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Research over the last three decades has documented that teacher efficacy has an 

effect on student achievement (Armor et al., 1976; Bandura, 1997). The literature on 

culturally responsive teaching (CRT) recognizes teacher efficacy as one of the attributes 

of successful teachers of students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 

backgrounds (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1994). Researchers (e.g., Goddard & 

Goddard, 2001) have also found that collective teacher efficacy (CTE) beliefs can affect 

teachers’ goal setting, motivation, and persistence with challenging tasks or situations; 

specifically, the CTE construct not only explains school-level effects on achievement, but 

also explains effects on individual teachers’ self-efficacy. When CLD students require 

special education services, their instruction must be equally responsive to their cultural 
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and linguistic characteristics in addition to their educational needs based on the disability 

(García & Ortiz, 2004; McCray & García, 2002). Consequently, CRT practices are 

central to improve these students’ learning outcomes (Gay, 2000).  

The purpose of this descriptive, correlational survey research study was to 

investigate (a) the relationship between special education teachers’ collective teacher 

efficacy beliefs and CRT efficacy for teaching CLD students in special education; and (b) 

the influences of personal and professional background variables on participating 

teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs. The survey was sent to 855 special education teachers of 

CLD students with disabilities in three urban school districts in Texas; 344 complete 

responses were received, yielding a 44% response rate. The survey consisted of four 

sections: Background Information, Collective Teacher Efficacy (CTE), Culturally 

Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale (CRTSE), and Culturally Responsive Teaching 

Outcome-Expectancy Scale (CRTOE).  

Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, factor analysis, analysis of 

variance, and multiple regression. The results revealed statistically significant 

relationships (a) between CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs, with a positive and moderate 

association; and (b) between CTE and CRT efficacy beliefs (CRTSE as well as CRTOE), 

but the associations were positive and weak. Teachers’ language characteristics, 

instructional setting, certification in bilingual education/English as a second language, 

and their perceptions of the quality of their professional preparation emerged as 

significant influences on their CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. Implications for teacher 

education and future research are presented.   
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Chapter 1  

INTRODUCTION 

Professionals working in the field of special education are seeing a rapidly 

growing population of students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 

backgrounds across the United States (Kea, Trent, & Davis, 2002). In contrast, 83% of 

public school teachers are non-Hispanic, and white (Strizek, Pittsonberger, Riordan, 

Lyter, & Orlofsky, 2006). The demographic disparity between students and teachers 

suggests a need for increased attention to multicultural teaching strategies and 

multicultural competency (Gay, 2000; Morrison, Robbins, & Rose, 2008), areas that have 

remained relatively unexamined in the special education literature (Artiles, Trent, & 

Palmer, 2004; Cartledge & Kourea, 2008). 

Meeting the needs of students with disabilities has been a long-standing challenge 

that becomes significantly more complex when coupled with teaching exceptional CLD 

students the English language and/or helping them adjust to the mainstream culture 

(Artiles et al., 2004). Consequently, special education teachers face a more complex and 

multifaceted challenge regarding how to best educate students from CLD backgrounds. In 

other words, CLD students who are receiving special education services are underserved, 

because they may not be receiving instruction that is responsive to their cultural and 

linguistic characteristics in addition to their disability-based educational needs (Cloud, 

1993; García & Ortiz, 2004; McCray & García, 2002). 

Teacher preparation is viewed as one of many factors that can positively affect 

students’ learning outcomes and ensure that CLD students with disabilities will receive 
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appropriate, culturally and linguistically responsive instruction. Yet, research (e.g., 

Artiles et al., 2004; Dominguez, 2003; Tyler, 2006) has also shown that special education 

teachers are ill-prepared to provide culturally sensitive instruction; the findings of these 

studies reveal that teachers continue to select instructional strategies based on students’ 

disabilities, with little consideration for students from CLD backgrounds. For example, 

Utley, Delquadri, Obiakor, and Mims (2000) developed the Multicultural and Special 

Education Survey (MSES) to investigate the professional development needs of general 

and special educators working with CLD students with and without mild disabilities in 

Kansas. The findings indicated that 149 of 403 (37%) educators reported that they have 

no training related to multicultural issues. Carlson, Brauen, Klein, Schroll, and Willig 

(2002) also implemented a study to examine the quality of personnel serving students 

with disabilities. They found that more than half of teachers reported that their preservice 

programs did not prepare them to accommodate CLD students’ needs. Thus, there is 

concern as to whether teachers can provide CLD students appropriate educational 

services (García & Ortiz, 2004). 

At the same time, schools currently face many challenges to improve the 

achievement of all children (Darling-Hammond, 1996). Beyond the fact that special 

education teachers have limited preparation in effective instructional methods for CLD 

students with disabilities and question their own ability to improve learning for such 

groups (Kea et al., 2002; Utley et al., 2000), there is the additional concern whether 

public schools can ensure equally high-quality educational opportunities for CLD 

students in special education programs. Research suggests that students’ learning gains 

were significantly higher when teachers assumed collective responsibility for both 

students’ academic success and their failure (Goddard, 2001; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 

2000; Lee & Smith, 1996). Goddard et al. (2000) further explained that ―just as 
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individual teacher efficacy may partially explain the effect of teachers on student 

achievement from an organizational perspective, collective teacher efficacy may help to 

explain the differential effect that schools have on student achievement‖ (p. 483). To 

respond to CLD students’ overall learning improvement, it is likely that perceived 

collective teacher efficacy (CTE) contributes to differences between schools in achieving 

their goals to educate all students. 

In addition to the influence of collective teacher efficacy on the quality of 

education that students receive, educators believe that culturally responsive teaching 

(CRT), is central to improving outcomes for students from CLD backgrounds in both 

general and special education programs (Gay, 2002). The Knowledge Loom, developed 

by the Education Alliance at Brown University, shows that CRT is guided by nine 

research-based principles, including (a) communication of high expectations, (b) active 

teaching methods, (c) teacher as facilitator, (d) positive perspectives of their students’ and 

families from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, (e) cultural sensitivity, (f) 

reshaping the curriculum, (g) culturally mediated instruction, (h) student-controlled 

classroom discourse, and (i) small-group instruction and academically related discourse. 

Moreover, CRT stresses the importance of using students’ prior knowledge, experiences, 

and personal stories to enhance teaching and learning (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Gay, 

2000). Teachers must reorganize their classrooms, expanding them in ways that take into 

account students’ cultural backgrounds, language, learning styles, values, and the 

knowledge they acquire at home and within the community (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 

1994a; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). 

Over the past three decades, research has documented that teacher efficacy can be 

viewed as the most significant factor in students’ achievement (Armor et al., 1976; 

Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Students who have highly efficacious teachers 
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make significantly more progress than students with less efficacious teachers 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Additionally, self-

efficacy is affected by the context of the educational environment in which the teacher 

works. Since teachers’ perceptions of their instructional efficacy are not consistent for 

students with diverse needs (i.e., they feel confident about serving CLD students but their 

teaching practices may not be culturally responsive) (Chu, 2009b), a variety of school 

variables may further affect the development of teacher efficacy (Tschannen-Moran et 

al., 1998). Factors such as the principal’s leadership actions, a school’s sense of 

community, and a positive school environment contribute to teacher efficacy (Ashton & 

Webb, 1986; Ross & Gray, 2006). In other words, perceived collective teacher efficacy 

has emerged as an organizational variable to examine the efficacy of beliefs in schools 

(Bandura, 1977; Goddard et al., 2000). The school and the actions of its leader have an 

effect on teachers’ self-efficacy perceptions (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross & Gray, 2006; 

Ross, Hogaboam-Gray, & Gray, 2004). Teachers with the perception of success, at both 

the personal and organizational levels, will continually persevere to succeed with students 

who have difficulties and will devise unique and innovative strategies to elicit the 

academic improvement of all students (Goddard et al., 2000). 

The literature on CRT not only focuses on promoting CLD students’ learning but 

also recognizes teacher efficacy as one of the attributes of successful teachers of such 

students (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1994b). Studies have been conducted on teachers’ 

perceptions of culturally relevant pedagogy (e.g., Phuntsog, 2001) and effective teaching 

strategies for these students (e.g., Ladson-Billings, 1994a). Research also reveals that 

when teachers have a high level of collective teacher efficacy, they are more competent at 

teaching (Goddard et al., 2000). However, collective teacher efficacy has not received 

much attention in relation to CRT, nor have school districts looked at it closely when 
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specifically focusing on perceptions of special education teachers who teach CLD 

students. Additionally, studies (Carlson et al., 2002; Gandara, Maxwell-Jelly, & Driscoll, 

2005; Paneque & Barbetta, 2006) also reveal that teachers with certain characteristics 

may believe themselves to be more efficacious teachers of CLD students, and these 

characteristics include (a) specialized certification (e.g., certification in English as a 

second language), (b) professional development tailored to meet the needs of teachers of 

students from diverse backgrounds, (c) an education degree, and (d) years of experience 

teaching CLD students. Therefore, it is important for teacher educators not only to focus 

their attention on how teachers’ professional backgrounds influence their CRT teaching 

efficacy, but also to examine how teachers’ collective efficacy may mediate their beliefs 

about culturally responsive teaching knowledge, skills, and behaviors in special education 

settings. 

Theoretical Foundations of the Study 

Teacher Efficacy and Collective Teacher Efficacy 

Teacher efficacy. Albert Bandura (1977) was among the first to develop a theory 

of self-efficacy, defined as a person’s beliefs in his or her ability to organize and execute 

a course of action to achieve specific goals. To-date, the theoretical and empirical 

underpinnings of teacher efficacy have been influenced by Bandura’s (1977) theory of 

self-efficacy. Additionally, four sources of information have been postulated (Bandura 

1977, 1993) that contribute to the development of teachers’ beliefs about their efficacy: 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological emotion 

arousal. This perspective holds that human behavior is developed through experiencing 

previous personal accomplishments, witnessing the accomplishments of others, being 

persuaded of personal competence by others, and interpreting psychological signs (e.g., 

depression) as unrelated to a person’s actual ability (Bandura, 1997). Moreover, 
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Bandura’s self-efficacy model would predict that teachers’ efficacy (i.e., high or low) is 

shaped by (a) their own past failures or positive experiences, (b) their observations of 

others’ failure or success, (c) negative or positive feedback, and (d) individual emotional 

or mental states (e.g., depression or optimism) (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005). Rooted in 

Bandura’s (1977) theory, researchers have proposed two dimensions of efficacy (e.g., 

Ashton & Webb, 1986; Gibson & Dembo, 1984): personal teaching efficacy and outcome 

efficacy. 

Personal teaching efficacy refers to teachers’ beliefs in their perceived individual 

abilities and competence—―I am a teacher who can make a difference.‖ According to 

Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001), personal efficacy is similar to teachers’ locus of 

control. For example, teachers with high personal efficacy are thought to have an internal 

locus of control, and to perceive themselves as capable of reaching personal goals for the 

classroom (e.g., making a difference in their students’ learning), despite opposition from 

others. Outcome efficacy is defined as teachers’ expectations that teaching, as a 

profession, can influence student learning—teaching makes a difference. Moreover, it 

refers to the extent to which a teacher believes that students will be able to learn, 

regardless of other variables, such as student background (Gibson & Dembo, 1984). For 

example, high outcome-efficacy teachers would believe that teaching––in addition to, or 

despite other environmental influences––can have a positive influence on children’s 

learning outcomes (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). 

In essence, both aspects of teacher efficacy involve teachers’ attributions about 

factors which influence a student’s success or failure. According to Gudykunst and Kim 

(1999), people often make erroneous intercultural attributions when they perceive others’ 

behavior to be negative, and then attribute that behavior to intrinsic factors (i.e. deficit 

thinking). Linking to Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, when individuals experience success 
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and attribute the cause of their own success to stable factors such as ability, they are 

likely to expect future success; but when others encounter failure and make a similar 

stable attribution, individuals perceive others’ future success as unlikely or impossible. 

Researchers have also established the relationship between teacher efficacy and students’ 

learning outcomes (Guskey, 1988; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). These studies suggest that 

teachers with a high level of personal teaching efficacy are more likely to believe they 

can positively influence students’ learning, whereas those who have low levels of 

efficacy tend to think they have minimal influence (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Guskey, 

1988; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). On the basis of Bandura’s socio-cognitive theory 

(1993), a variety of teacher behaviors may be predicted by teachers’ efficacy: High 

efficacy teachers are likely to put forth more effort with children who are struggling, 

whereas teachers with lower efficacy may more quickly refer an underachieving student 

to special education (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Soodak & Podell, 1993). 

Collective teacher efficacy. Similar to teachers’ self-efficacy, collective teacher 

efficacy (CTE) is defined as a group’s shared beliefs in its own collective ability to 

organize and execute the courses of action required to produce desired levels of 

attainment (Bandura, 1997; Goddard, Hoy, & Hoy, 2004). In other words, CTE extends 

self-efficacy theory and the assumptions of social cognitive theory to the organizational 

(i.e., school) level (Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard, 2001). Organizational agency depends 

on an individual member’s self-regulation, self-reflection, vicarious learning and 

knowledge, and human agency. As Goddard et al. (2000) state: ―The assumptions of 

social cognitive theory about the importance of vicarious learning and self-regulation also 

apply to organizations, although we must recognize that it is through individuals that 

organizations act‖ (p. 484). Furthermore, in social cognitive theory, the individual’s 

sources of information (i.e., mastery experiences, various experiences, social persuasion, 
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and physiological emotion arousal) are also sources of collective efficacy information 

(Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2004). 

Goddard et al.’s (2000) research has extended the construct of teacher efficacy to 

the organizational level, resulting in a measure of teachers’ perceptions regarding the 

ability of the faculty to influence students’ learning outcomes, or a judgment on 

collective efficacy (Bandura, 1997).Two key elements have been identified in the 

formation of collective efficacy perceptions. First, the teacher analyzes the teaching task. 

Second, the teacher assesses the competence of the faculty to teach the task (Goddard et 

al., 2000). Both the analysis of the teaching task and the assessment of teaching 

competence are performed with the goal of determining whether the organization has the 

capacity to succeed in teaching students (Goddard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000). Using 

these two key elements, Goddard et al. (2000) studied 438 elementary teachers from 47 

schools within an urban school district to examine predictions about CTE and student 

achievement. They demonstrated that, collectively, teachers believed they could 

effectively address the challenging goals of motivation, behavioral issues, and student 

learning. The findings showed a significant relationship between CTE and student 

achievement. Furthermore, Goddard et al. (2000) reported that ―collective teacher 

efficacy was more predictive of elementary students’ math and reading achievement than 

gender, ethnicity, and even socio-economic status‖ (p. 479). This study concluded that 

the interrelationship between teaching tasks and teaching competence is a factor of 

collective efficacy. The analysis and interpretation of four sources of information  (i.e., 

mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, social persuasion, and physiological emotion 

arousal) constitute processes through which the organization assesses teaching tasks and 

faculty competence. 
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Researchers (e.g., Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008) have also demonstrated that teachers 

feel efficacious with certain students in specific settings. For example, when determining 

whether setting (i.e., rural, suburban, urban) played a role in the development of teachers’ 

feelings of efficacy, Knoblauch and Hoy found that urban student teachers reported 

significantly lower collective efficacy. Finally, teacher self-efficacy focuses more on 

individual orientation, whereas collective teacher efficacy emphasizes a group 

orientation; CTE considers whether teachers in the school perceive all faculty are able to 

serve all students, not whether a teacher perceives himself or herself able to do the job 

(Goddard et al., 2000). 

In his review of a growing body of literature related to the effects of perceived 

collective efficacy on group functioning, Bandura (2000) found that the greater the 

perception of collective efficacy, the greater the group’s motivational investment in their 

undertakings, the stronger their staying power in the face of impediments and setbacks, 

and the greater their accomplishment. The most collectively efficacious teachers sought 

ways to be innovative and assisted students in a variety of ways to increase student 

achievement (Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2000; Ross et al., 2004). Furthermore, CTE 

is considered a powerful construct for determining how schools can improve students’ 

learning outcomes (Ross et al., 2004). In Tschannen-Moran and Barr’s (2004) study, the 

researchers noted no correlation between student socioeconomic status and collective 

efficacy. All schools, regardless of social class, may be able to foster positive collective 

efficacy to improve students’ achievement levels efficacy to improve students’ 

achievement levels. 

Culturally Responsive Teaching 

Researchers have described the use of culturally responsive pedagogy by many 

effective teachers as their response to a sociocultural and linguistic mismatch between 
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students’ home and school cultures. Moreover, educators posit that efficacious teachers 

should apply CRT’s core knowledge and skills when providing services for students who 

are CLD (Boyd, 2003). Reflecting on the two dimensions of teacher efficacy, CRT 

personal efficacy could be defined as teachers’ perceptions of their ability to execute 

specific teaching practices associated with being culturally responsive, while CRT 

outcome efficacy could be described as teachers’ perceptions that engaging in CRT 

practices will have positive classroom and student outcomes (Siwatu, 2007). 

