. 

• …The entire classroom was composed of Hispanic students…she recently got a 

transfer in that had just moved from Mexico. She spoke ZERO English. The 

teacher labeled everything in the room and had a Spanish speaking student sit 

with the new student to help translate. She placed her at a table with a few other 

girls so she didn’t end up in the corner alone. I feel she did a great job of 

accomodating [sic] this student right off the bat! 

• I taught kindergarten students in Beijing, China, for a summer…I only spoke 

English, but everything I did and said had to be mindful and considerate of their 

traditions and typical classroom setting.  

 Sensitivity as described in this level extends to the intentional development of a 

community of learners when students come from different backgrounds (as in CRTSE 

Scale Item 12).  

• A culturally responsive activity that I feel I have observed was a Social Studies 

lesson in a 4th grade classroom about the Alamo. The teacher realized that her 

classroom was filled with Hispanic and Caucasian students so she taught in a 

way that was respectful to both perspectives of the situation.  
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• Students can learn map skills or geography while they share the various 

countries their families come from by locating them on the globe or map of the 

world. This can be made into a bulletin board. It is important to learn about 

families, and cultures of fellow students to make a community classroom. From 

this point students can learn to recognize similarities and differences between us 

all.  

  

Examples of Level 3 Responses 

 Level 3 of the rubric involves the development of relevant and affirming 

instructional strategies for CLD students, as described on the rubric in Appendix F. Only 

6% of the samples were placed at this level. Key indicators and examples are included 

below. 

 Culturally relevant texts and materials are an important part of this level with the 

particular focus on literacy development for diverse learners, such as expressed in 

CRTSE Scale-Extended Item 41, Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the 

experiences of diverse students in my classroom.  Although there could be a bias 

toward those who “teach reading” as a part of their certification or teaching responsibility 

area (and who may be more accustomed to regularly including relevant literature as a 

part of their instruction), these are still appropriate examples of CRT (one third of the 

Level 3 responses were similar to Item 41), and not all Level 3 responses had to relate 

to literacy-based activities. 

• I made a book set a few semesters ago to use in a mainly Hispanic dominated 

classroom titled: Struggles faced by Latino immigrant youth. I found ways to 
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include each book, by reading it and holding discussions or writing about the 

students’ personal experiences. All but one book was written in both English and 

Spanish, so it could be taught/read in either language. Each book dealt with a 

different issue: Leaving friend’s family members behind, not understanding new 

language, and adapting to a new lifestyle to name a few.  

• In my second grade classroom, my teacher has all Hispanic students. She is 

teaching about folktales, and is using a book about “La llorona” which is the 

Hispanic version of the boogyman. The teacher loves teaching it because all of 

the students love that a book at school discusses something that their families 

have been taught for generations.  

  A common thread was the attempt to provide opportunities for students to 

explore the curriculum as a mirror reflecting their own experiences and engaging them 

in relevant, meaningful activities that affirm their identities, such as CRTSE Scale-

Extended Item 13, Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make learning 

meaningful.  Approximately 40% of responses on this level were something like the 

following: 

• I did a social studies lesson where the students looked at the book People and 

discussed different cultures as well as their own and compared and contrasted 

different elements of the cultures. This lesson was implemented with high low and 

medium level learners in literacy. After discussing culture identities the students 

were asked to brainstorm elements of their culture and create a bubble map. The 

students then took the ideas from their bubble map to create a where I’m from 

poem including information relating to their culture. The students read their poems 
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and were recorded so that a digital storybook with pictures could later be created 

and displayed. I feel this was culturally responsive because the students were 

able to collaborate and share ideas about different cultures and learn more about 

them as well as express themselves and info about things that are special and 

important to them and their cultural identity.  

• One unit in third grade was spent on researching your heritage. Books were 

pulled on the countries after the students talked with their parents to learn what 

their heritage was. There was certain information they had to look up as well as 

extra information that appealed to them. They later presented their resulting 

projects so everyone else could learn about the country and culture. This unit was 

personal and all about culture.  

 Level 3 also includes more advanced linguistically-responsive instruction (7% of 

the samples at this level) that takes into consideration cross-linguistic transfer or 

interference through understanding contrastive analysis and responsive instruction 

(such as through facilitating students’ English development by identifying common 

cognates). 

• I had a one on one lesson with a student in science. We introduced carnivours 

[sic] and herbivours [sic]. I connect the Spanish word “carne” which means meat 

to help understand the vocabulary. This lesson connected w/ his home language 

and he was able to bridge his prior knowledge to new vocabulary.  

  Some responses included efforts to incorporate parents’ funds of knowledge 

meaningfully into classroom instruction (close to 20% of responses at this level included 

some specific funds of knowledge integration).  
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• As a kindergarten teacher I always had what I called a world celebration day. 

During the holiday season (Christmas) I would have parents of diff. cultures come 

in and teach the class about holiday family traditions – i.e., Hannukah, Ramadan, 

etc. It’s responsive to culture because it ties in the cultures and traditions of my 

students to the curriculum.  

 

Examples of Level 4 Responses 

 Level 4 of the rubric includes advocacy for CLD students and their families as 

well as critical literacy (both on the part of the teacher and in the development of this 

skill in students). Teachers engaging in CRT at this level attend to and take action 

toward sociopolitical issues that impact the lives of CLD students and their communities, 

such as in CRTSE Scale-Extended Item 43, Identify societal issues and perceptions of 

diverse people that influence opportunities and affect the learning environments of 

students from diverse backgrounds.  Only three responses (1% of the total sample) met 

the criteria for this level of CRT. 

• I teach students to view the caste systems in India in different ways. They look at 

the caste system (in relation to Brave New World,) as both a way to separate 

people, but also a way to give people a place. We examine the ways a class 

system can function in a society. I think it gives my students a chance to look at a 

culture that has a system similar to the work we study and think about how this 

would work in the US.  

• I sat in on a teacher’s class where students investigated diseases by region of the 

globe and had to prepare a short lesson for the class to address why those 
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diseases were more prevalent in their region. Part of the rubric for the assignment 

indicated that students should look for a broad variety of reasons why their 

chosen diseases were more prevalent including cultural, religious and social 

reasoning. I think this is culturally responsive because it examines roles of certain 

cultures and interactions between the medical field and local cultures. 

• Doing a play about the new Arizona Immigration law. Students take on roles of 

immigrants, law makers, police, etc. social justice activity. 

 

CRTSE Scale-Extended Item Categories Content Analysis 

 The rubric for this analysis included the 50 CRTSE Scale-Extended items sorted 

along the CRT continuum of Levels 0-4 as well as clustered in categories by like items. 

Participant responses were coded in these a priori categories regarding similarities to 

CRTSE items as specified in the rubric matrix, and as represented in Table 4.31. Nearly 

all (97.3%) of the responses included some method of planning or adapting instruction 

similar to particular CRTSE items, especially CRTSE 11, Use a variety of teaching 

methods, CRTSE 1, Adapt instruction to meet the needs of my students, and CRTSE 

27, Revise instructional material to include better representation of cultural groups.  

CRTSE 13, Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make learning meaningful 

and CRTSE 41, Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of 

diverse students in my classroom, were common for Level 3 scores.  

 Nearly a quarter of the responses (23.9%) addressed learning about the 

teachers’ students in the classroom, particularly similar to CRTSE Item 16, Obtain 

information about my students’ cultural backgrounds, and CRTSE Item 8, Obtain 

216 



information about my students’ home life.  Community building was common among 

responses with 28.6% of the participants including elements reflecting CRTSE Scale-

Extended items in this category, especially CRTSE 12, Develop a community of 

learners when my class consists of students from diverse cultures, CRTSE 32, Help 

students feel like important members of the classroom, and CRTSE 26, Help students 

to develop positive relationships with their classmates.  Nearly a tenth (9.4%) of the 

responses touched on CRTSE items dealing with interaction preferences and classroom 

management with CLD students, such as CRTSE Item 39, Implement cooperative 

learning activities for those students who like to work in groups.  Parent and community 

involvement was not mentioned as frequently in responses at only 5.1%, but when this 

category was included, responses mainly addressed CRTSE 10, Establish positive 

home-school relations. 

Table 4.31  

CRTSE Scale-Extended Items by Category as Coded in Participant Responses 

Category Total 
% of total 

codes  
(n = 427) 

% of total 
responses 
(n = 255) 

Plan / Adapt Instruction 248 58.1% 97.3% 
Learning About Students 61 14.3% 23.9% 
Learning Preferences 5 1.2% 2.0% 
Interaction Preferences and Management 24 5.6% 9.4% 
Assessment 3 0.7% 1.2% 
Parent & Community Involvement 13 3.0% 5.1% 
Community Building 73 17.1% 28.6% 

 

 
Inductive Coding Analysis 

  Inductive coding analysis yielded 22 codes, grouped into 6 categories, as 

displayed in Tables 4.32 and 4.33. Several of the responses analyzed included more 
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than one code, with a total of 1,180 notations in these categories amongst 255 total 

participant responses (265 surveys were received, but 10 participants who left the 

response task blank were removed from the data set). The most frequently mentioned 

code was a reference to learning about “others” as a “window” into understanding and 

appreciating other cultures, with over two-thirds of the responses focusing in this area. 

The second most prevalent response included “invitations” for CLD students to share 

about their own culture or heritage with others, reflected in about half of the responses. 

Celebrating differences through a type of cultural fair or display was also popular with 

close to 40% of responses delineating such an activity. Over a third of the responses 

recognized the value in affirming CLD students’ identities and providing opportunities for 

them to explore and reflect on their own cultures and heritages. 

Table 4.32  

Frequency Counts of Inductive Coding Items 

Code 
Total 

Coded 
Items 

Percentage of 
Total Coded Items 

(n = 1,180) 

Percentage of 
Total Responses 

(n = 255) 
Learning about “others” as a “window” 
into other cultures 175 14.8% 68.6% 

“Invitation” for students to share cultural 
information 131 11.1% 51.4% 

Vague, lack of depth 111 9.4% 43.5% 
Celebrating differences / cultural fair 108 9.2% 42.4% 
Affirm identity / explore their own culture 98 8.3% 38.4% 
Show and tell 64 5.4% 25.1% 
Student choice or interest 56 4.7% 22.0% 
Content area (specific content area 
noted, such as math, science, etc.) 54 4.6% 21.2% 

ELL (specific ESL reference and strategy 
noted) 51 4.3% 20.0% 

Holidays & heroes 49 4.2% 19.2% 
Initiative by the teacher 47 4.0% 18.4% 
Literacy event response strategy 45 3.8% 17.6% 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.32 (continued). 

Code 
Total 

Coded 
Items 

Percentage of 
Total Coded Items 

(n = 1,180) 

Percentage of 
Total Responses 

(n = 255) 
Grade level indicated 42 3.6% 16.5% 
Use of multicultural literature 37 3.1% 14.5% 
Writing activity 31 2.6% 12.2% 
Aware of prejudice, misconceptions, 
points of view 31 2.6% 12.2% 

Cultural variants with text sets or songs 
(e.g., Cinderella variants) 12 1.0% 4.7% 

“We’re the same” universalistic message 12 1.0% 4.7% 
Cooperative learning / partner & group 
work 11 0.9% 4.3% 

Adjusting school procedures to 
accommodate CLD students 7 0.6% 2.7% 

Multiple intelligences 6 0.5% 2.4% 
Mention of cultural bias in curriculum or a 
related restriction 2 0.2% 0.8% 

 

 Codes were grouped into six categories as shown in Table 4.33. The category 

with the most responses addressed knowing and appreciating others (31.8% of the 

total, or 38.5% when the “other” category is removed from the data, leaving only the 

“teaching” categories), and responses in this category ranged from surface level 

attention to heroes and holidays to dealing with personal prejudices. Close to a fourth of 

the responses (25.4% of the total, 30.8% among the teaching categories) had 

something to do with a specific focus on affirming CLD students and integrating their 

culture into the instructional setting, mainly in the form of inviting them to make a 

cultural connection or “show and tell” about their heritage. Close to one sixth (14.9% of 

the total, or 18.1% among the teaching categories) of the responses carried a reference 

to language and literacy instruction, with 51 specific references to ESL students and 37 

references to the use of multicultural literature (some of which specifically suggested 
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culturally-relevant and authentic literature). Teacher agency and curriculum concerns 

made up the smallest percentage of the six categories (5.0% among the teaching 

categories), while 6.2% of the codes related to general teaching practices (not 

particularly specific to CRT), such as student choice, group work, and multiple 

intelligences (or 7.5% among the teaching categories). 

Table 4.33  

Frequency Counts of Inductive Coding by Category 

Codes & Categories Total % of Total Category 
Total 

% of 
Category 

Total 

1. CLD Student Needs Focused 

Adjusting school procedures to 
accommodate CLD students 7 0.6% 

300 25.4% 
Affirm identity / explore their own culture 98 8.3% 

“Invitation” for students to share cultural 
information 131 11.1% 

Show and tell 64 5.4% 
2. Knowing & Appreciating Others 

Learning about “others” as a “window” into 
other cultures 175 14.8% 

375 31.8% 

Aware of prejudice, misconceptions, points 
of view 31 2.6% 

“We’re the same” universalistic message 12 1.0% 

Celebrating differences / cultural fair 108 9.2% 

Holidays & heroes 49 4.2% 

3. Language and Literacy Reference 
Writing activity 31 2.6% 

176 14.9% 

Use of multicultural literature 37 3.1% 

ELL (specific ESL reference and strategy 
noted) 51 4.3% 

Cultural variants with text sets or songs 
(e.g., Cinderella variants) 12 1.0% 

Literature response strategy 45 3.8% 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.33 (continued). 

Codes & Categories Total % of Total Category 
Total 

% of 
Category 

Total 

4. Teacher Agency & Curriculum Concerns 

Initiative by the teacher 47 4.0% 
49 4.2% Mention of cultural bias in curriculum or a 

related restriction 2 0.2% 

5. General Teaching 

Multiple intelligences 6 0.5% 

73 6.2% Student choice or interest 56 4.7% 

Cooperative Learning / partner & group work 11 0.9% 
6. Other 

Vague, lack of depth 111 9.4% 

207 17.5% Grade level indicated 42 3.6% 

Content area (specific content area noted, 
such as math, science, etc.) 54 4.6% 

Total 1180 100.0% 1180 100.0% 
 

 In addition to these categories, the researcher made note of specific content 

areas that were mentioned in the CRT descriptions, as specific content area lessons 

and activities were mentioned 54 times (not including general reading or writing 

activities and the study of heroes and holidays where the specific content area focus 

was unclear). Some responses indicated more than one subject area, bringing the total 

number of content area codes to 58. The frequency count by subject area is presented 

in Table 4.34. Examples of participant responses from the five teaching categories 

follow. 
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Table 4.34  

Content Areas Referenced in Participant Responses 

Content Area Total Percentage 
Social Studies 15 25.9% 
Math 13 22.4% 
English / Language Arts 11 19.0% 
Science 8 13.8% 
Foreign Language 5 8.6% 
Music 4 6.9% 
Art 1 1.7% 
Technology 1 1.7% 
Total 58 100.0% 

 

Focus on CLD Students 

• Adjusting school procedures to accommodate CLD students 

o If student come from different culture than very first day of school, give 

some instruction about teaching system and teaching pattern. Make 

program plan very first day…Understand if the student from other different 

country than know the imigration [sic] laws and according to that help him 

to finish his/her program.  

• Affirm identity/explore own culture 

o I planned a unit on immigration. During the unit, students researched 

about caused [sic] of immigration, (political and economical) effects of 

immigration. Students did activities that kept them involved such as 

interviewing their parents about their heritage (Geonological [sic] tree). 

Estudent [sic] learned about different cultures and the different reason that 

motivated them to leave their places of origin. Students read many books 

related to people stories of immigration. Finally they wrote a story 
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(Historical Fiction) to depict a person that went thought all of the different 

events an immigrant would faced [sic]. This activity is very connected to 

“culturally responsive” because students learn that everyone have there 

[sic] own story and everyone deserve respect. By the end of this unit 

students learned to respect others by listening to their stories and learning 

more about their cultures. Students stared [sic] to read more book related 

to other cultures and learned to be more tolerant.  

• “Invitation” for students to share cultural information 

o One culturally responsive lesson I have observed in a past student 

teaching class was in a 2nd grade class. The topic was covering the 

importance of Cinco de Mayo. There were some Hispanic students in the 

class as well. The teacher invited all those who have something to share 

from their culture to share a story important to them or an important 

artifact or clothing. The students brought in great things to share and the 

class discussion was great.  

• Show and tell 

o …the “About Me” project. The students put together a poster board or 

some visual that includes information about their background, the origin of 

their name, and other current information. This allows students to express 

their culture, background, and interests. The students present the 

information to the class for a grade. The teacher then ties some of the 

important concepts of that project into the next unit.  
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o I observed a lesson about Families. Each student got to present a poster 

with information about their family and where they came from. The 

students also used pictures, and at the end of the unit the class had a “pot 

luck” where each student brought a specialty dish from their culture. This 

was culturally responsive because it made all students feel that their 

culture was important and special.  

 

Knowing and Appreciating Others 

• Learning about “others” as a “window” into other cultures  

o In my math classes, my students have studied the contributions of 

different cultures to the field of mathematics. I feel this activity is “culturally 

responsive” as it acknowledges the impact that other cultures have made 

to society. 

• Aware of prejudice, misconceptions, points of view 

o I created a lesson/activity comparing two peoms [sic]. One poem was 

written from the point of view of a teen in the Holocaust and the other was 

written from the POV of a 13 yr old during Exec. Order 9066. To start, two 

very different cultures are presented, but within the realm of the U.S. and 

this culture.  

o A picture–walk with different pictures representing different cultures. 

Allowing students to write their thoughts down, and then discussing this as 

a class. Eliminating stereotypes. This activity is done as a group, allowing 

all students to have a “level playing field.” 
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•  “We’re the same” universalistic message 

o …the point of the lesson was to point out that, yes we are all different, but 

we generally hope for the same things in life. 

o I have seen a lesson on ethnicity taught with paint. The teacher had 

different colored paint and helped each child to find one that matched their 

skin-tone. This taught that none of us are ‘black’ or ‘white’. 

• Celebrating differences / cultural fair 

o I observed a class research several countries in groups. After research, 

they class had a “World Fair” where they dressed as people in the country 

might, served food from different countries, and got to tell the whole 

school about their project. This was “culturally responsive” because 

students learned and celebrated other cultures besides their own. 

o I have observed my mentor teacher during morning calendar have the 

students count in English, then Korean, Japanese, and Spanish. There 

are kids from each linguistic background in this class. I feel like this is 

“culturally responsive” because it brings attention to other cultures and 

that it is important to know about one another so we can coincide 

harmoniously.  

o I think having students implement a “Culture Fair” in which they could 

present about their culture in an authentic way or research about another 

culture would be a great activity for a classroom of diverse learners.  

• Holidays and Heroes. The responses in this category varied, from a surface 

level study of “other” diverse leaders and cultural holidays (e.g., how people 
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around the world celebrate Christmas or discussion of varied holidays like 

Diwali, Ramadan/Eid, etc.), to responses that tied holidays and heroes to the 

culture of the students, thereby making the lessons more relevant. 

o I observed a class that was mostly Hispanic…They had a lesson over the 

cultural/social studies significance of the holiday “El Dia de Los Muertos” 

or day of the dead celebrated in Hispanic culture. The students shared 

their personal experiences as well as researched the traditions and origins 

of the holiday. The students then participated in making traditional 

decorated skulls. This activity is culturally responsive to Hispanic children 

as well as children from other origins. The students that could identify with 

the holiday were very excited to share, while the other students were 

intrigued and very willing to learn about another culture.  

o A lesson that I observed that was “culturally responsive” is a lesson taught 

by one of my cooperating teachers. She taught a Social Studies lesson on 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Not only did she talk about Dr. King and his impact, 

she also talked about how he impacted other leaders such as Cesar 

Chavez. Since my school is mostly Hispanics, the kids could really relate 

to the idea about how different their class would be without the impact of 

diverse leaders. I found it to be “culturally responsive” because the 

students could really understand the history behind most of their cultures, 

even thought they were too young to fully grasp the impact these leaders 

made.  
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Language and Literacy Development 

• Writing activities 

o Writing activities that encourage students to consider their cultural 

heritage and journal about cultural and linguistic assimilation.  

o …the class has been working on creating biography poems about 

themselves. These poems are being created from their own words and 

typed in a Word document. The 3rd grade bilingual class is posting them in 

the 3rd grade hall outside for everyone to see. This is a great activity 

because all students are able to look at them, even if they are in a 

different language.  

• Use of multicultural literature 

o The teacher read diverse books that many of her students could relate 

to—she had different cultures and their language was used throughout the 

story. Books displayed on the shelf were diverse and catered to a variety 

of students and their differences.  

o I planned a lesson using a variety of Native American folk tales. I feel this 

activity would be culturally responsive if I was teaching in a school with 

students from the Native American culture. Such as lesson would 

represent their culture. 

• ELL – ESL specific strategy 

o I created a lesson that included making a foldable to teach parts of 

speech. In the lesson I implemented a strategy called modeled talk. I 

modeled the steps of creating the foldable while giving verbal instructions. 
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The ability for ELLs to hear and see the steps can help them better 

understand exactly what they should be doing and writing.  

o I planned a lesson under the SIOP method. I feel that this activity is 

culturally responsive because it not only included book about student’s 

culture, but also it included modifications such as the inclusion of 

vocabulary words in their native language.  

• Cultural variants with text sets or songs (e.g., Cinderella variants) 

o I have observed a “culturally responsive” lesson for diverse students when 

I observed a teacher’s unit lesson on Cinderella stories from around the 

world. I believe that as the teacher used several different versions of the 

Cinderella story, students from different cultures and countries were able 

to identify and learn from the diverse cultures presented.  

• Literacy event response strategy 

o In one of my reading classes, we were presented with a lesson on the 

book, Seedfolks. In the book are all different kinds of people who are 

culturally diverse and are from different backgrounds. One of the lessons 

was putting the students in groups and giving each group a character from 

the book. They had to analyze this character: tell about his personality, 

values, goals, wants, needs, etc. This would be a great culturally 

responsive lesson b/c children would learn about different cultures and 

how they can come together and get along.  

o  
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Teacher Agency and Curriculum Concerns 

• Initiative by the teacher 

o With many of my classes at _____ , the professors really take a special 

interest in the students who are not from America, and ask them about 

their home, their language, and really take the time to get to know them 

and care about them…It was more about making the person feel 

welcome… 

o The teacher used google earth and pulled up Nepal. The class had just 

welcomed a new student from there and she was allowing him to take the 

class on a virtual tour of his former home.  

• Mention of cultural bias in curriculum or a related restriction 

o In my own classes (literature) so many authentic texts are not “approved.” 

This means that we are restricted regarding the teaching of these texts.  

o I had my students research a person who has historical significance…the 

list they chose from had people from all ethnicities. It was culturally 

responsive because my class was made up of 60% African American 

students and our textbook was not a balanced book at how minority 

people contributed to US society.  

o  

General Teaching 

• Multiple intelligences 

o When I taught French, I spent a lot of time showing various ethnicities who 

speak French (in contrast to my own high school experiences). I also gave 
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the multiple intelligences inventory and strived to accommodate 2 or more 

in each lesson. I found these culturally responsive because it presented a 

more broad picture of francophone people and addressed many styles of 

learning because some are more preferred by one culture over another. 

• Student choice or interest 

o An instructional activity that I have implemented that I consider to be 

“culturally- responsive” was a “protest” lesson in a 6th grade social studies 

classroom. I had the students pick a topic they were passionate about and 

get in groups if they had peers with similar views. Then, they chose how to 

present their protest and created a product to present to the class. I felt 

this activity was culturally responsive because it allowed students of all 

backgrounds to pick topics they were passionate about. Also, they were 

able to use whatever form of a product they chose to present their protest.  

o Early on in the year allow each student to show an artifact to the class 

which is significant to them. This allows each student the opportunity to 

share their views with the class giving their unique perspective on the 

world. 

• Cooperative learning / partner & group work 

o …break into partners to discuss the read or subject matter…it would be 

helping students to get to know each other, building their relationships—as 

well as giving them confidence in writing, reading, and speaking English in 

front of peers. 
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o Discuss in different groups, exchange ideas. In this way, they can learn 

from each other’s diversity.  

 

Summary of CRT Perceptions 

The mixed methods design of this study provided a qualitative component in 

which respondents were asked to describe a culturally responsive activity and tell why 

they felt the activity was culturally responsive. Analysis of these samples revealed that 

about five of every six participants included elements of CRT in their descriptions. While 

the vast majority of the responses in this sample conveyed positive, supportive activities 

in some way, a couple of the descriptions included somewhat stereotypical or 

patronizing word choices regarding CLD students (conveying a deficit view and lowered 

expectations) by commenting on how certain varied ethnicities behave in school (from 

“model minority” to “lazy” ethnic group), similar to what Dooly (2007) describes 

regarding teachers’ perceptions of student motivation and language learning abilities 

based on ethnic heritage. When comparing the analyses (via a priori and inductive 

coding methods) of responses from the present study to findings of previous studies 

regarding teacher perceptions of CRT and guidelines from other theorists in the field, 

many common attributes were found, several of which are presented in Table 4.35. 
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Table 4.35  

CRT Elements Present in CRT Descriptions 

Culturally Responsive Teaching 
Elements Defined by CRT 

Theorists 
CRT Elements Present in Descriptions 

• “developing a knowledge base 
about cultural diversity” (Gay, 
2002, p. 106) 

• “socioculturally conscious” 
stance (Villegas and Lucas, 
2002) 

• “including ethnic and cultural 
diversity content in the 
classroom” (Gay, 2002, p. 106) 

• “students must develop and/or 
maintain cultural competence” 
(Ladson-Billings, 1995a, p. 160) 

The most frequently occurring code (present in 69% of 
responses) related to learning about “others” as a 
“window” into other cultures. Many of the Level 1 
responses (53% of entire sample) related to “awareness” 
of other cultures, both from the teacher’s own 
development in this area and through the inclusion of 
more cultural diversity within the curriculum to broaden 
students’ cultural awareness (as a precursor to cultural 
competence). The activity of “celebrating differences 
through a cultural fair” (42%) was also popular among 
responses.  
 
Sometimes this type of cultural awareness/celebration 
activity was at the more superficial level of “heroes and 
holidays” (present in 19% of responses), and other times 
it emerged as cognizance of “prejudice, misconceptions, 
and points of view” (12% of responses).  

• “demonstrating caring and 
building learning communities” 
(Gay, 2002, p. 106) 

A priori categories aligned with CRTSE items included 
“community building” in the classroom, often specifically 
relating to the inclusion and support of CLD students; 
29% of the responses included this element. 

• “communicating with ethnically 
diverse students” (Gay, 2002, 
p. 106) 

• “hybridity” in participation 
structures and discourse 
patterns within classroom 
instruction (such as the “talk 
story” described by Au, 2007, 
1980) 

Although not as developed in these data, “adjusting 
school procedures to accommodate CLD students” 
(present in 3% of responses) and some of the “ELL” 
strategies (common to 20% of responses) included ways 
teachers modified their communication styles for greater 
comprehensibility or more culturally sensitive/appropriate 
interactions. 

• “responding to ethnic diversity 
in the delivery of instruction” 
(Gay, 2002, p. 106) 

Level 2 (24% of responses) could align with this element, 
in that teachers went from understanding the culture of 
their students to then responding in a way that was 
sensitive to their students’ cultural backgrounds during 
interactions with students, families, and the community. 
 
Many of the efforts to include “cooperative 
learning/partner and group work” (present in 4% of 
responses) were considered more general teaching 
practices, although some alluded to other reasons for 
variety in instructional groupings (Au, 2007) associated 
with cultural differences and learning styles.  

(table continues) 
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Table 4.35 (continued). 

Culturally Responsive Teaching 
Elements Defined by CRT 

Theorists 
CRT Elements Present in Descriptions 

• “students must develop a 
critical consciousness through 
which they challenge the status 
quo of the current social order” 
(Ladson-Billings, 1995a, p. 160) 

Very few responses were developed at this social justice 
level, which corresponds to Level 4 of the CRT continuum 
(1.2%). Some activities related to understanding 
immigration issues and role playing or actually engaging 
in activities to support marginalized immigrant 
populations.  

• Teachers “understand how 
learners construct knowledge 
and are capable of promoting 
knowledge construction” 
(Villegas & Lucas, 2002, p. 20) 

• Linguistically-responsive 
instruction (Lucas et al., 2008; 
Fillmore and Snow, 2000)  

• “students must experience 
academic success” (Ladson-
Billings, 1995a, p. 160) 

Many of the ELL strategy references (20%) focused on 
comprehensible input (Krashen & Terrell, 1995) and 
strategies that would scaffold students’ development of 
language and content knowledge and skills.  
 
Several of the “literacy event response strategy” (18%) 
coded responses included activities that demonstrated 
knowledge of literacy skills development. While more of a 
general teaching practice, “multiple intelligences” was 
mentioned in 2.4% of the responses, demonstrating an 
understanding of how students construct knowledge. 
 
Of the a priori categories, a handful of responses related 
to assessment of CLD students (1.2%), addressing 
culturally-sensitive assessment methods and types of 
appropriate assessments that accommodate diverse 
students (and support them in being successful). 

• Teachers “have affirming views 
of students from diverse 
backgrounds” (Villegas & 
Lucas, 2002, p. 20) 

• high expectations for academic 
success (Ladson-Billings, 
1995b)  

While this characteristic would have to be generally 
inferred from the data in this analysis, the types of 
activities teachers described showed many intentional 
opportunities to affirm students’ identities. The category 
affirm identity/explore their own culture” (38%) would 
align here where teachers sought to celebrate the cultural 
heritage students brought with them to the classroom 
rather than view these differences as deficits.  

• “design instruction that builds 
on what their students already 
know while stretching them 
beyond the familiar” (Villegas & 
Lucas, 2002, p. 20) 

• Culturally relevant texts 
(Freeman & Freeman, 2004) 

This element is at the core of the “relevant and 
responsive instructional practices” emphasis of Level 3, 
which 6% of responses were placed in, although other 
codes could align here as well, such as “invitations” for 
students to share cultural information (51% of 
responses). 
 
Use of culturally-relevant literature in ways similar to 
studies discussed in Chapter 2 was common among 
many of the “multicultural literature” (15%) examples in 
these data, such as through activities like Vyas’s (2004) 
examination of bicultural identity negotiations for students 
of Asian descent utilizing culturally-relevant literature. 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.35 (continued). 

Culturally Responsive Teaching 
Elements Defined by CRT 

Theorists 
CRT Elements Present in Descriptions 

• Teachers “know about the lives 
of their students” (Villegas & 
Lucas, 2002, p. 20) 

One of the a priori categories was “learning about 
students,” which was fairly common (24%) among 
responses. Few responses went further with this element 
so as to conduct more in-depth ethnographic study of the 
students’ communities and/or home lives. 

• Teachers “see themselves as 
responsible for and capable of 
bringing about change to make 
schools more equitable” 
(Villegas & Lucas, 2002, p. 20) 

The data collected in these descriptions did not directly 
request information regarding participants’ sense of 
efficacy (although this was addressed in the analysis of 
the CRTSE Scale-Extended responses), but some of the 
descriptions related to “teacher initiative”/agency (18%) 
and “mention of cultural bias in curriculum or a related 
restriction” (0.8%) included content supporting inferences 
as to teachers’ sense of responsibility for more equitable 
educational opportunities for students. 

 

In light of these CRT elements, Bennett’s (1986) developmental model of 

intercultural sensitivity (DMIS) provides a theoretical framework for understanding the 

process of how teachers respond to cultural differences, moving from ethnocentric 

stages (denial of cultural difference, defense against cultural difference, and 

minimization of cultural difference) to ethnorelative stages (acceptance, adaptation, and 

integration of cultural difference). Among the issues classified in the ethnocentric stage 

of minimizing cultural differences is that of being “colorblind,” and not attending to 

cultural differences. Sleeter (2001, 2008), among others (Castro, 2010; Dantas, 2007; 

Hollins & Guzman, 2005; McIntyre et al., 2010), warns against taking a “colorblind” 

approach to teaching diverse students, which mainstream Anglo teachers may do out of 

ignorance or fear of tensions that may arise through discussion of racial issues. This 

may characterize earlier stages of CRT for those entering TE programs. 

In the present study, 5% of the responses conveyed a “we’re the same” 

(“colorblind”) universalistic message, which appeared well intentioned toward promoting 
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acceptance and unity, but may have oversimplified or glossed over racial tensions. 

Many responses had to do with colors, (e.g., “we’re all just different shades of brown,” 

or one such activity where students ate two different colored M&M’s with their eyes 

closed (which, of course, tasted the same) while learning about music related to the 

Underground Railroad). Some 19% of responses centered around more superficial 

elements of multicultural education, such as “trivialized approaches to diversity 

(characterized by a focus on food, fashion and folklore)” (Rios et al., 2007, p.58). In 

Neville et al.’s (2000) study administering the Color Blind Racial Analysis Scale 

(CoBRAS), greater “color-blindness” actually correlated to increased levels of racial 

prejudice. While some of the “colorblind” responses in these data may have been more 

appropriate for different age or developmental levels, TE programs may do well to 

develop teachers’ intercultural sensitivity toward more “ethnorelative” (Bennett, 1986) 

stances so that CLD students are affirmed and supported effectively in the classroom.  

 Many researchers and theorists in the field of CRT emphasize the importance of 

sociopolitical or critical consciousness that effects change for greater equity within the 

school system as a part of the skills and dispositions educators possess who enact this 

pedagogy (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Dantas, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 1995a; Morrison 

et al., 2008; Oliveira & Athanases, 2007; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Young, 2010). Within 

the present study, social justice and critical literacy types of responses were limited, 

with only 5% of responses including teacher agency and curriculum concerns (that 

challenged the status quo) of some kind, and less than 1% of responses placed on 

Level 4 of the CRT continuum (social justice/critical literacy).  
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 Studies (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Olveira & Athanases, 2007; Young, 2010) 

have found different outcomes in relation to actual practice of this social justice and 

critical literacy characteristic among practicing teachers (some teachers are more 

hesitant or less efficacious in their actual implementation of such actions while others 

are able to articulate specific examples or demonstrate such instruction during the 

researchers’ observations). Interviews with teachers in Young’s (2010) study showed 

that educators felt they didn't have time to teach for social justice within a testing-

focused environment, or they didn’t see ways to infuse such pedagogy into the core 

content areas they taught. In contrast, a study of teachers’ narrative reflections (Olveira 

& Athanases, 2007) revealed ways certain teachers of CLD students have advocated 

for CLD students on a variety of levels (classroom, campus, and community). Similarly, 

a study in which 79 interviews and multiple observations of teachers enacting this 

construct in their classrooms were analyzed (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009) revealed 

teachers’ efforts to effectively scaffold students’ critical thinking about social issues, 

build strong and supportive relationships with students from disadvantaged 

backgrounds, and value the bilingualism of CLD students (as an asset rather than a 

deficit). This latter study linked the findings from the teachers’ comments in the 

interviews and their practices in the classroom to the strong emphasis on social justice 

principles within the teacher education program.  

 The findings from the present study indicate that social justice and critical literacy 

are not the first things teachers think of when they are asked to describe CRT. 

However, the design of the study and type of data collected was not intended to allow 

for extensive analysis of teachers’ reflections or actual activities in the classroom, but 
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rather, to grasp emerging perceptions of teachers and how they relate to other 

contextual factors. Extended interviews and observations of teachers may reveal 

additional examples of such skills and dispositions that were not possible within this 

data set and analysis. 

 

Statistical Analysis of CRT Description Rubric Scores 

 A series of statistical tests were also conducted on the CRT Description scores to 

determine whether any relationships existed between independent variable 

characteristics and mean scores on this measure. Table 4.36 presents the independent 

variables explored and the analyses conducted, utilizing CRT Description scores and 

responses on the Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire 

(Appendix B). The CRT Description measure (scores ranging from 0-4) was treated as a 

scale (interval) dependent variable in the analyses using SPSS© version 20. Areas 

achieving statistical significance are noted; a “No” in the table indicates those analyses 

did not achieve significant differences or relationships. Particular items of interest are 

described in greater detail below. 

The only variables achieving significance with the CRT Description mean 

measure were age, years of teaching experience, secondary level teaching experience, 

TE program preparation for working with culturally diverse students, and two items on 

the Experiences with Diversity measure. No significant association was found between 

either the CRTSE Mean or CRT EMP mean scores and the CRT Description measure, 

as explored through a Pearson’s correlation test. 
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Table 4.36  

Statistical Tests Conducted on CRT Description (DV) 

Independent Variable Test Conducted Outcome for Dependent 
Variable  

Age 
One-way ANOVA F(4,258)=2.990, p=.019 

Pearson’s Correlation F=.124, N=263, p=.044 

Gender Independent samples t-test No 

Ethnicity One-way ANOVA No 

Degree Independent samples t-test No 
Teaching Experience 

Years of Teaching Experience 
One-way ANOVA with Post 
Hoc F(3,260)=3.197, p=.024 

Pearson’s Correlation F=.160, N=264, p=.009 

K-2nd  

Independent samples t-tests 

No 

3rd-5th  No 
6-8th  No 

9-12th t(52.2)=-2.086, p=.042 

Adult No 

None No 
Teacher Preparation Program 

Undergraduate Courses with 
CLD Emphasis 

Pearson’s Correlation No 

One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc No 

Graduate Courses with CLD 
Emphasis 

Pearson’s Correlation No 

One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc No 

Preparation for Working with 
Culturally Diverse Students 

Pearson’s Correlation No 

One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc F(3,259)=2.954, p=.033 

Preparation for Working with 
Linguistically Diverse Students 

Pearson’s Correlation No 

One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc No 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.36 (continued). 

Independent Variable Test Conducted Outcome for Dependent 
Variable  

Certification Area 

EC-6 Generalist 

Independent samples t-test 

No 

EC-6 ESL Generalist No 

EC-6 Bilingual Generalist No 
4-8th grades No 

Secondary level No 

All-level No 

Advanced No 
Cross-Cultural Service Learning 

CCSL in US School Setting 

Independent samples t-test 

No 

CCSL Travel Study No 

CCSL Cultural Immersion  No 
CCSL International Trip  No 

CCSL U.S. Community  No 

CCSL None  No 

CCSL Reflection 
Pearson’s Correlation No 
One-way ANOVA with Post-
Hoc No 

Language Learning 

Language Proficiency Level 

Pearson’s Correlation No 

ANOVA with Post-hoc No 

Independent samples t-test 
(cut point 2) No 

1-2 years in H.S. or college 

Independent samples t-test 

No 

3-5 years in H.S. or college No 
Immersion No 

Family No 

Job No 

(table continues) 
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Table 4.36 (continued). 

Independent Variable Test Conducted Outcome for Dependent 
Variable  

Variety in Friends 

1 

Pearson’s Correlation 
 

No 

2 No 

3 No 
4 No 

5 No 

Mean No 

Experiences with Diversity 
1 

Pearson’s Correlation 
 

No 

2 No 

3 No 

4 No 
5 No 

6 No 

7 No 

8 F=.157, N=265, p=.011 
9 F=.131, N=265, p=.033 

Mean No 
 

    

Ethnicity 

 Similar to the analysis with the CRT mean and CRT EMP mean, the 265 

respondents in this study did not differ significantly in their ability to describe CRT 

instructional practices (CRT DESCR) based on their ethnicity (no significant mean 

differences), and no significant associations were found through the Pearson’s 

Correlation. However, respondents in the Black/African-American group had a slightly 

higher mean (1.32) on this item than all other groups, as indicated in Table 4.37.  
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Table 4.37  

Descriptives for Ethnicity on CRT Description Means 

Category n Mean Std. Deviation Std. Err. Mean 
White/Anglo 173 1.20   .82 .06 
Black/African American 22 1.32   .89 .19 
Hispanic/ Latino 27 1.19   .79 .15 
Asian/Pacific Islander 32 .94   1.01 .18 
American Indian/Alaskan 1 -- -- -- 
Other 8 1.25   1.04 .37 
 

 CRT Description scores for these ethnic groups with a breakdown by levels on 

the CRT continuum are presented in Figure 4.20. Those in the “Hispanic” group had the 

most responses on Levels 1-4, with only 15% in “general teaching practices” (Level 0). 

Those in the “Black” and “Other” ethnic groups had the most responses on Levels 2 and 

above (although none on Level 4), with close to 40% of their responses falling in those 

more advanced categories. The “Asian” ethnic group in this study had the fewest 

responses on the continuum (Levels 1-4), with close to 4 of every 10 responses falling 

in the “general teaching” category. 

 
Figure 4.20. Ethnicity and CRT description scores by levels. 
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Age 

 Generally, the CRT Description rubric score means increased with age, as 

indicated in Table 4.38, except that those in the 50+-years category actually had a lower 

mean than all groups. The one-way ANOVA test showed a significant effect of age on 

CRT Description scores at the p<.05 level for the five categories, F(4,258) = 2.990, p = 

.019. Post hoc Tukey HSD tests indicated that the mean difference for those in their 40s 

(M = 1.69, SD = .820) was statistically significant (and higher) than those in the age 

group 21 and younger (M = 1.02, SD = .622). The sophistication of CRT description 

responses (higher scores on the CRT continuum rubric) that participants put forth 

generally increased with age, with markedly higher scores for the 40s group when 

compared to the youngest age group (which generally consisted of pre-service 

teachers). 

Table 4.38  

Descriptives for Age on CRT Description Means 

Category n Mean Std. Deviation Std. Err. Mean 
18-21 Years 50 1.02   .62 .09 
22-29 Years 144 1.13   .84 .07 
30-39 Years 37 1.38 1.06 .18 
40-49 Years 19 1.68   .82 .19 
50+ Years 13 1.00   .82 .23 
Total 263 1.17   .85 .05 
 

 When considering the breakdown of scores by CRT continuum level and age 

range as shown in Figure 4.21, the scores on the CRT continuum rubric generally 

increased (more responses at higher levels of the continuum) with age, except for those 

aged 50 years and older. Those in the 40-49 year old age range were the only group 

with all responses indicating some CRT characteristics (none in “general teaching 
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practices”). Those aged 18-21 had about the same percentage of Level 0 (“general 

teaching practices”) responses as most other groups, but the remainder of their 

responses fell only in Level 1 (over 60% of responses in this category) and Level 2, with 

none reaching Levels 3 or 4 of the CRT continuum. Similarly, those in the 50 and above 

age group only had scores in Levels 0-2, with a few more Level 2 responses than the 

youngest group (nearly 40% compared to 20% for ages 18-21), but no Level 3 or 4 

responses. 

 
Figure 4.21. CRT description by age group. 
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indicators in their responses 100% of the time, more often than any other age group. 

 

Teaching Experience 

  Similar to the differences found between age groups on the CRT Description 

measure, those with 6-15 years of teaching experience demonstrated higher mean 

scores on the CRT Description measure, compared to other groups, as reflected in 

Table 4.39. A one-way ANOVA test indicated that there was a significant effect of the 

number of years of teaching experience on CRT Description scores at the p<.05 level 

for the four conditions, F(3,260) = 3.197, p = .024. Post Hoc Tukey HSD tests indicated 

that the mean difference for this 6-15 years group (M = 1.64, SD = 1.15) was statistically 

significant (higher) than rubric score means for pre-service teachers (M = 1.10, SD = 

.749). Again, age and experience seem to go hand in hand, correlating with more 

developed understandings of the CRT construct among more experienced teachers 

when compared to the younger and less experienced participants in the sample. 

Table 4.39  

Descriptives for Teaching Experience on CRT Description Means 

Category n Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Pre-service 181 1.10 .75 .06 
1-5 Years 51 1.16 .99 .14 
6-15 Years 25 1.64 1.15 .23 
16+ Years 7 1.43 .54 .20 
Total 264 1.17 .85 .05 
 

 Figure 4.22 displays the breakdown of scores by CRT continuum level and years 

of teaching experience. Those with 6-15 years of teaching experience have the most 

responses demonstrating depth and complexity, with over 20% indicating characteristics 
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at Levels 3 or 4 of the continuum. Those with 1-5 years of teaching experience had the 

most general teaching responses, with 27% of their responses at Level 0 on the 

Continuum. Most (58%) of the pre-service responses fell in Level 1 (“Awareness”), 

constituting a larger percentage of responses on that level than any other group. This 

pre-service group also had the smallest percentage of responses at Levels 3 and 4, 

compared to others. Among those with teaching experience, the more experienced the 

practitioner the more likely they were to have some specific CRT attributes in their 

response (Levels 1-4), while those having 16 or more years of experience with no 

“general teaching” responses whatsoever (all responses falling in Levels 1 or 2). 

Generally, the more teaching experience participants had, the more likely they were to 

be able to describe CRT activities with at least some indicators of CRT, although those 

with 1-5 years of experience had even more general teaching responses than the pre-

service teachers.  

 
Figure 4.22. CRT description scores by years of teaching experience. 
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Teaching experience level was also an area of interest in this analysis, especially 

considering the significantly higher CRT self-efficacy among those with 3-5th grade 

teaching experience (evident on the multiple regression analysis of the CRT mean and 

CRT EMP mean scores described earlier in this chapter). Figure 4.23 compares the 

mean scores on the CRT Description measure by teaching experience grade levels. 

Those with 9-12th grade teaching experience had the highest mean (1.48), followed by 

those who had taught adult learners (1.33). Those without any teaching experience had 

the lowest mean (1.09). 

 
Figure 4.23. Teaching experience level and CRT description means. 
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Table 4.40  

Descriptives for 9-12th Grade Teaching Exp. on CRT Description Means 

Category n Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

No 9-12th Teaching Exp. 221 1.12 .78 .05 

9-12th Teaching Exp. 44 1.48 1.09 .16 
 

While secondary teachers had the highest CRT Description mean because of 

more responses at Levels 2 and above, they did not necessarily have the largest 

percentage of responses on Levels 1-4 combined; rather, they had about the average 

number of Level 0 or “general teaching” responses. When considering the breakdown of 

scores by CRT continuum level and teaching experience area as displayed in Figure 

4.24, those with teaching experience in 6-8th grades (91%) and 3-5th grades (90%) had 

the largest percentage of responses with CRT indicators (Levels 1-4 of the CRT 

continuum). Those with teaching experience in the K-2nd area had the most general 

teaching practices (Level 0) scores (18%, with the other 82% spread across Levels 1-4). 

 
Figure 4.24. CRT description score levels by teaching experience area. 
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Experiences with Diversity 

A couple of the Experiences with Diversity items that had statistically significant 

correlations with the CRT mean and CRT EMP were also significantly associated with 

the CRT Description mean. Diversity Item 8, “I am comfortable around students whose 

ethnic heritage is different from mine,” had a statistically significant, positive correlation 

with CRT Description scores (F = .157, n = 265, p = .011) in a Pearson’s correlation. 

Another diversity item that achieved significance in a positive (although weak) 

correlation with the CRT Description mean scores (F = .131, n = 265, p = .033) was 

Item 9, “I enjoy being around people who are different from me.”   Those who are more 

comfortable around students with different ethnic heritages and those that enjoy being 

around “different” people tended to score higher on the CRT Description items. This 

means that those in the sample who are more comfortable with and enjoy diversity 

tended to have more complex understandings of CRT, as evidenced in their CRT 

Description scores, while they also tended to feel more confident in their abilities for 

actually delivering CRT, as evidenced by their higher self-efficacy (CRTSE mean) 

scores. 

 

Certification Area 

Figure 4.25 compares the mean scores on the CRT Description measure by 

certification area. Those with Bilingual certification had the highest mean (1.44), 

followed by 9-12th grade certification with the second highest mean (1.33). Those with 4-

8th grade certification had the lowest mean (1.05). 
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Figure 4.25. Certification area and CRT description mean scores. 
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Figure 4.26. CRT description score levels by certification area. 

 
 
Cross-cultural Service-Learning 

Cross-cultural service-learning (CCSL) experiences were analyzed next in 

relation to CRT Description mean scores. Figure 4.27 compares the mean scores on 

the CRT Description measure by types of cross-cultural service-learning experience. 

Generally those with some type of CCSL had higher mean scores than the group 

without any such experiences. Those with cultural immersion experiences had the 

highest mean (1.38), followed by those who had engaged in a travel study experience 

(1.29). Those with international trip experiences had the lowest mean (1.12), nearly the 

same as those without any CCSL at all. 
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Figure 4.27. CCSL experiences and mean CRT description scores. 

 
In looking at the breakdown of scores by CRT continuum level and type of cross-

cultural service-learning experience in Figure 4.28, those with experience in CLD U.S. 

school settings had the most responses (93%) with CRT indicators (Levels 1-4 of the 

CRT continuum), in comparison with other groups. Those with international trip 

experiences where they engaged in service with CLD people had the most general 

teaching (level 0) responses at 24%, followed by the no cross-cultural service learning 

experience group with 21% general teaching responses. Those with any type of CCSL 

experience had responses with CRT indicators 6% more often (85% of responses in 

Levels 1-4) when compared to those without any such experience (79%).  
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Figure 4.28. CRT description score levels by CCSL experiences. 

 
The comparison of CRT Description means according to the level of guided 

reflection in their CCSL experience is presented in Figure 4.29. The “extensive 

reflection” category CRT Description mean was the highest at 1.31. Generally the more 

guided reflection participants had, the higher their CRT Description mean score (and the 

greater the depth and complexity in their CRT Description sample). Although the 

Pearson’s correlation was in the positive direction between these measures, the 

analysis did not show a statistically significant relationship.  
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Figure 4.29. Level of guided reflection in CCSL experiences and CRT description mean 
scores. 
 

As in other measures, the CRT continuum level scores by the level of reflection 

for the CCSL experiences were also analyzed, and the results are presented in Figure 

4.30. Those with moderate guided reflection as a part of their CCSL experience had the 

most “on target” responses, with only 8% general teaching practices and 92% of their 

responses with CRT indicators, placing them in Levels 1-4 of the CRT continuum. The 

more guided reflection the respondents said they had, the more Level 3 and 4 

responses were present (31-38% at these levels compared to only 26% for the “none” 

group). 
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Figure 4.30. CRT description score levels by CCSL reflection. 

 

Language Proficiency Level 

The level of participants’ language proficiency and CRT Description scores were 

examined, and are presented in Figure 4.31. Those with at least some written 

proficiency in an L2 (as opposed to oral proficiency only) scored higher on the CRT 

Description rubric (demonstrating greater depth and complexity in their descriptions). 

Those with some oral and written skills (1.33) and those fluent and biliterate (1.32) had 

the highest mean scores. 
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Figure 4.31. Language proficiency level and CRT description mean scores. 

 
CRT continuum level scores were also considered for the level of language 

proficiency participants indicated, as represented in Figure 4.32. Those with some oral 

and written skills in a second language had the most responses categorized as Levels 

1-4 of the CRT continuum (with CRT indicators beyond general teaching practices), at 

93% of their responses. Those with oral proficiency in two languages (but not written 

proficiency) had the most general teaching practices (level 0) with 30% of their 

responses falling in that category, and only 70% of their responses indicating some 

specific CRT indicators. The monolinguals and “some L2” groups had the fewest Level 

2-4 responses overall, indicating less depth and complexity in their responses when 

contrasted with the groups having more developed L2 skills. 
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Figure 4.32. CRT description score levels by language proficiency level. 

 

Teacher Preparation Program  

 While the Pearson’s Correlation comparing perceived teacher education program 

preparation effectiveness for culturally diverse students did not yield a significant 

correlation in one direction or another, a one-way ANOVA test comparing the means 

between groups for this variable was significant (F(3,259) = 2.954, p = .033). Post-hoc 

comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated the CRT DESC mean score for those 

who felt their TE program did not prepare them well at all (M = 1.75, SD = 1.00) was 

significantly higher than those who only felt their program prepared them somewhat well 

(M = 1.11, SD = .842) and even than those who felt their TE program prepared them 

pretty well (M = 1.13, SD = .823). However, the mean for those who felt their TE 
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program prepared them extremely well (M = 1.26, SD = .828) was the second highest 

mean among the four groups. 

 There was a general trend in more CRT responses on Levels 1-4 among the first 

three categories (the better preparation participants felt they received, the more often 

they were able to describe responses on the continuum Levels 1-4), as indicated in 

Figure 4.33. However, the group that reported “Not well at all” for their perceived TE 

program preparation in relation to cultural diversity broke this trend by having the most 

responses on the continuum among all 4 groups (and the least amount of “general 

teaching” descriptions, with only 6% of responses on that level). 

 
Figure 4.33. TE program preparation for cultural diversity and CRT description scores. 

 
 A Pearson’s correlation comparing perceived teacher education program 

preparation effectiveness for linguistically diverse students did not yield a significant 

correlation in one direction or another, and the one-way ANOVA test comparing the 
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CRT DESC mean scores the less well teacher candidates felt their TE program 

prepared them. The “not well at all” group had the most responses on Levels 2-4, and 

the “extremely well” group had the most Level 1 responses, as reflected in Figure 4.34. 

 
Figure 4.34. TE program preparation for linguistic diversity and CRT description scores. 

 
Summary of CRT Description Statistical Analysis 

 In summary, CRT Description scores were higher for those with more teaching 

experience (and greater age in general). Those with teaching experience in 3-8th grades 

had a greater number of responses on the continuum (Levels 1-4) than any other group, 

but secondary teachers had a higher mean score, with more responses at the greater 

complexity end of the continuum. Bilingual certification teacher candidates had the 

highest mean as well as the most overall responses that were on the continuum (Levels 

1-4) compared to other certification areas. The more guided reflection participants had 

with cross-cultural service-learning experiences, generally the higher their mean score 

on this measure was as well. With regard to language proficiency, monolingual 

speakers had fewer advanced responses (Levels 2-4) when compared to groups with 
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varied levels of L2 skills. Those who felt their program prepared them well for cultural 

and linguistic diversity generally had higher mean scores on the CRT Description 

measure, except that those who felt their TE program did not prepare them well at all 

actually had the highest mean scores. This is a confounding finding that will be explored 

further in Chapter 5. Finally, the greater comfort around and interest in diversity 

participants had, the higher their scores on the CRT Description tended to be.  

 

Summary of Results 

 In this population, those with higher CRTSE were typically young 

(undergraduates), specializing in ESL and Bilingual certification coursework, who felt 

their TE program prepared them well for working with CLD student populations. 

Regression analyses showed that certain certification areas (ESL, Bilingual, 

Elementary, and Advanced) and perceptions of better quality in TE program preparation 

for working with CLD students emerged as significant predictors of increased CRTSE. 

However, participants felt their TE programs prepared them better for cultural than 

linguistic diversity. While the younger teacher candidates felt more efficacious, their 

descriptions of CRT were less sophisticated than those with more teaching experience. 

Despite much of the literature relating to CRT and minority teachers, ethnicity was not a 

significant factor in heightened CRTSE. Those with second language skills were more 

efficacious in delivering linguistically-responsive instruction, and those with more 

comfort and enjoyment around diverse people had statistically significant differences 

(higher means) on the CRTSE Scale measure as well as on the CRT description mean 

scores.   

259 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this study was to better understand pre-service and in-service 

teachers’ efficacy for providing culturally responsive instruction in diverse classrooms. A 

commensurate goal was to be able to inform teacher education programs on issues 

relating to measuring and supporting teacher candidate development of culturally 

responsive literacy instruction, particularly in their associated knowledge and 

dispositions (including self-efficacy). Siwatu’s (2007) work provided the original CRTSE 

Scale instrument and related analyses utilized in this study, and the present study 

aimed to contribute to the field by extending and revising Siwatu’s study in three primary 

ways.  