The above concepts are basically derived from three theoretical models of 

culturally responsive instruction most prevalent in the research literature. These are the 

models of Ladson-Billings (1994a), Gay (2000), and Villegas and Lucas (2002). For 

example, Villegas and Lucas (2002) characterized culturally responsive teachers as ―(a) 

being a socio-culturally conscious, (b) having affirming views of CLD students, (c) 

seeing themselves as responsible for and capable of bringing about change to make 

schools more equitable, (d) understanding how learners construct knowledge and are 

capable of promoting knowledge construction, (e) knowing about the lives of their 

students, and (f) designing instruction that builds on what their students already know 

while stretching them beyond the familiar‖ (p. 321). Gay (2000) asserted that the 

fundamental goal of culturally responsive teaching is to empower ethnically diverse 

students through academic success, cultural affiliation, and personal efficacy. Ladson-

Billings (1994a) also proposed that teachers practicing culturally relevant teaching 

believe all students can succeed. 

 

Conceptual Framework of This Study 

The conceptual model presented in Figure 1 was used to depict the relationships 

between CTE and contextual variables on CRT self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy 
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beliefs, based on research findings to-date. The solid line demonstrates that a positive 

relationship has been shown to exist among variables, whereas the dashed line reveals 

that the relationships between those variables is still unknown. The current study was 

designed to focus on investigating these unknown relationships. 

As for the scope of this study, the framework of organizational variables focuses 

on special education teachers’ interactions with their own schools’ personnel. In other 

words, this research was designed to explore the organizational variables by surveying 

teachers about their perceptions of interactions with colleagues, students, parents, and the 

school community at large. Although important, an analysis of organizational variables 

through the perceptions of other school culture and school climate stakeholders, such as 

students, parents, and the community at large, was beyond the scope of this study. 

Figure 1.1  

Conceptual Framework of Factors Related to Teacher Efficacy  
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Collective Teacher Efficacy and Culturally Responsive Teaching 

Essentially, the constructs of teacher efficacy and culturally responsive teaching 

overlap considerably, even though they tend to fall under different disciplines. A better 

understanding of the interface between collective teacher efficacy and CRT is necessary 

if we are to understand how to nurture teachers’ growth and promote student 

achievement, particularly at the school level. This difference may be better understood in 

terms of the different lenses through which the same phenomenon is being viewed. That 

is, teacher efficacy researchers have addressed the phenomenon through a psychological 

lens, whereas CRT researchers use sociological frameworks (Oyerinde, 2008). 

Accordingly, teacher efficacy research to date has been composed mainly of qualitative, 

experimental, and correlational studies. On the other hand, the literature on CRT models 

has been primarily theoretical to date, and the lack of empirical research is noted in this 

literature (Artiles et al., 2004; Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; Oyerinde, 2008). The 

following is a list of correlates of high collective teacher efficacy consistent with the 

goals of CRT: 

 Teachers are more persistent in their efforts, they play with various teaching 

strategies, they share responsibility for student achievement, and temporary 

setbacks or failures do not discourage them (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 

1997; Goddard et al., 2000); 

 Teachers create meaningful learning environments that respond to students’ 

backgrounds (Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001); 

 High collective teacher efficacy is associated with instruction experimentation, a 

willingness to try a variety of materials and approaches, the desire to find better 

ways of teaching, the implementation of progressive and innovative methods, and 
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high levels of organization, planning, and fairness (Goddard et al., 2000; Guskey, 

1988); 

 Teachers are more likely to hold high expectations for student performance and 

they believe all students can learn (Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Goddard et al., 

2000); 

 Teachers believe their colleagues need more professional training to work with 

difficult students, rather than give up on them (Ross et al., 2004); and 

 Teachers are more willing to engage in trusting and collaborative relationships 

with their colleagues (da Costa & Riordan, 1996). 

Implications of Collective Teacher Efficacy for CLD Students with Disabilities 

The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) mandates that children 

with disabilities be educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE). This means that 

children with disabilities, including children in public or other facilities, must be educated 

with children without disabilities (IDEA, 2004).  Kleinhammer-Tramill (2003) notes 

that this ―major shift in the legislation attributed primary responsibility and accountability 

for all students with disabilities to regular education and clarified special education’s role 

as providing support to the regular educational system‖ (p. 238). Moreover, 75% of 

students with disabilities now spend at least 40% of their school day in general education 

(Parsad, Lewis, & Farris, 2001). The responsibility for teaching these students belongs 

both to special education teachers and to general education teachers. Currently, the most 

significant problem facing schools is whether teachers feel competent to teach every 

student, including students with disabilities (Kleinhammer-Tramill, 2003). According to 

Bandura’s efficacy theory (1997), high efficacious teachers would put more effort into 

difficult-to-teach students (e.g., students with disabilities), while less efficacious teachers 

might quickly give up on them (Soodak & Podell, 1993). 
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On the other hand, a teacher’s sense of efficacy is affected by his or her 

perception of the collective efficacy of the faculty, the entire school district, and the 

community (Goddard et al., 2004). Since there is a positive relationship between a 

teacher’s sense of collective efficacy and student achievement (Goddard et al., 2000), 

CTE becomes a robust requisite for students’ learning. Soodak, Podell, and Lehman 

(1998) note that teachers with low efficacy do not collaborate with other teachers, and 

discriminate based on the specific disability. When a school system segregates special 

education from general education students, it produces a climate wherein teachers with 

low CTE for inclusion will not include students nor support the teachers who do. 

Teachers’ collective efficacy must be strengthened through the school’s support and 

development of their own ability to teach and support students with disabilities 

(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

Furthermore, CTE has been tied to student achievement and learning (Tschannen-

Moran & Barr, 2004), the cognitive development and functioning of students (Bandura, 

1993), as well as teachers’ job satisfaction and motivation (Caprara, Barbaranelli, 

Borgogni, Petitta, & Rubinacci, 2003). In other words, several factors, including the 

number and classification of students, teachers’ job responsibilities, and the school 

climate, can affect special education teachers’ confidence levels in the classrooms and 

schools in which they choose to teach (Carlson et al., 2002). Teachers’ collective efficacy 

is likely to be positively affected by their perception that the schools set realistic goals, 

are orderly and serious, and expect academic success (Goddard et al., 2004; Goddard & 

Goddard, 2001). When the school environment (or school climate) is positive and values 

CLD students and their parents, teachers tend to respect diverse learning styles, 

encourage students to succeed, and have high expectations for all students (Darling-

Hammond, 2006; Tableman, 2004). A positive school climate influences the perceptions 
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of collective teacher efficacy, enhances all teachers’ performance, promotes higher 

student morale, and improves students’ learning outcomes (Tableman, 2004; Tschannen-

Moran & Barr, 2004). 

The above patterns are very relevant when applying CTE in settings characterized 

by student diversity in special education. Research suggests that schools tend to 

emphasize CLD students’ inadequate skills and abilities, rather than focusing on the 

knowledge such students bring to school and using it as a foundation for learning (Artiles 

& Ortiz, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 1994b). In schools that attribute CLD students’ failures 

to their genetic deficiencies, inadequate parenting, and poverty, teachers tend to hold 

negative assumptions about students’ intellect and behaviors; this prevents them from 

realizing that these students are capable of learning (Gay, 2000; Milner, 2005). This 

deficit model (Valencia, 1997) may equally influence perceptions of special education 

teachers’ CTE to serve such populations. Furthermore, CLD students with disabilities do 

not receive appropriate special education services because of deficit-thinking models and 

flawed institutionalized practices (Milner, 2005; Trent, Artiles, & Englert, 1998). The 

persistence of deficit views about these students continues to affect the education to 

which they have been exposed (Trent et al., 1998; Valencia, 1997). Thus, schools that 

serve CLD students need to minimize negative perceptions of these students and their 

families if they are to be successful in developing CTE: if teachers hold positive 

perceptions about the school’s climate, both at personal and organizational levels, these 

will affect the effort they put into their students (Bandura, 1997). To be effective in 

working with CLD students with disabilities, special education teachers not only need to 

develop positive perceptions of collective teacher efficacy but must also increasingly 

focus on utilizing culturally and linguistically appropriate and relevant practices to meet 

such students’ needs. 
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Professional Standards for Serving CLD Students with Disabilities 

It is essential for teachers to develop an in-depth understanding of the influence of 

culture and language on students’ learning outcomes to distinguish actual learning 

difficulties from cultural differences (Utley et al., 2000). However, teachers of CLD 

students report that teacher education programs do not prepare them with information on 

how to serve such populations (Artiles et al., 2004; Carlson et al., 2002). Both the 

Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) and the National Council for Accreditation of 

Teacher Education (NCATE) require a strong multicultural component be included in the 

curriculum of institutions meeting their standards. CEC (2009) has defined eight areas of 

common core knowledge and skills special educators must have to be prepared to teach 

students from CLD backgrounds. NCATE also uses CEC standards for special education 

accreditation. These standards provide the basis for the curriculum that colleges use to 

prepare future special educators, and to ensure that professional development training of 

those in-service teachers aligns with the knowledge and skills base of the profession. 

With respect to special education professional standards, CEC addressed the issue 

of multiculturalism by noting that, to advocate on behalf of individuals from diverse 

backgrounds, teachers must ensure that professional standards guide professional practice 

in ways relevant to the CLD students served in special education. Even though 

professional standards require teachers to demonstrate a respect for cultural diversity, 

there still remains a concern as to whether school teachers can develop teaching methods 

and materials to meet CLD students’ educational needs (Voltz, Dooley, & Jefferies, 

1999). Therefore, it is important to evaluate whether schools currently provide a 

culturally sensitive environment to appropriately serve CLD students with disabilities by 

examining special education teachers’ perceptions about collective teacher efficacy on 

the practices of CRT. 
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Statement of the Problem 

Artiles and Ortiz (2002) contended that the concept of the deficit model still exists 

in today’s schools, which results in the limited use of appropriate assessment and 

instructional practices responsive to students’ academic and developmental needs. It is 

believed that the lack of achievement among students of color and the discontinuity 

between home and school cultures are closely interrelated (Gay, 2002). Regarding CLD 

students in special education, these students often receive inadequate services and low-

quality curriculum and instruction, and are unnecessarily separated from their typically-

developing non-disabled peers (Artiles et al., 2004; Gay, 2000). Even though all special 

education teachers are required to be certified and hold at least a bachelor’s degree, this 

does not ensure that these teachers are well prepared to serve students from CLD 

backgrounds (Paneque & Barbetta, 2006). Specifically, both teacher education programs 

and professional development training may fail to focus on the sociocultural context of 

today’s schools (Darling-Hammond, 2006). 

Furthermore, many teachers who work with linguistically diverse students report 

having neither specialized certification nor training in how to meet the needs of these 

students (Carlson et al., 2002), but are faced with the challenge of modifying the 

practices they acquired to accommodate the needs of CLD students in special education 

(Artiles et al., 2004). Although researchers have identified the relationship between the 

perceptions of teacher efficacy and students’ learning outcomes (Guskey, 1988; Woolfolk 

& Hoy, 1990), there have been few studies that address teachers’ sense of efficacy in 

educating CLD students with disabilities. 

Researchers have also shown that a teacher’s belief in his or her instructional 

efficacy varies according to the subject matter they are asked to teach and whether or not 

there are CLD students in the class (Goddard et al., 2000; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008). 
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These findings are especially relevant in the current inquiry, given the CLD students 

served by this population of special education teachers. It is possible for teachers to feel 

very confident in their ability to reach CLD students, yet have a diminished sense of 

outcome efficacy when teaching these students (Chu, 2009). 

At the same time, personal and outcome teaching efficacy are both influenced by 

the context of the workplace (Bandura, 1997). The critical context variable is the setting 

(i.e., school climate or organizational characteristics of schools) (Ashton & Webb, 1986; 

Baudura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2000). Collective efficacy has a moderating effect on 

teachers’ self-efficacy (Goddard et al., 2004; Knoblauch & Hoy, 2008); however, the 

existing efficacy research has focused primarily on individual efficacy beliefs among 

teachers, with few studies examining the role of group norms or systems-level mastery 

experiences in shaping individual efficacy perceptions. Specifically, there is no literature 

regarding setting’s effect on special education teachers’ culturally responsive teacher 

efficacy beliefs. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this descriptive, correlational study is to examine (a) the 

relationship between in-service special education teachers’ CTE and CRT efficacy beliefs 

for teaching students from CLD backgrounds in special education, and (b) the influence 

of personal and professional background variables on in-service special education 

teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs. A valid and reliable instrument is needed to examine pre-

K through grade 12 in-service special education teachers’ perceptions of factors such as 

collective teacher efficacy and CRT practices. Because Carlson et al. (2002) found that 

teachers of English-language learners with disabilities felt least efficacious when faced 

with educating such a population, the assumptions of interface between CTE and CRT is 

particularly relevant to understanding improvement in students’ learning outcomes. 
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Extant quantitative research includes various studies measuring individual teacher 

efficacy. The present study would extend the existing literature on collective teacher 

efficacy by examining a population of teachers that has not yet been investigated. 

Research Questions 

The following questions will guide this descriptive and correlational study:  

1. What is the relationship between in-service special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive teaching 

outcome-expectancy efficacy for serving exceptional learners from CLD 

backgrounds? 

1-1 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s culturally 

responsive teaching self-efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally 

responsive teaching outcome expectancy beliefs. 

2. Are there statistically significant differences between in-service special 

education teachers’ culturally responsive teaching efficacy based on their 

perceptions of how well their teacher education programs prepared them to 

teach CLD students with disabilities? 

2-1 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and perceived effectiveness of 

teacher education programs in addressing diversity by in-service special 

education teachers.  

2-2 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching outcome-expectancy beliefs and perceived 

effectiveness of teacher education programs in addressing diversity by in-

service special education teachers. 
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3. Are there statistically significant differences between special education 

teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy 

based on their perceptions of how well their professional development 

prepared them to teach CLD students with disabilities? 

3-1 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy beliefs and perceived effectiveness 

of professional development in addressing diversity by in-service special 

education teachers. 

3-2 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching outcome-expectancy beliefs and perceived 

effectiveness of professional development in addressing diversity by in-

service special education teachers.  

4. To what extent do personal characteristics and experience, teaching 

assignments, and professional preparation predict special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive 

outcome- expectancy beliefs?  

4-1: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy predicted by the 

variable of personal characteristics and experiences, including teachers’ 

racial/ethnic backgrounds, language status, experiences interacting with 

people from diverse backgrounds, and years of teaching experience?  

4-2: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy influenced by 

special education teachers’ teaching assignments, including students’ 

racial/ethnic backgrounds, current grade level, educational settings, level of 

severity of disability, educational service providers for ELLs, and type of 

students’ disabilities?   
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4-3: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy predicted by the 

variable of professional preparation, including educational degree, specialized 

certification, student teaching placement, amounts of coursework addressing 

diversity in teacher education programs, hours of professional development 

training, and amounts of professional development trainings in addressing 

diversity?  

5. What is the relationship between special education teachers’ collective teacher 

efficacy and culturally responsive teaching efficacy (self-efficacy as well as 

culturally responsive outcome-expectancy)?  

5-1 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s collective teacher 

efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally responsive teaching self-

efficacy. 

5-2 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s collective teacher 

efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally responsive outcome-

expectancy beliefs.  

Delimitations 

Because this study’s main purpose is to investigate the strength and direction of 

relationships between culturally responsive teaching efficacy beliefs and the contextual 

variables (i.e., collective teacher efficacy and characteristics of teachers), teacher 

performance and students’ achievement (or learning performance) are not explored 

within the scope of this study. 

Need for the Study 

There has been an increase in the number of CLD students in our nation’s 

schools, and the number of CLD students in special education programs is even greater, 

with 40% of today’s students with disabilities being non-white (U.S. Department of 
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Education, 2003). Past studies (e.g., Groulex, 2001; Kea et al., 2002) have reported the 

beliefs and attitudes of preservice teachers regarding working with CLD populations in 

both general and special education settings; however, the focus needs to be on efficacy 

beliefs about what positive practices (i.e., culturally responsive teaching practices) and 

factors (e.g., school organizations) are occurring for those individuals in special 

education to teach students from CLD backgrounds. Furthermore, it is necessary to 

discover which contextual factors are intrinsically and extrinsically motivating and 

encouraging professionals to serve CLD populations, and how these factors influence 

their teaching practices. 

When certain characteristics and perceptions are known, program and course 

development can be based on both student and teacher needs, ultimately creating better 

learning and teaching environments. Additionally, teacher perceptions play a critical role 

in effective pedagogy (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1998). Since this information is 

valuable in teacher training and staff development programs, several constituencies 

would benefit from this study, including teacher educators, professional development 

providers, administrators, and policymakers. 