First, the CRTSE Scale-Extended instrument administered in this study was a 

refinement of the original instrument in order to address the complexity of the culturally 

responsive teaching continuum introduced in Chapter Two. In particular, a more 

intentional focus on linguistically-responsive instruction and literacy development of 

CLD students was included through the 10 additional items. Second, the population for 

this study included both pre-service and in-service teachers, providing a more varied 

sample than Siwatu’s study that only included pre-service teachers. This allowed the 

researcher to address the first research question, “How do pre-service and in-service 

teachers evaluate their readiness to be culturally responsive?”  Third, an area of interest 

was the investigation of specific student factors and any correlations with higher CRTSE 

scores, thereby addressing the second research question, “What demographic or 
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individual characteristics correlate with higher levels of perceived readiness to provide 

culturally responsive literacy instruction?” 

As another measure to explore the perceptions of teachers in operationalizing 

the CRT construct, the researcher also analyzed participants’ descriptions of culturally 

responsive teaching activities using a priori and inductive coding methods. This content 

analysis allowed for further reflection on the culturally responsive teaching continuum 

and consideration of whether those with higher efficacy on the CRTSE Scale-Extended 

also had more sophisticated conceptions of what CRT looks like in practice. The third 

research question, “How do pre-service and in-service teachers describe culturally 

responsive instruction?,” was addressed through this qualitative analysis portion of the 

study which also helped to elaborate on the interpretation and explanation of the 

quantitative results. 

 

Summary of Findings 

 The discussion and summary of key findings presented next highlight a possible 

profile of respondents who were more efficacious in their abilities to deliver CRT, as 

shown by the data in this study. In this population, those with higher culturally 

responsive teaching self-efficacy were typically young (undergraduates), specializing in 

coursework for working with CLD students (ESL and Bilingual certification), who felt 

their TE program prepared them well for working with both culturally diverse and 

linguistically diverse student populations. When all factors in the study were considered 

through the multiple regression analyses, certain certification areas (ESL, Bilingual, 

EC6, and Advanced certifications) and perceptions of better quality in TE program 

261 



preparation for working with CLD students emerged as significant predictors of 

increased CRTSE, in addition to a confounding finding that those with experience 

teaching in the 3-5th grades also felt significantly more efficacious. Analyses comparing 

groups of participants revealed interesting profile characteristics for those with 

heightened CRTSE as well, such as those with some L2 skills being more efficacious in 

delivering linguistically-responsive instruction and those professing more experiences 

with and interest in diverse individuals feeling more confident in applying CRT skills. 

Despite much of the literature relating to CRT and the edge minority teachers may have 

as cultural brokers, ethnicity was not a significant factor in heightened CRTSE in this 

study.  

 The CRT description task served to compare and explain participants’ 

understanding of CRT in relation to their self-reported CRTSE scores. Interestingly, 

while the younger teacher candidates felt more efficacious, their descriptions of CRT 

were less sophisticated. The older, more experienced teachers had lower efficacy but 

more advanced descriptions of the construct. These salient findings are discussed in 

greater detail below. 

 

Age and Teaching Experience Factors on CRT Development 

 Scholars researching today’s millennial-generation college students (those born 

from 1985 onward) suggest that this younger generation may be more open to cultural 

diversity and more active in social justice issues than their recent predecessors, 

perhaps as a result of globalization, the Internet, and increased demographic diversity 

(with more opportunities for cross-cultural interaction) (Coomes, 2004; Howe & Strauss, 
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2000). Through the lens of critical multiculturalism, Castro (2010) reviewed the 

published literature regarding pre-service teachers’ views on multicultural education and 

teaching culturally diverse students. He analyzed such studies published between 1986-

2007 to determine whether research findings suggest a trend among these 

undergraduate students preparing to enter the teaching force in regard to their greater 

acceptance of cultural diversity and any increased commitment to advocacy and social 

justice. His synthesis revealed that there is a shift in the direction of more openness 

toward cultural diversity and positive attitudes toward CLD students among this 

population compared to pre-service teachers 20 years prior; however, issues of concern 

remain. For example, teacher candidates studied since 2000 lacked depth and 

complexity in their understandings of what cultural diversity means or what CRT 

requires. These new teachers entering the workforce over the last decade may 

advocate greater tolerance, yet in their naïve interpretations they tend to oversimplify 

multicultural ideas and are less aware of cultural assumptions they inevitably 

perpetuate.   

 The present study found that undergraduate students were significantly more 

efficacious regarding their abilities to deliver culturally responsive instruction when 

compared with graduate students, as evidenced through CRTSE Scale-Extended 

means and the CRT EMP means. Similarly, in a study by Flores and Riojas-Cortez 

(2009) pre-service teachers had a more idealized perception of CRT in classroom 

ecology in contrast to what they actually observed in classroom situations, although 

they carried a positive outlook toward their own efficacy for implementing an effective 

classroom ecology. When examining individual CRTSE Scale-Extended items in the 

263 



present study, there were a few items that differed significantly between pre-service and 

in-service teachers. Scores for Items 18 (greeting ELLs in their L1) and 22 (praising 

ELLs in their L1) were significantly higher for pre-service teachers and new teachers 

(with 1-5 years of experience) when compared to the group of veteran teachers with 16 

or more years of teaching experience. In regard to Item 42 that addresses recognizing 

cultural authenticity or bias in literature selections for classroom instruction, again the 

scores for the less experienced pre-service teachers and those with 6-15 years of 

experience were significantly higher than the teachers with the most teaching 

experience (16+ years).  

 An advantage of this study in relation to previous scholarship on the topic is the 

inclusion of a greater variety of age and experience levels for comparison and contrast. 

For example, the mean age of the participants in Siwatu’s (2007) study utilizing the 

CRTSE Scale was 21.91, whereas in this study, 81% of the participants were aged 22 

and older, including one fourth of respondents at ages 30 or above. Additionally, this 

study provides a juxtaposition of self-efficacy scores and CRT activity descriptions 

according to teaching experience. Reflecting on Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive 

theory and the differentiation between mastery and vicarious experiences in developing 

self-efficacy, one might expect those with more teaching experience to feel more 

confident in their abilities to engage in CRT practices. However, in this case, greater 

awareness of the complexities involved in CRT through such experiences and 

advanced studies (such as the graduate students in this population) may actually yield a 

more realistic, insightful understanding of the multifaceted CRT construct.  
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 Similar to Castro’s (2010) findings, when analyzing the participants’ depth and 

complexity in describing examples of CRT according to characteristics as defined on the 

CRT continuum in this study, age and years of experience made a difference. Elmore 

(2012), a scholar of generational trends, asserts that this younger generation born in the 

1990s (“Generation iY”), which roughly correlates to the young undergraduate, pre-

service teacher population in this sample, has developed an “artificial maturity” due to 

overexposure to information available at their fingertips (e.g., the “google reflex”), while 

they are still underexposed to real-life experiences necessary to develop a depth of 

knowledge and maturity. Elmore contends that this combination within the present 

culture has created a young generation that feels it “knows” about many aspects of life 

(adding to that, a brimming self-confidence), although, in truth, their knowledge and 

skills are only at a surface level. He differentiates between two Greek words for “know”: 

(1) “‘ginosko’—to be aware of; to be informed; to become acquainted with,” and (2) “ 

‘oida’ –to fully perceive and understand through experience” (Elmore, 2012, p. 4). The 

less-experienced pre-service undergraduate teachers in this sample were commonly 

more efficacious in their abilities to understand and deliver CR instruction (although 

shallower in their interpretation through the CRT description task) than the older, more 

experienced in-service teacher population (and particularly graduate students). One 

explanation for the results of this study may have to do with exposure to multicultural 

people, environments, and “knowledge” common for the younger participants in the 

sample, without the depth of knowledge that comes from experience in actually working 

extensively with CLD students (e.g., the older, more experienced teachers had higher 

CRT Description scores while the younger participants had the most responses on the 
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lower “awareness” level). The findings in the present study partially confirm the 

conclusions from previous studies in that the younger generation is more confident 

working with CLD students (including using the students’ L1), yet their CRT description 

responses demonstrate a lack of depth and complexity of understanding in how to 

actually implement CRT at an advanced level.  

 TE programs can anticipate this trend and not assume that just because pre-

service teachers may self-report greater efficacy with regard to CRT that these teacher 

candidates actually have a deep and complex understanding of how to effectively 

deliver CRT. While self-efficacy is important, naivety could produce dangerous 

outcomes if candidates assume readiness (and perhaps not pay as close attention 

during their TE program) only to struggle once they enter the teaching force, perhaps 

blaming CLD students for “deficiencies” rather than applying tools learned through a TE 

program. TE programs that aim to develop culturally responsive teachers should 

continue to implement and improve upon quality, carefully crafted, field-based 

experiences where candidates have the opportunity to not only observe master 

teachers but work directly with CLD students, early on in their program. Through 

opportunities for candidates to engage in cognitive dissonance and problem solving 

when interacting with CLD students first-hand, teacher educators can nurture 

candidates’ reflection and development of appropriate knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions. 

 

Teacher Candidate Certification Area 

 With the call to better prepare teachers to meet the educational needs of CLD 
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students, teacher preparation programs have responded with specialized preparation 

and certification areas to address these concerns (August & Shanahan, 2006; Hollins & 

Guzman, 2005). As in a previous study comparing groups of pre-service teachers by 

certification program areas with the CRTSE Scale (Mohr et al., 2010), this study 

examined teacher certification areas and their relationships with perceived readiness for 

providing culturally responsive instruction, as well as an analysis of how teachers 

certified in various areas describe CRT. 

 EC-6 (Early Childhood through 6th grade, or elementary) Generalist certification 

participants had significantly higher CRTSE means than teachers without this 

certification (similar also to Siwatu’s (2007) study where elementary education majors 

had significantly higher self-efficacy scores than those in other certification areas). Of 

the 11 items on the CRTSE Scale-Extended that were significantly higher than others, 

only 3 were specific to CRT practices. The generalist candidates at the elementary level 

showed significantly more efficacy for certain, more common, literacy-based practices, 

as well as their ability to create a safe learning environment where diverse students feel 

comfortable interacting and learning alongside one another. However, when CRT EMP 

means were considered, the participants in this certification area were not significantly 

different from others. With the additions to the CRTSE Scale-Extended including more 

literacy-based practices it is not entirely surprising that respondents in this certification 

area would feel more confident on items related to teaching reading than those in 

secondary or all-level certification, as reading instruction is a major part of the EC-6 

preparation program. The heightened self-efficacy evident on the full 50 item scale but 

not the CRT EMP Scale indicates that the “general” teaching items EC-6 candidates felt 
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more confident in contributed to overall heightened efficacy on the 50 item Scale, but 

they were not necessarily as efficacious as the ESL and Bilingual teacher candidates 

regarding more specific CRT practices. 

 Those pursuing or holding an ESL (English as a Second Language) EC-6 

Certification would be expected to have more developed skills in supporting CLD 

students’ learning because of specialized preparation in this area within their TE 

program, and these participants had significantly higher CRTSE and CRT EMP mean 

scores. In fact, 9 of the 10 individual CRTSE items where they had significantly higher 

means than other groups related specifically to CRT practices (on the CRT EMP 

subscale). These ESL certification respondents expressed greater efficacy for many of 

the CRT EMP items associated with literacy-related practices and instruction in 

particular, however they had more CRT description responses classified as Level 0 

(general teaching practices) than any other certification area. ESL certification 

candidates did not appear to grasp certain attributes of CRT as well as may have been 

expected, considering their specialized preparation for working with CLD students, 

although they showed higher efficacy in their CRTSE scores. 

 Bilingual EC-6 generalist certification teacher candidates had significantly higher 

means only on the CRT EMP measure (with a large effect size), but not in their overall 

CRTSE mean scores. Of the six items that achieved significance for this certification 

group (with statistically higher means), five were present on the CRT EMP subscale of 

items. While confidence in using the L1 of students may be anticipated from bilingual 

teachers, bilingual certification candidates also reported stronger efficacy related to 

family involvement. When examining these results alongside bilingual certification 
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candidates’ CRT description scores, the bilingual certification teachers had more 

responses on Levels 1-4 than any other certification area, showing a greater depth and 

complexity in their understanding of CRT when compared to others. 

 In the Mohr et al. (2010) study utilizing Siwatu’s (2007) original CRTSE 

instrument, EC-6 generalist teachers showed a large jump in their efficacy between the 

pre- and post-tests using the instrument in one CLD-focused course. While the 

generalists started out with mean scores lower than the ESL and bilingual participants, 

they scored themselves higher than the ESL/bilingual group by the end of the course. 

The Mohr et al. study shows that a comparison between generalist and ESL or bilingual 

certification teacher candidates may vary significantly depending on their 

responsiveness to a particular course. In the Mohr et al. (2010) study, the ESL and 

bilingual teacher candidates showed some increase in efficacy (although they started 

out with greater efficacy than the generalists to begin with), but not as much of a change 

as the generalists over that period of time. This may also relate to the naivety factor 

explored in the previous section; teacher candidates may be easily convinced, but may 

not fully understand the complexity of the task.  

 General teaching CRTSE items that were considered “easy” obtained the highest 

means in earlier studies (Mohr et al., 2010; Siwatu, 2007), and the same held true in 

these results (across Generalist, ESL, and Bilingual certification candidates), including 

the two highest items across groups, Items 32, Help students feel like important 

members of the classroom, and 20, Develop a personal relationship with my students.  

Two items with a large contrast between certification areas in this study were Item18, 

Greet English language learners with a phrase in their native language, and Item 22, 
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Praise English language learners for their accomplishments using a phrase in their 

native language. Comparisons of reported means show that ESL candidates have 

heightened efficacy when compared to generalist candidates, but that bilingual 

candidates are the most efficacious of all, particularly when using the L1 of CLD 

students.  

 Those with teaching experience at the upper elementary level (3-5th grades) had 

higher CRTSE means that were statistically significant in comparison to others without 

this experience (some pre-service teachers counted their internship and field-based 

experiences). This was true in Siwatu’s (2007) findings with the original CRTSE Scale 

as well. Respondents in this study with 4-8th grade certification had the lowest CRT 

Description mean scores, but the 3-5th and 6-8th grade experience teachers had more 

responses with characteristics of CRT than any other grade level experience area. This 

is a confounding finding, but intermediate teachers may focus more on enlarging 

students’ perspectives through their content, especially with children’s books, while 

primary teachers may focus more on basic skills. Further research might include 

observation of different grade-level teachers’ use of multicultural literature as a means 

to explore diversity. 

 Secondary level certification and teaching experience respondents had 

significantly lower CRTSE mean and CRT EMP scores in comparison to other groups. 

However, in some ways this certification and teaching experience area showed a more 

sophisticated understanding of CRT in their descriptions. Although as a group their 

amount of Level 0 “general teaching” responses were about average, the level of 

complexity in their responses that included CRT characteristics was noticeable. These 
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contrasting results of low efficacy but higher CRT description scores are unique among 

the other certification areas discussed so far. One explanation could be that the content 

taught in 9-12th grades lends itself more readily to opportunities to address critical 

literacy and social justice issues (CRT continuum Level 4 characteristics), as these 

topics are more specifically emphasized in curriculum requirements and state learning 

objectives at these higher grade levels, as compared to those teaching in the K-2nd 

grade areas.  

 

Teachers’ Language Proficiency and CRT 

Chapter Two highlighted the importance of including linguistically-responsive 

instruction as a component of CRT practices for language and literacy educators of CLD 

students, not only as a tool for confronting one’s own linguistic prejudices (Wolfram et 

al., 1999; Zuidema, 2005), but also for more effective scaffolding of the second-

language acquisition (SLA) process amongst CLD students (Borg, 2003; Ellis, 2006; 

Fillmore & Snow, 2000; Golombek, 1998; Lucas et al., 2008). The pilot study described 

in earlier chapters indicated that the L2 learning and acquisition experiences of teachers 

correlated with higher teacher CRT self-efficacy. This larger and more developed study 

showed similar results.  

The more developed the self-reported L2 skills of the respondents in this study 

(from monolingual to fully bilingual/biliterate), the more confident they felt in their 

abilities regarding specific CRT instruction-related items, especially in regard to 

linguistically-responsive instruction. This indicates that L2 skills and acquisition 

experiences may increase the confidence teachers have in helping CLD students in 
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similar language learning situations. For example, those reporting some L2 skills were 

more comfortable and confident in not only using students’ L1, but they were more 

confident in their own abilities to recognize testing bias that may be due to linguistic 

issues. Such concerns can be invisible, or at least not as lucid, for monolingual 

speakers because they don’t have the same conceptual knowledge about what is 

“different” about English in contrast to other languages (and it may be more difficult for 

them to understand L2 linguistic struggles in general) (Ellis, 2006). When examining the 

CRT Description scores for those with L2 learning experiences, the analysis revealed 

that written literacy skills in L2 are also important in their association with greater 

complexity on the CRT continuum.  

Previous studies exploring teachers’ second language learning and acquisition 

experiences and their impact on professional knowledge, beliefs, and instructional 

practice with CLD students (Borg, 2003; Ellis, 2006; Golombek, 1998) demonstrate how 

increased metalinguistic awareness and other knowledge, skills, and dispositions 

among teachers with such L2 experiences can support the language learning of CLD 

students in a variety of ways. In Ellis’ (2006) qualitative study, those with bilingual skills 

(regardless of whether developed as an adult or child) had more linguistic tools than 

monolinguals to draw from when supporting the language development of ESL 

students, as they were better analysts of the English language and had greater 

understanding of SLA and empathy toward those struggling to learn an L2. Similarly, 

Golombek’s (1998) study including the narrative reconstruction of personal practical 

knowledge (PPK) for two language teachers revealed their frequent reliance on 

personal language learning experiences when making instructional decisions while 
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teaching in ESL contexts (e.g., reflecting on the best way to correct errors with 

consideration of their own emotional concerns and consequences as learners). The 

results from the present study corroborate the findings from these previous studies to 

the extent that the results discussed in this section indicate greater self-efficacy and 

complexity of CRT understandings among teachers with L2 learning or acquisition 

experiences, especially in relation to linguistically-responsive instruction components. In 

light of the current demographic trends with an increasing ELL population, TE programs 

may consider ways to develop the L2 skills of educators as a means for improving the 

quality of candidates’ instruction with ELLs in the school setting.  

 

Experiences with Diversity 

 Current research regarding preparation of teachers for working with CLD 

students references the benefit of teachers’ positive dispositions toward diverse “others” 

as a precursor to affirming and supportive CRT practices (and the harm of holding 

“deficit” views as well) (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Maher, 2003; McIntyre 

et al., 2010; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007; Sleeter, 2001; Sleeter, 2008). Therefore, this 

study examined participants’ feelings about certain experiences with diverse people. 

This portion of the survey utilized an adapted instrument from Guyton and Wesche 

(2005) and Stanley (1996). Discussion of statistically significant associations with 

CRTSE scores and CRT description responses follows. 

 Several self-reported experiences with diversity were positively correlated with 

increased CRTSE scores. While these data do not allow for detailed analysis of the 

types of books about diverse individuals that participants read, the TV and movies 
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watched, or the role models chosen, the mere fact that participants reported that they 

willingly chose to read about or watch media about diverse people or admired someone 

who was different from themselves shows an initiative and curiosity to learn about 

“others” in the world around them. What is not known from these data is whether those 

texts selected and impressed upon their young minds during formative years were 

authentic, respectful representations of the cultures depicted, or whether they may have 

perpetuated stereotypical images and characteristics of “diverse” peoples.   Castro 

(2010) warns against the pervasive White, middle-class ideal (which he calls a cultural 

“myth”) that elevates individualism and meritocracy to the extent that the visibility of 

inequities present within society are dimmed beyond recognition (a theoretical 

framework that can be perpetuated through literature, media, and other influences). 

Freire and Macedo (1994), too, caution educators to “read the world” when reading the 

word. One implication from these findings relating to experiences with diversity is the 

value in exploring and discussing an understanding of “others” through multicultural and 

international literature to build awareness and empathy (even in TE program courses 

through authentic literature selections)—just as in the finding from the present study 

regarding participants’ initiative to read about diverse others, such literacy activities 

were positively associated with increased self-efficacy for delivering CRT.  

 Participants’ level of comfort around diverse students and enjoyment of being 

with “different” people also positively correlated with higher CRTSE scores and higher 

CRT description scores. TE programs may not be able to specifically recruit candidates 

with certain backgrounds, but they can attempt to develop the dispositions of teacher 

candidates through particular interventions within TE programs. Although participants 
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may have felt compelled to answer affirmatively and “appropriately” on these items as a 

result of their socialization within a politically-correct, “tolerant of multiculturalism” 

society, it is interesting that all three dependent variables examined in this study 

(CRTSE mean, CRT EMP mean, and CRT Description means) showed significant 

correlations with these last two diversity items. Not only did participants with positive 

attitudes toward diverse others show more confidence in delivering aspects of CRT, 

they were also able to describe increasingly developed understandings of the 

complexities involved in this construct.  

 These findings reiterate the importance of attending to the affective and social 

dimensions of teaching and learning in general (Jensen, 1998), and with regard to 

instruction of CLD students in particular (Golombek, 1998; Heath, 1983; Krashen & 

Terrell, 1995; McIntyre et al., 2010). CRT may not be effectively delivered through 

accurate execution of mechanistic skills devoid of feelings and emotions. On the 

contrary, fostering and monitoring reflection on candidates’ positive dispositions toward 

CLD students and community members (which correlate with increased CRT efficacy) 

may even help develop more efficacious and effective CRT educators. The experiences 

with diversity data analysis, including positive dispositions toward CLD students and 

diverse “others,” correlating with increased efficacy and CRT description complexity, 

supports the framework of a CRT continuum, which demarcates gradually developing 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions, with sensitivity toward diversity emerging after 

awareness (and beyond general teaching practices), as a more developed aspect of 

CRT. Further studies could contribute to the field by observing the behaviors of 

efficacious teachers that declare positive dispositions toward CLD students to see how 
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(and if) such teachers put their beliefs into practice through CRT pedagogy in the 

classroom.  

 

Cross-cultural Service-Learning 

 Cross-cultural service-learning (CCSL) has increasingly been incorporated into 

teacher preparation programs with the belief that additional exposure to and interaction 

with CLD “others” can contribute to the knowledge, skills, and dispositions of teacher 

candidates who are preparing to work with CLD students (Boyle-Baise, 2005; Burant & 

Kirby, 2002; Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Cushner, 2007; Dantas, 2007; Darling-

Hammond, 2006; Maher, 2003; Marx & Moss, 2011; Merryfield, 2000; Quezada & 

Alfaro, 2007; Riojas & Flores, 1997; Sleeter, 2001; Stachowski & Visconti, 1997; 

Stachowski & Mahan, 1998). In this study, those with international trip experiences 

(mission trip or service project) had significantly higher scores on two CRTSE items 

relating to greeting ELLs in their L1 and developing a personal relationship with 

students. Those without any CCSL experiences also had fewer CRT characteristics in 

their CRT description responses, while almost all of the descriptions from the group with 

CCSL experiences in CLD U.S. school settings included elements of CRT, and 

participants with cultural immersion experiences had the most advanced responses on 

the continuum.  

 Guided reflection as a part of CCSL experiences appeared to be an important 

piece of making such experiences worthwhile and useful for CRT development. For 

example, the more guided reflection participants reported that they had engaged in 

(measured in four leveled groups), the higher their CRTSE and CRT EMP scores were, 
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as well as the higher the level of complexity for their CRT Description (being further 

along the CRT continuum). These results indicate an agreement with current research 

regarding the benefit of CCSL experiences for the development of teachers’ 

understanding of the CRT construct and their self-efficacy for delivering CRT, especially 

when combined with extensive and appropriate guided reflection.  

In a formative-experiment design study with graduate students engaging in CCSL 

during a summer practicum program, Richards (2011) implemented interventions for 

teachers to heighten their levels of critical reflection in association with the service with 

CLD students. She found that teachers gained more from the CCSL experiences (as far 

as development of their CRT knowledge, skills, and dispositions) when they had more 

focused guided reflection, such as through prompts that emphasized critical literacy and 

social justice as a part of CRT. Similarly, the present study indicates that the quality and 

extent of the guided reflection could make an important difference in the way TE 

programs seek to develop teachers’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions along the CRT 

continuum. In light of these findings, TE programs seeking to make the most of the 

CCSL experiences their candidates engage in may consider ways to enhance the 

structure, quantity, and quality of the guided reflection they support candidates with.  

 

Ethnicity and CRT 

 Much of the research on CRT explores the deficits in pre-service teachers’ 

perceptions, experiences, and attitudes (Castro, 2010; Dantas, 2007; Delpit, 1995; 

Hollins & Guzman, 2005; McIntyre et al., 2010; Sleeter, 2001, Sleeter, 2008). Sleeter 

(2008) delineated four particular areas of concern in her research that criticizes the 
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predominantly White, middle-class pre-service teacher population (whilst 42% of the 

student population in the United States are students of color). First, White preservice 

teachers who lack awareness are often “dysconscious” of racial inequity within the 

school system and the society at large (believing the problem of racism to be limited to 

interpersonal interactions). Second, White preservice teachers are more likely to hold 

deficit views (and lowered academic expectations) toward students of color, believing 

the parents to also undervalue education. Third, Sleeter discusses how these teachers 

also take a “colorblind” approach to teaching racially diverse students, mainly out of 

ignorance or fear of tensions that may arise through discussion of racial issues. Finally, 

White preservice teachers often lack awareness of their own cultural bias, assuming 

their beliefs and behaviors are “normal” and worthy objects of others’ aspirations. In 

contrast, some scholars emphasize how teachers of color may bring certain beneficial 

aspects that extend beyond identification with a particular race or ethnic group, such as 

being able to relate to diverse students through having had experiences of 

marginalization or their ability to “apply cultural insider knowledge” (Hollins & Guzman, 

2005) and better serve as “cultural brokers” for CLD students (Irizarry, 2007; Irvine, 

2003). 

 This study explored differences in means for the various ethnic groups in relation 

to the three dependent variable measures in this study (CRTSE mean, CRT EMP mean, 

and CRT Description mean); however, no significant differences between ethnic groups 

were found. In light of the literature expressing concerns about the disproportionately 

White mainstream teacher population, an independent samples t-test was also 

conducted wherein respondents were separated into 2 groups (“White,” and “all other 
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ethnicities”) to see if there was any difference based on these groupings. However, this 

test did not show any significant difference in means between these groups. Even 

though the Hispanic/Latino group had the highest CRTSE mean and CRT EMP mean 

scores and the Black/African-American group had the highest CRT description mean 

scores, no ethnic group was significantly more efficacious or more able to describe CRT 

at advanced levels of the CRT continuum. When comparing scores based on levels, 

those of Hispanic heritage had the most responses on the continuum, Levels 1-4, 

followed by the White/Anglo heritage students. No significant difference was found for 

White teachers having lower efficacy or less complexity in their understandings of CRT 

through their description data as compared to other “minority” groups. Therefore, from 

the analyses in this study, we cannot conclude that teachers identifying with a minority 

ethnic background appeared more ready to be culturally responsive educators for CLD 

students; however, the data sources in this study are limited to self-reported beliefs and 

attitudes as well as brief descriptions of teachers’ perceptions of CRT. Observation and 

additional data sources exploring the CRT practices for both mainstream and ethnically 

diverse teachers would provide a more multifaceted and triangulated understanding of 

how well mainstream and minority teachers enact CRT in the classroom and how CLD 

students respond.  