Teacher educators could benefit from findings that demonstrate the effectiveness 

of various types of teacher education and professional development training to enable 

special education teachers to feel confident to serve CLD students. Since this study also 

provides information about the relationship between certain teachers’ characteristics and 

their efficacy beliefs, this discussion is relevant to teacher preparation. Furthermore, an 

increased foundation of knowledge would be available for teacher educators to use as a 

basis for comparing their current practices of professional development and designing 

appropriate programs to prepare future teachers to serve CLD students with disabilities. 
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Understanding the organizational factors that influence teachers’ beliefs may help 

establish better special education teacher support systems. Research regarding the 

school’s organizational climate and its effect on efficacy have shown that the influence of 

the principal and the academic focus of the school were vital in enhancing a teacher’s 

sense of efficacy (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Administrators can use this study’s findings 

to facilitate professional development activities that are meaningful, particularly in regard 

to serving CLD students with disabilities. 

Policymakers can benefit from the findings of this study to formulate policy 

initiatives for CLD students in special education. Currently, the goal of No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) is to increase the effectiveness of teachers in teaching all children. The 

NCLB’s notion of highly qualified teachers focuses on teachers’ having certification and 

a bachelor’s degree. However, this notion does not necessary recognize the sociopolitical 

context of today’s schools. There are still gaps between the research and practice 

communities, specifically a lack of relevant educational research on the CLD population 

in the field of special education (Artiles et al., 2004). This study can offer perspectives 

for policymakers to help close the gap between CLD students and mainstream students. 
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Chapter 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Context 

The rapid demographic changes and resulting increase in diversity in society 

brings a new population and a different context to the educational environment. 

According to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 

28
th
 Annual Report to Congress (2006), around 40% of the special education population 

ages 6-21 represents students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 

backgrounds. Moreover, there are growing numbers of CLD students with disabilities 

enrolled in public schools (Kea et al., 2002). For instance, from 1998 to 2006, the 

racial/ethnic representation of students with disabilities receiving special education rose 

from 13.09% to 17.24% for Hispanic students; from 1.26% to 1.51% for American Indian 

or Alaska Native students; from 19.82% to 19.96% for African American students; and 

from 1.76% to 2.29% for Asians or Pacific Islanders (IDEA Data, 2007).  In contrast, 

86% of the special education workforce is Caucasian; 11% of teachers are African 

American, 4% consider themselves Hispanic, and only 1% or less represent other ethnic 

groups (U.S. Department of Education, 2003). These demographic changes and 

incongruence between teachers and students in U.S. schools, and the challenges that 

come with them, require educators to take drastic steps to make education multicultural, 

not only in curricula and learning resources, but also in instructional techniques and 

strategies (Artiles et al., 2004; Gandara et al., 2005; Gay, 2000).  
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Since its initial passage in 1975, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

(IDEA) has brought tremendous benefits to children with disabilities. Regardless of race 

and language, IDEA affirms that all students with disabilities have the right to access a 

free and appropriate public education (FAPE). Recent educational reforms such as No 

Child Left Behind (2001) also mandate that schools should staff classrooms with ―highly 

qualified teachers.‖ Yet, CLD students with disabilities often experience inadequate 

services, low-quality curriculum and instruction, and unnecessary separation from their 

peers without disabilities (Artiles et al., 2004; Trent & Artiles, 2006). Furthermore, the 

U.S. Department of Education (2003) reports that 75% of school districts do not have 

services designed specifically for CLD students. Data from the National Center for 

Education Statistics shows that almost 70% of teachers reported that they were not well 

prepared to teach students who are English Language Learner (ELLs) (Parsad et al., 

2001). This is not surprising given that approximately 60% of the college of education 

deans who responded to a questionnaire about their preservice teacher education 

programs indicated that their college coursework did not adequately focus on CLD 

learners (Futrell, Gomez, & Bedden, 2003, as cited in Ortiz, Wilkinson, Robertson, & 

Kushner, 2006). Given the national attention on highly qualified educators for all students 

and the challenges in effectively serving CLD students, factors explaining the 

relationship between characteristics of teachers and academic success of their CLD 

students must be examined.  

Considering the daily challenges and responsibilities presented to special 

education teachers, research suggests that the organizational condition of schools 

influences teachers’ behaviors and student learning (Goddard et al., 2000). Moreover, 

support from colleagues and administrators may influence the perceptions of teachers’ 

collective efficacy (CTE) beliefs regarding their ability to bring about successful learning 



 26 

outcomes for their students (Bandura, 1993; Goddard et al., 2000). To provide quality 

education as well as increase academic success for CLD students in special education, 

culturally responsive pedagogy provides a theoretical framework for educators, that 

―attempts to integrate the culture of different racial and ethnic groups into the overall 

academic program‖ (Elementary & Middle Schools Technical Assistance Center, 2007). 

However, there is a lack of research focusing on the influence of CTE on culturally 

responsive teaching (CRT), specifically in the field of special education. Since teachers’ 

perceptions are correlated with students’ learning, this review of literature examines the 

relationship between perceptions of CTE and CRT. The review also covers the theoretical 

foundations of the study, factors influencing formation of teachers’ perceptions, and the 

necessary knowledge and skills for in-service special education teachers.  

The Impact of Special Education Teachers’ Perceptions on the Learning of  

Students from CLD Backgrounds 

A teacher’s perception of his or her efficacy is an important factor in decision- 

making (Dembo & Gibson, 1985). If teachers believe they have relatively little influence 

on the performance of their students (outcome efficacy), they may quickly give up trying 

to manage a disruptive behavior and be less likely to try their best to serve their students. 

Conversely, teachers who have a stronger belief in their ability to affect change (personal 

efficacy) may be more willing to work with the difficult-to-teach student (e.g., students 

with disabilities), and to rely on their own resourcefulness to overcome students’ learning 

difficulties (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Hoy & Davis, 2006). Because perceptions 

influence teachers’ instruction and behavior toward students, it is important to understand 

the impact of special education teachers’ perceptions on students’ learning performance.  
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Deficit Perspective: Its Influences on Teacher Attitude and Behavior 

Given the concerns about inappropriate services that CLD students receive in 

special education, Artiles, Harry, Reschley, and Chinn (2002) further suggest that 

teachers have a greater tendency for racial biases towards their CLD students, in the form 

of lower expectations and negative perceptions. These perceptions are generally not 

based on cognitive capabilities, but on characteristics unrelated to the learning process 

(Gay, 2000). These teachers of students from CLD backgrounds are likely to perceive the 

differences as a deficit (Valencia, 1997).  

Valencia (1997) also provided an analysis of these deficit theories, which is a 

term used for the theory of school failure of CLD students. He further indicated that the 

notion of deficit thinking is (a) a mind-set molded by the fusion of ideology and science; 

(b) a dynamic form of social thought allegedly accounting for between-group behaviors; 

and (c) an actual way of thinking to combat the problem (p. xi). Deficit thinking models 

are ideologically based on blaming the victim (Donovan & Cross, 2002; Valencia, 1997). 

Deficit thinking is dynamic and fluid, in that it changes based on the sociopolitical 

context of time (Valencia, 1997). In terms of educability, Valencia (1997) states that 

educators frequently attribute school failure to students, and success to themselves.  

Furthermore, the model suggests that CLD students who fail in school do so 

because of inherent, internal, cultural, social, and linguistic factors, and deflects the 

responsibility of education from systemic factors such as school segregation, inequalities 

in school financing, educational tracking, the increased use of standardized testing, 

shortage of highly-qualified educators, and curriculum inconsistencies (Arzubiaga, 

Artiles, King, & Harris-Murri, 2008; Donovan & Cross, 2002; Ortiz et al., 2006). Deficit 

views may result because some of the behaviors of such students that are acceptable by 

cultural standards of the home culture are incongruent with the school culture. These 
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behaviors, then, are seen as biological malfunctions or intellectual limitations by teachers 

from mainstream culture (Gay, 2002; Ortiz et al., 2006). Furthermore, teacher perceptions 

of CLD students place them at higher risk of being underserved for special education 

services based on deficit thinking models, as well as flawed institutionalized practice 

(Arzubiaga et al., 2008; Donovan & Cross, 2002). 

Teacher Attribution: Its Effect on Students’ Learning and CRT   

An important aspect of teacher efficacy involves the decisions teachers make in 

managing the classroom. Martin and Baldwin (1992) noted that these decisions evolve 

from the teacher’s attitudes and core beliefs. Because teachers’ attitudes are grounded in 

personal beliefs, and attributes made based on class context, all the choices teachers make 

(or do not make) reflect teacher expectations and affect teacher efficacy and student 

learning performance. 

Gay (2000) further indicated that ―far too many educators attribute school failure 

to what students of color don’t have and can’t do‖ (p. 23). Reflecting on the field of 

special education, teachers of students with disabilities are increasingly faced with 

difficult situations in which they must quickly adapt, adjust, and accommodate a variety 

of needs (Kea & Utley, 1998). According to Gudykunst and Kim (1999), attribution can 

be viewed as an explanation for our own and others’ behaviors. They further suggest that, 

in intercultural settings, people often make errors in attributions when they perceive 

others’ behaviors as negative, and then attribute their behaviors to intrinsic factors 

(Gudykunst & Kim, 1999). Linking to Bandura’s self-efficacy theory, when individuals 

experience success and attribute the cause of their success to stable factors such as 

ability, they are likely to expect future success; but when they encounter failure and make 

a similar stable attribution, they perceive their future success as unlikely or impossible.  



 29 

As for teachers’ attributions, teachers form their beliefs and attitudes regarding 

their efficacy. For example, if a student fails to master material the teacher has taught, 

and this failure is attributed to the teacher’s inadequate preparation, the teacher may feel 

guilty and prepare more effectively for the next lesson. Consequently, teacher efficacy 

has been proposed as an explanatory concept for the compulsion of teachers to make 

attributions about student outcomes (Ashton & Webb, 1986). In the field of special 

education, attribution theory further explains how teachers often make decisions about 

their students based upon intangible perceptions of what they feel, rather than cognitive 

reasons (Wheeler, 2007). Previous studies (e.g., Bryan & Bryan, 1981) have revealed 

how special education teachers view students with disabilities, including identifying their 

students as being less cooperative, less attentive, less able to organize themselves, less 

able to cope with new situations, less socially-acceptable to others, less accepting of 

responsibility, less able to complete assignments, and less tactful than their peers. Once 

their negative perceptions were developed, teachers’ beliefs in their efficacy had a 

detrimental effect on students’ learning.   

Moreover, the perceptions held by special education teachers regarding students 

from CLD backgrounds reflect their ability to identify and accept their own preconceived 

notions of the diverse groups, and how these ideas affect the special education teachers’ 

expectations of the students (Wheeler, 2007). If special education teachers have low 

efficacy, they may possess faulty perceptions and/or lowered expectations for students 

from CLD backgrounds’ academic and social needs (Bullock, & Gable, 2002; Kea & 

Utley, 1998). On the other hand, teachers with high efficacy may utilize the principles of 

CRT when serving diverse populations. Furthermore, these teachers are likely to 

encourage students from various ethnic and racial backgrounds to bring their personal 

experiences to bear upon subject matter during the teaching and learning process, 
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transforming the classroom into a place where students make connections through 

multicultural lenses (Delpit, 1995; Lason-Billings, 1994a). Therefore, if special education 

teachers’ perceptions have such a profound effect on CLD students’ learning outcomes, 

teacher attribution and efficacy become important to our understanding of how teachers 

make instruction decisions about such students (Paneque & Barbetta, 2006).  

Theoretical Underpinnings 

Research on CTE and CRT using special education teachers as participants was 

difficult to obtain. Webb-Johnson and her colleagues (1998) also stated that research 

combining multicultural education and special education is scarce. Taking concerns in 

previous section into account, theoretical perspectives are needed to frame the 

development of instruments to assess the relationship between CTE and CRT for special 

education teachers who work with CLD students. The concept of teacher efficacy is used 

as a lens through which to view effective classroom behaviors in teachers; culturally 

responsive teaching provides a theoretical framework for characteristics of special 

education teachers who can positively interact with students from CLD backgrounds. 

Figure 2.1 illustrates this interdependent relationship and represents the theoretical 

framework for this study.  

Although the role of individual efficacy beliefs in teacher perception formation 

and subsequent teaching practices has been the focus of much research (e.g., Lamorey & 

Wilcox, 2005; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998), little is known about the relationship 

between CTE and CRT. The conceptual framework model in Figure 2.1 contains the 

graphic display of the independent variables of background and the organizational (i.e., 

CTE) and dependent variables of CTE efficacy beliefs. The framework is based on the 

expectation that background variables (including personal and professional) and 



 31 

organizational variables have predictive relationships with perceptions of CRT teaching 

efficacy. 

Figure 2.1  

Conceptual Model of This Study 

 

 

Teacher Efficacy and Collective Efficacy 

It has been well documented that teacher efficacy influenced students’ learning 

outcomes (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Students who have teachers with high 

efficacy make significantly more progress than students with less efficacious teachers 

(Bransford, Darling-Hammond, & LePage, 2005; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 
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Teachers with high efficacy attitudes tend to maintain high academic standards, 

concentrate on academic instruction, monitor classroom environment, develop a warm, 

supportive classroom environment, and have students with higher achievement scores 

than do teachers with low efficacy attitudes (Ashton & Webb, 1983; Dembo & Gibson, 

1985; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Contextual factors in schools, such as isolation, 

powerlessness, and lack of economic rewards, appear to contribute to a lower sense of 

teacher efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1986; Ross et al., 2004), whereas teaming, multi-age 

grouping, and collegial decision-making among teachers appeared to increase teacher 

efficacy (Ashton & Webb, 1983).   

In other words, perceived collective teacher efficacy has emerged as an 

organizational variable to examine efficacy beliefs in schools (Bandura, 1993). 

Researchers further suggest that self-efficacy is affected by the context of the educational 

environment (i.e., schools) in which the teacher works (Goddard et al., 2000). Faculties 

with high teacher efficacy will accept challenging goals, possess strong organizational 

efforts, and exhibit a persistence that leads to better performance (Ross et al., 2004). 

Bandura (1993) states, ―school staff members who collectively judge themselves capable 

of promoting academic success imbue their school with a positive atmosphere for 

development‖ (p. 141). On the other hand, ―schools where teachers’ conversations dwell 

on the insurmountable difficulties of educating their students are likely to undermine 

teachers’ sense of efficacy‖ (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 221). Low collective 

teacher efficacy leads to less effort, lower performance levels and a tendency to give up 

(Goddard et al., 2000).  

In order to understand the influence of collective efficacy, it is necessary to 

understand that teachers’ shared beliefs shape the normative environment of the school. 

The shared beliefs are an important aspect of the culture of a school. Collective teacher 
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efficacy is a way of conceptualizing the normative environment of a school and its 

influence on both personal and organizational behavior (Bandura, 1993). Therefore, one 

way that CLD students’ learning performance can be improved is to raise teachers’ 

collective efficacy beliefs. Applying the above concepts to this study, the following 

literature review of teacher and collective efficacy will support the construct of 

instrument development.   

Historical background. To make the construct clearly identifiable, it is necessary 

to learn the historical perspective of how the term has evolved. Historically, the roots of 

teacher and collective efficacy can be traced back to studies relating to teacher 

expectations. In the late 1960s, self-fulfilling prophecy studies suggested that teacher 

expectations, or beliefs, represented a possible relationship with student improvement. In 

the classic experiment, Pygmalion in the Classroom (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), 

teachers were told that certain children in the classroom were ―intellectual bloomers‖ 

even though all had similar intelligence test results. Rosenthal and Jacobson pointed out 

that teachers who did not have high expectations for their students ended up with what 

they expected—students who did not learn much. The self-fulfilling prophecy serves as a 

barrier when teachers may be comfortable with students who meet their expectations, 

whether they are high or low.   

During the last three decades, the term ―teacher expectations‖ has gradually 

evolved into the term, ―teacher self-efficacy.‖ The Rand Studies (Armor et al., 1976), 

conducted in early 1970s, followed Rosenthal’s Pygmalion study, and were grounded in 

Rotter’s social learning theory (1966). Rotter’s work focused on human perception and 

individual expectations at the heart of the behavior-reinforcement sequence, proposing 

that ―if a person perceives a reinforcement as contingent upon his own behavior, then 

occurrence of either a positive or negative reinforcement will strengthen or weaken 
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potential for that behavior to recur in the same or similar situation‖ (p. 177).  The Rand 

Studies closely examined the influence of the environment on a teacher’s ability to have 

an impact on student learning, and his or her belief that reinforcement of teaching efforts 

are external (out of his or her control). On the other hand, a teacher who expresses 

confidence in his or her ability to teach difficult or unmotivated students evidences a 

belief that reinforcement of teaching activities lies within teacher’s control, or is internal. 

The Rand Studies appear to contain the first reference to efficacy in the context of 

classroom research.  

The other theoretical and empirical underpinning of teacher efficacy, Albert 

Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1977), emerged as an alternative conceptual strand 

that has been examined to bring coherence to the construct and measurement of self-

efficacy. Four sources of information have been postulated to contribute to the 

development of teacher efficacy: master experiences, vicarious experiences, social 

persuasion, and physical and emotional arousal (Bandura, 1997). On the basis of this 

perspective, human behavior is developed through modeling, previous personal 

accomplishments, witnessing the accomplishments of others, and verbal persuasion of 

personal competence (Bandura, 1997). Moreover, Bandura’s self-efficacy model would 

predict that teachers’ efficacy (high or low) is shaped by (a) vicarious observations of 

others’ failure or success; (b) their own past failures or positive experiences; (c) negative 

or positive feedback; and (d) individual states (e.g. depression or optimism) (Lamorey & 

Wilcox, 2005). These sources provide a framework for understanding Bandura’s model 

and for applying it to teacher efficacy.  

Though many measures to evaluate teacher efficacy have evolved in the past 30 

years, Gibson and Dembo (1984) were the first to develop a more expanded scale based 

on Bandura’s theory. The scale is widely used and is considered a standard instrument in 
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the field (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Furthermore, the measurement of teacher 

efficacy that Gibson and Dembo developed was more extensive and reliable, beginning 

with the formulations of Rand studies. In the original Rand studies, teacher self-efficacy 

was measured by making two statements: (a) ―When it comes right down to it, a teacher 

really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on 

his or her home environment‖; and (b) ―If I try really hard, I can get through to even the 

most difficult or unmotivated students.‖ The first statement was hypothesized to assess 

teachers’ outcome expectations, typically labeled teaching efficacy (TE or outcome 

expectancy). In contrast, the second item was hypothesized to reflect personal teaching 

efficacy (PE) (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Rooted in Bandura’s theory, Gibson and 

Dembo (1984) further defined teacher efficacy as a multi-dimensional construct 

composed of the above two relative, independent dimensions. They wrote:  

Outcome expectancy would essentially reflect the degree to which teachers 

believed that environment could be controlled, that is, the extent to which students 

can be taught given such factors as family background, IQ, school conditions. 

Self-efficacy beliefs would be teachers’ evaluation of their abilities to bring about 

positive student change. (p. 570)  

Teacher efficacy and student achievement. Teacher efficacy is the teacher’s belief 

that he or she has the ability to promote students’ learning (Bandura, 1997). Furthermore, 

it is important to examine teacher efficacy, because teachers with high efficacy are more 

eager to be innovative and implement new teaching practices (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). 

Over the last 25 years, researchers have consistently shown a link between teacher 

efficacy and student achievement (Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Goddard & 

Goddard, 2001; Ross et al., 2004). These studies have demonstrated the importance of 

this variable (teacher efficacy) in relationship to student achievement.  
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Since teachers have different attitudes and beliefs about their abilities, teacher 

behaviors relative to teaching affect the performance of students (Armor et al., 1976; 

Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1993, 1997). Teachers who believe they can increase 

student learning are more motivated to modify instructional strategies and are relentless 

in meeting the instructional needs of students. These teachers create a learning 

environment that empowers students as learners (Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Furthermore, 

Gibson and Dembo (1984) relate that teachers with a strong sense of instructional 

efficacy create a positive climate for academic learning by devoting the major share of 

time to academic activities, conveying positive expectations of student achievement, and 

instilling and rewarding academic success. While teacher efficacy partially explains the 

effect of teachers on student achievement at the individual level, collective efficacy helps 

explain the differential effect that schools have on student achievement (Goddard et al., 

2000; Goddard & Goddard, 2001).   

Collective teacher efficacy. In 1993, Bandura extended personal efficacy and first 

introduced collective efficacy in his study of efficacy beliefs among middle and high 

school teachers. His construct reflects on ―people’s shared beliefs in their collective 

power to produce desired results‖ (p. 75). Goddard and Goddard (2001) refined 

Bandura’s (1993) term, describing the construct as school collective efficacy, or the 

―perceptions of teachers in a school that the faculty as a whole can organize and execute 

the courses of action required to have a positive effect on students‖ (p. 809). While 

researchers have examined the impact of collective efficacy within multiple social 

systems, few have examined its effects within educational contexts (Bandura, 2000).  

Bandura’s four sources of self-efficacy information (1993, 1997) are fundamental 

in the development of collective efficacy. Two key elements reflect its development: 

analysis of the teaching task and assessment of teaching competence. Analysis of the 
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teaching task refers to the challenges of overcoming barriers and limitations (abilities and 

motivations of students, availability of instructional materials, community resources, 

constraints, and physical facilities) of teaching in the schools and what it takes to teach in 

the schools. The faculty’s teaching skills, methods, training, and experience influence the 

assessment of teaching competence (Goddard et al., 2000). This construct ensures that the 

staff’s perceived performance ability of an entire organization (i.e., school) to be able to 

organize and implement specific courses of actions for specific desired outcome will 

affect student learning in positive ways (Goddard et al., 2004). Goddard et al. (2000) used 

group orientation and task analysis to construct the collective teacher efficacy scale items 

(see Figure 2.2). The collective teacher efficacy model scale items were positively (+) 

and negatively (-) worded so teachers would consider group competence (GC) and task 

analysis (TA). The construct was measured using the composite score of the four 

response categories (GC+, GC-, TA+, TA-) that formed a 21-item collective teacher 

efficacy scale on a continuum of five choices (strongly agree to disagree). For example:  

 Teachers in this school are well-prepared to teach the subjects they are 

assigned to teach (GC+). 

 Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful student 

learning (GC-).  

 The opportunities in this community help ensure that these students will learn 

(TA+).  

 The lack of instructional materials and supplies in the school make teaching 

very difficult (TA-). (Goddard et al., 2000, p. 488) 
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Figure 2.2 

Model of Collective Teacher Efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000, p. 486) 

 

 

Culturally Responsive Teaching 

In the teaching profession, CRT encompasses what researchers, practitioners, and 

other scholars believe to be the best practices for teaching and learning of students from 

CLD backgrounds. Nearly a century ago, Dewey (1938) acknowledged the importance of 

using students’ prior knowledge, experiences, and personal stories to enhance teaching 

and learning. In other words, the multiculturally-competent educator encourages students 

to bring their background experiences to bear upon subject matter during the teaching and 

learning process, transforming the classroom into a place where students make 

connections through multicultural lenses (Delpit, 1995). The concept of CRT comes out 
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of an extensive body of literature on multicultural education, which will be examined 

within the context of this literature review. There are three theoretical models of CRT 

more prevalent in the research literature. The models of Ladson-Billings (1994 a, b), Gay 

(2000), and Villegas and Lucas (2002) are utilized to develop a comprehensive overview 

of CRT to be used in this study.  

Gay (2000) defines CRT as ―using the cultural knowledge, prior experiences, 

frames of references, and performance of 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). Furthermore, 

culturally responsive pedagogy requires teachers who have (a) a thorough knowledge of 

cultural values, learning styles, historical legacies, contributions, and achievements of 

different ethnic groups; (b) the courage to stop blaming the victims of school failure and 

to admit that something is seriously wrong with existing educational systems; (c) the 

willingness to confront prevailing educational canons and convictions, and to rethink 

traditional assumptions of cultural universality and/or neutrality in teaching and learning; 

(d) the skills to act productively in translating knowledge and sensitivity about cultural 

diversity into pedagogical practices; and (e) the tenacity to relentlessly pursue 

comprehensive and high-level performance for children currently underachieving in 

schools. Gay (2000) believes that CRT is comprised of four critical components that are 

dynamic, dialectical, and interwoven in nature, and include caring, communication, 

curriculum, and instruction.  

To identify the core characteristics of CRT, Ladson-Billings (1995) writes that 

―culturally responsive teachers have a high degree of sociocultural consciousness, hold 

affirming views of students of diverse backgrounds, see themselves as agents of change, 

understand and embrace constructivist views of learning and teaching, and know the 
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students in their classes‖ (p. 28). Ladson-Billings (2001) further described culturally-

competent teachers as those who ―(a) understand culture and its role in education, (b) 

take responsibility for learning about students’ culture and community, (c) use student 

culture as a basis for learning, and (d) promote a flexible use of students’ local and global 

culture‖ (p. 98). Ladson-Billings (1995) also stated that culturally relevant teaching 

requires students to (a) experience academic success; (b) develop and/or maintain cultural 

competence; and (c) develop a sociocultural consciousness through which they challenge 

the status quo of the current social order. The primary goal of this type of instruction is to 

assist in the development of a relevant Black personality that allows African-American 

students to choose academic excellence while maintaining identification with African and 

African-American culture.    

Villegas and Lucas’ (2002) model of CRT is presented as a tool for teacher 

educators concerned with helping teachers cultivate a culturally responsive pedagogy. In 

creating a curriculum for teacher education in the area of CRT, Villegas and Lucas 

proposed six characteristics that define the culturally responsive teacher in terms of 

attitudes and perceptions: (a) ―recognizes that there are multiple ways of perceiving 

reality; (b) recognizes that these perceptions are influenced by one’s location in the social 

order; (c) has affirming views of students; (d) is capable of promoting learners’ 

knowledge construction; (e) knows about the lives of his or her students; and (f) uses his 

or her knowledge about students’ lives to design instruction that builds on what they 

already know while stretching them beyond the familiar‖ (p. 21). Finally, they summarize 

the complexities and interconnected understandings and skills that are involved in CRT:  

Being a culturally responsive teacher is not simply a matter of applying 

instructional techniques, nor is it primarily a matter of tailoring instruction to 

incorporate assumed traits or customs of particular cultural groups…culturally 
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responsive teachers have a high degree of sociocultural consciousness, hold 

affirming views of students of diverse backgrounds, see themselves as agents of 

change, understand and embrace constructivist views of learning and teaching, 

and know the students in their classes. It is combination of all these dispositions, 

knowledge, and skills that enables them to design instruction that facilitates 

student learning. (p.27)  

Stemming from an examination of the literature review of CRT, several 

components of CRT were included in the construct of the instrument developed for this 

study. Specifically, adapted from Siwatu’s (2007) perspectives regarding multicultural 

competencies needed for teachers, four components of CRT (curriculum and instruction, 

classroom management, student assessment, and cultural enrichment) were utilized for 

the development of CRT scales.   

Collective Teacher Efficacy and Culturally Responsive Teaching 

Researchers have investigated the role that self-perceptions play in teaching and 

learning at both the individual and collective levels (Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 

2000). Studies (e.g., Goddard & Goddard, 2001) reveal that individual teacher efficacy 

was higher in schools that are more collectively efficacious. Similar to an individual’s 

self-efficacy, collective teacher efficacy can affect teachers’ goal setting, motivation, 

effort, and persistence with challenging tasks or situations (Bandura, 2000; Goddard et 

al., 2000). Moreover, studies have demonstrated that higher CTE is positively related to 

students’ achievement (Goddard et al., 2000). The literature on CRT also recognizes 

competent teachers are willing to try a variety of strategies that connect different learning 

styles (Gay, 2000; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Successful teachers perceive CRT as the best 

approach to promote students’ learning. It is therefore argued that the CRT technique is a 

vital component of efficacy construct. In other words, it implies an overlap between 
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teachers with high collective efficacy and CRT techniques, but further investigation is 

still needed (Chu, 2009).  

Bringing difficult issues such as cultural and linguistic diversity into classrooms 

where there has been a traditional culture of silence about such issues is very challenging 

for teachers (Artiles et al., 2004). Taking on such difficult challenges requires a 

commitment to teach multiculturally and high levels of efficacy related to this task. This 

commitment requires an acquisition of culturally responsive knowledge and skills in the 

classroom (Lawrence, 2005). The role of perceived efficacy in making this commitment, 

and staying with this commitment despite the challenging nature of such work, is 

recognized by Bandura’s (1997) concept of efficacy. The stronger the perceived 

collective efficacy, the more active the efforts to overcome obstacles will be. In the 

context of teaching and learning, the degree to which teachers believe they can 

effectively teach students will largely determine the degree to which they work to 

overcome obstacles they face in effectively teaching students of color (Bandura, 1977, p. 

194).  

Additionally, the constructs of CTE and CRT overlap considerably, even though 

they tend to fall under different disciplines. CTE researchers have addressed this 

phenomenon through a psychological lens, whereas CRT researchers utilize sociological 

frameworks (Oyerinde, 2008). Accordingly, CTE research has been comprised mainly of 

qualitative, experimental, and correlational studies to-date. On the other hand, the 

literature on CRT models has been primarily theoretical, and the lack of empirical 

research in this literature has been noted (Artiles et al., 2004; Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; 

Oyerinde, 2008). A review of literature to date provides a rationale for including high 

collective teacher efficacy as it relates to the development of CRT. In other words, the 

correlates of high CTE can complement the goals of CRT.  
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Teachers with high collective efficacy may perceive that CRT practices are 

central to improve outcomes for students from CLD backgrounds. That is, the literature 

on characteristics of culturally responsive teachers recognizes CTE as one of the 

attributes of successful teachers of CLD students. Schools with high CTE are in an 

environment with high expectations and standards for learning (Bandura, 1997). These 

teachers with high CTE regard students as capable of high scholastic attainment, set 

challenging academic standards, and reward behaviors that demonstrate intellectual 

development. Teachers who accept responsibility for student academic success persevere 

longer, use more energy, and continue in spite of barriers or failures (Ashton & Webb, 

1986; Miller, 1992; Ross et al., 2004). Furthermore, poor learning performance is not 

excused because of low inherent ability or adverse family backgrounds that supposedly 

rendered the student uneducable (Bandura, 1997). Linking to CRT, culturally responsive 

teachers use a variety of instructional strategies connected to different learning styles, 

rather than blaming CLD students for academic failure (Gay, 2000). To nurture teachers’ 

growth and promote students’ learning, it is necessary to understand the interface 

between the characteristics of CTE and CRT.   

Special Education and Teacher Efficacy 

Studies of Special Education Teacher Efficacy 

To explore efficacy in the context of special education, studies have focused on 

the relationships between teacher efficacy, teachers’ instructional practices, and teachers’ 

characteristics (Allinder 1994; Allinder, 1995; Carlson et al., 2002; Coladarci & Breton, 

1997). The targeted participants were special education teachers, and the focus of the 

research was on teaching students with disabilities. These teachers completed the Teacher 

Efficacy Scale adapted from Gibson and Dembo (1994), and the researchers used the 

scores to determine how the level of teachers’ efficacy related to their teaching practices. 
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Each study investigated different factors related to the variable of teacher efficacy, but 

these authors concluded that teachers with high efficacy were more likely to hold positive 

attitudes when working with their students and/or other teachers.   

Allinder (1994) investigated the personal teaching and outcome efficacy of 

special education resource teachers in relation to three instructional components: (a) 

willingness to try different teaching approaches; (b) a business-like manner in dealing 

with students (e.g., being organized); and (c) dealing with students in a fair, firm manner. 

Specifically, the teachers taught elementary students with learning disabilities. The 

findings revealed that resource teachers with high efficacy exhibited greater organization, 

fairness, enthusiasm, and clarity in instruction. Allinder (1995) further examined the 

efficacy of special education teachers who used curriculum-based measurements and 

their students’ gains in mathematics. The researcher found that teachers with high 

personal teaching efficacy and high outcome efficacy set higher expectations for their 

students than did those with low efficacy. Coladarci and Breton (1997) studied the 

association between efficacy of special education resource teachers and the frequency 

and utility of instructional supervision that such teachers reported receiving. The findings 

revealed that teachers with high efficacy viewed the supervision they received as more 

useful and were more satisfied; these teachers were female, and were older than teachers 

with low efficacy.  

Carlson et al. (2002) conducted a national survey of personnel who serve students 

with disabilities. Twenty-four percent of special educators reported their students were 

from cultural and/or linguistic backgrounds different than their own, and 7% of their 

students were ELLs. The teachers who taught these ELLs felt skilled in serving ELLs 

with disabilities and were able to use different instructional practices (e.g., teaching key 



 45 

vocabulary prior to the lesson) from those who did not have ELLs and/or the teachers 

who were not proficient in the language of the ELLs. 

In terms of personal efficacy, Carlson et al. (2002) found that, overall, special 

education teachers reported high levels of efficacy (e.g., skillful in planning instruction), 

but felt they had the least skills and felt less efficacious in working with CLD students 

(i.e., not skillful in providing accommodation). These participants indicated that their 

teacher education programs did not address the needs of students from CLD 

backgrounds. Carlson et al. further suggested that more research is needed on efficacy of 

special education teachers of CLD students.  