 While few would not applaud efforts to engage a more diverse teaching force 

amidst current demographic trends in our schools, some of the reasons given for why 

efforts to recruit teachers of color are so important (e.g., their ability to relate to 

students’ feelings of marginalization, their ability to understand students’ culture to the 

extent he or she can serve as a “cultural broker”, etc.) (Hollins & Guzman, 2005; 
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Irizarry, 2007; Irvine, 2003) are not necessarily characteristics acquired by racial or 

ethnic heritage alone. For example, scholars have noted how similar knowledge, skills, 

and dispositions may be cultivated in mainstream and minority teachers alike through 

certain experiential learning and interventions within a teacher preparation program, 

such as through ethnographic study (Heath, 1983; Moll et al., 1992), cultural immersion 

experiences (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Marx & Moss, 2011; Merryfield, 

2000; Sleeter, 2001), and critical reflection (Richards, 2011; Taylor, 1994). Because 

many TE programs currently have limited diversity among candidates they work with 

due to the nature of those choosing the teaching profession, it is encouraging to know 

that these mainstream teachers can develop comparable CRT self-efficacy and skills to 

support CLD students.  

 

Teacher Education Program Preparation for Working with CLD Students 

 While it may seem natural that additional training in working with CLD students 

will increase teachers’ self-efficacy, the results of this study indicate that the number of 

CLD focused courses can make a difference in the self-efficacy pre-service and in-

service teachers attest to. Many statistically significant differences and associations 

were found between increased CRTSE scores and the number of CLD-focused courses 

undergraduate and graduate students had completed.  

 The better candidates felt their TE program had prepared them for cultural and 

linguistic diversity, the higher their scores on the CRTSE mean and CRT EMP mean. 

However, participants generally felt their program prepared them better for cultural 

diversity than for linguistic diversity. Respondents were also generally less efficacious in 

280 



specific CRTSE items associated with linguistically-responsive instruction than they 

were regarding items dealing more specifically with cultural diversity in the classroom. 

Particularly in the younger generation in this study, there was a healthy confidence for 

working with culturally diverse students while linguistic diversity was not as developed. 

Feelings of heightened cultural diversity preparedness could be a result of the strong 

emphasis on multicultural education preparation in TE programs over the last several 

years, whilst linguistic diversity has not been as emphasized.  

 While the CRT description mean scores in these groupings generally increased 

the better participants felt their TE program had prepared them for cultural diversity, the 

“not well at all” group actually had higher scores than the other three groups. These 

findings are counterintuitive but may be connected to a few issues. Teachers who were 

able to describe CRT at a more complex level (and who thought their program did a 

poor job in CLD preparation) may have gained their knowledge of CRT through 

additional outside influences (beyond their teacher preparation program) or may not 

have completed a teacher preparation program that provided an emphasis in this area. 

For example, those pursuing or holding secondary certification tended to feel their TE 

program did not prepare them well at all for either cultural diversity or linguistic diversity. 

In contrast, both ESL and Bilingual teacher candidates tended to feel their TE program 

prepared them well for both culturally and linguistically diverse students when nearly all 

other certification areas did not. 

 Older and more experienced teachers were more critical of their TE programs in 

this area of cultural and linguistic diversity. This could be due to the nature of their TE 

program which may not have emphasized CRT because of how long ago they took 
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undergraduate courses (if they were reflecting on their initial teacher program 

preparation), or the nature of their current program (pursuing an advanced certificate 

area like principalship or school counseling, for example, which do not specialize in 

CRT). It could also indicate that the years of extensive experience in working with CLD 

students after completing their certification led them to realize the complexity of the CRT 

construct, which could not be fully captured in the amount of teaching practice hours 

allotted within a TE program. Further research in this area regarding candidates’ 

perceptions of particular areas of effectiveness in their TE programs, such as through 

alumni follow up surveys and classroom observations in the years after their program 

completion, may help TE programs to better support candidate development and 

reorganize certain program components for increased effectiveness. 

 With regard to linguistic diversity preparation, those with greater L2 skills tended 

to feel that their program prepared them well for linguistic diversity in the classroom, 

with a statistically significant correlation in that direction. A reason for this could be that 

teachers with greater metalinguistic awareness (by having L2 skills) may be better able 

to grasp concepts relating to CLD instruction particularly for working with linguistically 

diverse students. Even though monolingual and (varying levels of L2 proficiency) 

bilingual teachers may sit alongside one another in the same course, they may have 

different perspectives and insights or make different connections with the TE program 

content because of their L2 skills (or lack thereof). This correlation could also indicate 

that those with more L2 skills (such as Bilingual teachers and perhaps some ESL 

teachers) may naturally have more of an interest and choose to enroll in programs that 

develop teacher candidates’ skills for working with CLD students (similar to how ESL 
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and Bilingual certification students tended to feel their TE program prepared them well 

for CLD students). 

 An implication for TE programs in this area of preparation for working with CLD 

students is that the multicultural education emphasis over the last several years seems 

to be paying off with the younger pre-service teachers feeling more efficacious in this 

area. Overall, cultural diversity preparation is possibly more widespread in TE programs 

than linguistic diversity preparation in TE programs, although the two concepts are 

seemingly related. A recommendation for TE programs that seek to prepare teachers 

for the shifting demographics (a rapidly increasing linguistically diverse population in the 

U.S.) is to attend to specific and intentional linguistic diversity preparation, even for 

those outside of designated ESL and Bilingual certification fields. This can be especially 

important as content area teachers and all-level certification area teachers are 

increasingly likely to encounter more linguistic diversity than in years past. 

 

Summary 

 In summary, several important findings have come from this study. The results 

show a value for the enhanced CRTSE Scale-Extended in measuring certain aspects of 

CRT that were not as apparent in the original instrument created by Siwatu (2007). Age 

and years of teaching experience were positively correlated with more advanced 

complexity in describing CRT, although undergraduates have significantly higher levels 

of self-efficacy for delivering CRT when compared to the graduate students in this 

sample. Ethnicity was not found to be a significant predictor in teachers’ efficacy for 

delivering CRT, although much of the literature emphasizes the deficit views held by 
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mainstream Anglo teachers whom educate CLD students. This is important for TE 

programs, as most of the teacher candidates that enter their programs are White 

females, and TE programs can play a critical role in preparing them for working 

effectively with CLD students. Those with bilingual certification had higher efficacy on 

CRT emphasis items, and as a group they were able to describe CRT activities with 

CRT indicators more frequently and in greater complexity when compared to other 

certification areas. Increased levels of reflection with cross-cultural service-learning 

experiences were associated with more complex levels of understanding with relation to 

CRT, as evident from the content analysis of description responses. Those with more 

comfort around diverse people and greater enjoyment being around diverse people had 

statistically significant differences (higher means) on the CRTSE Scale measure as well 

as on the CRT description mean scores. Teachers with L2 skills had statistically 

significant (higher scores) on several linguistically-responsive instruction related CRTSE 

items, and TE programs may consider ways to enhance and capitalize on the L2 skills 

of teachers to assist them in working more effectively with linguistically diverse students. 

Generally the better candidates felt their program had prepared them for working with 

CLD students, the higher their self-efficacy also was for delivering CRT as evidenced on 

the CRTSE Scale, although participants felt better prepared for cultural diversity than 

linguistic diversity. This is an encouraging finding for TE programs that have 

emphasized multicultural education, but attention to linguistically diverse populations 

could be enhanced in light of demographic trends.  
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Limitations of the Study 

 This mixed-methods study provides further insight into teacher efficacy for 

delivering culturally responsive instruction and particular associated contextual factors. 

However, certain limitations should be considered when interpreting and generalizing 

these findings. This study does not yield causal relationships, as it was non-

experimental in nature. Rather, this investigation sought to explore significant 

relationships between academic, demographic, and experiential factors and heightened 

self-efficacy as well as to offer broader understandings of how pre-service and in-

service teachers conceptualize the CRT construct. Participants in this study were 

selected from two universities in the Southern United States, and while the population 

included both pre-service and in-service teachers, samples drawn from other regions 

and community contexts may vary in their responses. Teachers were asked about their 

beliefs and perceptions regarding CRT, which are valuable to monitor and develop, 

although self-reported beliefs are not the same as analysis of actual teacher practice in 

the classroom and its impact on CLD students. The brief CRT descriptions collected 

and analyzed in this study, while offering data covering a broad perspective across a 

wider sample, only scratch the surface regarding capturing teachers’ depth of 

understanding or associated implementation of such CRT activities. 

 

Implications 

 Teacher education programs are on a continual quest to improve the preparation 

of teacher candidates entering the work force and to further develop specialized 

knowledge, skills, and dispositions of those already in the workforce amid the complex 
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systems of ever changing, increasingly diverse schools (Texas Education Agency, 

2011; Humes et al., 2011). Instruments that allow TE programs to better measure and 

support the development of teacher candidates in the area of culturally responsive 

teaching are valuable in this evolving process, as are understandings of teachers’ 

developing perceptions regarding what the CRT construct entails. Therein lies the 

purpose for this study, with particular implications for the field.  

 While previous research has highlighted the concern regarding the overwhelming 

“Whiteness” in the U.S. teaching profession that services increasingly culturally and 

linguistically diverse student populations, ethnicity may not be as strong of a 

determining factor in teachers’ CRT efficacy and conceptual understanding as 

previously thought. The findings from the present study imply that just being of a 

particular race or identifying with a particular ethnicity or culture doesn’t necessarily 

correlate with increased confidence in delivering CRT or abilities to describe CRT. While 

the focus of this study was limited to teachers’ self-reported scores and content analysis 

of brief written descriptions, in contrast to in-depth interviews or observation of teacher 

practice over time, it does, however, allow for specialized analysis in examining the 

relationship between certain teacher characteristics, self-efficacy, and perceptions of 

CRT across a larger sample than would be possible with a typical case study 

methodology, for example. Because other factors carried greater significance than 

ethnicity in this study as predictors of higher CRT self-efficacy and in their significant 

associations with more complex understandings of CRT as evidenced in the 

descriptions, the implication for TE programs is that we should not discount the potential 

CRT development of White, mainstream teachers, insisting that race plays the most 
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significant role in the creation of efficacious, effective CRT educators. Other 

characteristics, which can be cultivated or dispositions that could be monitored or 

screened for ahead of time, are important to consider when preparing teachers to work 

effectively with CLD students, if TE programs have a goal of developing culturally 

responsive teachers.  

 With language and literacy instruction for CLD students as an emphasis in this 

study (and one reason for the addendum to the CRTSE instrument), another important 

implication is the element of linguistically-responsive instruction as a part of CRT, 

including which teacher characteristics correlated with greater self-efficacy in areas 

related to linguistically-responsive instruction. In the sample, those with at least some 

proficiency in an L2 had significantly higher scores on the CRT EMP subscale as well 

as significantly higher mean scores on certain linguistically-responsive CRTSE Scale 

individual items. Regarding the perceived preparation of their TE program, the only two 

certification groups that felt their TE program prepared them well for linguistic diversity 

were those who took courses in ESL and Bilingual certification programs. Those with L2 

skills also tended to feel that their program prepared them better. 

 Although elementary bilingual and foreign language teachers must be highly 

proficient in the oral and written forms of another language as a part of their certification 

requirements, few TE programs currently require that those teachers seeking ESL 

certification demonstrate any proficiency in another language (Ellis, 2006). For example, 

slightly over a third (35%) of the ESL certified and ESL certification seeking participants 

in this sample were monolingual, with nearly a third (29%) having “some oral” 

proficiency in an L2, and nearly a third (29%) having some written and oral proficiency 
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in an L2 (the latter characteristic made an important difference in the associated CRT 

description developmental level). Ellis (2006) discusses the myth within the realm of 

ESL and EFL research that a teacher’s own L2 proficiency is of little or no consequence 

in teachers’ language and literacy instruction with CLD students. Elllis (2006) and others 

(Borg, 2003; Golombek, 1998) argue that ESL/EFL teachers’ proficiency in another 

language besides English can actually enhance their skills as linguistically-responsive 

educators, in that they become better analysts of English (and not merely “users” only). 

A resulting implication from this study is the value in requiring some level of L2 

proficiency among those being prepared to work with CLD students, whether that be 

through requiring foreign language courses (or some demonstration of a certain level of 

L2 proficiency) as a part of a TE program or the crafting of education coursework so that 

such preparation effectively integrates language learning skills and/or cultural or 

linguistic immersion experiences (e.g., somewhat simulating the experiences of an 

immigrant learning or acquiring a new language).  

 Scholars in the field emphasize the value in teachers experiencing cultural (and 

linguistic) immersion experiences, noting CRT competency development benefits such 

as the following.  

1) Participants engage in cultural dissonance, such as culture shock (Cushner & 

Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 2007; Marx & Moss, 2011). 

2) Teachers experience being the “other” and are confronted head on with the 

outsider perspective (Dantas, 2007; Marx & Moss, 2011; Merryfield, 2000; 

Sleeter, 2001). 
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3) Greater awareness of self, personal culture, strengths and weaknesses, and 

increased self-efficacy are developed (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 

2007; Maher, 2003; Marx & Moss, 2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007). 

4) The development of cultural awareness, intercultural sensitivity and empathy, 

and global-mindedness with increased interest in global issues occurs 

(Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Cushner, 2007; Dantas, 2007; Maher, 2003; Marx 

& Moss, 2011; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007). 

5) Critical sociocultural consciousness, greater awareness of inequities and 

“deficit views,” critical pedagogy development, and a stronger belief in 

multicultural education are often outcomes (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Dantas, 

2007; Maher, 2003; Quezada & Alfaro, 2007). 

6) Teachers develop culturally responsive teaching methods and materials 

through deeper understanding and utilization of community funds of 

knowledge available for empowerment of learners (Dantas, 2007; Quezada & 

Alfaro, 2007; Stachowski & Visconti, 1997; Stachowski & Mahan, 1998).  

7) Greater commitment to advocacy and the realization of the teacher’s role as a 

“change agent” take place (Quezada & Alfaro, 2007). 

 Several of these areas align with the CRT competencies discussed in Chapter 

Two and throughout the discussion in this chapter. One of the respondents in the 

present study in fact connected her cultural immersion cross-cultural service-learning 

experience to the CRT instructional activity she described, having implemented the 

activity while serving in that capacity. While it may not be feasible for every teacher 

candidate to engage in international or similar cultural immersion experiences during his 
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or her TE program, it is not “out of grasp” for even a majority of teacher candidates to 

engage in such experiences. For example, one of the institutions from which 

participants were selected offers a program whereby teacher candidates have the 

option to teach English in Asia for a period of 4-6 weeks at no additional cost to the 

teacher candidates besides the regular tuition they would pay for any other three-hour 

practicum course. Grants and other opportunities are also available for TE programs 

that wish to pursue such programs. With the demand for native English speaking 

ESL/EFL teachers in many such countries, there are opportunities for collaboration and 

facilitation of such valuable experiences for U.S. teacher candidates, the ease of which 

is enhanced through many of the technological developments available to the 

generations of the twenty-first century.  

 Cross-cultural service-learning (CCSL) experiences (which can include 

cultural/linguistic immersion experiences) were considered as a factor in the present 

study, and although there were not statistically significant associations with increased 

teacher efficacy or levels of complexity in CRT descriptions, some interesting findings 

related to the guided reflection associated with such activities provide implications to 

consider. As noted in earlier studies (Cushner & Mahon, 2002; Maher, 2003; Marx & 

Moss, 2011; Richards, 2011; Sleeter, 2001; Stachowski and Mahan, 1998), it is not 

merely the action of engaging in the CCSL activity itself that holds the entire value for 

developing teacher competencies, but the way teachers are guided in their reflection of 

such experiences that makes the difference. The present study found that the more 

guided reflection participants had, the greater their efficacy for CRT and more 

developed their CRT descriptions. The goal of developing reflective practitioners is not a 
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new concept in education (e.g., InTASC Standards), but effective methods for fostering 

such processes are continually evolving. The three developmental levels of teachers’ 

reflection mentioned in Chapter Two (Richards, 2011), range from more teacher-centric 

(concern for improving one’s own instructional practices), to contextually based 

(consideration of problematic situations and teachers’ related actions), and finally to a 

social justice, (expanding to “reading the world” (Freire & Macedo, 1994)) critical 

reflection level. As to the benefits of “extensive” reflection, teachers are not only 

encouraged to take a regular, reflective stance toward continually improving their 

practice, but they are concerned about and take actions toward addressing the 

inequalities experienced by marginalized groups within the wider educational setting, 

which often includes CLD students. 

 CCSL, if included as a part of TE program preparation, needs to include 

extensive, critical guided reflection as a key component, or the well-intentioned 

interactions may actually perpetuate stereotypes (where there is exposure to CLD 

contexts, but no guidance through the complexity of such experiences) (Bell, Horn, & 

Roxas, 2007; Garmon, 2004), similar to the cautions with using multicultural literature 

without thoughtful analysis of the text and surrounding discussions (Dressel, 2005; 

Glazier & Seo, 2005; Louie, 2005; Louie, 2006; Mathis, 2001; Meier, 2003). In Richards’ 

(2011) study with graduate students engaging in CCSL with CLD students during a 

summer literacy program, the researcher found that critical literacy and deeper teacher 

reflection did not emerge on its own, but more so when the researcher included specific 

interventions for participants which included critical thinking prompts to challenge and 

extend participants’ CRT knowledge, skills, and dispositional development. The present 
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study aligns with Richards’ findings that extensive guided reflection may correlate with, 

if not contribute much to, developing the CRT perceptions of teachers, but with the 

implication that such reflection must be carefully crafted to have the greatest benefit for 

the development of effective educators of CLD students, and that such reflective efforts 

should lead not just to the teacher’s individual practice, but should connect with their 

making sense of and impacting the larger sociopolitical context (toward Level 4 of the 

CRT continuum). TE programs seeking to foster such knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions within their candidates may closely examine the way opportunities for 

critical reflection are integrated into the preparation candidates receive. 

 Overall, there was a correlation between the number of courses participants in 

this study had completed which focused on working with CLD students and higher 

CRTSE scores, which affirms the importance of including such coursework in TE 

preparation courses. A task faced by TE programs seeking to develop culturally 

responsive educators is to further develop such courses so that they are as meaningful 

and effective as possible for teacher candidate development in the area of CRT. In a 

document sponsored by the Office of Educational Research and Improvement entitled, 

What Teachers Need to Know About Language, Fillmore and Snow (2000) recommend 

seven such courses that would address fundamental issues in educating CLD students, 

especially where linguistically-responsive instruction is concerned: 

1. Language and Linguistics, including an examination of interference problems 
ELLs may encounter when studying phonology as well as contrastive analysis 
topics such as how Cantonese and Spanish speakers may struggle with 
consonant clusters at the end of English words such as “sixths” 

2. Language and Cultural Diversity, including how children acquire language 
and culture as well as cultural contrasts in language use 
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3. Sociolinguistics for Educators in a Linguistically Diverse Society, including 
discussion of language attitudes and language policies affecting schools 

4. Language Development, including academic language development and 
linguistic varieties (standard and vernacular English dialects) 

5. Second Language Learning and Teaching, including comparisons of L1 and 
L2 learning processes 

6. The Language of Academic Discourse, including contrasts in registers 
between informal communication and the structure of academic discourse 

7. Text Analysis and Language Understanding in Educational Settings, including 
how “language structures and style in written texts affect 
comprehensibility…[to] guide teachers in deciding what aspects of text to 
target for instructional attention” (Fillmore & Snow, 2000, p.33-35) 

Looking holistically at the preparation of teachers for linguistically diverse 

populations, Commins and Miramontes’ (2006) work offers several recommendations 

for teacher education programs, including the need for teacher candidates to:  

• Focus on equity and creating a climate of belonging for all students;  

• Organize instruction to build on the relationship between students’ learning in 

their first and second languages and value what they bring with them from 

home;  

• Become familiar with learners’ prior language and literacy experiences; 

• Become familiar with the opportunities and constraints of different groupings 

based on language proficiency;  

• Analyze instructional activities to account for language proficiency;  

• Account for the differences in literacy development in the first and second 

languages;  

These recommendations align with standards developed for teachers of CLD students 

by specialized professional associations (IRA, 2010, NABE, 1992; TESOL, 2010) which 
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advocate recognizing, valuing, and affirming diversity through responsive instructional 

approaches and attending to the second language acquisition process and its 

implications for literacy skills development. 

 Just as the CRTSE Scale-Extended instrument in this study was found to have 

two components through the factor analysis, (1) general teaching, and (2) CRT specific 

teaching competencies, the CRT construct must be recognized for the complex entity it 

is (it’s not just “good teaching”) (Au, 2009; Gay, 2000). Chapter Two presented the CRT 

continuum as a developmental construct with four levels. From the qualitative analysis 

in this study, it is evident that most teachers (if they go beyond general teaching 

practices) hover around an awareness level of cultural differences in their 

understanding of the CRT construct, as only roughly 30% of responses extended to 

Levels 2-4 of the continuum. While this is not entirely unexpected given other research 

in the field (Gay, 2000; Young, 2010), the goal and process of moving teachers along 

the developmental continuum is still crucial in light of greater student engagement and 

success with more developed CRT practices (Au, 2007; Giouroukakis & Honigsfeld, 

2010). Critical reflection is a vital component of the transformative learning process 

toward intercultural competency (Taylor, 1994), and as McIntyre et al. (2010) 

demonstrated in their study of teachers’ dispositions, self-assessment is a first step in 

awareness of teacher attitudes so as to be able to confront and deal with 

misconceptions and deficit views. The first level of the CRT construct begins with that 

awareness, which lays a foundation for further CRT skills to emerge and develop. The 

significance of viewing the CRT construct along a continuum of skills helps TE 

programs that seek to develop culturally responsive educators to scaffold teacher 
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development from “just good teaching for all” to more developed levels with personal, 

sociocultural awareness (Ladson-Billings, 1995a; Villegas & Lucas, 2002), to classroom 

impact, and finally to advocacy and critical consciousness as a part of critical literacy, 

making a larger impact on societal structures that perpetuate inequities (Heineke et al., 

2012). 

 TE programs that seek to monitor and develop culturally responsive knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions in their teacher candidates may benefit from utilizing the CRTSE 

Scale-Extended along with the CRT description task administered in this study to serve 

as checkpoints along the CRT developmental process. The CRTSE instrument was 

selected for the present study because of its inclusion of key indicators for CRT, yet this 

study sought to develop the Scale further with greater emphasis on linguistically-

responsive instruction and more literacy focused items. The multiple regression 

analyses showed a value for including the additional 10 items as an extension to 

Siwatu’s (2007) original instrument, with different predictor outcomes resulting when 

comparing the original 40-item scale (Siwatu, 2007), the 50 item CRTSE-Extended, and 

the CRT EMP subset. A conclusion that can be drawn from these analyses is that the 

revision of the Scale to include the 10 additional items provides a more distinctive 

linguistic focus, and that CRT EMP items matter, as evidenced through the predictive 

characteristics of the population that differed with significantly higher mean scores, 

indicative of the level of self-efficacy. An important finding from this current study, and 

similar to the findings of the Mohr et al. (2010) study, CRT includes more nuanced 

characteristics that are distinct from general teaching practices, with the interpretation 

that more general types of teaching and practices more specific to CRT do exist within 
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the CRTSE Scale-Extended. Therefore, TE programs seeking to discern dispositions 

related more specifically to CRT could use the amended Scale as part of their 

assessment of candidates’ willingness to provide culturally responsive instruction. The 

inclusion of the more nuanced CRT behaviors in self-reported instruments affords 

candidates consideration of such items. In other words, without the more specific items 

stated in the assessment, some candidates may not consider them during their teacher 

preparation process. 

 

Further Research 

 As Castro’s (2012) analysis of trends in published research regarding teachers’ 

views of cultural diversity over the last quarter century showed, the millennial generation 

has had greater acceptance and tolerance for diversity, but shallower concepts of the 

complexities involved in CRT. The field could benefit from additional exploration of this 

phenomenon. Are these younger teacher candidates more efficacious because of 

multicultural experiences and globalization or naivety? And while they may be more 

open, do they also possess critical consciousness (understanding the complexity 

involved in CRT and engaging in social justice)? Do their beliefs match their actions in 

the classroom? For example, through Garmon’s (2004) in depth interview with one 22-

year-old White female teacher, he found that six factors (three dispositional and three 

experiential) appeared to play an important role in the development of positive attitudes 

and beliefs toward CLD students through greater awareness and sensitivity. Additional 

studies in this area of increased CRT self-efficacy among millenials who may also 
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demonstrate an artificial maturity (Elmore, 2012) would provide added depth in 

understanding this phenomenon. 

 As mentioned before as a limitation in this study, there is a concern regarding 

whether such positive attitudes and heightened self-efficacy for delivering CRT really 

match teachers’ actual actions in the classroom. There is research to support the notion 

that such beliefs do influence teacher motivation (Ashton & Webb, 1986), instructional 

practices (Allinder, 1994; Gibson & Dembo, 1984), and student achievement (Anderson, 

Green, & Loewen, 1988; Ross, 1992) which is why TE programs find it valuable to 

monitor and develop teacher dispositions. Considering the definition of dispositions 

provided by NCATE (2012) (see Chapter Two), are teachers more politically correct and 

adept at knowing how to “do school” with expectations for how to describe multicultural 

education and CRT, or do their actions really match their words? The present study 

provided the opportunity to “zoom out” and explore certain teacher characteristics that 

were positively associated with heightened self-efficacy and greater complexity in 

describing the CRT construct across a larger, varied sample. Additional studies that 

explore teacher factors, such as those in this study, (e.g., language proficiency of 

teachers, certification areas, experiences with diversity, age of participants, years and 

contexts of teaching experiences, cross-cultural service-learning experiences, ethnicity), 

and others, (e.g., course specific interventions, sequence and structure of TE program 

CLD field-based preparation courses, teacher educator characteristics) associated with 

CRT efficacy could be useful. Also, studies that “zoom in” on observing and analyzing 

actual teacher practices regarding their implementation of CRT in the classroom (such 

as through case-studies) and its impact on CLD student achievement, or those which 
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gain depth of understanding through extended interviews or other longitudinal studies 

would be valuable.  

 Those who felt their TE program was more effective in preparing them for 

working with CLD students also tended to have increased self-efficacy for the same. 

Further research on scaffolded interventions (McAllister & Irvine, 2000) and analytical 

tools that can be utilized within TE coursework for developing teachers’ critical 

consciousness is warranted, identifying which better prepare teacher candidates for 

development along the CRT continuum. For example, McIntyre et al. (2010) studied 

teacher dispositions and the impact of critical reflection activities on teachers’ changing 

beliefs toward CLD literacy learning over the course of a semester. They found that 

such opportunities for critical reflection, such as the “privilege walk” that took 

participants’ reflection beyond general improvement in teacher practice to increased 

self-realization within a sociopolitical context, can help to confront and disrupt 

stereotypes and misguided beliefs (e.g., “deficit views”) about diverse students. 

Similarly, through explicit analysis of teacher discourse, the teachers in Dooly’s (2007) 

study were able to examine their own ‘common sense assumptions’ and “re-negotiate 

categorizations that had held before starting the course” (p.158) regarding CLD 

students. In the present study, those with CCSL experiences working with CLD students 

in diverse U.S. schools had more CRT description responses on the continuum than 

those without such experiences. Similar to Sleeter’s (2001) call to pinpoint the optimal 

CCSL characteristics (length of immersion program, best locations) and the longer-term 

impact (once he or she enters the teaching field), further research addressing specific 

types of TE program preparation that effectively foster CRT knowledge, skills, and 
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dispositions are useful, particularly when they may provide longitudinal data that tracks 

teachers’ progress beyond their completion of the TE program. 

 Finally, further research is needed in studies that help to craft the TE program 

preparation for linguistically-responsive instruction in particular. The present study 

indicated that those with L2 skills had significantly higher efficacy for certain aspects of 

language and literacy instruction for ELLs. Should TE programs require language 

proficiency or certain language learning experiences for ESL teachers, and to what 

extent? What type of teacher preparation in this area is most effective (language 

courses, cultural/linguistic immersion, integration within TE preparation coursework)? 

Studies that look at teachers’ dispositions and classroom interactions that support CLD 

students in this area of linguistically-responsive instruction (comparing monolingual and 

somewhat or fully bilingual teachers) may help the profession to refine TE program 

requirements and types of preparation so that CLD students are ultimately supported in 

a more effective way. 

 

Conclusion 

 This study adds to the small but expanding literature regarding the development 

and monitoring of teachers’ self-efficacy for delivering culturally responsive teaching. 

This inquiry and discussion also offers additional nuances in conceptualizing the CRT 

construct with regard to the CRT developmental continuum. As evident in the findings 

from this study, greater efficacy does not always correlate with a deeper complexity of 

understanding regarding the CRT construct. However, certain academic, demographic, 

and experiential factors are significant in their association with heightened culturally 
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responsive teaching self-efficacy beliefs, and TE programs could benefit from exploring 

additional ways to develop teacher candidates along the CRT continuum of knowledge, 

skills, and dispositions. Teacher quality is key in closing the achievement gap (Hemphill 

& Vanneman, 2011; National Center for Education Statistics, 2011, 2012a, 2012b; 

Rampey et al., 2009; Vanneman et al., 2009) among CLD students, and this study 

aimed to contribute to the development of better equipped teachers who can transform 

classrooms into affirming learning communities that improve the lives of CLD students 

and their communities.   
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APPENDIX A 

CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING SELF EFFICACY SCALE–EXTENDED 

Items 1-40 reprinted from Siwatu, K. (2007),  
with permission from Elsevier. 
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Culturally Responsive Teaching Self Efficacy Scale (CRTSE)-Extended 
(adapted from Siwatu, 2007) 

Appraisal Inventory 

How confident are you that you can do each of the following tasks described below? 
Rate how confident you are that you can achieve each of the following by indicating a 
probability of success from 0 (no chance) to 100 (completely certain). The scale below 
is for reference only: you do not need to use only the given values. You may assign 
ANY number between 0 and 100 as your probability. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

No 
Chance 

Very Little 
Chance 

Little 
Chance 

50/50 
Chance 

Good 
Chance 

Very 
Good 

Chance 

Completely 
Certain 

I am able to: 

______ (1) Adapt instruction to meet the needs of my students

______ (2) Obtain information about my students’ academic strengths 

______ (3) Determine whether my students like to work alone or in a group 

______ (4) Determine whether my students feel comfortable competing with other
students 

______ (5) Identify ways that the school culture (e.g., values, norms, and
practices) is different from my students’ home culture 

______ (6) Implement strategies to minimize the effects of the mismatch between
my students’ home culture and the school culture 

______ (7) Assess student learning using various types of assessments 

______ (8) Obtain information about my students’ home life 

______ (9) Build a sense of trust in my students 

______ (10) Establish positive home-school relations 

______ (11) Use a variety of teaching methods  
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______ (12) Develop a community of learners when my class consists of students
from diverse backgrounds 

______ (13) Use my students’ cultural backgrounds to help make learning
meaningful 

______ (14) Use my students’ prior knowledge to help them make sense of new
information 

______ (15) Identify ways how students communicate at home may differ from the
school norms  

______ (16) Obtain information about my students’ cultural backgrounds 

______ (17) Teach students about their cultures’ contributions to science 

______ (18) Greet English Language Learners with a phrase in their native
language  

______ (19) Design a classroom environment using displays that reflect a variety
of cultures  

______ (20) Develop a personal relationship with my students 

______ (21) Obtain information about my students’ academic weaknesses 

______ (22) Praise English Language Learners for their accomplishments using a
phrase in their native language 

______ (23) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards
linguistically diverse students 

______ (24) Communicate with parents regarding their child’s educational
progress 

______ (25) Structure parent-teacher conferences so that the meeting is not
intimidating for parents 

______ (26) Help students to develop positive relationships with their classmates 

______ (27) Revise instructional material to include a better representation of
cultural groups 

______ (28) Critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it reinforces
negative cultural stereotypes 

______ (29) Design a lesson that shows how other cultural groups have made use 
of mathematics  
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______ (30) Model classroom tasks to enhance English Language Learners’
understanding 

______ (31) Communicate with the parents of English Language Learners
regarding their child’s achievement 

______ (32) Help students feel like important members of the classroom 

______ (33) Identify ways that standardized tests may be biased towards culturally 
diverse students 

______ (34) Use a learning preference inventory to gather data about how my
students like to learn 

______ (35) Use examples that are familiar to students from diverse cultural
backgrounds 

______ (36) Explain new concepts using examples that are taken from my
students’ everyday lives 

______ (37) Obtain information regarding my students’ academic interests 

______ (38) Use the interests of my students to make learning meaningful for
them 

______ (39) Implement cooperative learning activities for those students who like
to work in groups 

______ (40) Design instruction that matches my students’ developmental needs 

______ (41) Select literature and literacy activities that reflect the experiences of
diverse students in my classroom  

______ (42) Analyze whether a text used in my classroom is culturally authentic or 
biased  

______ 
(43) Identify societal issues and perceptions of diverse people that 
influence opportunities and affect the learning environments of students 
from diverse backgrounds 

______ (44) Engage family and community members in playing a more influential
role in school decisions and policies 

______ (45) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual strengths
that involve (positive) cross-linguistic transfer 

______ (46) Analyze students' writing samples to determine individual
weaknesses that involve (negative) cross-linguistic transfer (or 
interference) 
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______ 
(47) Observe and analyze students’ reading and writing (literacy events) to 
understand how diverse students might have different uses for and forms 
of literacy practices that may impact their literacy development in English 

______ 
(48) Analyze and accommodate students’ verbal and non-verbal 
interaction patterns that may be different from my own cultural norms 
(e.g., eye contact, discourse patterns) 

______ (49) Support the academic learning and social development of students
negotiating a new culture 

______ 
(50) Advocate for culturally and linguistically diverse students and their 
families who may experience unjust treatment because of their diverse 
background 
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      APPENDIX B  

DEMOGRAPHIC, ACADEMIC, AND EXPERIENTIAL BACKGROUND 

QUESTIONNAIRE
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Demographic, Academic, and Experiential Background Questionnaire 

Part A  

Demographic Information 

1. What is your gender?

a. Female

b. Male

2. Which age range best describes you?

c. 18-21 years old

d. 22-29 years old

e. 30-39 years old

f. 40-49 years old

g. 50 years old or older

3. How would you describe your ethnicity or cultural identity?

a. White / Anglo

b. Black / African-American

c. Hispanic / Latino

d. Asian / Pacific Islander

e. American Indian / Alaska Native

f. Other

Academic Information 

4. Which degree are you currently pursuing?

a. Undergraduate (bachelor’s)

b. Graduate (master’s)
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5. Which certification(s) are you pursuing or do you currently hold?

a. EC-6 Generalist

b. EC-6 ESL

c. EC-6 Bilingual

d. 4-8 (any subject)

e. Secondary (any subject)

f. All-level (any subject)

g. Advanced (e.g., Principal, Reading Specialist, School Counseling, etc.)

6. How many college or university courses have you taken during your

BACHELOR’s degree (UNDERGRADUATE level), that included an emphasis on 

working with culturally and linguistically diverse students (check all that apply)?  

a. 1-2 undergraduate (bachelor’s degree) level

b. 3-4 or more undergraduate (bachelor’s degree) level

c. 5 or more undergraduate (bachelor’s degree) level

d. none

7. How many college or university courses have you taken during your MASTER’s

degree (GRADUATE level), that included an emphasis on working with culturally and 

linguistically diverse students (check all that apply)?  

e. 1-2 graduate (master’s degree) level

f. 3-4 graduate (master’s degree) level

g. 5 or more graduate (master’s degree) level

h. none

i. N/A (I’m an undergraduate student)
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8. How well do you feel your teacher preparation program prepared you to effectively

teach students from CULTURALLY diverse backgrounds? 

a. Extremely well

b. Pretty well

c. Somewhat well

d. Not well at all

9. How well do you feel your teacher preparation program prepared you to effectively

teach students from LINGUISTICALLY diverse backgrounds? 

a. Extremely well

b. Pretty well

c. Somewhat well

d. Not well at all

10. Which best describes your teaching experiences?

a. Pre-service teacher (not in my own classroom yet)

b. 1-5 years

c. 6-15 years

d. 16 or more years

11. Which grade level(s) have you taught?

a. Kindergarten, 1st or 2nd grade(s)

b. 3rd-5th grade(s)

c. 6th-8th grade(s)

d. 9th-12th grade(s)

e. College level or adult students

f. n/a
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Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Experiences 

12. Cross-cultural service-learning is a teaching and learning strategy that integrates

academic instruction, community service in a multicultural setting, and guided 

reflection in order to enhance student learning and foster civic responsibility. Have 

you engaged in any of the following (check all that apply)?  

a. Service in a culturally different school setting within the U.S. (including

field-based and/or student teaching experiences)

b. Travel study experience (less than 1 month in another country)

c. Cultural immersion study abroad experience living in another culture for 1

month or longer

d. Mission trip or service-project outside of the U.S. through which you

intentionally or inadvertently applied what you learned in academic

classes

e. Service in one or more community-based activities within the U.S. through

which you applied academic knowledge in service to others who were

culturally or linguistically different from you.

f. None of the above.

13. How much guided reflection (oral and/or written) did you engage in through your

cross-cultural service-learning experiences? 

a. No guided reflection that I remember

b. Some guided reflection

c. Moderate guided reflection

d. Extensive guided reflection
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Language Proficiency 

14. How would you describe your personal language proficiency?

a. Only proficient in English

b. Some proficiency in a second language

c. Some proficiency in a third or more languages

d. Fluent in 2 languages

e. Fluent in 3 or more languages

15. How would you describe your second (or third, etc.) language learning

experiences (check all that apply)? 

a. 1-2 years of courses in high school and/or college

b. 3 or more years of courses in high school and/or college

c. Language and/or cultural immersion experience through living in another

country for 6 months or more

d. Language learning through interaction with family or friends of a particular

cultural or linguistic heritage

e. Language learning through interaction in a community or job setting with

individuals of a particular cultural or linguistic heritage

Part B. Experiences With Diversity 

Which best describes your experiences with and feelings toward people who are 

different from you (culturally, linguistically, socioeconomically, religiously)? (Adapted 

from Guyton & Wesche, 2005 and Stanley, 1996) 
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1. As a child, I played with people different from me.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

2. I went to school with diverse students as a teenager.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

3. Diverse people lived in my neighborhood when I was a child growing up.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

4. In the past I chose to read books about people different from me.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

5. A diverse person was one of my role models when I was younger.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

6. In the past I chose to watch TV shows and movies about people different from me.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

7. As a teenager, I was on the same team and/or club with diverse students.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

8. I am comfortable around students whose ethnic heritage is different from my own.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

9. I enjoy being around people who are different from me.

A) Never B) Rarely C) Occasionally  D) Frequently

Part C. Variety in Friends 

Think of four people with whom you spend the most time and respond to the following 

questions. (Adapted from Giles & Sherman, 1982) 
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1. How many of these four friends come from the same home town as you?

A) 0 B) 1  C) 2 D) 3 E) all 4

2. How many come from the same state as you?

A) 0 B) 1  C) 2 D) 3 E) all 4

3. How many of them are of the same ethnic or cultural background as you?

A) 0 B) 1  C) 2 D) 3 E) all 4

4. How many of them grew up in family situations more like than different than yours?

A) 0 B) 1  C) 2 D) 3 E) all 4

5. How many of them are generally in the same income range as you and your family?

A) 0 B) 1  C) 2 D) 3 E) all 4
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      APPENDIX C  

CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING OPEN-ENDED SURVEY ITEM
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Culturally Responsive Teaching Open-Ended Survey Item 

Name_____________________     Email address___________________________ 

Course number _____________     Name of Instructor__________________________ 

Please respond to the questions below in the space provided. An email with a link to the 
online survey portion will be sent to you. 

What is an example of an instructional activity that you have observed, planned, or 
implemented that you feel would be considered “culturally responsive” for diverse 
students? Why do you feel this activity is “culturally responsive”? 
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       APPENDIX D  

SELECT STUDIES ON CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING AND THEIR 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRT CONTINUUM
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Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

Au and 
Mason 
(1981) 

Test social 
organization 
hypothesis 
– minority
children  
achieve 
poorly in 
school 
because of 
the nature 
of the 
student-
teacher 
interaction 

U.S. - 
experiment
al room, 
small group 
instructional 
setting 
6 second 
grade 
students (7 
year olds) 5 
of whom 
were part-
Hawaiian 
ancestry, all 
dialect 
speakers 
from 
disadvantag
ed 
background
s; 2 
teachers 
(LC=low 
contact with 
little contact 
with 
Hawaiian 
students, 
HC=high 
contact with 
5 years of 
experience 
working 
with 
Hawaiian 
children) 

* Mixed methods
* Each teacher
conducted 2 20- 
minute reading 
lessons (4 total) 
in an 
experimental 
room over the 
period of a week 
using a basal text 
that was new to 
the students 
* Lessons were
videotaped and 
transcribed, non-
verbal behaviors 
recorded  
* Analysis -
identification of 
participation 
structures (who 
was speaking – 
teacher or 
student, role of 
the speaker, who 
controlled the 
topic) turn-taking 
– how the
speaker was 
selected (bidding, 
teacher 
nomination, or 
self- nomination) 
* Quantitative
analysis – 
descriptive 
statistics – 
percentage of 
time allotted to 
different 
participation 

* 9 different
participation 
structures were 
observed, 3 
dimensions, with 
differences between 
HC and LC teacher 
lessons and student 
engagement  
* HC teacher lessons
spent more time on 
open turns and 
student initiation no 
teacher nomination 
volunteer (more 
similar to Hawaiian 
talk-story discourse 
pattern), whereas the 
LC teacher lessons 
included most time 
spent on exclusive 
rights-volunteer 
* Social organization
hypothesis was 
supported as social 
organization factors 
were associated with 
Hawaiian children’s 
responses and 
performance during 
the reading lessons. 
When there is a 
balance of 
interactional rights 
between the teacher 
and students it is 
probable that student 
behavior will be more 
productive in this 
context. 
* Limitation – non-
natural setting 
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Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

structures (experimental setting 
outside of school) 
* Provides a
preliminary framework 
for analyzing the 
relationship between 
home setting and 
academic learning in 
school 

Bezemer 
(2007) What 

discourses 
may have 
informed 
the 
observed 
patterns of 
attribution? 
Is it feasible 
or indeed 
necessary 
for 
language 
teaching in 
multilingual 
contexts to 
make 
accurate 
attributions? 

Multicultural 
classroom 
in the 
Netherlands 
4th year 
primary 
school 
children 
(average 
age 7), 25 
students in 
the class, 
14 Dutch as 
L1, 11 
“foreign” 
Dutch L2 
speakers 

Ethnographic 
case study 
*data sources:
field notes, audio 
recordings, 
interviews, school 
documents, 60+hr 
of mainstream 
classroom 
instruction, 15+ hr 
of Dutch as L2 
instruction 
(collected over 
1999/2000 school 
year) 
* long open-
ended interview 
was conducted 
with teacher at 
beginning of 
study, data 
collected, data 
corpus served as 
basis for 
identifying ‘key 
episodes’ 
revealing how 
linguistic 
attributions 
informed 
teaching, 
retrospective 
interviews 

* 3 patterns of
attribution in teaching 
and retrospective 
teacher accounts 
(deficient, deficient; 
sufficient, sufficient; 
sufficient, deficient) 
*Overgeneralizations
can impact the 
instruction that 
educators of second 
language speakers 
provide, this article 
calls for a more 
‘analytical’ approach 
to teaching, rather 
than more teacher-
controlled ‘synthetic’ 
approach, so that 
students are not 
assumed to have the 
same/shared linguistic 
resources, but rather, 
the students can 
engage in a variety 
(differentiation) of 
tasks whereby they 
can select the task 
most appropriate for 
their proficiency level 
related to that 
particular context / 
language objective 
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Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

conducted after 
periods of 
observation in 
which possible 
interpretations of 
transcriptions 
were discussed 

* Grouping all ‘foreign’
students 
homogenously as 
regards to linguistic 
resources can 
assume more or less 
than students are able 
to acquire / have 
acquired, and 
retrospective activities 
like what was 
conducted in this 
study help teachers to 
become more 
reflective and 
individually 
responsive about their 
pedagogy 

Buehler 
(2009) 

White 
teacher’s 
negotiations 
with cultural 
competence 

Larger 
study: 
Four 
researchers  
followed 5 
focal 
participants 
during and 
after a 
teacher 
prep 
program 
over 4 
years (2 
years as 
pre-service 
teachers, 2 
years as 
beginning 
teachers) 

Responses 
of 1 White 
pre-service 

Qualitative, Case 
study design 

*field notes,
audiotapes, 
transcripts of 
group meetings 
and class 
sessions; 
materials and 
student work; 
weekly 
journal entries 
during 
coursework and 
student teaching; 
videos of weekly 
student-teaching 
observations; 
and regular 
audiotaped 
interviews. 

* grounded theory

Cultural competence 
among teachers 
includes cognitive and 
affective challenges. 
Cultural competence 
development is not a 
steady, gradual 
process, but a 
recursive process with 
forward movement, 
backsliding, and 
movement forward 
again. CRT involves 
discussion of race in 
the curriculum, but 
also teachers 
reflecting on their own 
identity, race, and 
related emotional 
tensions when 
working with CLD 
students. 
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teacher in 
racially 
diverse U.S. 
urban 
school, 
“Kelly,”  
selected for 
analysis in 
article 

approach, 
discourse 
analysis 

Flores & 
Riojas-
Cortez 
(2009) 

1. Does the
ECES 
demonstrat
e reliability 
and 
content 
validity? 
2. What are
the 
differences 
between 
teacher 
candidates’ 
notions of 
culturally 
responsive 
ecology and 
their 
structured 
observation
s of a 
classroom’s 
ecology? 

University in 
SW US 
preparing 
many Latino 
teachers 
*Tested
with 113 
pre-service 
teachers 
(senior level 
teacher 
candidates) 
*52 bilingual
early 
childhood  
(EC) 
certificate, 
and 61 
generalist 
EC 

Quantitative 
*ECES (Early
Childhood 
Ecology Scale) 
Self-assessment 
*ECES
Observational 
form 
*5 factors
(sociophysical, 
socioemotional, 
sociolinguistic/cog
nitive, 
sociocultural)  
*Observational
and reflective tool 
for culturally 
responsive 
ecology in early 
childhood 
classrooms 

Through the factor 
analysis 4 of the 5 
dimensions in the 
instrument were 
validated. Teacher 
candidate self-
assessments were 
more idealized than 
the reality of their 
classroom 
observations. 
However, teacher 
candidates had 
positive beliefs toward 
culturally responsive 
classroom ecology. 

Currie & 
Cray 
(2004) 

What 
literacy 
practices 
did these 
newcomers 
participate 
in their new 
country?  
How did 
their 

Canada; 
Language 
Instruction 
for 
Newcomers 
to Canada 
(LINC) 
classes; 
19 ELL (all 
literate in 
L1), ages 

Qualitative. 
*Observation of
classroom 
instruction (prior 
to interview to 
guide focus of 
interviews). 
*Learner
interviews (taped 
and compared 
to/extended from 

Both the students and 
their teachers viewed 
writing in LINC 
classes as a vehicle 
for the development of 
linguistic accuracy 
rather than as a 
socially situated 
practice (not real-
world types of writing). 
Researcher’s analysis 
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teachers 
understand 
the role of 
writing in 
their 
learners’ 
lives? 
What and 
why did 
their 
learners 
write in their 
LINC 
classes? 

ranged from 
20-50; 
6 teachers 

checklist) 
*Teacher
interviews (open-
ended, taped, 
transcribed) 

and discussion 
pointed to the 
importance of the 
social dimension of 
language, and teacher 
attitudes in the study 
reflected a disconnect 
between that 
understanding and 
actual “traditional” 
practices. Teachers 
need to attend to a 
learner’s purposes for 
writing, as this is key 
in helping newcomers 
participate more fully 
and effectively in the 
new culture. 

Ebe 
(2010) Rate the 

differences 
in miscue 
analysis 
and 
comprehen
sion scores 
on texts 
with varied 
cultural 
relevancy 
for students 

* 9 third
grader ELL 
students in 
an urban 
Northeaster
n city of the 
U.S. 
* Students
came from 
Caribbean, 
Mexico, and 
Central 
America  

*Mixed methods
*Cultural
Relevancy Rubric 
– developed with
Goodman’s 8 
factors in 
choosing relevant 
texts (1982):  
1) the ethnicity of
the characters, 2) 
the setting, 3) the 
year the story 
takes place, 4) 
age of the 
characters, 
5) gender of the
characters, 6) the 
language or 
dialect used in the 
story, 7) 
the genre and 
exposure to this 
type of text, 8) the 
reader’s 
background 

* Students scored
much higher on the 
cultural relevance for 
Kwan the Artist – 26.9 
(about a newcomer 
student to the U.S.) 
than The Wind and 
the Sun 
traditional/folktale 
story – 14.2 
* Accuracy rate was
within instructional-
independent range 
(slightly higher for The 
Wind and the Sun – 
96.7 compared to 
Kwan…95.6) 
* the miscue analysis
revealed that the 
more culturally 
relevant text (Kwan…) 
included more high 
quality miscues 
(where students 
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experiences. 
* Students read
and retold 2 
stories from 
assessment kit at 
the same reading 
level (Kwan the 
Artist & The Wind 
and the Sun) 
* digital recording
of read aloud and 
retell, in-depth 
miscue analysis 
procedure 
* student
responses to 8 
questions on the 
Cultural 
Relevance Rubric 
for each story 

attended to the 
meaning and syntax 
of the story) whereas 
students produced 
more non-word 
miscues that didn’t 
make sense with the 
less relevant folktale 
story 
* students had higher
scores on 
comprehension for the 
retell of the more 
culturally relevant 
story (3.6 compared 
to 2.6 for the folktale) 
* statistical analysis
was not included, but 
may have enhanced 
the analysis regarding 
the extent of the 
correlation between 
the scores on the 
different components 
of the assessment. 

Gersten 
& Jiminez 
(1994) 

Describe 
facets of 
effective 
reading 
instruction 
for 
language 
minority 
students, 
particularly 
students 
identified by 
teachers as 
experiencin
g 
difficulties. 

Southweste
rn US 
district, 
conducted 
over 2 
years with 3 
researchers  

3 
classrooms 
with large 
ELL 
populations, 
3rd grade – 
new 
arrivals, 4th 
grade – low 

Qualitative. 
* 3 case studies
including 
classroom 
observation and 
teacher interview 
* Constant
comparison with 
theory on 
constructs for 
effective 
instruction: 
challenge, 
involvement, 
success, 
scaffolding/cogniti
ve strategies, 

* The practices
selected as being 
most useful: (a) 
vocabulary 
development and 
checking 
comprehension, (b) 
mediation and 
feedback 
paraphrasing student 
remarks and 
encouraging 
development of 
student responses, 
and (c) verbal and 
written forms of all 
areas of literacy 

322 



Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

income, 5th 
grade – all 
of Mexican 
heritage 

mediation/feedba
ck, 
collaborative/coop
erative learning, 
techniques for 
second language 
acquisition/shelter
ed English, and 
respect for 
cultural diversity 

instruction with 
reasonably consistent 
language.  
* The novice teacher’s
classroom instruction 
showed the need for 
scaffolded instruction 
and cognitive strategy 
training, in contrast to 
the two more 
experienced teachers 
in the study. 
* Constructs for
effective teaching 
were given, but it was 
unclear exactly where 
the researchers got 
their ideas for the 
specific parts of the 
construct.  
* The article shared
specific strategies 
utilized by the 
teachers and provided 
recommendations 
regarding the type of 
instruction that should 
go on in a more 
supportive ELL 
classroom. 

Kidd, 
Sanchez, 
and 
Thorp 
(2005) 

In what 
ways did 
interactions 
with families 
(i.e., home 
visits and 
gathering 
family 
stories) 
contribute 
to shifts in 
(a) attitudes 

17 pre-
service 
teachers 
enrolled in 2 
year full-
time 
graduate 
program in 
Washington
, DC 
metropolita
n area (16 

* Participants
engaged in a 
variety of learning 
experiences 
during their 
coursework, 
including multiple 
home visits to a 
focus family they 
worked closely 
with in order to 
develop more 

* 76% of participants
said that the home 
visits and collection of 
family stories were 
instrumental in their 
development of 
dispositions for CRT 
and ability to work 
with diverse families 
* interns came to
realize that working 
with young children’s 
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towards 
working 
with 
families, (b) 
understandi
ng of 
cultural and 
linguistic 
diversity, 
and (c) 
understandi
ng of what it 
means to 
provide 
culturally 
responsive 
and 
relevant 
instruction? 

female, 1 
male) 
* 
participants 
were 
pursuing 
early 
childhood, 
special ed, 
and ESL 
certification
s 
* 7 (41%)
White, 5 
(29%) 
Black,  2 
(12%) 
Latino, 2 
(12%) 
Middle 
Eastern, 1 
(6%) Asian 

culturally 
responsive and 
relevant lessons 
* data sources
included end of 
program “guiding-
principles” paper 
that included 
participants’ 
reflection on their 
experiences 
during the 2 year 
program and 
synthesis of their 
learning 
* Researchers
generated a list of 
dispositions and 
created a chart 
utilize in coding 
participant 
responses with 
categories 
including: initial 
dispositions, 
pivotal 
experiences 
and dilemmas, 
development/cha
nges in 
dispositions, and 
future 
implications. 
* at least 2
researchers 
coded each paper 
* constant
comparative 
analysis based on 
grounded theory, 
identifying themes 
in each category 

families was an 
essential part of 
understanding their 
background and 
supporting students’ 
development 
* 9/17 described
changes in their 
perceptions of the 
diverse families they 
worked with, 
challenging biases 
and assumptions they 
had previously 
* evidence of
understanding 
linguistic diversity 
through the family 
interaction 
experiences was less 
apparent, but overall 
they developed a 
greater value for the 
students’ native 
languages 
* influence on
instruction, 3 themes 
emerged: 
“importance of (a) 
providing 
instruction designed 
to build on children’s 
cultural knowledge 
and prior experiences, 
(b) 
promoting linguistic 
continuity between 
home and school, and 
(c) using information 
from 
home visits and family 
stories to plan 
instruction” (p. 355) 
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Ladson-
Billings 
(1995b) 

Understandi
ng and 
identifying 
common 
characteristi
cs of 
teachers 
who 
practice 
culturally 
relevant 
pedagogy 

8 female 
teachers in 
a small, 
predominat
ely African 
American 
community 
(5 black, 3 
white) 
selected as 
outstanding 
teachers by 
parents of 
students in 
the school 
in Northern 
California 
Teachers 
had 12-40 
years of 
experience 
working 
with African 
American 
students 

4 phases: 
1) ethnographic
interviews 
2) observation of
teacher 
classrooms over 
2 years, 3 days / 
week (fieldnotes, 
audiotape, 
debriefing 
discussions with 
teacher) 
3) videotaping
classrooms 
4) teachers
viewed, analyzed 
and interpreted 
videotape in ten 
2-3 hour long 
meetings 

Grounded theory 
of culturally-
relevant 
pedagogy 

CRP involves a 
continuum of teaching 
behaviors 
“The three broad 
propositions that have 
emerged from this 
research center 
around the following: 
* the conceptions of
self and others held 
by culturally relevant 
teachers, 
* the manner in which
social relations are 
structured by 
culturally relevant 
teachers, 
* the conceptions of
knowledge held by 
culturally relevant 
teachers.” (p.478) 

McCollo
m (1989) Turn-

allocation 
procedure 
similarities 
and 
differences 
between 
English 
Chicago 
classroom 
and 
Spanish 
Puerto 
Rican 
classroom 

2 third 
grade 
classrooms 
Puerto 
Rican 
teacher in 
Rio Piedras, 
Puerto Rico 
and Anglo-
American 
teacher in 
Chicago, 
Illinois 

Qualitative, 
discourse 
analysis 
* Analyzed turn-
allocation 
procedure in 2 
classrooms using 
Mehan's (1979) 
model of lesson 
structure  

The discourse 
patterns in the 2 
classrooms were 
different. 
The model accurately 
described the Anglo-
American classroom. 
However, in the 
Puerto Rican 
classroom, the 
teacher did not have 
to make all the 
initiations of 
discussions like a 
central switching 
terminal. Students 
from diverse 

325 



Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

backgrounds and 
mainstream teachers 
may have different 
expectations about 
appropriate dialogical 
interaction patterns in 
the classroom. 