Studies of Special Education Teacher Efficacy Related to CLD Students  

Previous studies have revealed that special education teachers may view their 

students with disabilities as being less cooperative, less attentive, less able to organize 

themselves, less able to cope with new situations, less socially-acceptable to others, less 

accepting of responsibility, less able to compete assignments, and less tactful than their 

peers (Bryan & Bryan, 1981). The literature on CRT recognizes teacher efficacy as one 

of the attributes of successful teachers of CLD students (Gay, 2000). No empirical study 

was found in peer-reviewed journals that focused solely on teacher efficacy and CRT in 

relation to special education services (e.g., curriculum, instruction, etc.). Even though 

empirical research regarding teacher beliefs about CRT is still in its infancy, a few 

studies have focused on the perceptions of teacher efficacy on serving CLD students with 

disabilities.  

In terms of perceptions of teachers’ efficacy related to CRT for serving CLD 

students with disabilities, studies (Bealmear, 2006; Chamberlain, 1999; Conroy, 2000; 

Delgado, 2006; Muller, Singer, & Carranza, 2006; Paneque, 2004; Tyler, 2006) 

emphasized how teachers with high efficacy facilitated such students’ learning and 
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empowered them to achieve academic success. In the findings of these studies, 

practitioners reported that they modified curricula and instruction to serve not only 

students with disabilities, but also those with different learning styles. Furthermore, these 

high-efficacy teachers made modified learning materials to engage students in activities. 

For example, in Chamberlain’s (1999) study, the successful teachers mentioned that they 

encouraged CLD students with mild disabilities through interaction with their parents and 

by making learning relevant to their lives. The teachers in Tyler’s (2006) study attributed 

their success in teaching ELLs with learning disabilities to their use of different effective 

strategies (e.g., direct instruction, multi-sensory, or hands-on activities) to improve 

students’ language art skills. Linking to the aspects of CRT, teachers acknowledged that 

students’ culture and language may contribute to the development of a student’s identity 

and self-worth, and then accommodated students who are CLD through the use of 

teaching strategies that promote successful academic outcomes. Although teachers in 

these studies provided instruction based on the development of students’ academic 

achievement, these teachers did not necessarily recognize the importance of culture and 

its role in education when facilitating students’ engagement, which corresponds to the 

components of CRT (Ladson-Billngs, 1995). For example, when the teachers responded 

to students’ culture and disability, Chamberlain (1999) concluded that their beliefs were 

more individually aware rather than culturally aware. These teachers considered poverty 

as a factor in the underachievement of the students with whom they worked, and they 

believed that uneducated parents did not have the skills to prepare their children to enter 

the school with knowledge.  

Muller et al. (2006) and Paneque (2006) further suggested that proficiency in the 

targeted students’ native language is needed for effective instructional practices. For 

example, Paneque indicated that a significant relationship existed between effective 
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teaching practices (i.e., instruction) and proficiency in the students’ native language. 

Muller et al. also found that practitioners who used the students’ first language in 

assessment and instruction were more likely to involve parents in the decision-making 

process. Additionally, these researchers (Bealmear, 2006; Conroy, 2000) concluded that 

more high-efficacy teachers were inclined to collaborate with other professionals (e.g., 

general education teachers) when it was needed. For instance, Conroy  indicated that the 

qualified ESL teachers who served ELLs with visual impairments perceived collaboration 

as less challenging.   

All the above efficacious practices were based on teachers’ self-perceptions. As 

previous research suggests, teacher efficacy is believed to be strongly linked to teaching 

practices and student learning outcomes (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998); it is therefore 

very important to examine teachers’ perceptions of their effectiveness. By knowing their 

areas of strength and weakness, teachers can increase their professionalism and ultimately 

better shape students’ educational experiences. In terms of serving CLD students with 

disabilities, CRT is a vital component of the teacher efficacy construct (Siwatu, 2007). 

Applied to the finding of the above discussion, teachers’ perceptions of their ability to 

incorporate CRT may be a measure of high efficacy.  

Moreover, the perceptions held by special education teachers regarding students 

from CLD backgrounds are influenced by their ability to identify and accept their own 

preconceived notions of the diverse groups, and how these ideas affect their expectations 

of the students (Wheeler, 2007). If special education teachers have low efficacy, they 

may possess inaccurate perceptions and/or lowered expectations for students from CLD 

backgrounds’ academic and social needs (Bullock, & Gable, 2002; Kea & Utley, 1998). 

On the other hand, teachers with high efficacy may utilize the principles of CRT when 

serving diverse populations. Furthermore, the latter group of teachers is more likely to 
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encourage students from various ethnic and racial backgrounds to bring their personal 

experiences to bear upon subject matter during the teaching and learning process, 

transforming the classroom into place where students make connections through 

multicultural lenses (Delpit, 1995; Lason-Billings, 1994a). Therefore, if special education 

teachers’ perceptions have such a profound effect on CLD students’ learning outcomes, 

teacher attribution and efficacy become important constructs for understanding how 

teachers make instructional decisions about these students (Paneque & Barbetta, 2006).  

Studies of Collective Teacher Efficacy  

Over the past 25 years of efficacy research, the findings of numerous studies did 

not reveal organizational factors, beyond socioeconomic characteristics of the school and 

the wider community, which explained student achievement (Hoy, Sweetland, & Smith, 

2002). However, in recent years, researchers (Bandura, 1993, 1997; Goddard et al., 2000; 

Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Hoy et al., 2002) contributed to the understanding of the 

significance of collective efficacy in an educational setting. These studies are important 

because they demonstrate that CTE is a group attribute, a predictor of group performance, 

and related to student achievement. In other words, perceptions of CTE can affect 

teachers’ goal setting, motivation, effort, and persistence with challenging tasks or 

situations (such as diversity) in the classroom (Bandura, 1997).  

Bandura (1993) conducted one of the first studies on collective efficacy. He 

examined how teachers’ belief in collective instructional efficacy contributes 

significantly to their school’s level of student learning. With his research, Bandura (1997) 

established the premise that collective efficacy was a vital factor to be examined and 

analyzed in relation to student achievement. He was one of the pioneers in suggesting 

that the construct of CTE was indeed an influential organizational factor related to 

student achievement.  
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Goddard et al. (2000) extended the concept of individual teacher efficacy to the 

organizational level and explored the effects of CTE on student achievement. The study 

explained that CTE perceptions are predictive of student achievement. The researchers 

asked 47 urban elementary school teachers to complete the 21-item CTE scale. The CTE 

measure directly assesses perceptions of both perceived competence and task, whereas 

the personal teacher efficacy measure only includes items about competence. As 

predicted, there was a moderate and positive (r = .35, p < .01) correlation between 

personal teacher efficacy aggregated at the school level and collective teacher efficacy. 

Results indicated that the CTE scale demonstrated adequate validity and reliability. 

Moreover, Goddard et al. (2000) explained that the influence of CTE on between-school 

differences in student achievement are a result of the application of the assumptions of 

social cognitive theory (agency, vicarious language and self-regulation) at the 

organizational level.   

Hoy et al. (2002) found a reciprocal relationship between collective efficacy and 

other variables. These researchers found that collective efficacy is significant in schools 

and ―when the collective efficacy is high, a strong focus on academic pursuits not only 

directs the behavior of teachers and helps them persist but also reinforces a pattern of 

shared beliefs held by other teachers and students‖ (p. 89). Hoy et al. (2002) found that 

out of three variables they examined—social class, collective efficacy, and academic 

press (―the extent to which the school is driven by a quest for academic excellence‖ (p. 

79))—it was collective efficacy that was the most significant variable in influencing 

school achievement.  

Despite the fact that teachers’ individual self-efficacy has received extensive 

interest, recent researchers have empirically explored the construct of collective efficacy 

within schools, specifically among teachers (Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard & Goddard, 
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2001). These studies have consistently shown collective efficacy to be related to student 

reading and math achievement differences among schools. The overall findings of each 

of these studies showed the importance of this CTE construct not only for explaining 

school-level effects on achievement, but also the effects on teachers’ individual self-

efficacy. These variables have been closely linked to special education referrals (Ashton 

& Webb, 1986; Podell & Soodak, 1993; Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990), but collective efficacy 

has not been empirically related to perceptions of special education teachers on serving 

CLD students. A paucity of research exists in the area of collective teacher efficacy and 

culturally responsive teaching that needs further examination. This dissertation addresses 

the gap in the literature between constructs of collective teacher efficacy and culturally 

responsive teaching, especially among special education teachers.  

Professional Standards for Serving CLD Students in Special Education 

CEC Common Core of Knowledge and Skills  

The national professional standards have been influenced by state and federal 

policies. CEC and NCATE have defined eight areas within their Common Core 

Knowledge and Skills Standards for special educators (CEC, 2000, 2009); in the latest 

edition, CEC (2009) states that CLD populations are increasing and expected to continue 

to increase, while at the same time, the population of special educators is becoming more 

homogeneously ―white.‖ Additionally, CEC (2000) indicates ―to maintain their ability to 

successfully function as advocates for their multicultural clients, special educators must 

broaden their perspectives to ensure vigilant attention to the issues of diversity‖ (p. 19). 

CEC (2000) further emphasizes the importance of knowledge and skills related to CLD 

populations with the following statement.  

Given the pervasive nature of diversity, professional standards are needed that 

guide professional practice in ways that are relevant to the multicultural 
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populations served in special education. Specifically, these standards must 

understand the characteristics of their learners, including factors such as culture, 

language, gender, religion, and sexuality. This premise has been addressed in two 

ways. First, most statements are inclusive in nature; that is, they identify 

knowledge and skills essential to effectively serve all exceptional learners, 

including those from CLD backgrounds. Second, selected items address the most 

critical aspects of diversity and are infused throughout the model. (p. 19) 

CEC (2000, 2009) explains that the Knowledge and Skills Standards are written 

to be inclusive in nature. The identified Knowledge and Skill statements are essential to 

effectively serve not only those individuals from CLD backgrounds, but rather all 

learners with exceptionalities. The eight common core areas are:  

1. Philosophical, Historical, and Legal Foundations of Special Education 

2. Characteristics of Learners 

3. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation 

4. Instructional Content and Practice 

5. Planning and Managing the Teaching and Learning Environment  

6. Managing Student Behavior and Social Interaction Skills 

7. Communication and Collaborative Partnership 

8. Professionalism and Ethical Practices  

Critical aspects of diversity are addressed in each of the core areas. See Appendix 

A for a list of Common Core Knowledge and Skills Statements specifically related to 

multicultural concerns. For example, in the core area of Instructional Content and 

Practice, CEC (2000) believes it is critical for teachers to recognize individual language 

and cultural differences as assets rather than deficits. According to CEC, a qualified 

special education teacher should have the knowledge and skills described in the eight 
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core areas. Since in-service special education teachers often reported they were not well-

prepared to serve students from CLD backgrounds (Utley et al., 2000), one must examine 

whether teacher educators were provided professional training that integrated the eight 

core areas for those teachers and what the results have been.  

The Needed Knowledge and Skills for Teaching CLD Students 

Beginning in the mid-1980s, teacher educators started to collect information on 

how to prepare practitioners to work effectively with CLD populations (Goodwin, 2002). 

Information about preparing future teachers can be used to determine what knowledge 

and skills in-service special education teachers should have to appropriately serve these 

populations. Based on a review of relevant literature, the following knowledge and skills 

should be incorporated: (a) understanding the students’ language characteristics; (b) 

recognizing the cultural factors; (c) developing the appropriate instruction for CLD 

students; and (d) building an environment that facilitates learning success (Cloud, 1993; 

García & Malkin, 1993).  

Language learning. The preparation of special education teachers for diverse 

students will need to focus on language acquisition theories, especially interdependence 

of first and second language proficiency (Cummins, 1989; Cummins, 1991). Brisk, 

Barnhardt, Herrera, and Rochon (2002) indicate that teachers need to experience the 

realities of negotiating academic instruction in another language. Moreover, teachers are 

trained to address information by using another language, and they can experience the 

difficulties of the process (Brisk et al., 2002). When working with CLD students, special 

education teachers should understand that the relation between native language and 

cognitive development is critical to academic success and English language acquisition 

(Cummins, 1989). They should incorporate the use of students’ native language 
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acquisition in their teaching, and support language and academic learning objectives, as 

well as literacy development in English (Cummins, 1991).  

Cultural factors. Culture influences our attitudes, values, and behaviors (García & 

Malkin, 1993). The preparation of special education teachers for diversity should provide 

adequate awareness of other cultures (García & Malkin, 1993; Brisk et al., 2002). Brisk et 

al. indicated that teachers should be taught by learning another culture, acquiring a 

second language, integrating their world views, performing well in the content areas, and 

adapting their personal knowledge to American classrooms. When teachers in special 

education understand that the varying acculturation processes of CLD students are 

different from their own, they learn their own and other cultural perspectives and actions 

in practices (Turner, 2007). Special education teachers need to regard CLD students’ 

culture as ―funds of knowledge‖ consisting of an essential body of knowledge and then 

build connections between the student’s prior cultural knowledge and a new cultural 

environment (Gonzalez, 1995).  

Appropriate instructional strategies. Goodwin (2002) indicates that teachers need 

to be educated to prepare different instruction, informal diagnoses and assessment 

through observations, and positive learning and behavior support plans, rather than using 

standardization in curriculum and teaching practices. CLD students not only possess 

many different skills, strengths, and needs, but also represent unique histories, values, 

languages, and beliefs (Goodwin, 2002). Because the Individuals with Disabilities 

Improvement Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 mandated that children with disabilities 

should be educated in the least restrictive environment (LRE), CLD students with 

disabilities may not only enroll in special education, but also return to general education 

classrooms (Sapon-Shevin & Zollers, 1999). To enhance and maximize learning for these 

students, teachers must learn to incorporate special and general education programs 



 54 

designed to meet those students’ needs (Kea et al, 2002). Teachers should have the skills 

to plan meaningful and appropriate instruction for such students.  

Supportive learning environment. Teachers must learn to understand CLD 

students’ needs, preferences, and dreams (Bae & Clark, 2005). Teachers in special 

education should be educated to develop intercultural competence when they implement 

multicultural special education. Furthermore, these teachers should understand their own 

culture and respect that of others (García & Malkin, 1993). When teachers develop 

intercultural competence, they can effectively create a better learning environment. 

Because the learning environment plays a significant role, García and Malkin (1993) state 

that there are three ways to create supportive learning environments for CLD students: 

―(a) selecting and evaluating instructional materials; (b) incorporating students’ language 

and culture; (c) involving parents and families‖ (p. 55-56). To promote their interests, the 

instructional materials should relate to students’ CLD backgrounds. In addition, the 

difficulties these students experience (poverty, languages spoken at home, and poor 

resources) should be recognized. Special education teachers should consider the students’ 

languages and cultures to increase their participation. Moreover, teachers should 

understand that parents from different cultural experiences can share valuable 

information, which can foster better understanding (Bae & Clark, 2005). 

 

Influence of Professional Development and Teacher Education on Teachers’ Efficacy 

Reflecting on Bandura’s efficacy theory (1977), teachers’ efficacy beliefs are 

influenced by four sources of information—mastery experience, vicarious experience, 

verbal persuasion, and psychological and emotional states. For example, teachers who 

built their knowledge and skills through professional development could be said to have 

developed teacher efficacy through vicarious experiences. Teachers formulate ideas about 
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their abilities from the literature, from interacting with professionals, and from other 

teaching experiences. Furthermore, professional development training can give teachers 

new skills and strategies that heighten their sense of self-efficacy (Ross & Bruce, 2007). 

Through these vicarious experiences, models of successful teaching are the bases for 

establishing teachers’ efficacy beliefs (Bandura, 1977). Furthermore, Goddard et al. 

(2000) write that CTE can be fostered through professional development opportunities:  

Although mastery experiences are the most powerful efficacy changing forces, 

they may be the most difficult to deliver to a faculty with low collective efficacy. 

Thoughtfully designed staff development activities and action research projects, 

however, are ways school administrators might provide efficacy building mastery 

experiences (p. 205). 

In addition to professional development opportunities, teacher education (e.g., 

educational level of teachers, teacher certification) has been used to analyze educational 

outcomes for English Language Learners (Gandara et al. 2005). Additionally, Hoy and 

Woolfolk (1993) found level of education to be positively associated with teaching 

efficacy. However, historically, teacher education has provided minimal instruction 

directly related to CLD populations, although increased exposure to information related 

to these populations has been associated with improved perceptions of teaching (Parsad et 

al., 2001). Several studies also reveal that teachers feel inadequately prepared to teach 

CLD students (Gandara et al. 2005; Utley et al., 2000).    

The variables of professional development and teacher education may play 

powerful roles in the development of teacher efficacy. In terms of appropriately serving 

CLD students, it is essential that in-service teachers develop an in-depth understanding of 

the influence of culture and language on students’ learning performance to distinguish 

actual learning problems and cultural differences (Roache, Shore, & Gouleta, 2003).  



 56 

Nonetheless, there is a paucity of research showing how professional development and 

teacher education affect special education teachers’ efficacy for serving CLD students 

with disabilities. In addition to the variable of CTE, the independent variables—

professional development and teacher education—are utilized to examine their influence 

on the perceptions of CRT efficacy beliefs.  
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Chapter 3  

METHODOLOGY 

Given the continuous patterns of inadequate services for CLD students in special 

education, researchers (e.g., Gay, 2000) suggest that CRT practices are central to improve 

these students’ learning outcomes. Research also reveals that teacher efficacy has an 

effect on students’ learning (Armor et al., 1976; Ashton & Webb, 1986; Bandura, 1997). 

Teachers’ sense of efficacy is affected by CTE, and includes collective efficacy of the 

faculty, entire school district, and the community (Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2004). 

However, there is no research specifically focusing on the influence of CTE on special 

education teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs. Of equal concern is teacher efficacy regarding 

learning outcomes for CLD students with disabilities and how it maybe mediated by 

contextual variables, such as teaching experiences and specialized certifications (Chu, 

2009). The purpose of this study was to investigate relationships among special education 

teachers’ collective teaching efficacy, contextual variables, and culturally responsive 

teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy beliefs. Five research questions were 

addressed in this study: 

1. What is the relationship between in-service special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive teaching 

outcome-expectancy efficacy for serving exceptional learners from CLD 

backgrounds? 
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1-1 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s culturally 

responsive teaching self-efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally 

responsive teaching outcome-expectancy beliefs. 

2. Are there statistically significant differences between in-service special 

education teachers’ culturally responsive teaching efficacy based on their 

perceptions of how well their teacher education programs prepared them to 

teach CLD students with disabilities? 

2-1 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and perceived effectiveness of 

teacher education programs in addressing diversity by in-service special 

education teachers.  

2-2 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching outcome-expectancy beliefs and perceived 

effectiveness of teacher education programs in addressing diversity by in-

service special education teachers.  

3. Are there statistically significant differences between special education 

teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy 

based on their perceptions of how well their professional development 

prepared them to teach CLD students with disabilities? 

3-1 Hypothesis: There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy beliefs and perceived effectiveness 

of professional development in addressing diversity by in-service special 

education teachers. 

3-2 Hypothesis:  There are no statistically significant differences between 

culturally responsive teaching outcome-expectancy beliefs and perceived 
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effectiveness of professional development in addressing diversity by in-

service special education teachers.  

4. To what extent do personal characteristics and experience, teaching 

assignments, and professional preparation predict special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive outcome 

expectancy beliefs?  

4-1: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy predicted by the 

variable of personal characteristics and experiences, including teachers’ 

racial/ethnic backgrounds, language status, experiences interacting with 

people from diverse backgrounds, and years of teaching experience?  

4-2: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy influenced by 

special education teachers’ teaching assignments, including students’ 

racial/ethnic backgrounds, current grade level, educational settings, level of 

severity of disability, educational service providers for ELLs, and type of 

students’ disabilities?   

4-3: Are the levels of culturally responsive teaching efficacy predicted by the 

variable of professional preparation, including educational degree, specialized 

certification, student teaching placement, amounts of coursework addressing 

diversity in teacher education programs, hours of professional development 

training, and amounts of professional development trainings in addressing 

diversity?  

5. What is the relationship between special education teachers’ collective teacher 

efficacy and culturally responsive teaching efficacy (self-efficacy as well as 

culturally responsive outcome-expectancy)?  
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5-1 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s collective teacher 

efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally responsive teaching self-

efficacy. 

5-2 Hypothesis: An in-service special education teacher’s collective teacher 

efficacy is positively related to her/his culturally responsive outcome-

expectancy beliefs.  

Research Design 

This study was conducted using a descriptive, correlational research design. 

Descriptive research is important in the field of education because it involves making 

careful description of educational phenomena (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Descriptive 

studies are concerned with ―what is‖, and there are two types of descriptive research: (a) 

measurements of characteristics or attitudes involving the sample at a one-time instance, 

and (b) a longitudinal study, in which the sample is followed over time (Gall et al.  

1996). A survey is a form of descriptive research. A survey collects data from 

respondents’ thought to be representative of a specific population, and uses an instrument 

composed of closed or open-ended questions. In addition, survey research provides for 

efficient collection of data over a broad population, amenable to administration in person, 

by telephone, and over the internet (Czaja & Blair, 2005).  

Specifically, administering internet-based surveys has many advantages because 

online surveys are economical, efficient, encourage anonymity, and have the ability to 

accommodate a variety of different question formats. Moreover, they are individually 

administrated and participants are free to self-control time and answer those questions 

(Dillman, 2000). The risk of non-coverage error, those who do not have access to email 

and/or the internet, has prevented researchers from applying an email method to other 

groups (Dillman, Tortora, Conradt, & Bowker, 1998). However, an email method with an 
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internet-based questionnaire was utilized in this study because potential respondents for 

this research were recruited through Texas school districts from which the researcher 

requested email lists. Survey response rate is always a major concern when performing 

any research soliciting information from participants. Several methods for improving 

response rates were utilized, including personalized email cover letters, follow-up 

reminders by email, and simpler formats (or plain design) (Dillman et al., 1998; 

Solomon, 2001).    

Participants 

Selection of Participating School Districts  

The researcher recruited participants from school districts across the state of 

Texas. First, the researcher contacted school districts in major urban areas of Texas that 

may serve a large number of students from diverse backgrounds. The Texas Education 

Agency (2008) defines major urban districts as ―the largest school districts in the state 

that serve the six metropolitan areas of Houston, Dallas, San Antonio, Fort Worth, 

Austin, and El Paso. Major urban districts are the districts with the greatest membership 

in counties with populations of 735,000 or more, and more than 35% of the students are 

identified as economically disadvantaged.‖ The Texas Agency’s 2008 Snapshot indicates 

that 10 districts in Texas meet these criteria: San Antonio Independent School District 

(ISD) in Bexar county, North East ISD in Bexar county, Northside ISD in Bexar county, 

Dallas ISD in Dallas county, El Paso ISD in El Paso county, Ysleta ISD in El Paso 

County, Houston ISD in Harris county, Arlington ISD in Tarrant County, Fort Worth ISD 

in Tarrant County, and Austin ISD in Travis County. For the purpose of this study, the 

school districts were purposefully selected from the 10 largest urban districts in Texas. 

The focus was on urban school districts because they serve the largest enrollment of CLD 
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populations in general education, and, therefore, in special education. Each school 

district’s demographic characteristics are briefly presented in Table 3.1.   

Table 3.1  

Demographic Characteristics of School Districts 

  
ISD Total 

Students  
 

SED1 
N 

(%)2 

AA1 
N 

(%)2 

Hispanic 
N 

(%)2 

White 
N 

(%)2 

NA1 
N 

(%)2 

A/PI1 
N 

(%)2 

 
TEXAS 

4651516 464789 

(10.0) 

663705 

(14.0) 

2193345 

(47.2) 

1619426 

(34.8) 

16234 

(0.3) 

158806 

(3.4) 

Arlington 62560 5630 
(9.0) 

14938 
(23.9) 

23261 
(37.2) 

19640 
(31.4) 

287 
(0.5) 

4434 
(7.1) 

Austin 82181 8218 
(10.0) 

9935 
(12.0) 

47701 
(58.0) 

21676 
(26.4) 

186 
(0.2) 

2683 
(3.3) 

Dallas 157605 12608 
(8.0) 

45293 
(29.0) 

102967 
(65.0) 

7501 
(4.8) 

329 
(0.2) 

1515 
(1.4) 

El Paso 61839 5566 
(9.0) 

2956 
(4.8) 

50292 
(81.3) 

7525 
(12.2) 

190 
(0.3) 

876 
(3.3) 

Fort 
Worth 

78732 6299 
(8.0) 

20157 
(25.6) 

45851 
(58.2) 

11243 
(14.3) 

208 
(0.3) 

1273 
(1.6) 

Houston 198769 17889 
(9.0) 

56553 
(28.5) 

119804 
(60.3) 

15917 
(8.0) 

146 
(0.1) 

6349 
(3.2) 

North East 4233 6810 
(11.0) 

5786 
(9.3) 

29341 
(47.4) 

24272 
(39.2) 

202 
(0.3) 

2309 
(3.7) 

Northside 85544 10265 
(12.0) 

6684 
(7.8) 

54013 
(63.1) 

21742 
(25.4) 

253 
(0.3) 

2852 
(3.3) 

San 
Antonio 

54726 6567 
(12.0) 

4290 
(7.8) 

48675 
(88.9) 

1563 
(2.9) 

61 
(0.1) 

132 
(0.2) 

Ysleta 44770 4925 
(11.0) 

972 
(2.2) 

40960 
(91.5) 

2515 
(5.6) 

189 
(0.4) 

134 
(0.3) 

Data from: Texas Education Agency (2008).  
1SED = Students who received special education services; AA = African-American; NA = Native 
American; A/PI = Asian/Pacific Islander 
2  Percentages based on total numbers of students divided by students in that category in specific school 
district. For example, total numbers of students in Arlington ISD were 62560, and the total numbers of 
students who received special education were 5630. The percentage of students who received special 
education services in Arlington ISD was 5630/62560 = 9%.  

In terms of the selection criteria, the researcher first contacted school districts 

whose student enrollment were comparable to the ethnic/racial representation in Texas 
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public schools. Sufficient numbers of teacher participants could not be enrolled in this 

study because only two school districts met this selection criterion. In light of district 

level variances in the representation of specific racial/ethnic groups, other districts were 

purposefully selected based on geographic location and racial/ethnic representation (i.e., 

African-American, Hispanic, and Asian/Pacific Islander students). A total of five school 

districts were initially invited to participate.  

During the initial contact, the researcher did not receive approval from all five 

school districts, and continued to approach other major urban districts in Texas until the 

desired number of participants was reached for this study. School districts A, B, and C 

granted permission to conduct this study (specific districts are not identified in order to 

maintain confidentiality).  

Selection of Teacher Participants 

The targeted participants were in-service special education teachers who were 

teaching or had previously taught CLD students with disabilities. Teachers at all grade 

levels (Pre-K to 12
th
) were included in the study. Potential participants were se;ected of 

they were: (a) certified as a special education teacher; (b) teaching exceptional learners 

who were English Language Learners and/or non-White; and (c) providing instruction in 

a core academic subject (e.g., reading, math, science).  

A total of 2,565 in-service special education teachers were identified across the 

three school districts. Because one of the school districts agreed to provide email contacts 

for one-third of its special education teachers, the researcher randomly selected one-third 

of potential participants from the other two school districts in order to balance district 

representation in the study. This procedure yielded 855 potential participants for the 

study.  
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Because response rates tend to be low for survey research, the needed sample size 

was determined using a sample size calculator developed by Raosoft, with the margin 

error and confidence level set at 5% and 95 %, respectively. The result yields 266, which 

means responses received above 31% (266/855) would be considered an appropriate 

response rate across three school districts. To perform multiple regression analysis, 

certain numbers of subjects are also needed. As a rule of thumb in multiple regression 

analysis, there must be 15 times as many cases as predictors (Stevens, 2009). In addition, 

the minimum subjects should be 50 + 8 m if the researcher plans to use the data to test the 

overall fit of the model, with m being the number of predictor variables. If the researcher 

plans to use the data to test the individual predictors within the model, the minimum 

number of subjects would be 104 + m (Green, 1991). For research question four, the 

maximum predictors for its sub-questions was calculated to be twenty. Applying Stevens’ 

rule, a minimum of 195 subjects would be required. Using Green’s equation, the 

minimum number of participants was determined to be 210 and 124, respectively.   

Instrumentation 

A survey questionnaire designed for internet-based administration was used as the 

instrument for data collection. Creswell (2003) indicates that a cross-sectional survey 

design is one ―with the data collected at one time‖ (p. 155). He further suggests that 

surveys offer quantitative explanations of viewpoints of a population by studying a small 

portion of that population. Suter (2006) indicates that Likert scales are a type of effective 

measure that utilizes a range of agree-disagree options. Moreover, the survey 

questionnaire used for this study was developed following established recommendations 

for survey research. Suggestions for increasing the response return rate include: (a) keep 

the questionnaire as short as possible, (b) avoid negatively stated items, (c) use a cover 

letter; (d) avoid jargon, (e) design the first question so it is interesting and easy to answer, 
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(f) organize the survey in a logical sequence, and (g) express concern about 

confidentiality issues for the respondents and how the data are collected (Dillman & 

Bowker, 2001; Gall et al., 1996).   

The survey had four sections: Background Information, Collective Teacher 

Efficacy (CTE), Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE), and Culturally 

Responsive Outcome Expectancy (CRTOE) (see Appendix B). Survey questionnaires 

were adapted from the scales created by Goddard et al. (2000) and Siwatu (2007). 

Background information. The first section of the survey, Background Information, 

was created by the researcher, and designed to gather demographic information to obtain 

descriptive data about participating teachers. The information requested included: 

teachers’ and students’ racial/ethnic backgrounds, teacher’s life experiences with CLD 

populations, teacher’s language status, years of teaching experience, current grade level 

taught, students’ level of severity of disability, teacher’s educational level, types of 

teaching certification, perceived effectiveness of professional development addressing 

diversity, and prior teaching training experiences. This section generated information on 

teachers’ background that allowed the researcher to group participants. In addition, the 

selected demographics were used to see if there were statistically significant relationships 

between these demographic variables and CRT efficacy beliefs. Specifically, information 

about personal experiences (e.g., teacher’s and his/her students’ race/ethnicities), 

teaching assignments (e.g., current grade level), and professional preparation served as 

independent variables related to explaining the perceptions of collective teacher efficacy 

and culturally responsive teaching efficacy.  

Collective teacher efficacy. The scale developed by Goddard et al. (2000) 

provided the basis for this section, but was modified to appropriately address the purpose 

of this study, and its focus on special education teachers and students. In addition, scale 
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ratings and wording of items were also modified. The Collective Teacher Efficacy Scale ( 

Goddard et al., 2000) was initially developed by modifying items from Gibson and 

Dembo’s (1984) teacher efficacy scale to reflect collective efficacy (i.e., changing the 

object of the efficacy items from ―I‖ to ―We‖). Additional items were written in response 

to a review by a panel of experts with experience in teacher efficacy research. Criterion-

related validity was assessed by correlating the scores from the original 21-item 

instrument to a revised 12-item instrument. The results of this analysis yielded a high 

correlation (r = .98) suggesting the shortened form was measuring the same construct as 

the longer form. In fact, the 12-item instrument was a true subset of the 21-item 

instrument. Goddard et al. (2000) further suggest that the 12-item instrument offers a 

valid and reliable measure of collective efficacy. The alpha coefficient of reliability for 

the total scale was .96. A subsequent alpha correlation coefficient of .71 (p < .001), 

shows that there is a strong relationship between task analysis and group competence.  

Taking the above reliability and validity information as the current study’s 

foundation, the instrument of collective teacher efficacy for this study includes 12 items 

and is also based on Goddard et al.’s (2000) two dimensions: general competence (6 

items; e.g., ―Teachers in my school are confident they can work with students with 

disabilities from CLD backgrounds‖) and task analysis (4 items; e.g., ―Teachers in my 

school believe that the lack of appropriate materials makes teaching difficult for students 

with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.‖). Additionally, collaboration (one item) and 

parental involvement (one item) were the other two dimensions which were considered 

important to be included for the field of special education. All participants were asked to 

rate each item on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 

(Strongly Agree). Lower rated scores reflected a lower level of collective efficacy while 

higher rated scores reflected a higher level of collective efficacy.  
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Culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy. The two 

scales developed by Siwatu (2007) were designed to survey pre-service teachers. The 

scales were modified to ensure that scale items would focus on examining the perceptions 

of in-service special education teachers. Other scales item modifications include: scale 

ratings, wording of items, and total number of items. Siwatu (2007) created a 

questionnaire for his study, ―Preservice Teachers’ Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-

Efficacy and Outcome Expectancy Beliefs.‖ The instrument’s development was based on 

Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory, and it began with a comprehensive literature 

review. To reflect the knowledge and skills of culturally responsive teaching among 

teachers, the scale items were clustered into four sections, including: curriculum and 

instruction, classroom management, student assessment, and cultural enrichment. The 

CRTSE is a 40-item instrument while the CRTOE is a 26-item instrument. These Likert-

type items ask participants to rate how confident they are in their capability to work with 

CLD students by indicating a degree of 0 (no confidence at all) to 100 (completely 

confidence). Internal reliability for both instruments are .96 (CRTSE) and .95, (CRTOE) 

respectively.  In addition, the relationship between the scores on CRTSE and CRTOE is 

significant (r = .70, p < .001), which indicate that teachers not only believe in their ability 

to execute culturally responsive teaching, but believe that such teaching has a positive 

impact on students’ learning.  