Moll et al. 
(1992) Develop 

innovative 
teaching 
methods 
that utilize 
the “funds 
of 
knowledge” 
from 
household 
and 
community 
resources 
through 
exploration 
of teacher-
researcher 
collaborativ
e 
partnership
s in 
conducting 
household 
research 
and 
developing 
culturally 
responsive 
lessons 

10 teachers 
of students 
in working-
class, 
Mexican 
American 
families in 
Tucson, 
Arizona 

Qualitative 
(ethnography) – 
goal is for 
teachers to 
understand the 
“whole child” in 
order to utilize 
that knowledge in 
developing 
appropriate 
classroom 
instructional 
practices 
* ethnographic
observations, 
open-ended 
interviewing 
strategies, life 
histories, case 
studies 
* Each of the 10
teachers (except 
2) selected 3
student homes to 
visit, conducting 
100 total 
observations and 
interviews during 
the semester 
* combined
analysis of these 
data reveal 
complex functions 
of households in 
a particular socio-
historical context 

* Teachers of
working-class 
students in this socio-
political context may 
tend to view students 
as “poor” 
economically and in 
quality of experiences 
* Through the
research design 
presented in this 
study, teachers 
combat assumptions 
and develop greater 
awareness and 
sensitivity toward the 
world of their students 
outside of the 
classroom in order to 
develop 
“ethnographically 
informed classroom 
practices” (p. 132) 
* Teachers saw
students in a new 
light, such as 
international travelers 
and entrepreneurs 
through their travel 
back and form to 
Mexico 
* Teachers came to
value the family and 
community resources, 
“my respect and awe 
of Mrs. Rodriguez 
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* research design
coordinates 1) 
ethnographic 
analysis of 
household 
dynamics, 2) 
examination of 
classroom 
practices, 3) 
development of 
after-school study 
groups with 
teachers 

grew by leaps and 
bounds that morning” 
(p. 138) 
* Teachers were able
to tap into family and 
community “funds of 
knowledge” in 
developing units of 
study, such as a 6th 
grade inquiry unit on 
candy in which a 
parent came into the 
classroom and taught 
about the process of 
making Mexican 
candy as well as 
discussing associated 
nutritional and social 
issues 

Morrison, 
Robbins, 
and Rose 
(2008) 

Describe 
and 
synthesize 
how 
scholars 
have 
operationali
zed 
culturally 
relevant 
teaching 
through 
analysis of 
peer-
reviewed 
research on 
how CRT is 
enacted in 
classrooms 

45 studies 
from 1995-
2006 

Meta-analysis of 
studies relating to 
CRT  
* searched 6
online databases  
(ERIC, JStor, 
InfoTrac One File, 
Education Full 
Text, Education 
Index 
Retrospective, 
and Academic 
Search Premier) 
for journal articles 
on “culturally 
responsive” and 
“culturally 
relevant” 
* 1st phase of
analysis: Coded 
for specific 
teacher actions 
and grouped into 
3 categories 

* challenge in
identifying a teacher 
action example as 
only one criterion or 
category 
* criteria not mutually
exclusive, often 
existing as 
corequisites 
*Many of the studies
were conducted in 
homogenous 
classrooms and may 
not be as applicable 
to more 
heterogeneous 
classrooms 
* fewest examples of
last tenet (critical 
consciousness) which 
they called the 
“capstone” of the CRT 
construct, as it is the 
most empowering to 
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according to 
Ladson-Billings 3 
tenets of culturally 
relevant 
pedagogy (high 
expectations, 
cultural 
competence, and 
critical 
consciousness) 
* 2nd phase of
analysis: 
subcategories of 
each 3 tenets 

transform student 
lives and their 
societies 

Categories and sub-
categories: 
*High Expectations
findings 
1. Modeling,
scaffolding, & 
clarification of the 
challenging curriculum 
2. Using students’
strength starting 
points 
3. Investing and
taking personal 
responsibility for 
students’ successes, 
going above and 
beyond 
4. Creating and
nurturing cooperative 
environments 
5. Having high
behavioral 
expectations 
* Cultural
Competence Findings 
1. Reshaping the
prescribed curriculum 
2. Building on
students’ funds of 
knowledge 
3. Encouraging
relationships between 
school and 
communities 
* Critical
Consciousness 
findings 
1. Use of Critical
Literacy strategies 
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2. Engaging students
in social justice work 
3. Making explicit the
power dynamics of 
mainstream society 
4. Sharing power in
the classroom 

Mumtaz 
& 
Humphre
ys (2001) 

How does 
the 
experience 
of a regular 
(shallow)  
orthography 
in L1 (like 
Urdu) affect 
the 
developmen
t of reading 
skills in a 
less regular 
(deep) 
orthography 
L2 (like 
English)? 
Do bilingual 
Urdu-
English 
speaking 
children 
have better 
phonologica
l skills but 
limited 
visual skills 
as a result 
of their L1 
experiences 
in Urdu? 

120 
children, 
aged 7-8 
years old, 
including 60 
bilingual 
Urdu-
English and 
60 
monolingual 
English 
in 2 primary 
schools in 
England 

Quantitative. 
Students were 
tested individually 
on: *vocabulary 
(BPVS),  
*reading age
(using Schonell 
and Schonell, 
1952)), *reading 
of regular and 
irregular words 
and nonwords 
(Castels and 
Coltheart,1993) 
battery),  
*visual
recognition 
(Doors Test, 
1994), *visual 
recall (using 
Shapes Test, 
1994), *spatial 
memory (using 
Corsi block test, 
1972), 
*auditory digit
span (using sub-
test from WISC-
R, 1977), and 
*nonword
repetition (using 
Gathercole et al., 
1994), 
*non-verbal
intelligence (using 
Raven’s, 1958), 

Error analysis 
revealed that bilingual 
students made 
significantly more 
regularization (saying 
izland for island) 
errors on single-word 
tasks than the 
monolinguals. 
Bilingual children had 
higher reading ages 
and better reading of 
regular words and 
nonwords compared 
to the monolinguals, 
but the bilinguals read 
irregular words less 
well than their 
monolingual peers. 
The bilingual children 
had worse visual 
memory performance, 
suggesting that their 
poor reading of 
irregular words may 
be related to their 
poor visual memory 
performance. 
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*phonological
processing 
awareness (using 
Stuart and 
Coltheart, 1988).  
Analysis of 
Variance and 
Correlational 
analyses used 

Pickford 
(2008) 

What 
‘pedagogies
’ emerge to 
make 
school 
knowledge 
transmittabl
e and 
meaningful? 
What kinds 
of social 
relations 
are talked 
into 
existence 
by teacher 
and 
children? 
How is, 
what is said 
and done, 
related to 
wider 
sociocultura
l contexts? 

Papua New 
Guinea, 
data from 5-
year study 

Lower 
grades of 
government 
primary 
school in 
tropical 
area of 
PNG, 
taught by 
local 
teachers, 
36 children 
in this class 
excerpt of 
data 

Qualitative; 
Non-participant 
observation, 
audiotaping of 
lessons and 
informal 
discussions over 
months of data 
collection, excerpt 
from oral English 
language lesson 
in second year of 
English 
instruction 

* In post-colonial
contexts, teachers 
and students 
negotiate culturally 
appropriate classroom 
interactions 
* Evidence of IRF/E
(Initiation, Response, 
Feedback / 
Evaluation), but also 
indirect negative 
evaluations, where 
the teacher engages 
in more of a social 
mediation role to save 
face for the students 
* Learning is mediated
by social belonging, in 
many of the 
classroom 
observations, with 
emphasis on the right 
relationship, the 
greater emphasis is 
on achieving a 
‘community’ rather 
than individuals 
* “Through repeated
exchanges, the 
teacher as ‘cultural 
agent’ apprentices 
children to ways of 
working with school 
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knowledge and with 
each other” (p. 56). 
Research on 
communities of 
practice as they exist 
in different school 
cultures around the 
world needs to take 
into account the 
varied rules for 
participation that are 
influenced by cultural 
practices in the 
situated community 
and social values. 

Siwatu 
(2007) 

(1) How 
efficacious 
are 
preservice  
teachers in 
their ability 
to execute 
the 
practices of 
culturally 
responsive 
teaching? 
(2) Do 
preservice 
teachers 
believe in 
the positive 
outcomes 
associated 
with 
culturally 
responsive 
teaching? 
(3) What is 
the 
factor 
structure of 

Participants 
came from 
2 teacher 
preparation 
programs in 
the Midwest 
(N=275), 
pre-service 
teachers 
(mean age 
21.91), 
average of 
2.38 
classes on 
diversity, 
1.49 
practicum 
requirement
s 

Quantitative 
* CRTSE Scale –
theoretically 
grounded 
instrument based 
on Bandura’s 
(1986) theoretical 
guidelines, 
and Siwatu’s 27 
CRT 
competencies 
* Academic and
Demographic 
Background 
Questionnaire 
* Culturally
Responsive 
Teaching Self-
Efficacy Scale 
(CRTSE) (40 
items) 
* Culturally
Responsive 
Teaching 
Outcome 
Expectancy Scale 
(26 items) 

*One-factor solution
accounted for 44% of 
variance 
* Both CRTSE and
CRTOE scales proven 
toe be reliable 
* CRTSE and CRTOE
were positively 
correlated (.70) 
* Participants were
more confident in 
being able to build 
positive relationships 
with students than 
with greeting an ELL 
in his or her native 
language. 
* Limitation – the
reliability of the 
instruments may be 
inflated because of 
the large number of 
items 
* Limitation – 93%
White American 
respondents 
* Siwatu discusses
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the 
culturally 
responsive 
teaching 
self-efficacy 
and 
outcome 
expectancy 
scales? (4) 
What is the 
relationship 
between 
preservice 
teachers’ 
culturally 
responsive 
teaching 
self-efficacy 
and 
outcome 
expectancy 
beliefs? 

* Descriptive
analysis 
* Factor analysis
with 2 criteria - 
Kaiser’s 
(1960) criterion of 
eigenvalues 
greater than one 
rule 
and Cattell’s 
(1966) scree test 

how the CRTSE items 
were derived from his 
CRT competencies 
and interventions for 
teachers can be 
developed based on 
self-reported scores  

Young 
(2010) 

(a) How do 
teachers 
and 
administrato
rs 
understand 
and utilize 
culturally 
relevant 
pedagogy? 
(b) What 
process is 
involved in 
the 
coparticipat
ory effort to 
conceptuali
ze and 
actualize 
culturally 
relevant 

Large 
metropolita
n area of 
NE US in 
“Maplewood
” school 

8 teachers 
in racially 
diverse 
school 
(40% AA, 
40% 
Hispanic/La
tino, 12% 
White, 5% 
Asian, 3% 
other) 

8 weeks for 
inquiry 

Qualitative; 
critical case study 
and action 
research 
*Critical Race
Theory 
epistemological 
framework  
*Pre and post
inquiry interviews, 
inquiry group 
meetings, 
meetings with 
principal and 
principal intern, 
classroom 
observation (one 
observation in 
each of 8 
classrooms),  
participants’ 

* data analyzed by
academic success, 
cultural competence, 
and sociopolitical 
consciousness 
* participants
remarked on using 
cultural capital of 
students to increase 
relevancy, but not 
specifically academic 
success 
* 3 themes in cultural
competence: (a) know 
your students, (b) 
build relationships 
with your students, (c) 
affirm students’ 
cultural identities 
* sociopolitical
consciousness – 
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Author/ 
Year 

Purpose/ 
Research 
Question 

Context and 
Participants 

Data Collection / 
Analysis 

Results / Contribution 
to CRT Continuum 

pedagogy in 
classroom 
practice? 
and (c) 
What 
challenges 
arise in the 
definition, 
implementat
ion, and 
evaluation 
of culturally 
relevant 
pedagogy? 

group 
sessions 

weekly written 
reflections, 
district’s 
documents, 
online 
discussions, 
researcher journal 
* transcribed,
open coding, axial 
coding 
* data analyzed
and cross 
checked from 3 
parties 
(researcher, 
teachers, 
administrators) 

teachers raised issues 
in interview, but did 
not directly tie them to 
their definition of 
culturally responsive 
pedagogy 
* District’s promotion
of cultural sensitivity 
was more tied to 
“closing the gap” in 
state test score 
achievement than 
promoting 
sociopolitical 
consciousness 
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       APPENDIX E  

INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER AND APPROVED 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
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APPENDIX F  

QUALITATIVE SCORING RUBRIC
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APPENDIX G  

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS TABLES FOR EC-6, ESL, AND BILINGUAL 

CERTIFICATION INDIVIDUAL CRTSE-EXTENDED ITEM MEANS
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Table G-1 

Descriptives for EC-6 Generalist Certification CRTSE Means 

Category     N Mean  Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

CRTSE 1 Other 164 84.80 12.29 0.96 
EC-6 101 87.03 9.78 0.97 

CRTSE 2 Other 164 87.27 11.57 0.90 
EC-6 101 89.95 10.40 1.04 

CRTSE 3 Other 164 88.55 11.78 0.92 
EC-6 101 90.05 9.71 0.97 

CRTSE 4 Other 164 83.99 14.36 1.12 
EC-6 101 85.79 12.40 1.23 

CRTSE 5 Other 164 80.82 16.00 1.25 
EC-6 101 82.82 12.34 1.23 

CRTSE 6 Other 164 76.16 15.53 1.21 
EC-6 101 79.41 12.23 1.22 

CRTSE 7 Other 164 86.53 15.07 1.18 
EC-6 101 89.84 10.35 1.03 

CRTSE 8 Other 164 81.16 16.19 1.26 
EC-6 101 84.28 12.80 1.27 

CRTSE 9 Other 164 90.54 12.92 1.01 
EC-6 101 94.35 7.30 0.73 

CRTSE 10 Other 164 86.08 12.28 0.96 
EC-6 101 87.77 10.16 1.01 

CRTSE 11 Other 164 90.10 10.59 0.83 
EC-6 101 92.81 9.28 0.92 

CRTSE 12 Other 164 85.87 12.52 0.98 
EC-6 101 90.63 9.95 0.99 

CRTSE 13 Other 164 85.02 13.38 1.05 
EC-6 101 87.48 11.63 1.16 

CRTSE 14 Other 164 87.66 10.78 0.84 
EC-6 101 89.95 9.42 0.94 

CRTSE 15 Other 164 79.80 13.66 1.07 
EC-6 101 82.28 10.01 1.00 

CRTSE 16 Other 164 83.40 13.63 1.07 
EC-6 101 85.65 11.22 1.12 

CRTSE 17 Other 164 73.24 20.61 1.61 
EC-6 101 76.31 19.66 1.96 

CRTSE 18 Other 164 74.36 25.21 1.97 
EC-6 101 73.02 24.78 2.47 

CRTSE 19 Other 164 83.43 20.61 1.61 
EC-6 101 86.51 14.14 1.41 

CRTSE 20 Other 164 93.09 10.37 0.81 
EC-6 101 94.56 9.51 0.95 
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CRTSE 21 Other 164 88.99 10.79 0.84 
EC-6 101 92.03 7.49 0.75 

CRTSE 22 Other 164 73.63 26.00 2.03 
EC-6 101 75.55 24.37 2.43 

CRTSE 23 Other 164 76.99 17.13 1.34 
EC-6 101 78.73 17.21 1.71 

CRTSE 24 Other 164 87.44 12.33 0.96 
EC-6 101 89.44 11.12 1.11 

CRTSE 25 Other 164 86.16 12.94 1.01 
EC-6 101 88.76 12.46 1.24 

CRTSE 26 Other 164 86.96 11.00 0.86 
EC-6 101 91.66 9.36 0.93 

CRTSE 27 Other 164 83.10 14.80 1.16 
EC-6 101 83.46 13.16 1.31 

CRTSE 28 Other 163 82.05 17.16 1.34 
EC-6 101 84.14 11.81 1.18 

CRTSE 29 Other 163 76.34 18.72 1.47 
EC-6 101 77.30 18.74 1.86 

CRTSE 30 Other 164 84.44 14.61 1.14 
EC-6 101 86.09 13.13 1.31 

CRTSE 31 Other 164 82.23 16.97 1.33 
EC-6 101 85.35 12.83 1.28 

CRTSE 32 Other 164 92.81 9.64 0.75 
EC-6 101 95.22 6.81 0.68 

CRTSE 33 Other 164 79.10 17.50 1.37 
EC-6 101 80.18 15.83 1.58 

CRTSE 34 Other 162 81.97 16.81 1.32 
EC-6 101 84.79 17.40 1.73 

CRTSE 35 Other 164 82.29 15.97 1.25 
EC-6 101 83.06 13.32 1.33 

CRTSE 36 Other 164 86.65 11.99 0.94 
EC-6 101 88.31 10.41 1.04 

CRTSE 37 Other 164 88.65 11.21 0.88 
EC-6 101 90.45 9.03 0.90 

CRTSE 38 Other 164 90.27 9.86 0.77 
EC-6 101 93.28 7.44 0.74 

CRTSE 39 Other 164 90.38 10.41 0.81 
EC-6 101 92.26 8.80 0.88 

CRTSE 40 Other 164 85.04 11.68 0.91 
EC-6 101 89.11 10.33 1.03 

CRTSE 41 Other 164 83.91 16.83 1.31 
EC-6 101 89.44 10.10 1.01 

CRTSE 42 Other 164 80.55 19.53 1.53 
EC-6 101 86.09 11.61 1.16 

CRTSE 43 Other 164 80.64 14.84 1.16 
EC-6 101 81.71 13.38 1.33 
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CRTSE 44 Other 164 79.19 15.24 1.19 
EC-6 101 80.97 13.74 1.37 

CRTSE 45 Other 163 81.18 17.44 1.37 
EC-6 101 81.77 14.37 1.43 

CRTSE 46 Other 163 80.89 18.25 1.43 
EC-6 101 81.57 14.58 1.45 

CRTSE 47 Other 163 79.12 17.31 1.36 
EC-6 101 81.82 12.65 1.26 

CRTSE 48 Other 164 82.10 14.71 1.15 
EC-6 101 82.66 15.64 1.56 

CRTSE 49 Other 164 85.04 13.00 1.02 
EC-6 101 85.91 12.69 1.26 

CRTSE 50 Other 163 85.01 16.39 1.28 
EC-6 101 87.74 12.46 1.24 

Table G-2 

Descriptives for ESL EC-6 Certification CRTSE Means 

Category N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

CRTSE 1 Other 182 85.02 12.02 0.89 
ESL 83 87.05 9.94 1.09 

CRTSE 2 Other 182 87.76 11.91 0.88 
ESL 83 89.46 9.40 1.03 

CRTSE 3 Other 182 88.61 11.24 0.83 
ESL 83 90.24 10.56 1.16 

CRTSE 4 Other 182 84.24 13.81 1.02 
ESL 83 85.64 13.33 1.46 

CRTSE 5 Other 182 80.74 15.46 1.15 
ESL 83 83.43 12.83 1.41 

CRTSE 6 Other 182 75.63 14.69 1.09 
ESL 83 81.27 13.11 1.44 

CRTSE 7 Other 182 86.54 14.75 1.09 
ESL 83 90.53 9.96 1.09 

CRTSE 8 Other 182 81.63 15.82 1.17 
ESL 83 83.92 13.11 1.44 

CRTSE 9 Other 182 91.12 12.20 0.90 
ESL 83 93.92 8.59 0.94 

CRTSE 10 Other 182 86.25 11.91 0.88 
ESL 83 87.77 10.63 1.17 

CRTSE 11 Other 182 91.00 10.23 0.76 
ESL 83 91.42 10.11 1.11 

CRTSE 12 Other 182 86.27 12.32 0.91 
ESL 83 90.77 10.03 1.10 
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CRTSE 13 Other 182 84.97 13.28 0.98 
ESL 83 88.13 11.36 1.25 

CRTSE 14 Other 182 88.09 10.43 0.77 
ESL 83 89.52 10.08 1.11 

CRTSE 15 Other 182 79.33 12.86 0.95 
ESL 83 83.86 10.89 1.20 

CRTSE 16 Other 182 83.46 13.22 0.98 
ESL 83 86.02 11.68 1.28 

CRTSE 17 Other 182 74.08 20.39 1.51 
ESL 83 75.12 20.11 2.21 

CRTSE 18 Other 182 72.72 26.15 1.94 
ESL 83 76.33 22.25 2.44 

CRTSE 19 Other 182 83.33 20.04 1.49 
ESL 83 87.40 14.05 1.54 

CRTSE 20 Other 182 92.97 10.97 0.81 
ESL 83 95.14 7.53 0.83 

CRTSE 21 Other 182 89.82 10.10 0.75 
ESL 83 90.88 8.99 0.99 

CRTSE 22 Other 182 73.45 25.71 1.91 
ESL 83 76.36 24.62 2.70 

CRTSE 23 Other 182 76.51 17.88 1.33 
ESL 83 80.18 15.21 1.67 

CRTSE 24 Other 182 87.79 12.48 0.93 
ESL 83 89.10 10.54 1.16 

CRTSE 25 Other 182 86.51 13.19 0.98 
ESL 83 88.55 11.83 1.30 

CRTSE 26 Other 182 88.25 11.09 0.82 
ESL 83 89.87 9.55 1.05 

CRTSE 27 Other 182 82.60 14.80 1.10 
ESL 83 84.64 12.66 1.39 

CRTSE 28 Other 181 81.83 16.66 1.24 
ESL 83 85.06 11.78 1.29 

CRTSE 29 Other 181 76.08 18.82 1.40 
ESL 83 78.07 18.46 2.03 

CRTSE 30 Other 182 83.40 14.30 1.06 
ESL 83 88.73 12.85 1.41 

CRTSE 31 Other 182 82.25 16.21 1.20 
ESL 83 85.96 13.83 1.52 

CRTSE 32 Other 182 93.57 9.07 0.67 
ESL 83 94.08 8.00 0.88 

CRTSE 33 Other 182 78.26 17.44 1.29 
ESL 83 82.24 15.26 1.68 

CRTSE 34 Other 181 83.02 17.71 1.32 
ESL 82 83.13 15.65 1.73 

CRTSE 35 Other 182 81.57 16.02 1.19 
ESL 83 84.82 12.23 1.34 
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CRTSE 36 Other 182 86.59 11.64 0.86 
ESL 83 88.80 10.84 1.19 

CRTSE 37 Other 182 89.00 10.62 0.79 
ESL 83 90.07 10.08 1.11 

CRTSE 38 Other 182 90.91 9.21 0.68 
ESL 83 92.52 8.87 0.97 

CRTSE 39 Other 182 90.68 9.97 0.74 
ESL 83 92.01 9.59 1.05 

CRTSE 40 Other 182 86.42 11.97 0.89 
ESL 83 86.96 9.87 1.08 

CRTSE 41 Other 182 84.61 16.31 1.21 
ESL 83 89.10 10.45 1.15 

CRTSE 42 Other 182 81.19 19.13 1.42 
ESL 83 85.90 11.10 1.22 

CRTSE 43 Other 182 80.36 14.78 1.10 
ESL 83 82.55 13.09 1.44 

CRTSE 44 Other 182 79.40 15.16 1.12 
ESL 83 80.90 13.62 1.50 

CRTSE 45 Other 181 80.03 17.80 1.32 
ESL 83 84.40 11.98 1.32 

CRTSE 46 Other 181 79.75 18.62 1.38 
ESL 83 84.22 11.96 1.31 

CRTSE 47 Other 181 78.45 16.83 1.25 
ESL 83 83.86 12.28 1.35 

CRTSE 48 Other 182 81.45 14.84 1.10 
ESL 83 84.22 15.39 1.69 

CRTSE 49 Other 182 85.09 12.78 0.95 
ESL 83 85.98 13.10 1.44 

CRTSE 50 Other 181 85.30 15.61 1.16 
ESL 83 87.70 13.66 1.50 

Table G-3 

Descriptives for Bilingual EC-6 Certification CRT Means 

Category N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

CRTSE 1 Other 249 85.53 11.45 0.73 
Bilingual 16 87.50 11.26 2.81 

CRTSE 2 Other 249 88.12 11.34 0.72 
Bilingual 16 90.94 8.61 2.15 

CRTSE 3 Other 249 89.12 11.08 0.70 
Bilingual 16 89.06 10.68 2.67 

CRTSE 4 Other 249 84.55 13.83 0.88 
Bilingual 16 86.56 10.76 2.69 
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CRTSE 5 Other 249 81.02 14.83 0.94 
Bilingual 16 90.31 9.57 2.39 

CRTSE 6 Other 249 77.03 14.42 0.91 
Bilingual 16 83.13 13.65 3.41 

CRTSE 7 Other 249 87.73 13.77 0.87 
Bilingual 16 88.75 9.57 2.39 

CRTSE 8 Other 249 82.16 15.01 0.95 
Bilingual 16 85.31 15.65 3.91 

CRTSE 9 Other 249 91.76 11.47 0.73 
Bilingual 16 95.63 6.29 1.57 

CRTSE 10 Other 249 86.37 11.42 0.72 
Bilingual 16 92.19 12.24 3.06 

CRTSE 11 Other 249 91.27 9.89 0.63 
Bilingual 16 89.06 14.17 3.54 

CRTSE 12 Other 249 87.59 11.68 0.74 
Bilingual 16 89.06 14.17 3.54 

CRTSE 13 Other 249 85.64 12.75 0.81 
Bilingual 16 90.94 12.41 3.10 

CRTSE 14 Other 249 88.36 10.36 0.66 
Bilingual 16 91.25 9.57 2.39 

CRTSE 15 Other 249 80.53 12.55 0.80 
Bilingual 16 84.06 10.20 2.55 

CRTSE 16 Other 249 83.93 12.90 0.82 
Bilingual 16 89.38 9.98 2.50 

CRTSE 17 Other 249 73.80 20.53 1.30 
Bilingual 16 83.88 12.74 3.18 

CRTSE 18 Other 249 72.41 25.06 1.59 
Bilingual 16 96.25 7.19 1.80 

CRTSE 19 Other 249 84.06 18.69 1.19 
Bilingual 16 93.13 11.38 2.85 

CRTSE 20 Other 249 93.48 10.24 0.65 
Bilingual 16 96.25 6.19 1.55 

CRTSE 21 Other 249 89.96 9.81 0.62 
Bilingual 16 93.13 8.73 2.18 

CRTSE 22 Other 249 73.04 25.54 1.62 
Bilingual 16 95.00 7.30 1.83 

CRTSE 23 Other 249 77.46 17.36 1.10 
Bilingual 16 80.75 13.50 3.38 

CRTSE 24 Other 249 88.06 11.69 0.74 
Bilingual 16 90.31 15.11 3.78 

CRTSE 25 Other 249 87.09 12.79 0.81 
Bilingual 16 88.13 13.28 3.32 

CRTSE 26 Other 249 88.53 10.71 0.68 
Bilingual 16 92.19 9.12 2.28 

CRTSE 27 Other 249 82.92 14.30 0.91 
Bilingual 16 88.19 11.28 2.82 
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CRTSE 28 Other 248 82.61 15.57 0.99 
Bilingual 16 86.56 11.06 2.77 