To reduce redundancy among previous instruments, the CRTSE instrument for 

this study includes 20 items while CRTOE is comprised of 12 items.  In addition, the 

items on these two shortened forms were specifically designed for special education 

teachers rather than for all teachers who may work with CLD students. As for the CRTSE 

scale, all participants were asked to rate each item on a five-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (Definitely No) to 5 (Definitely Yes). In terms of CRTOE scale, all 
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participants were asked to rate each item on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 

(Very Uncertain) to 5 (Absolutely Certain). Lower rated scores reflect a lower level of 

culturally responsive teaching efficacy while higher rated scores reflected higher level of 

culturally responsive teaching efficacy.  

Pilot Test of the Survey Instrument 

The purpose of the pilot study was to evaluate the clarity of the items to be used 

in the formal study, and ensure that measurement instruments were reliable and valid 

before undertaking the formal dissertation research study. Because three sections of the 

survey questionnaire (CTS, CRTSE, and CRTOE) were adapted from previous studies, it 

was necessary to establish reliability and validity of all three modified instruments.  

Sample. The sample for the pilot study was 31 in-service special education 

teachers who were teaching CLD students with disabilities in Central Texas schools. 

Participants were not recruited from potentially participating districts. These pilot-tested 

participants included special education teachers from pre-K to high school. Twenty-six 

teachers’ classrooms contained a majority of non-white students. Participants served their 

CLD students in inclusive classrooms (n = 19), resource rooms (n = 15), and self-

contained classroom (n = 1). Of this group, six teachers were invited to participate in the 

follow-up debriefing interview. These teachers were asked specifically whether or not the 

survey items had problems with unclear or confusing design, questions that were not easy 

to follow, or typographical errors. A test of reliability on these survey instruments was 

conducted, as described in the next section. Based on the feedback from pilot group as 

well as the results of the reliability test, the survey was revised. The prompts for feedback 

were provided at the end of the survey (see Appendix C).  

Validity and reliability of survey instruments. Cronbach’s alpha was used to 

measure internal consistent reliability of the instrument, or how individual items related 
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to each other and to the instrument as a whole. The results yielded alpha coefficients for 

each section were 0.90 (CTE scale), 0.93 (CRTSE scale), and 0.84 (CRTOE scale). The 

reliability of the survey is therefore acceptable using the criterion of 0.70 as a minimally 

acceptable alpha value. 

At the same time, the survey questionnaire had undergone the following steps to 

ensure validity. Content validity was examined to determine the appropriateness of the 

survey items. The content validity of the instrument was established by developing items 

based on a review of the literature to identify areas of efficacy for in-service special 

education teachers working with students from CLD backgrounds. The initial instrument 

was designed based on teacher efficacy related to efficacy areas including knowledge and 

skills of culturally responsive curriculum and instruction, classroom management, student 

assessment, and cultural enrichment (Siwatu, 2007). The face validity of the instrument 

was determined by a review of panel of experts (i.e., pilot-tested debriefing group). 

Moreover, six in-service special education teachers were asked to check for clarity and 

appropriateness of the items. Suggestions and recommendations were incorporated to 

improve the survey questionnaire; revisions and corrections were made as needed.   

Revisions. The pilot-tested participants’ feedback was analyzed and compared by 

the researcher to refine the instrument of the goal of improving internal validity. 

Participants agreed that the directions were clear, except those for the scale of CTE. The 

researcher revised the directions for the CTE scale to make sure teachers would feel 

comfortable in answering those items. The average time to compete this survey was 15 

minutes for all participants, thus all items were included in the formal study. Few 

participants had concerns about answering questions related to English Language 

Learners; therefore, one question was added under the section of Background Information 

to learn more about whether teachers were the primarily service providers for ELLs.   
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The researcher also asked pilot-tested participants whether there was anything that 

might increase the response rate. These teachers agreed that small incentive might be 

helpful. Due to budget issues, the researcher decided to offer 10 participants a $20 

Amazon gift card. All participants who completed the survey were included in this 

random drawing.  

Data Collection Procedure 

Procedures to Maintain Confidentiality and Privacy  

A proposal to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the University of Texas at 

Austin was submitted to obtain permission to conduct research with human subjects. 

Because the three school districts had their own internal system for approving research 

studies, the researcher also obtained permission from each school district to conduct 

research with members of their staff (i.e., special education teachers).  

Due to the personal nature of the responses, every effort to maintain 

confidentiality and anonymity was followed in this study. To maintain confidentiality, 

data were only accessed by the researcher. Moreover, raw data gathered online via 

surveymonkey.com are generally stored in a personal account to which only the account 

holder (the researcher) has access. This account was deleted when all data collection was 

complete, and the data had been downloaded to a personal computer. All downloaded 

information was stored in private and safe storage that only the researcher can access. 

The computer on which data were to be stored was a secure computer, in accordance with 

University policy. The confidentiality of the research data was mentioned in the consent 

form (see Appendix D). 

The web-based survey kept track of whether the potential participants responded 

to the survey. This information was kept separately and was not part of the data analysis 

files. Maintaining anonymity was accomplished by excluding any questions that revealed 
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identifying information about teachers. Moreover, to protect participants’ privacy, all 

respondents were assured that they could withdraw at any time if they did not feel 

comfortable. An exit link was available on each page of the survey to allow them to do 

so. Results were not disaggregated by individual school; viz.,, the results were considered 

for the sample as a whole. 

Procedures for Recruitment of Participants 

Once the research proposal had been approved by the IRB and district approval 

had been granted, the pool of possible participants was generated from school 

staff/member rosters acquired from school districts’ directors that denote to which school 

a teacher was assigned, except school district A. Generating the pool of participants in 

this manner decreased the chance that a participant who worked in more than one school, 

would be emailed more than one invitation to participate. For school district A, the list of 

randomly stratified subjects was selected by the researcher. All prospective participants 

were notified via email inviting them to participate in this study. Prospective participants 

were told that participation was voluntary, and that their consent would be implied if they 

decided to complete the survey (see Appendix D). 

Survey Administration 

Creswell (2003) suggests that the administration period for a survey should halt 

four weeks after the initial distribution. This survey was posted for four weeks. The 

researcher sent a survey request along with an introduction letter to all potential 

participants. The letter explained to participants how important they are to the research, 

and how valuable the results might be for teachers, schools, and school districts in other 

communities, to encourage them to respond. The researcher informed the participants that 

their participation was voluntary and anonymous. All participants were also given the 

following information: instructions on how to enter the survey identification number, an 



 72 

embedded internet link to the survey questionnaire, how to complete the rating of items 

in the questionnaire, and how to successfully submit their completed questionnaire. The 

researcher also notified all participants that they could stop at any time or omit any 

question that may cause them discomfort, without any penalty. All participants were 

asked to complete all four sections: Background Questionnaire, CTE, CRTSE, and 

CRTOE. It was estimated that participants would be able to complete the survey in 

approximately 15-20 minutes. 

In order to ensure an adequate response rate, follow-up e-mails were sent to those 

who did not initially respond. The first follow-up email was sent two weeks after the 

initial mail-out date, and a second follow-up email was sent a week later to remind 

potential participants that they had one more week to respond to the surveys (See 

Appendix E). The e-mails reminded the targeted participants and included a web link that 

allowed non-respondents to respond electronically. Total response rate was expected to 

be at least 31% across school districts. The researcher only took ―usable surveys‖ into 

consideration. If a respondent only skipped one or two questions from each section of the 

survey, it was used in the analysis. However, surveys were not considered to be usable if 

the respondent skipped a whole section of one of the instruments (e.g., Section I: 

Background Information).  

Data Analysis 

Data were entered into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 

software program and used with the appropriate statistical analysis to determine the 

influence of in-service special education teachers’ collective teacher efficacy, and 

contextual variables on their culturally responsive teaching efficacy for serving CLD 

students with disabilities. Furthermore, the results of this study were determined by using 

a descriptive analysis (e.g., means and standard deviation), bivariate analyses (e.g., 
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correlations) to inspect the relationship between independent and dependent variables, 

and multiple regression to examine the influence of contextual variables (i.e., personal 

characteristics, teaching assignment, and professional preparation) on the perceptions of 

in-service special education teachers’ CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs.  

Data analysis proceeded in the following phases. First, item analyses produced 

response frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations to be used for item 

revisions or deletions in the future. Participants’ responses to each item on CTS, CRTSE, 

and CRTOE were examined. Secondly, factor analysis is a method that can examine the 

relationship between a set of judgment-developed content categories and the empirically-

derived constructs based on the research question (Gable & Wolf, 1993). Thus, a 

principal component factor analysis using varimax rotation was conducted on the CTE, 

CRTSE, and CRTOE. An overview of the data analysis is provided in Table 3.2. 

The remaining phases of data analysis provided the data necessary to answer the 

research questions. To answer the first research question, Pearson’s r correlations were 

utilized to examine the strength and direction of the relationship between CRTSE and 

CRTOE. To answer research question two, an ANOVA was conducted to examine 

whether there was any statistically significant relationship between different CRTSE and 

CRTOE belief patterns and the perceived effectiveness of teacher education programs 

addressed about diversity. To answer research question three, an ANOVA was conducted 

to examine whether there was any statistically significant relationship between different 

CRTSE and CRTOE belief patterns and the perceived effectiveness of professional 

development trainings addressed about diversity. To answer research question four, 

multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine to what extent do (1) personal 

characteristics, (2) teaching assignments, and (3) professional preparation predict CRTSE 
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and CRTOE (see Table 3.3). Finally, Pearson’s r correlations were utilized to examine 

the strength and direction of the relationship between CTE, CRTSE, and CRTOE .  

Table 3.2  

Overview of Data Analyses 

 
Research 
Question 

Instrument1 Analysis 

1 Section III: CRTSE 
Section IV: CRTOE 
 

*Descriptive Data 
*Factor Analysis on both scales 
*Product moment correlation 
coefficients 

2 Section I: Background Information Questionnaire, 
Question 21 
Section III: CRTSE 
Section IV: CRTOE 

*Descriptive Data 
*ANOVA 

3 Section I: Background Information Questionnaire, 
Question 26 
Section III: CRTSE 
Section IV: CRTOE 

*Descriptive Data 
*ANOVA 

4 Section I: Background Information Questionnaire, 
Question 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 
19, 20, 24, 25 
Section III: CRTSE 
Section IV: CRTOE 

*Descriptive Data 
*Multiple Regression Analysis 

5 Section II: CTE 
Section III: CRTSE 
Section IV: CRTOE 
 

*Descriptive Data  
*Factor Analysis on both scales  
*Product moment correlation 
coefficients 

1 See Appendix B for a copy of the instrument.  
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Table 3.3 

Overview of Multiple Regression Analysis 

 
Research 
Question 

Dependent 
Variables 

Instrument Independent Variables Coding Variables for 
Data Analysis 

4-1: personal 
characteristics 

CRTSE  
CRTOE 

Question11 Teachers’ racial/ethnic 
backgrounds 

White vs. Non-White 
 

Question 12 Language status No vs. Yes (reference 
group) 

Question 13 Childhood experiences 
 

White vs. Non-White 
(reference group) 

Question 16 College/University 
experiences 

-Bachelor’s 
White vs. Non-White 
-Above Bachelor’s 
White vs. Non-White 
 

Question 14 Teaching experiences Less than 1 year 
One to five years 
Six to ten years 
More than ten years 

4.2: Teaching 
Assignments 

CRTSE 
CRTOE 

Question 3 Caseload The majority of students are 
CLD vs. Majority of 
students are non-CLD 
(reference group) 

Question 4 Current grade level Pre-K to K (reference 
group) 
1st grade to 5th grade 
6th grade to 8th grade 
9th grade to 12th grade 

Question 5 Educational setting Inclusive general education 
classroom 
Resource room 
Self-contained classroom 

Question 6 Level of severity of 
disability 

Mild/moderate 
Moderate/severe 
Severe/profound 

Question 7 Students’ racial/ethnic 
backgrounds 

Native American 
Asian 
African-American 
Caucasian 
Hispanic 
Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 
English Language Learners 
(ELLs) 

Question 8 Educational service 
provider for ELLs 

Myself (special education 
teacher) vs. Others 
(reference group) 

Question 9 Types of disability Low incidence 
High incidence 

    (continues on next page) 
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Table 3.3, Cont. 

 
4-3: Professional 

Preparation 
CRTSE 
CRTOE 

Question 15 Education degree Bachelors 
Above Bachelors 

Question 17 Specialized 
certification 

Special Education 
Certification 
General Education 
Certification 
Specialized Certification in 
bilingual education/English 
as a second language (ESL) 

Question 19 Student teaching 
placement 

Predominately White vs. 
predominately non-White 
(reference group) 

Question 20 Amounts of 
coursework addressing 

diversity 

1(Not addressed in my 
teacher education program) 
to 5(The program was 
mainly designed to prepare 
teachers for CLD students) 
3 (Diversity-related topics 
were integrated)is the 
reference group 

Question 24 Hours of professional 
development trainings 

1-2 (reference group) 
3-5 
6-10 
More than 10 

Question 25 Amounts of 
professional trainings 
addressing diversity 

1 (Little or no content)-
5(Entire sessions) 
3 (About 25% to 50% of the 
contents) is the reference 
group 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of this dissertation, the following assumptions were made: 

1. Participating teachers completed the online survey instruments of their own 

volition, and were not forced by others. 

2. The survey questionnaire yielded responses that were honest and unbiased.  

3. The instruments measured different, but related constructs.  

4. Quantitative approaches are appropriate to measure teachers’ perceptions and 

beliefs.  
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Limitations 

1. The samples selected for this study are limited to special education teachers in 

Texas. Therefore, its results may not be generalized to other states and/or 

urban areas.  

2. The initial sample selection may not have yielded a representative sample of 

special education teacher in Texas urban districts, therefore the samples may 

not be representative of special education teachers in general. 

3. The instruments used in this study require participants to self-disclose 

information that may be sensitive, thus promoting subjectivity of answers. A 

potential to mark socially acceptable answers may have arisen, even though 

privacy and anonymity were assured through the methodology employed.  

4. This study is limited by data collection at only one point in time. Participants 

may interpret survey items in different ways; however the researcher has no 

way to verify participants’ original intention.   

5. The validity of the study may be limited by the survey response rate.  

6. The efficacy data measures beliefs, which may not predict actual teaching 

performance and effectiveness. 
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Chapter 4  

RESULTS  

This chapter presents the results of this study that examined the influence of 

perceived collective teacher efficacy, and contextual variables on individual teacher 

efficacy of special education teachers serving students from culturally and linguistically 

diverse backgrounds. Using a descriptive, correlational design, a Likert-scale survey was 

administered to a cross-sectional group of in-service special education teachers in three of 

the largest, urban school districts in Texas. Data collected from the Background 

Information Questionnaire and Collective Teacher Efficacy (CTE) components of the 

survey were utilized to examine contextual variables. Data about teachers’ perceptions of 

their culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy as well as outcome expectancy were 

obtained using the Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) and 

Culturally Responsive Teaching Outcome-Expectancy (CRTOE) scales.  

The findings from these data analyses are presented in this chapter, including 

analyses of demographic information and quantitative data. Descriptive analyses were 

performed on all four sections of survey instrument. Statistical procedures utilized in the 

analysis included factor analysis, analysis of variance (ANOVA), correlation analysis of 

data, and multiple regression analysis.  

Response Rate and Missing Data 

A total of 855 in-service special education teachers were sampled from three 

urban school districts in the state of Texas. After three email contacts, 358 respondents 

completed the survey.  The total respondents from school districts A, B, and C were 
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156, 105, and 101, respectively. After examining the responses, a total of 17 surveys 

were deemed to be unusable due to incomplete responses (e.g., participants skipped a 

whole section of the instrument), and were excluded from the analysis (see Table 4.1).  

 

Table 4.1 

Response Rate 

 

School 
District 

Total 
Mailed 

No 
Response 

Returned Incomplete Usable Response 
Rate 

A 400 42 152 6 146 41% 
B 255 19 111 5 106 45% 
C 200 18 98 6 92 50% 

Total 855 79 361 17 344 44% 

 

Although the list of teachers’ emails was generated by the school districts, 36 

emails bounced (n=25 from district A; n=7 from district B, and n=4 from district C). Two 

subjects in school district B, and three subjects in school district C reported that they 

were not suitable for this study (i.e., they were not in-service special education teachers). 