CRTSE 29 Other 248 76.31 18.87 1.20 
Bilingual 16 82.81 14.83 3.71 

CRTSE 30 Other 249 84.67 14.25 0.90 
Bilingual 16 91.25 8.85 2.21 

CRTSE 31 Other 249 82.89 15.59 0.99 
Bilingual 16 91.56 13.13 3.28 

CRTSE 32 Other 249 93.53 8.90 0.56 
Bilingual 16 96.88 4.79 1.20 

CRTSE 33 Other 249 79.35 16.97 1.08 
Bilingual 16 82.06 15.28 3.82 

CRTSE 34 Other 247 83.22 17.01 1.08 
Bilingual 16 80.44 18.25 4.56 

CRTSE 35 Other 249 82.17 15.12 0.96 
Bilingual 16 89.06 11.29 2.82 

CRTSE 36 Other 249 87.22 11.50 0.73 
Bilingual 16 88.13 10.47 2.62 

CRTSE 37 Other 249 89.39 10.46 0.66 
Bilingual 16 88.44 10.60 2.65 

CRTSE 38 Other 249 91.43 9.15 0.58 
Bilingual 16 91.25 8.85 2.21 

CRTSE 39 Other 249 91.24 9.87 0.63 
Bilingual 16 88.75 9.57 2.39 

CRTSE 40 Other 249 86.61 11.48 0.73 
Bilingual 16 86.38 9.18 2.30 

CRTSE 41 Other 249 85.76 15.08 0.96 
Bilingual 16 90.00 10.33 2.58 

CRTSE 42 Other 249 82.47 17.37 1.10 
Bilingual 16 85.63 13.28 3.32 

CRTSE 43 Other 249 80.86 14.43 0.92 
Bilingual 16 84.06 11.72 2.93 

CRTSE 44 Other 249 79.36 14.82 0.94 
Bilingual 16 87.81 9.48 2.37 

CRTSE 45 Other 248 81.08 16.53 1.05 
Bilingual 16 86.38 11.62 2.90 

CRTSE 46 Other 248 80.82 17.15 1.09 
Bilingual 16 86.25 11.90 2.98 

CRTSE 47 Other 248 79.82 15.82 1.00 
Bilingual 16 85.31 13.60 3.40 

CRTSE 48 Other 249 82.04 15.22 0.97 
Bilingual 16 86.56 11.36 2.84 

CRTSE 49 Other 249 85.09 12.96 0.82 
Bilingual 16 89.69 10.72 2.68 

CRTSE 50 Other 248 85.69 15.21 0.97 
Bilingual 16 91.69 10.97 2.74 
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APPENDIX H  

DESCRIPTIVES FOR MONOLINGUAL VS. TEACHERS WITH L2 PROFICIENCY 

WITH REGARD TO INDIVIDUAL CRTSE-EXTENDED ITEM MEANS
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Category N Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Std. Error 
Mean 

CRTSE 1 Some L2 165 84.78 12.24 0.95 
Only English 100 87.10 9.83 0.98 

CRTSE 2 Some L2 165 88.10 10.81 0.84 
Only English 100 88.61 11.86 1.19 

CRTSE 3 Some L2 165 88.77 11.34 0.88 
Only English 100 89.70 10.56 1.06 

CRTSE 4 Some L2 165 84.04 14.02 1.09 
Only English 100 85.73 13.03 1.30 

CRTSE 5 Some L2 165 81.27 14.79 1.15 
Only English 100 82.10 14.65 1.47 

CRTSE 6 Some L2 165 77.82 14.45 1.13 
Only English 100 76.70 14.43 1.44 

CRTSE 7 Some L2 165 87.30 12.24 0.95 
Only English 100 88.60 15.49 1.55 

CRTSE 8 Some L2 165 81.71 15.29 1.19 
Only English 100 83.40 14.63 1.46 

CRTSE 9 Some L2 165 90.92 12.55 0.98 
Only English 100 93.77 8.46 0.85 

CRTSE 10 Some L2 165 86.38 11.57 0.90 
Only English 100 87.30 11.49 1.15 

CRTSE 11 Some L2 165 90.33 10.79 0.84 
Only English 100 92.46 8.98 0.90 

CRTSE 12 Some L2 165 86.81 12.08 0.94 
Only English 100 89.12 11.30 1.13 

CRTSE 13 Some L2 165 86.33 12.41 0.97 
Only English 100 85.35 13.40 1.34 

CRTSE 14 Some L2 165 87.88 10.61 0.83 
Only English 100 89.61 9.79 0.98 

CRTSE 15 Some L2 165 80.38 13.07 1.02 
Only English 100 81.35 11.35 1.14 

CRTSE 16 Some L2 165 84.30 12.58 0.98 
Only English 100 84.19 13.20 1.32 

CRTSE 17 Some L2 165 76.11 18.28 1.42 
Only English 100 71.60 23.01 2.30 

CRTSE 18 Some L2 165 80.45 18.57 1.45 
Only English 100 62.95 30.06 3.01 

CRTSE 19 Some L2 165 86.64 14.97 1.17 
Only English 100 81.25 22.76 2.28 

CRTSE 20 Some L2 165 92.89 10.86 0.85 
Only English 100 94.90 8.47 0.85 

CRTSE 21 Some L2 165 89.83 10.33 0.80 
Only English 100 90.68 8.77 0.88 

CRTSE 22 Some L2 165 80.04 19.31 1.50 
Only English 100 64.99 30.90 3.09 

349 



CRTSE 23 Some L2 165 79.66 15.02 1.17 
Only English 100 74.35 19.82 1.98 

CRTSE 24 Some L2 165 87.33 12.10 0.94 
Only English 100 89.63 11.47 1.15 

CRTSE 25 Some L2 165 86.64 12.07 0.94 
Only English 100 88.00 13.93 1.39 

CRTSE 26 Some L2 165 88.00 11.05 0.86 
Only English 100 90.00 9.85 0.99 

CRTSE 27 Some L2 165 83.65 11.72 0.91 
Only English 100 82.55 17.53 1.75 

CRTSE 28 Some L2 164 83.49 13.68 1.07 
Only English 100 81.80 17.76 1.78 

CRTSE 29 Some L2 165 76.85 18.20 1.42 
Only English 99 76.46 19.59 1.97 

CRTSE 30 Some L2 165 85.05 12.83 1.00 
Only English 100 85.10 15.95 1.60 

CRTSE 31 Some L2 165 84.38 14.52 1.13 
Only English 100 81.83 17.12 1.71 

CRTSE 32 Some L2 165 93.50 8.72 0.68 
Only English 100 94.10 8.80 0.88 

CRTSE 33 Some L2 165 80.76 15.86 1.23 
Only English 100 77.44 18.30 1.83 

CRTSE 34 Some L2 163 82.93 16.00 1.25 
Only English 100 83.25 18.74 1.87 

CRTSE 35 Some L2 165 82.64 14.56 1.13 
Only English 100 82.49 15.75 1.58 

CRTSE 36 Some L2 165 86.08 11.66 0.91 
Only English 100 89.25 10.79 1.08 

CRTSE 37 Some L2 165 88.42 10.45 0.81 
Only English 100 90.85 10.32 1.03 

CRTSE 38 Some L2 165 90.58 9.16 0.71 
Only English 100 92.80 8.91 0.89 

CRTSE 39 Some L2 165 90.12 10.43 0.81 
Only English 100 92.71 8.62 0.86 

CRTSE 40 Some L2 165 85.66 11.17 0.87 
Only English 100 88.13 11.49 1.15 

CRTSE 41 Some L2 165 86.69 12.56 0.98 
Only English 100 84.90 18.03 1.80 

CRTSE 42 Some L2 165 84.10 14.69 1.14 
Only English 100 80.30 20.42 2.04 

CRTSE 43 Some L2 165 81.32 12.96 1.01 
Only English 100 80.60 16.30 1.63 

CRTSE 44 Some L2 165 80.85 12.62 0.98 
Only English 100 78.25 17.51 1.75 

CRTSE 45 Some L2 164 82.69 13.72 1.07 
Only English 100 79.30 19.72 1.97 
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CRTSE 46 Some L2 164 82.55 15.01 1.17 
Only English 100 78.85 19.50 1.95 

CRTSE 47 Some L2 164 81.28 12.99 1.01 
Only English 100 78.30 19.32 1.93 

CRTSE 48 Some L2 165 83.05 13.35 1.04 
Only English 100 81.10 17.47 1.75 

CRTSE 49 Some L2 165 85.47 11.88 0.93 
Only English 100 85.21 14.41 1.44 

CRTSE 50 Some L2 164 87.29 13.03 1.02 
Only English 100 84.03 17.74 1.77 

351 



REFERENCES 

Abedi, J., & Dietel, R. (2004). Challenges in the No Child Left Behind Act for English-
language learners. Phi Delta Kappan, 85, 782-785. 

Adams, M. (2004). Modeling the connections between word recognition and reading. In 
R.B. Ruddell, & N.J. Unrau (Eds.), Theoretical models and processes of reading 
(pp 1219-1243). Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 

Allinder, R. (1994). The relationship between efficacy and the instructional practices of 
special education teachers and consultants. Teacher Education and Special 
Education, 17(2), 86-95. 

Anderson, R., Greene, M., & Loewen, P. (1988). Relationships among teachers’ and 
students’ thinking skills, sense of efficacy, and student achievement. Alberta 
Journal of Educational Research, 24(2), 148-165.  

Ashton, P. & Webb, R. (1986). Making a difference: Teachers’ sense of efficacy and 
student achievement. White Plains, NY: Longman. 

Assembly of Alaska Native Educators (1998). Alaska standards for culturally responsive 
schools. Anchorage, AK: Alaska Native Knowledge Network. Retrieved October 
24, 2012 from http://www.ankn.uaf.edu/publications/culturalstandards.pdf. 

Au, K. (1980). Participation structures in a reading lesson with Hawaiian children: 
Analysis of a culturally appropriate instructional event. Anthropology and 
Education Quarterly, 17(2), 91-115. 

Au, K. (2006). Multicultural issues and literacy achievement. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 

Au, K. (2007). Culturally responsive instruction: Application to multiethnic classrooms. 
Pedagogies: An International Journal, 2(1), 1–18. 

Au, K. (2009). Isn’t culturally responsive instruction just good teaching? Social 
Education, 73(4), 179-183. 

Au, K. H., & Kawakami, A. J. (1994). Cultural congruence in instruction. In E. R. Hollins, 
J. E. King, & W. C. Hayman (Eds.), Teaching diverse populations: Formulating a 
knowledge base (pp. 5–23). Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Au, K. & Mason, J. (1981). Social organizational factors in learning to read: The balance 
of rights hypothesis. Reading Research Quarterly, 17(1), 115-152. 

Au, K. & Raphael, T. (2000). Equity and literacy in the next millennium. Reading 
Research Quarterly, 35(1), 170-188. 

352 



August, D., & Shanahan. T. (2006). Developing literacy in second-language learners: 
Report of the National Literacy Panel on language-minority children and youth. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Baldwin, S., Buchanan, A., & Rudisill, M. (2007). What teacher candidates learned 
about diversity, social justice, and themselves from service-learning experiences. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 58(4), 315-327. 

Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. 
Psychological Review, 84(2), 191-215. 

Bandura, A. (1986). Social foundations of thought and action: A social cognitive theory. 
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Banks, J. (1994). Multiethnic education: Theory and practice. Needham Heights, MA: 
Allyn and Bacon. 

Banks, J. (2008). An introduction to multicultural education (4th ed.). Boston, MA: 
Pearson/Allyn & Bacon. 

Bartlett, M.S. (1954). A note on the multiplying factors for various chi square 
approximations. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 16 (Series B), 296-8. 

Bell, C., Horn, B., & Roxas, K. (2007). We know it’s service, but what are they learning? 
Preservice teachers’ understandings of diversity. Equity & Excellence in 
Education, 40(2), 123-133. 

Bennett, J. (1993). Cultural marginality: Identity issues in training. In M. Paige (Ed.), 
Cross-cultural orientation (pp. 109-136). Lanham, MD: University Press of 
America. 

Bennett, M.J. (1986). A developmental approach to training for intercultural sensitivity. 
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 10(2), 179-95. 

Bennett, C., Niggle, T., & Stage, F. (1990). Preservice multicultural teacher education: 
Predictors of student readiness. Teaching and Teacher Education, 6, 243–254. 

Bezemer, J. (2007). “They don’t have that feeling”: The attribution of linguistic resources 
to multilingual students in a primary school. Linguistics and Education, 18, 65-78. 

Billig, S. & Waterman, A. (2003). Studying service-learning: Innovations in education 
research. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Bloom, B. (1984). The search for methods of group instruction as effective as one-to-
one tutoring. Educational Leadership, 41(8), 4-17. 

353 



Borg, S. (2003). Teacher cognition in language teaching: A review of research on what 
language teachers think, know, believe, and do. Language Teaching, 36(2), 81-
109. 

Borko, H., Liston, D., & Whitcomb, J. (2007). Apples and fishes: The debate over 
dispositions in teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 58(5), 359-364. 

Boyle-Baise, M. (2002). Multicultural service learning: Educating teachers in diverse 
communities. New York, NY: Teachers College. 

Boyle-Baise, M. (2005). Preparing community-oriented teachers: Reflections from a 
multicultural service-learning project. Journal of Teacher Education, 56(5), 446-
458. 

Brown, E. & Howard, B. (2005). Becoming culturally responsive teachers through 
service-learning: A case study of five novice classroom teachers. Multicultural 
Education, 12(4), 2-9. 

Buehler, J., Gere, A., Dallavis, C., & Haviland, V. (2009). A visibility project: Learning to 
see how preservice teachers take up culturally responsive pedagogy. American 
Educational Research Journal, 46(3), 816-852. 

Burant, T., Chubbuck, S., & Whipp, J. (2007). Reclaiming the moral in the dispositions 
debate. Journal of Teacher Education, 58(5), 397-411. 

Burant, T., & Kirby, D. (2002). Beyond classroom-based early field experiences: 
Understanding an "educative practicum" in an urban school and community. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 18, 561-575.   

Cai, M. (2003). Multiple definitions of multicultural literature: Is the debate really just 
‘ivory tower’ bickering? In D.L. Fox & K.G. Short (Eds.), Stories matter: The 
complexity of cultural authenticity in children’s literature. Urbana, IL: National 
Council of Teachers of English.  

Carjuzaa, J. & Ruff, W. (2010). When western epistemology and an indigenous 
worldview meet: Culturally responsive assessment in practice. Journal of the 
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 10(1), 68-79. 

Carr, M. & Claxton, G. (2002). Tracking the development of learning dispositions. 
Assessment in Education, 9(1), 9-37. 

Castro, A. (2010). Themes in the research on preservice teachers' views of cultural 
diversity: Implications for researching millennial preservice teachers. Educational 
Researcher, 39, 198-210. 

Catell, R.B. (1966). The scree test for number of factors. Multivariate Behavioral 
Research, 1, 245-76. 

354 



Chiappe, P., Siegel, L., & Wade-Woolley, L. (2002). Linguistic diversity and the 
development of reading skills: a longitudinal study. Scientific Studies in Reading. 
6(4), 369-200. 

Ching, S. (2005). Multicultural children’s literature as an instrument of power. Language 
Arts, 83, 128-136. 

Cochran-Smith, M., Shakman, K., Jong, C., Terrell, D., Barnatt, J., & McQuillan, P. 
(2009). Good and just teaching: The case for social justice in teacher education. 
American Journal of Education, 115(3), 347-377. 

Cochran-Smith, M. & Zeichner, K. (Eds.). (2005). Studying teacher education: The 
report of the AERA panel on research and teacher education. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Coltrane, B. (2002). English language learners and high-stakes tests: An overview of 
the issues. (EDO-FL-02-07). Washington, DC: ERIC Clearinghouse on 
Languages and Linguistics. 

Commins, N. & Miramontes, O. (2006). Addressing linguistic diversity from the outset. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 57(3), 240-246. 

Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) (2006). Standards of quality and 
effectiveness for California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL) programs 
leading to CLAD certification: A handbook for teacher educators and program 
reviewers. Sacramento, CA: CTC. Retrieved from: http://www.ctc.ca.gov/. 

Coomes, M. D. (2004). Understanding the historical and cultural influences that shape 
generations. In M. Coomes & R. Debard (Eds.), Serving the millennial 
generation: New directions for student services (pp. 17-32). San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 

Cooper, A., Beare, P., & Thorman, J. (1990). Preparing teachers for diversity: A 
comparison of student teaching experiences in Minnesota and South Texas. 
Action in Teacher Education, 12(3), 1-4. 

Cordeiro, P. (2007). A modest proposal for the improvement of scholarship in 
internationalizing teacher education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 151-
154. 

Council of Chief State School Officers. (2011). Interstate teacher assessment and 
support consortium (InTASC) model core teaching standards: A resource for 
state dialogue. Washington, DC: Author. 

Creswell, J.W. (1994). Research design: Qualitative & quantitative approaches. London, 
UK: Sage. 

355 



Creswell, J. W. (2002). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating 
quantitative and qualitative research. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 
Education. 

Cummins, J. (1984). Bilingualism and special education: Issues in assessment and 
pedagogy. San Diego, CA: College-Hill. 

Cummins, J. (2001). Language, power and pedagogy: Bilingual children in the crossfire, 
Toronto, Canada: Multilingual Matters. 

Curran, M. E. (2003). Linguistic diversity and classroom management. Theory Into 
Practice, 42(4), 334-340.  

Currie, P. & Cray, E. (2004). ESL literacy: Language practice or social practice? Journal 
of Second Language Writing, 13, 111-132. 

Cushner, K. (2007). The role of experience in the making of internationally-minded 
teachers. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 27-39. 

Cushner, K. & Mahon, J. (2002). Overseas student teaching: Affecting personal, 
professional, and global competencies in an age of globalization. Journal of 
Studies in International Education, 6(1), 44-58. 

Dantas, M. (2007). Building teacher competency to work with diverse learners in the 
context of international education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 75-94. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2006). Powerful teacher education: Lessons from exemplary 
programs. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

Davis, G. (2003). Using retrospective pre-post questionnaire to determine program 
impact. Journal of Extension, 41(4), 1–5. 

Dee, J. & Henkin, A. (2002). Assessing dispositions toward cultural diversity among 
preservice teachers. Urban Education, 37(1), 22-40. 

Delpit, L. D. (1995). Other people's children: cultural conflict in the classroom. New 
York, NY: New Press.  

Den Branden, K. (2000). Does negotiation of meaning promote reading 
comprehension? A study of multilingual primary school classes. Reading 
Research Quarterly, 35(3), 426-443. 

Diller, J. & Moule, J. (2005). Cultural competence: A primer for educators. Belmont, CA: 
Thomson Wadsworth. 

Dong, Y. R. (2005). Taking a cultural-response approach to teaching multicultural 
literature. English Journal, 94, 55-60. 

356 



Dooly, M. (2007). Constructing differences: A qualitative analysis of teachers' 
perspectives on linguistic and cultural diversity. Linguistics and Education, 18(2), 
142-166. 

Dressel, J. H. (2005). Personal response and social responsibility: Responses of middle 
school students to multicultural literature. The Reading Teacher, 58, 750-764. 

Droope, M. & Verhoeven, L. (1993). Background knowledge, linguistic complexity, and 
second-language reading comprehension. Journal of Literacy Research, 30(2), 
253-271. 

Droope, M. & Verhoeven, L. (2003). Language proficiency and reading ability in first and 
second language learners. Reading Research Quarterly, 38(1), pp. 78-103. 

Ducette, J., Sewell, T., & Shapiro, J. (1996). Diversity in education: Problems and 
possibilities. In Murray, F. (Ed.) The teacher educator's handbook: Building a 
knowledge base for the preparation of teachers (pp. 323-371). San Francisco, 
CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Dudley-Marling, C. (2003). "I'm not from Pakistan": Multicultural literature and the 
problem of representation. In Fox, D. and Short, K. (Eds.) Stories matter: The 
complexity of cultural authenticity in children's literature (pp. 304-318). Urbana, 
IL: National Council of Teachers of English. 

Ebe, A. (2010). Culturally relevant texts and reading assessment for English language 
learners. Reading Horizons, 50(3), 193-210. 

Echevarria, J., Vogt, M., & Short, D. (2008). Making content comprehensible for English 
learners: The SIOP model (3rd ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson/Allyn and Bacon. 

Eckert, P. & McConnell-Ginet, S. (1992). Think practically and look locally: Language 
and gender as community-based practice. Annual Review of Anthropology, 
21(1), 461-490. 

Eckert, P. & McConnell-Ginet, S. (1999). New generalizations and explanations in 
language and gender research. Language in Society, 28, 185-201. 

Eckert, P. & Wenger, E. (2005). Communities of practice in sociolinguistics. What is the 
role of power in sociolinguistic variation? Journal of Sociolinguistics, 9(4), 582-
589. 

Ellis, N., Natsume, M., Stavropoulou, K., Hoxhallari, L., Van Daal, V., Polyzoe, N., 
Tsipa, M. & Petalas, M. (2004). The effects of orthographic depth on learning to 
read alphabetic, syllabic, and logographic scripts. Reading Research Quarterly, 
39(4), 438-468. 

Ellis, E. (2006). Language learning experience as a contributor to ESOL teacher 
cognition. TESL-EJ, 10(1), unnumbered. 

357 



Elmore, T. (2012). Artificial maturity: Helping kids meet the challenge of becoming 
authentic adults. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Fillmore, L., & Snow, C. (2000). What teachers need to know about language. McHenry, 
IL, and Washington, DC: Delta Systems and Center for Applied Linguistics. 

Flores, B. & Clark, E. (1997). High-stakes testing: Barriers for prospective bilingual 
education teachers. Bilingual Research Journal, 21(4), 334-356. 

Flores, B. & Riojas-Cortez, M. (2009). Measuring early childhood teacher candidates’ 
conceptualizations of a culturally responsive classroom ecology. Journal of 
Classroom Interaction, 44(2), 4-13. 

Francis, N. (2002). Literacy, second language learning, and the development of 
metalinguistic awareness: A study of bilingual children’s perceptions of focus on 
form. Linguistics and Education, 13, 373-404. 

Frank, C. (1999). Ethnographic eyes: A teacher's guide to classroom observation. 
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann. 

Freeman, Y. & Freeman, D. (2004). Connecting students to culturally relevant texts. 
Talking Points, 15(2), 7-11. 

Freeman, E., & Lehman, B. (2001). Global perspectives in children's literature. Boston, 
MA: Allyn and Bacon. 

Freeman, E., Lehman, B., & Scharer, P.L. (2010). Reading globally, k-8: Connecting 
students to the world through literature. Thousand Oaks: Corwin A Sage 
Company. 

Freire, P. & Macedo, D. (1994). Pedagogy of hope: Reliving pedagogy of the 
oppressed. New York, NY: Continuum. 

Garcia, E. (1996). Preparing instructional professionals for linguistically and culturally 
diverse students. In J. Sikula (Ed.) Handbook of research in teacher education 
(2nd ed., pp. 802-813). London, UK: Macmillan. 

Garmon, A. (2004). Changing preservice teachers' attitudes/beliefs about diversity: 
What are critical factors? Journal of Teacher Education, 55(3), 201-213. 

Gatbonton, E., Trofimovich, P., & Magid, M. (2005). Learners’ ethnic group affiliation 
and L2 pronunciation accuracy: A sociolinguistic investigation. TESOL Quarterly, 
39(3), 489-511. 

Gay, G. (1993). Building cultural bridges: A bold proposal for teacher education. 
Education and Urban Society, 25, 285-299. 

358 



Gay, G. (2000). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, & practice. New York, 
NY: Teachers College Press. 

Gay, G. (2002). Culturally responsive teaching in special education for ethnically diverse 
students: setting the stage. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in 
Education (QSE), 15(6), 613-629. 

Gee, J. P. (1996). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in Discourses. (2nd ed.) New 
York, NY: RoutledgeFalmer. 

Gee, J. (2001). Reading as situated language: A sociocognitive perspective. Journal of 
Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 44, 714-725. 

Gersten, R. & Jiminez, R. (1994). A delicate balance: Enhancing literature instruction for 
students as a second language. Reading Teacher, 47(6), 438-449. 

Gibson, S. & Dembo, M. (1984). Teacher efficacy: A construct validation. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 76(4), 569-582. 

Giles, M. & Sherman, T. (1982). Measurement of multicultural attitudes of teacher 
trainees. Journal of Educational Research, 75(4), 204-209. 

Giouroukakis, V., & Honigsfeld, A. (2010). High-stakes testing and English language 
learners: Using culturally and linguistically responsive literacy practices in the 
high school English classroom. TESOL Journal, 1(4), 470-499. 

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). Discovery of grounded theory. Chicago, IL: 
Aldine. 

Glazier, J. & Seo, J. (2005). Multicultural literature and discussion as mirror and 
window? Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 48, 686-701.  

Golombek, P. (1998). A study of language teachers' personal practical knowledge. 
TESOL Quarterly, 32(3), 447-464. 

Goodman, Y. (1982). Retellings of literature and the comprehension process. Theory 
into Practice, 21(4), 301-307. 

Goodman, K. (1994). Reading, writing, and written texts: A transactional 
sociopsycholinguistic view. In Ruddell, R.B., Ruddell, M.R., & Singer, H. (Eds.), 
Theoretical models and processes of reading (4th ed., pp. 1093-1130). Newark, 
DE: International Reading Association. 

Grant, R., & Wong, S. (2003). Barriers to literacy for language-minority learners: An 
argument for change in the literacy education profession. Journal of Adolescent 
& Adult Literacy, 46, 386-394. 

359 



Groulx, J. G., & Silva, C. (2010). Evaluating the development of culturally relevant 
teaching. Multicultural Perspectives, 12(1), 3 - 9.  

Guerrero, M. (1997). Spanish academic language proficiency: The case of bilingual 
education teachers in the U.S. Bilingual Research Journal, 21 (1), 65-84. 

Guskey, T. (1984). The influence of change in instructional effectiveness upon the 
affective characteristics of teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 
21(2), 245-259. 

Guyton, E. & Wesche, M. (2005). The Multicultural Efficacy Scale: Development, item 
selection, and reliability. Multicultural Perspectives, 7(4), 21-29. 

Hammer, M. R., Bennett, M. J., & Wiseman, R. (2003). Measuring intercultural 
sensitivity: The intercultural development inventory. International Journal of 
Intercultural Relations, 27(4), 421-443. 

Hayes, K., Salazar, J., & Vuckovic  (2002). Evaluation of the structured English 
immersion program: Year 2 report. (Planning, Assessment, and Research 
Division Publication No. 122). Program Evaluation and Research Branch, Los 
Angeles Unified School District. 

Heath, S. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life, and work in communities and 
classrooms. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

Heineke, A., Coleman, E., Ferrell, E., & Kersemeier, C. (2012). Opening doors for 
bilingual students: Recommendations for building linguistically responsive 
schools. Improving Schools, 15(2), 130-147. 

Helms, J. (Ed.). (1990). Black and White racial identity: Theory, research, and practice. 
New York, NY: Greenwood. 

Helms, J. (1994). The conceptualization of racial identity and other "racial" constructs. In 
E. Trickett, R. Watts, & D. Birman (Eds.), Human diversity: Perspectives on 
people in context (pp. 285-311). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  

Helms, J., & Carter, R. (1990). Development of the White Racial Identity Inventory. In J. 
Helms (Ed.), Black and White racial identity: Theory, research, and practice (pp. 
67-80). New York, NY: Greenwood. 

Hemphill, F.C., & Vanneman, A. (2011). Achievement gaps: How Hispanic and White 
students in public schools perform in mathematics and reading on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NCES 2011-459). Washington, D.C.; 
National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education. 

360 



Henson, R. & Roberts, K. (2006). Use of exploratory factor analysis in published 
research: Common errors and some comment on improved practice. Educational 
and Psychological Measurement, 66, 393-416. 

Hollins, E. & Guzman, M. T. (2005). Research on preparing teachers for diverse 
populations. In M. Z. Cochran-Smith & K. Zeichner (Eds.), Studying teacher 
education: The report of the AERA panel on research and teacher education (pp. 
477-548). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Honigsfeld, A. & Giouroukakis, V. (2011). High-stakes assessments and English 
language learners. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin, 77(4), 6-10. 

Howard, T. (2003). Culturally relevant pedagogy: Ingredients for critical teacher 
reflection. Theory Into Practice, 42(3), 195-203. 

Howe, N. & Strauss, W. (2000). Millenials rising: The next great generation. New York, 
NY: Vintage. 

Humes, K., Jones, N., & Ramirez, R. (2011). Overview of race and Hispanic origin: 
2010: 2010 Census briefs (USB Publication C2010BR-02). Washington, DC: U.S. 
Census Bureau. 

Indiana University. (2011). Cultural immersion projects. Retrieved from 
http://education.indiana.edu/strongCulturalImmersionProjectsstrong/tabid/4184/D
efault.aspx. 

International Reading Association (IRA) (2010). Standards 2010: Pre-K and elementary 
classroom teachers. Newark, Delaware: International Reading Association.  

Irvine, J. J. (2003). Educating teachers for diversity: Seeing with a cultural eye. New 
York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Irizarry, J. (2007). "Home-growing" teachers of color: Lessons learned from a town-
gown partnership. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(4), 87-102. 

Jensen, E. (2005). Teaching with the brain in mind (2nd ed.). Alexandria, VA: ASCD. 

Johnson, K. (2006). The sociocultural turn and its challenges for second language 
teacher education. TESOL Quarterly, 40(1), 235-257. 

Johnson, R.B. (1997). Examining the validity structure of qualitative research. 
Education, 118, 282-292. 

Jordan, C. (1985). Translating culture: From ethnographic information to educational 
program. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 16, 105-123. 

Kaiser, H. (1970). A second generation Little Jiffy. Psychometrika, 35, 401-15. 

361 



Kaiser, H. (1974). An index of factorial simplicity. Psychometrika, 39, 31-36. 

Kamberelis, G. & Dimitriadis, G. (2005). Qualitative inquiry: Approaches to language 
and literacy research. New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Karanth, P. & Prakash, P. (1996). Developmental investigation on onset, progress and 
stages of literacy acquisition: Its implication for instructional processes. Research 
project, National Council of Educational Research and Training, New Dehli, India. 

Kelly, (2006). Epistemology and educational research. In J. L. Green, G. Camilli and P. 
B. Elmore (Eds.), Handbook on complimentary methods in educational research. 
Washington, DC: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates & American Education 
Research Association. 

Kidd, J., Sanchez, S., & Thorp, E. (2005). Cracking the challenge of changing 
dispositions: Changing hearts and minds through stories, narratives, and direct 
cultural interactions. Journal of Early Childhood Teacher Education, 26(4), 347-
359. 

Kim, L. S. (2003). Multiple identities in a multicultural world: A Malaysian perspective. 
Journal of Language, Identity, and Education, 2(3), 137-158. 

Knight, S. & Wiseman, D. (2006). Lessons learned from a research synthesis on the 
effects of teachers' professional development on culturally diverse students. In K. 
Tellez and H. Waxmna (Eds.), Preparing quality educators for English language 
learners: Research, policies, and practices (pp. 71-98). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 

Krashen, S. & Terrell, T. (1995). The natural approach: Language acquisition in the 
classroom. New York: Prentice Hall. 

Ladson-Billings, G. (1992). Reading between the lines and beyond the pages: A 
culturally relevant approach to literacy teaching. Theory Into Practice, 31(4), 312-
320. 

Ladson-Billings, G. (1994). The dreamkeepers: Successful teachers of African 
American children. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

Ladson-Billings, G. (1995a). But that’s just good teaching! The case for culturally 
relevant pedagogy. Theory Into Practice, 34(3), 159-165. 

Ladson-Billings, G. (1995b). Toward a theory of culturally relevant pedagogy. American 
Educational Research Journal, 32, 465-491. 

Ladson-Billings, G. (2005). Is the team all right? Diversity and teacher education. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 56(3), 229-234. 

362 



Landorf, H., Rocco, T., & Nevin, A. (2007). Creating permeable boundaries: Teaching 
and learning for social justice in a global society. Teacher Education Quarterly, 
34(1), 41-56. 

Lee, C. D. (2006). Every good-bye ain't gone: Analyzing the cultural underpinnings of 
classroom talk. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education, 19(3), 
305-327. 

Lee, C. (2007). Culture, literacy, and learning: Taking bloom in the midst of the 
whirlwind. New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Leong, C., Tan, L., Cheng, P., & Hau, K. (2005). Learning to read and spell English 
words by Chinese students. Scientific Studies in Reading, 9(1), 63-84. 

Lepman, J. (2002). A bridge of children's books: The inspiring autobiography of a 
remarkable woman. Dublin, Ireland: O'Brien Press. 

Lincoln, Y. & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Lindsey, R., Graham, S., Westphal, R. & Jew, C. (2008). Culturally proficient inquiry: A 
lens for identifying and examining educational gaps. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin 
Press. 

Louie, B. (2005). Development of empathetic responses with multicultural literature. 
Journal of Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 48, 566-578. 

Louie, B. (2006). Guiding principles for teaching multicultural literature. Reading 
Teacher, 59, 438-448. 

Lucas, T., Villegas, A., & Freedson-Gonzalez, M. (2008). Linguistically responsive 
teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 59(4), 361-373. 

Mahan, J. M. & Stachowski, L. (1993-1994). Diverse, previously uncited sources of 
professional learning reported by student teachers serving in culturally different 
communities. National Forum of Teacher Education Journal, 3(1), 21-28. 

Maher, M. (2003). Individual beliefs and cultural immersion in service-learning: 
Examination of a reflection process. Journal of Experiential Education, 26(2), 88-
96. 

Mahon, J. (2007). A field of dreams? Overseas student teaching as a catalyst towards 
internationalizing teacher education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 133-
149. 

Marshall, C. & Rossman, G. (2006). Designing qualitative research (4th ed.). 
Thousands Oaks, CA: Sage. 

363 



Marx, H. & Moss, D. (2011). Please mind the culture gap: Intercultural development 
during a teacher education study abroad program. Journal of Teacher Education, 
62(1), 35-47. 

Mathis, J. (2001). Respond to stories with stories: Teachers discuss multicultural 
children’s literature. Social Studies, 92, 155-160. 

Matusov, E. & Smith, M. (2007). Teaching imaginary children: University students' 
narratives about their Latino practicum children. Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 23, 705-729. 

Mays, L. (2008). The cultural divide of discourse: Understanding how English-language 
learners’ primary discourse influences acquisition of literacy. Reading Teacher, 
61(5), 415-418. 

McAllister, G. & Irvine, J. (2000). Cross cultural competency and multicultural teacher 
education. Review of Educational Research, 70(1), 3-24. 

McCarty, T. & Watahomigie, L. (2004). Language and literacy in American Indian and 
Alaska Native communities. In B. Perez (Ed.), Sociocultural contexts of language 
and literacy (pp. 79-110). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

McCollum, P. (1989). Turn-allocation in lessons with North American and Puerto Rican 
students: A comparative study. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 20, 133-
156. 

McDonald, M. (2005). The integration of social justice in teacher education. Journal of 
Teacher Education, 56(5), 418-435. 

McGinnis, T. (2006). Considering the possibilities: Using multicultural literature to 
transform practice. Voices From the Middle, 13, 23-26.  

McIntyre, E., Hulan, N. & Maher, M. (2010). The relationship between literacy learning 
and cultural differences: A study of teachers' dispositions. Journal of Reading 
Education, 35(3), 19-25. 

Menken, K. (2000). What are the critical issues in wide-scale assessment of English 
language learners? (Issue Brief No. 6). Washington, DC: National Clearinghouse 
for Bilingual Education. Retrieved February 18, 2012, from 
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/files/rcd/BE020919/What_Are_The_Critical_Issues.pdf 

Meier, T. (2003). "Why can’t she remember that?” The importance of storybook reading 
in multilingual, multicultural classrooms. Reading Teacher, 57, 242-252. 

Merryfield, M. (2000). Why aren't teachers being prepared to teach for diversity, equity, 
and global interconnectedness? A study of lived experiences in the making of 
multicultural and global educators. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16(4), 429-
443. 

364 



Midgley, C., Feldlaufer, H. & Eccles, J. (1989). Change in teacher efficacy and student 
self- and task-related beliefs in mathematics during the transition to junior high 
school. Journal of Educational Psychology, 81(2), 247-258. 

Mohr, K. (2009, February). Culturally sensitive instruction: A continuum of professional 
practice. Paper presented at the National Association for Bilingual Education, 
Austin, TX. 

Mohr, K. (2008, July). Cultural 3Rs: Do we know what they are and what they mean? 
Paper presented at the World Reading Congress, San Jose, Costa Rica. 

Mohr, K. A., Lane, F., & Sarker, A. (2010). Paths to culturally responsive instruction: 
Preservice teachers’ readiness beliefs. National Reading Conference Yearbook, 
51, 304-314. 

Moll, L.C. & S. Diaz (1987). Change as the goal of educational research. Anthropology 
& Education Quarterly, 18, 300-311. 

Moll, L., Amanti, C., Neff, D., & Gonzalez, N. (1992). Funds of knowledge for teaching: 
Using a qualitative approach to connect homes and classrooms. Theory Into 
Practice, 31(2), 132-142. 

Moll, L.C. & Arnot-Hopffer, E. (2005). Sociocultural competence in teacher education. 
Journal of Teacher Education, 56(3), 242-247.  

Moreillon, J. (2003). The candle and the mirror: One author’s journey as an outsider In 
D.L. Fox & K.G. Short (Eds.), Stories matter: The complexity of cultural 
authenticity in children’s literature. Urbana: National Council of Teachers of 
English. 

Morrison, K., Robbins, H., & Rose, D. (2008). Operationalizing culturally relevant 
pedagogy: A synthesis of classroom-based research. Equity & Excellence in 
Education, 41(4), 433-452. 

Mumtaz, S. & Humphreys, G. (2001). The effects of bilingualism on learning to read 
English: evidence from the contrast between Urdu-English bilingual and English 
monolingual children. Journal of Research in Reading, 24(2), 113-134. 

Murdock, S.H. (2007). The population of Texas: Historical patterns and future trends 
affecting education. San Antonio, TX: Institute for Demographic and 
Socioeconomic Research, University of Texas at San Antonio. Retrieved May 21, 
2007, from the World Wide Web: http://txsdc.utsa.edu/.  

Murray, F. (2007). Disposition: A superfluous construct in teacher education. Journal of 
Teacher Education, 58(5), 381-387. 

National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE) (1992). Professional standards for 
the preparation of bilingual/multicultural teachers. Washington, DC: NABE. 

365 



National Center for Education Statistics (2011). The nation’s report card: Reading 2011 
(NCES 2012–457). Washington, DC: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education.  

National Center for Education Statistics. (2012a). The condition of education (NCES 
Publication 2012045). Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

National Center for Education Statistics (2012b). The nation’s report card: Writing 2011 
(NCES 2012–470). Washington, DC: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. 
Department of Education. 

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) (2008). Professional 
standards for the accreditation of teacher preparation institutions. Washington, 
DC: Author. 

National Council for Teacher Quality (2011). 2011 State teacher policy yearbook: 
National summary. Washington DC: Author. 

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (2000). Report of the 
National Reading Panel. Teaching children to read: An evidence-based 
assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for 
reading instruction (NIH Publication No. 00-4769). Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office. 

NCATE (2012). NCATE glossary. Retrieved February 18, 2012, from 
http://www.ncate.org/Standards/NCATEUnitStandards/NCATEGlossary. 

Neville, H.A., Heppner, J.J., Louie, C.E., & Thompson, C.I. (1996). The impact of 
multicultural training on White racial identity attitudes and therapy competencies. 
Professional Psychology: Research & Practice, 27(1), 83-89. 

Neville, H., Roderick, L., Duran, G., Lee, R., & Browne, L. (2000). Construction and 
initial validation of the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS). Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 47(1), 59-70. 

Noordhoff, K. & Kleinfeld, J. (1993). Preparing teachers for multicultural classrooms. 
Teaching and Teacher Education, 9, 27-39. 

Notar, C., Riley, G. & Taylor, P. (2009). Dispositions: Ability and assessment. 
International Journal of Education, 1, 2-14. 

Oliveira, L. & Athanases, S. (2007). Graduates' reports of advocating for English 
language learners. Journal of Teacher Education, 58(3), 202-215. 

Osguthorpe, R. (2008). On the reasons we want teachers of good disposition and moral 
character. Journal of Teacher Education, 59(4), 288-299. 

366 



Pajares, F. Hartley, J. & Valiante, G. (2001). Response format in writing self-efficacy 
assessment: Greater discrimination increases prediction. Measurement and 
Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 33(4), 214-221. 

Pajares, M. F. (2003). Self-efficacy beliefs, motivation, and achievement in writing: A 
review of literature. Reading and Writing Quarterly, 19, 139-158. 

Patterson, L., Wickstrom, C., Roberts, J., Araujo, J., & Hoki, C. (2010). Deciding when 
to step in and when to back off: Culturally mediated writing instruction for 
adolescent English learners. Tapestry Journal, 2(1), 1-18. 

Pickford, S. (2008). Dimensions of ‘vernacular’ pedagogy. Language and Education, 
21(1), 48-61. 

Quezada, R. & Alfaro, C. (2007). Biliteracy teachers’ self-reflections of their accounts 
while student teaching abroad: Speaking from “the other side.” Teacher 
Education Quarterly, 34(1), 95-113. 

Quezada, R. & Cordeiro, P. (2007). Internationalizing schools and colleges of 
education: Educating teachers for global awareness. Teacher Education 
Quarterly, 34(1), 3-7. 

Rampey, B., Dion, G. & Donahue, P. (2009). NAEP 2008 trends in academic progress 
(NCES 2009–479). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 
Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 

Reissman, R. (1994). Leaving out to pull in: Using reader response to teach 
multicultural literature. English Journal, 83, 20-23. 

Reyes, M., Laliberty, E., & Orbanosky, J. (1993). Emerging biliteracy and cross-cultural 
sensitivity in a language arts classroom. Language Arts, 70(8), 659-668. 

Reynolds, D. (2005). Linguistic correlates of second language literacy development: 
Evidence from middle-grade learner essays. Journal of Second Language 
Writing, 14,. 19-45. 

Richards, J. (2011). Exploring two interventions to promote graduate education majors' 
dispositions toward culturally responsive teaching: Taking action to address my 
shortcomings as a literacy teacher educator. Reading Improvement, 48(2), 59-
70. 

Rike, C., & Sharp, L. K. (2008). Assessing preservice teachers' dispositions: A critical 
dimension of professional preparation. Childhood Education, 84(3), 150-153. 

Riojas Clark, E. & Bustos Flores, B. (1997). Instructional Snapshot (IS) in Mexico: Pre-
service bilingual teachers take pictures of classroom practices. Bilingual 
Research Journal, 21(2&3), 103-113. 

367 



Rios, F., Montecinos, C., & Van Olphen, M. (2007). Lessons learned from a 
collaborative self-study in international teacher education: Visiones, preguntas, y 
desafios. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 57-74. 

Roberts, A. (2007). Global dimensions of schooling: Implications for internationalizing 
teacher education. Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 9-26. 

Rosenblatt, L. (1978). The reader, the text, the poem. Carbondale, Ill.: Southern Illinois 
UP. 

Rosenshine, B. (1986). Synthesis of research on explicit teaching. Educational 
Leadership, 43(3), 60-69. 

Ross, J. (1992). Teacher efficacy and the effect of coaching on student achievement. 
Canadian Journal of Education, 17(1), 51-65. 

Sarker, A. (2008). Pilot study using CRTSE Scale. Unpublished manuscript. 

Shaaban, K. & Ghaith, G. (2003). Effect of religion, first foreign language, and gender 
on the perception of the utility of language. Journal of Language, Identity, and 
Education, 2(1), 53-77. 

Shah, N. (2012). Educating immigrant students a challenge in U.S., elsewhere. 
Education Week. Retrieved January 26, 2012 from 
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2012/01/12/16populations.h31.html?tkn=OYY
F0MK7kyqKEMr%2Bqfq5o0dR%2BnuvoUMdGGqG&cmp=clp-edweek&intc=EW-
QC12-EWH. 

Shor, Ira (2007, February). What is critical literacy? Journal for Pedagogy, Pluralism & 
Practice. Retrieved October 24, 2012 from: 
http://www.lesley.edu/journals/jppp/4/shor.html    

Silverman, D. (2005). Doing qualitative research (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Siwatu, K. (2005). Exploring the factors that influence pre service teachers' culturally 
responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome. (Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation). University of Nebraska, Lincoln, Nebraska. 

Siwatu, K. (2007). Preservice teachers' culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and 
outcome expectancy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 1086-1101. 

Sleeter, C. (2001). Preparing teachers for culturally diverse schools. Journal of Teacher 
Education, 52(2), 94-106. 

Sleeter, C. (2008). Preparing White teachers for diverse students. In M. Cochran-Smith, 
S. Feiman-Nemser, & D. J. McIntyre (Eds.), Handbook of research on teacher 
education: Enduring questions in changing contexts (3rd ed., pp. 559-582). New 
York, NY: Routledge and Association of Teacher Educators. 

368 

http://www.lesley.edu/journals/jppp/4/shor.html


Sleeter, C. & McLaren, P. (1995). Multicultural education, critical pedagogy, and the 
politics of difference. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Smith, A. (1983). The relationships of teachers' preparadness in multicultural education 
to levels of ethnic awareness and multicultural exposure among elementary 
school personnel. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Washington, 
Pullman, Washington. 

Smith, F. (1994). Understanding reading (5th ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum 
Associates. 

Smith, F. (2006). Reading without nonsense (4th ed.). New York, NY: Teacher’s College 
Press. 

Smith, D. I., & Osborn, T. A. (Eds.). (2007). Spirituality, social justice, and language 
education. Charlotte, NC: Information Age Publishing. 

Sockett, H. (2009). Dispositions as virtures. Journal of Teacher Education, 60(3), 291-
303. 

Spotti, M. (2006). Constructing the other: Immigrant minority pupils' identity construction 
in the discourse of a native Dutch teacher at a Dutch Islamic primary school. 
Journal of Multicultural Discourses, 1(2), 121-135. 

Stachowski, L.L. & Visconti, V. (1997). Adaptations for success: U.S. student teachers 
living and teaching abroad. International Education, 26(2), 5-20. 

Stachowski, L. & Mahan, J. (1998). Cross-cultural field placements: Student teachers 
learning from schools and communities. Theory Into Practice, 37(2), 155-162. 

Stachowski, L. & Sparks, T. (2007). Thirty years and 2,000 student teachers later: An 
overseas student teaching project that is popular, successful, and replicable. 
Teacher Education Quarterly, 34(1), 115-132. 

Stanley, L. (1996). The development and validation of an instrument to assess attitudes 
toward cultural diversity and pluralism among preservice physical educators. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 56(5), 891-897. 

Stanovich, K. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual 
reading differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21, 
361-406. 

Street, B. (1998). New literacies in theory and practice: what are the implications for 
language in education? Linguistics and Education, 10, 1-24. 

Tajfel, H. (1978). Interindividual behaviour and intergroup behaviour. In H. Tajfel (Ed.) 
Differentiation between social groups: Studies in the social psychology of 
intergroup relations (pp. 27-60). London, UK & New York, NY: Academic Press. 

369 



Taylor, E. (1994). Intercultural competency: A transformative learning process. Adult 
Education Quarterly, 44(3), 154-174. 

Taylor, T. (1969). The cay. Garden City, NY: Doubleday. 

TESOL. (2010). TESOL/NCATE standards for the recognition of initial TESOL programs 
in P-12 ESL teacher education. Alexandria, Virginia: Teachers of English to 
Speakers of Other Languages, Inc. 

Texas Education Agency (2011). Enrollment in Texas public schools, 2010-2011 
(Document Number GE12 601 01). Retrieved August 25, 2012, from the World 
Wide Web: http://www.tea.state.tx.us/acctres/enroll_index.html.  

Tharp, R. G. (1989). Psycholocultural variables and K constants: Effects on teaching 
and learning in schools. American Psychologist, 44, 349-359.  

Thomas, D. (2006). A general inductive approach for analyzing qualitative evaluation 
data. American Journal of Education, 27(2), 237-246.  

Thompson, F. (2009). The development and validation of the Multicultural Dispositions 
Index. Multicultural Perspectives, 11(2), 94-100. 

Thurstone, L.L. (1947). Multiple factor analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago 
Press. 

United States Department of Education (2011). Our future, our teachers: The Obama 
Administration’s plan for teacher education reform and improvement. 
Washington, DC: Author. 

Vanneman, A., Hamilton, L., Baldwin Anderson, J., & Rahman, T. (2009). Achievement 
gaps: How Black and White students in public schools perform in mathematics 
and reading on the National Assessment of Educational Progress, (NCES 2009-
455). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of 
Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.  

Villegas, A., & Lucas, T. (2002). Preparing culturally responsive teachers: Rethinking 
the curriculum. Journal of Teacher Education, 53(1), 12.  

Villegas, A. (2007). Dispositions in teacher education: A look at social justice. Journal of 
Teacher Education, 58(5), 370-380. 

Vyas, S. (2004). Exploring bicultural identities of Asian high school students through the 
analytic window of a literature club. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 48(1), 
12-23. 

Vygotsky, L. (1978). Mind in society: The development of higher psychological 
processes (Cole, M., Scribner, S., John-Steiner, V., & Souberman, E., Eds.). 
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

370 



Weiner, E.J. (2005). Beyond remediation: Ideological literacies of learning in 
developmental classrooms. In P. Shannon & J. Edmondson (Eds.) Reading 
education policy: A collection of articles from the International Reading 
Association (pp. 354-381). Newark, DE: International Reading Association. 

Weinstein, C., Curran, M., & Tomlinson-Clarke, S. (2003). Culturally responsive 
classroom management: Awareness into action. Theory Into Practice, 42(4), 269-
276.  

Weinstein, C. S., Tomlinson-Clarke, S., & Curran, M. (2004). Toward a conception of 
culturally responsive classroom management. Journal of Teacher Education, 
55(1), 25-38.  

Weisner, T., Gallimore, R., & Jordan, C. (1988). Unpacking cultural effects on 
classroom learning: Native Hawaiian peer assistance and child-generated 
activity. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 19(4), 327-353. 

Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 

Wineburg, M. (2006). Evidence in teacher preparation: Establishing a framework for 
accountability. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(1), 51-64. 

Wolfram, W., Adger, C., & Christian, D. (1999). Dialects in schools and communities. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Young, E. (2010). Challenges to conceptualizing and actualizing culturally relevant 
pedagogy: How viable is the theory in classroom practice? Journal of Teacher 
Education, 61(3), 248-260. 

Zuidema, L. (2005). Myth education: Rationale and strategies for teaching against 
linguistic prejudice. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy, 48(8), 666-675.  

 

371 


	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS
	CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION
	Purpose of the Study
	Significance of the Study
	Framework and Research Questions
	Definition of Terms
	Assumptions
	Limitations
	Summary

	CHAPTER 2  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
	Language and Literacy Teacher Preparation
	Culturally Responsive Teaching Continuum
	CRT Level 1—Awareness of Personal Worldview, and CLD Student and Community Differences and Unique Needs
	Awareness of Linguistic and Cultural Differences
	Theories of Intercultural Development
	Sociocultural Contexts and Communities of Practice

	CRT Level 2—Sensitivity Toward CLD Student Needs and Positive Interactions with Students and Parents
	Sensitivity to Instructional Discourse and Interactions with CLD Students
	Ethnographic Study and Funds of Knowledge
	Culturally Responsive Classroom Management

	CRT Level 3—Development and Implementation of Relevant and Affirming Instructional Practices for CLD Students
	Culturally-Relevant Texts, Materials, and Instructional Strategies
	Culturally-Appropriate Assessment
	Linguistically-Responsive Instruction and Approaches to CLD Students’ Literacy Development

	CRT Level 4—Actions of Advocacy and Social Justice on Behalf of CLD Students
	Critical Literacy
	Advocacy
	Promoting Social Justice


	Assessing Teacher Dispositions
	Siwatu’s (2007) Study and Culturally Responsive  Teacher Self Efficacy (CRTSE) Scale
	Cross-Cultural Service-Learning
	Summary

	CHAPTER 3  METHODOLOGY
	Research Design
	Research Questions
	Participants
	Pilot Study
	Instrument Development
	Data Collection Strategies
	Quantitative Data Analysis Procedures
	Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures
	Rubric Development and Scoring
	Coding Responses

	Reliability and Validity
	Role of the Researcher
	Ethical Considerations of the Study
	Research Design Summary

	CHAPTER 4  RESULTS
	Descriptive Statistics – Categorical Variables
	Gender
	Ethnicity
	Age
	Degree Level
	Certification Area
	Coursework with CLD Emphasis
	Teacher Preparation Program Effectiveness
	Teaching Experience
	Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Experiences
	Personal Language Proficiency and Language Learning Experiences

	Descriptive Statistics – Continuous Measures
	Culturally Responsive Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (CRTSE)–Extended
	Experiences with Diversity
	Variety in Friends

	Instrument Reliability
	Factor Analysis
	Findings Related to Research Question 1
	Findings Related to Research Question 2
	Ethnicity
	Degree Level
	Teaching Experience
	Certification Area
	Teacher Preparation Program
	Cross-Cultural Service-Learning Experience Measures
	Language Learning Experiences
	Experiences with Diversity
	Regression Analysis

	Findings Related to Research Question 3
	Rubric Scores
	Level of Participant Involvement
	Examples of Level 0 Responses
	Examples of Level 1 Responses
	Examples of Level 2 Responses
	Examples of Level 3 Responses
	Examples of Level 4 Responses
	CRTSE Scale-Extended Item Categories Content Analysis
	Inductive Coding Analysis
	Focus on CLD Students
	Knowing and Appreciating Others
	Language and Literacy Development
	Teacher Agency and Curriculum Concerns
	General Teaching
	Summary of CRT Perceptions

	Statistical Analysis of CRT Description Rubric Scores
	Ethnicity
	Age
	Teaching Experience
	Experiences with Diversity
	Certification Area
	Cross-cultural Service-Learning
	Language Proficiency Level
	Summary of CRT Description Statistical Analysis



	Summary of Results

	CHAPTER 5  DISCUSSION
	Summary of Findings
	Age and Teaching Experience Factors on CRT Development
	Teacher Candidate Certification Area
	Teachers’ Language Proficiency and CRT
	Experiences with Diversity
	Cross-cultural Service-Learning
	Ethnicity and CRT
	Teacher Education Program Preparation for Working with CLD Students
	Summary

	Limitations of the Study
	Implications
	Further Research
	Conclusion

	Appendices
	APPENDIX A  CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING SELF EFFICACY SCALE–EXTENDED
	APPENDIX B  DEMOGRAPHIC, ACADEMIC, AND EXPERIENTIAL BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE
	APPENDIX C  CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING OPEN-ENDED SURVEY ITEM
	APPENDIX D  SELECT STUDIES ON CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE TEACHING AND THEIR CONTRIBUTION TO THE CRT CONTINUUM
	APPENDIX E  INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER AND APPROVED INFORMED CONSENT FORM
	APPENDIX F  QUALITATIVE SCORING RUBRIC
	APPENDIX G  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS TABLES FOR EC-6, ESL, AND BILINGUAL CERTIFICATION INDIVIDUAL CRTSE-EXTENDED ITEM MEANS
	APPENDIX H  DESCRIPTIVES FOR MONOLINGUAL VS. TEACHERS WITH L2 PROFICIENCY WITH REGARD TO INDIVIDUAL CRTSE-EXTENDED ITEM MEANS

	REFERENCES