Moreover, a total of 43 teachers (17, 12, and 14, respectively from each district) opted 

out from the survey list, yielding a final sample of 344 respondents (see table 4.1). This 

number represented a return rate of 44 %, which was considered acceptable. 

For this study, the criterion of 15 subjects for each variable was utilized as a 

guideline for obtaining a sufficient sample size (Steven, 2009), meaning that the total 

number of subjects should exceed 300 to run the data analyses. Hence, the 344 responses 

received were sufficient to support the proposed analysis.   
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Descriptive Information 

All 344 respondents were in-service special education teachers who worked with 

exceptional students from CLD backgrounds. Of this sample, 271 were female and 73 

were male, yielding a gender ratio of approximately 4 females to 1 male teacher. Since  

this study focused on the influence of contextual variables on teachers’ perceptions of 

CRTSE as well as CRTOE, all contextual variables were analyzed using descriptive 

statistical methods. Moreover, the contextual variables were categorized into three areas 

(i.e., personal characteristics, teaching assignments, and professional preparation) which 

were utilized and coded for descriptive analyses. Tables 4.2 to Table 4.4 summarize the 

descriptive information of variables by school districts.  

Personal Characteristics  

The predictors in the area of personal characteristics included teachers’ 

race/ethnicity, language status, childhood experiences, college/university experiences, 

and years of teaching experience (see Table 4.2).  

Teachers’ race/ethnicity. Caucasian teachers represented the majority of the 

respondents (59.9%), followed by Hispanic (20.3%) and African American (19.2%) 

teachers.  One teacher (0.3%) selected a unique label for his/her ethnicity (Other 

Ethnicity: Human race). Fifteen teachers self-identified as bi-racial (e.g., Hispanic and 

Caucasian, or African-American and Caucasian). In light of this distribution, the 

researcher recoded these data into two categories: White (Caucasian) and non-White 

(non-Caucasian) to run the next step of the analysis (i.e., multiple regression).  

Language status. Monolingual teachers represented the majority of the 

respondents (65%). Of the total sample, 119 (35%) teachers indicated that they could 

speak a language other than English. Of this group, 22 participants noted that they could 

use American Sign Language (ASL), and four teachers reported they could use both ASL 
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and Spanish. A variety of other languages were listed by the other 97 respondents, 

including French, Greek, Hindi, Mandarin, Russian, Spanish, and Tonga.  Two 

categories (i.e., Yes and No) were created from these response, for examining teachers’ 

perceptions on CRTSE as well as CRTOE.   

Interracial/interethnic contact during childhood. Three levels were included for 

the analysis, including the racial/ethnic representation of students at the elementary 

schools, middle schools, and high schools they had attended. Of the 344 respondents, the 

majority (n=185, 54%) teachers attended predominately White elementary schools, 

followed by 59 (17%) teachers who reported attending racially/ethnically diverse 

elementary schools, 53 (15%) teachers who had attended predominately Hispanic/Latino 

elementary schools, and 36 (11%) teachers who had attended predominately Black 

elementary schools (see table 4.2).  

In terms of middle school experiences, 164 (48%) teachers attended 

predominately White elementary schools, 74 (21%) teachers attended racially/ethnically 

diverse middle schools, 33 (10%) teachers attended predominately Black middle schools, 

58 (17%) teachers attended predominately Hispanic/Latino middle schools, and 15 (4%) 

teachers selected ―other‖ (e.g., home school, predominately Asian etc.).  

As for high school experiences, 155 (45%) teachers attended predominately 

White high schools, 104 (30%) teachers attended racially/ethnically diverse high schools, 

28 (8%) teachers attended predominately Black high schools, 49 (14%) teachers attended 

predominately Hispanic/Latino high schools, and 9 (3%) teachers selected ―other‖ (e.g., 

school in India).  

Based on participants’ elementary to high school attendance, there were 126 

respondents (37%) who attended at least one predominately White school. To run the 
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multiple regression analysis, childhood schooling experience (from elementary schools to 

high schools) were recoded as two categories: White and non-White.  

Interracial/interethnic contact during college/university. While obtaining 

Bachelor’s degrees, the largest number of teachers (n=169, 49%) had attended 

racially/ethnically diverse college/universities, followed by 113 (33%) teachers who 

attended predominately White college/universities, 32 (9%) teachers who attended 

predominately Hispanic/Latino college/universities, 23 (7%) who teachers attended 

predominately Black college/universities, and 7 (2%) teachers selected ―others‖ (e.g., 

Native Hawaiian). 

In addition, 197 held Master’s degree. Among these respondents, 96 (49%) 

teachers had attended racially/ethnically diverse college/universities, followed by 65 

(33%) teachers who attended predominately White college/universities, 17 (9%) teachers 

who attended predominately Hispanic/Latino college/universities, 16 (8%) teachers 

attended predominately Black college/universities, and 1 (0.5%) teacher attended 

predominately Native American college/universities, and 2 (1%) teachers selected 

―others‖ (e.g., online coursework). To run the next step’s analysis (multiple regression), 

responses at each level of schooling experiences (i.e., Bachelor’s and Master’s degree) 

were recoded into two categories: White and non-White. 

Years of teaching experience. The number of years teaching for participants 

ranged from less than one year to more than 15 years. The majority of teachers (66%) in 

this sample had more than five years of teaching experience, and close to one-third (30%) 

of the sample had taught between 1-5 years at the time of this study.  
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Table 4.2 

Descriptive Information of Personal Characteristics 

Variables Category District A 
(N=146) 
n (%)

1
 

District B 
(N=106) 
n (%)

1
 

District C 
(N=92) 
n (%)

1
 

Total  
(N=344) 
n (%)

1
 

Teacher’s 
racial/ethnic 
background

2
 

White 66(45%) 70(66%) 70(76%) 206(60%) 

Non-White 84(58%) 42(40%) 26(28%) 152(44%) 

Others 1(0.6%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1(0.3%) 

Language status Yes 53(36.0) 34(32.0) 32(35.0) 119(35.0) 

No 93(64.0) 72(68.0) 60(65.0) 225(65.0) 

Childhood experiences 

Elementary 
school  

Predominately 
White 

70(48%) 61(58%) 54(59%) 185(54%) 

experiences Non-White 76(52%) 45(42%) 38(41%) 159(46%) 

Middle school 
experiences 

Predominately 
White 

58(40%) 54(51%) 52(57%) 164(48%) 

 Non-White 88(60%) 52(49%) 40(43%) 180(52%) 

High school 
experiences 

Predominately 
White 

54(37%) 55(52%) 45(49%) 154(45%) 

 Non-White 92(63%) 51(48%) 47(51%) 189(55%) 

College/University experience 

Bachelor’s Predominately 
White 

46(32%) 33(31%) 34(37%) 113 (33%) 

 Non-White 100(68%) 73(69%) 58(63%) 231(67%) 

Master’s Predominately 
White 

29(35%) 22(33%) 14(30%) 65(33%) 

 Non-White 54(65%) 45(67%) 33(70%) 132(67%) 

Years of 
teaching 
experience 

< 1 year 4  (3%) 5  (5%) 3  (3%) 12  (4%) 

1-5 years 41(28%) 25(24%) 38(41%) 104(30%) 

6-10 years 38(26%) 28(26%) 15(16%) 81(24%) 

11-15 years 17(12%) 22(21%) 14(15%) 53(15%) 

> 15 years 46(31%) 26(24%) 22(24%) 94(27%) 
1
Percentages calculated based on column totals. 

2
Percentages do not total 100 because teachers could select more than one response.  
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Teaching Assignments  

The independent variables in the area of teaching assignments included  

caseload, students’ racial/ethnic backgrounds, current grade level, educational settings,  

level of severity of disability, educational service provider for ELLs, and types of 

disability (see Table 4.3).  

Caseload. The majority of teachers (n=245, 71%) who participated in this study 

worked with more than 50% of students from CLD backgrounds on their special 

education caseload.  The response category,  ―majority of students were non-White‖ 

was used for the purpose of running the multiple regression analysis. 

Students’ race/ethnicity. Of the 344 respondents, the majority of the teachers 

worked with Hispanic students (n=328, 95%), followed by African-American students 

(n=273, 79%), and Caucasian students (n=251, 73%). Some teachers (44%; n=153) also 

worked with English Language Learners. Three teachers (0.8%) selected ―other‖ because 

they considered their students to be biracial. Since the student’s race/ethnicity was 

considered as an important variable in predicting teachers’ perceptions, seven categories 

were included for further analysis.    

Current grade level. This study included teachers from pre-K to 12
th
 grade. The 

majority of participants were 1
st
 to 5

th
 grade teachers (n=245, 71%). The hypothesis for 

this study was that teachers in different grade levels may hold different perceptions on 

CRTSE as well as CRTOE because of different job duties and stress, and the group of 

pre-K to K teachers was used as the reference group for further analysis.  

Educational settings. Respondents were asked to indicate all educational setting 

in which they served their CLD students. The frequency of responses was highest for 

inclusive settings (n=179, 52%), followed by self-contained classrooms (n=146, 42%). 

Seventeen teachers (5%) selected ―other‖ indicating that they worked at other settings as 
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well, such as off-campus vocational employment, adaptive physical education, and 

disciplinary alternative education program setting. The purpose of this study focused on 

teachers who worked in the ―classroom‖ settings, thus only three response categories 

(i.e., inclusion, resource room, and self-contained classroom) were included for further 

analysis.  

Level of severity of disability. Of the 344 respondents, the majority of teachers 

(n=252, 73%) taught students with mild/moderate disabilities. The hypothesis of this 

study was that teachers may hold different perceptions on CRTSE as well CRTSE due to 

students’ different level of severity of disability, therefore all three levels were included 

for further analysis.   

Educational service provider for ELLs. Of interest in this study was the number of 

special educators who provided direct services to English language learners (ELLs). 

Among those who reported that they worked with ELLs (n=155), 110 respondents 

indicated that they directly served such students. In regard to other professionals, these 

included bilingual education teachers (n=10), ESL teachers (n=27), and paraprofessionals 

who spoke the students’ native language (n=8). Two categories were recoded to do 

further analysis: myself (i.e., special education teacher), and other professionals.  

Types of disability. There were 13 categories of disabilities that were recoded into 

2 levels, high incidence and low incidence, based on the distribution of responses for 

educational settings. The five special education categories utilized by the Office of 

Special Education Programs were characterized as high incidence disabilities: learning 

disabilities (n=280), speech language disorder (n=300), intellectual/cognitive disabilities 

(n=210), emotional disturbance (n=250), and other health impairments (n=272). The 

other classifications were characterized as low incidence, including auditory impairment 

(n=106), autism (n=246), multiple disabilities (n=149), orthopedic impairment (n=122),  
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Table 4.3 

Descriptive Information about Teaching Assignments 
 

Variables Category District A 
(N=146) 
n (%)1 

District B 
(N=106) 
n (%)1 

District C 
(N=92) 
n (%)1 

Total  
(N=344) 
n (%)1 

Caseload The majority of students 
were White 

16(11%) 18(17%) 25(27%) 59(17%) 

The majority of students 
were non-White 

119(82%) 76(72%) 50(54%) 245(71%) 

Half were non-White 
and the other half 
were White 

11(7%) 12(11%) 17(19%) 40(12%) 

Students’ 
racial/ethnic 
backgrounds2 

American Indian/ 
Alaskan Native 

2(1%) 6(6%) 13(14%) 21(6%) 

Asian 26(18%) 22(21%) 27(29%) 75(22%) 

Black/African American 117(80%) 81(76%) 75(82%) 273(79%) 

Caucasian/White 74(51%) 90(85%) 87(95%) 251(73%) 

Hispanic/Latino 134(92%) 103(97%) 91(99%) 328(95%) 

Native Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

2(1%) 7(7%) 8(9%) 17(5%) 

English Language 
Learners 

62(42%) 41(39%) 50(54%) 153(44%) 

Other 1(0.6%) 1(1%) 1(1%) 3(0.8%) 

Grade Level Pre-K to K 12(8%) 15(14%) 7(8%) 34(10%) 

1st grade to 5th grade 64(44%) 45(42%) 42(46%) 151(44%) 

6th grade to 8th grade 39(27%) 26(25%) 25(27%) 90(26%) 

9th grade to 12th grade 31(21%) 20(19%) 18(19%) 69(20%) 

Education 
Setting2 

Inclusive general 
education classroom 

60(41%) 53(50%) 66(72%) 179(52%) 

Resource room/content 
mastery 

55(38%) 33(31%) 38(41%) 126(37%) 

Self-Contained class 77(53%) 43(41%) 22(24%) 146(42%) 

Level of 
severity2 

Mild/moderate 93(66%) 84(79%) 75(82%) 252(73%) 

Moderate/severe 86(59%) 55(52%) 47(51%) 188(55%) 

Severe/profound 25(17%) 27(25%) 20(22%) 72(21%) 

Educational 
service 
provider for 
ELLs3 

Myself(special education 
teachers) 

44(71%) 33(77%)  33(66%)  110(71%) 

Other professionals  18(29%)  10(23%)  17(34%)  45(29%)  

Types of 
Disability2 

High incidence 146(100%) 106(100%) 91(99%) 343(100%) 

Low incidence 126(86%) 91(86%) 86(93%) 303(88%)  
1Percentages calculated based on column totals. 
2Respondents can choose more than one answer for the following categories: students’ racial/ethnic 
background, educational setting, level of severity, and type of disability.  
3Because not all respondents worked with ELLs, total N was 62 for school district A, 43 for school district 
B, 50 for school district C, and 153 for all three school districts. In addition, respondents could choose 
more than one choice.  
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physical disabilities (n=87), traumatic brain injury (n=35), visual impairment (n=79), and 

deaf-blind (n=18). All of the respondents worked with high incidence populations, and 

88% of teachers worked with low incidence populations.  

Professional Preparation 

The predictors in the area of professional preparation included educational degree, 

specialized certifications, student teaching placement, amounts of coursework addressing 

diversity, total number of professional development sessions, and focus of professional 

development trainings on addressing diversity (see Table 4.4).  

Educational degree. Of the 344 respondents, 165 (48%) held a Bachelor’s degree, 

167 (49%) received a Master’s as their highest degree, 4 (1%) held a Specialist degree, 

and 8 (2%) held a Doctoral degree. To run the multiple regression analysis, all degrees 

above the baccalaureate degree were recoded as ―above Bachelor’s degree.‖  

Specialized certification. Of the 344 respondents, the majority of participants 

(n=320, 93%) held special education teaching certifications. In terms of the category of 

the specialized certification in teaching ELLs, 68 (20%) teachers were English as second 

language endorsed, and 10 (3%) teachers held a Bilingual education certificate. In 

addition to the above categories, few teachers (25%; n=85) indicated that they had 

additional certification by selecting the unique label ―other‖ (e.g., reading specialist, deaf 

education certification, principal, and behavior coach endorsement etc.).  

Of the teachers who held a special education teaching certification, 156 (45%) 

completed the required coursework through a traditional teacher education program while 

140 (41%) had completed their certification through an alternative teacher education 

program.  

Student teaching placement. Comparing all racial/ethnic groups of students at 

respondents’ teaching placements, the majority of teachers (31%; n=108) worked with 
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Hispanic/Latino students while completing their student teaching requirement. Four (1%) 

teachers selected the unique label ―other‖ because they did not have student teaching 

experiences (i.e., they took certification tests only).  

Amount of coursework addressing diversity. Of the 344 respondents, the 

comparative majority of teachers (n=116, 34%) perceived that diversity-related topics 

were integrated into their teaching certification courses. In addition, participants held 

different perspectives in terms of how effective teacher education programs were in 

preparing them to successfully teach CLD students with disabilities: Thirty-six (10%) 

teachers perceived their programs as absolutely ineffective, 26 (8%) teachers perceived 

their programs as slightly ineffective, 83 (24%) perceived their program as neutral, 127 

(37%) perceived their programs as slightly effective, and 73 (21%) perceived their 

programs as absolutely effective. The rating scale was from 1 (absolutely ineffective) to 

5(absolutely effective). The mean rating of perceived effectiveness of teacher education 

programs in addressing diversity was 3.5 (SD=1.2). 

Total sessions of professional development training. The total sessions of 

professional development for participants ranged from 1 to more than 10. Among all 344 

respondents, 261 (76%) participants attended professional development trainings focused 

on CLD students while the other 83 (24%) did not attend. Of those who did not attend 

such trainings (n=83), 12 (3%) reported that they did not choose to attend this type of 

session while 60 (17%) indicated that they did not see this type of session being offered. 

The other 10 teachers provided other reasons regarding why they did not attend this type 

of training (e.g., choose the type of sessions recommended by those who had more 

experiences).  
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Table 4.4  

Descriptive Information about Professional Preparation 
 

Variables Category District A 
(N=146) 
n (%)1 

District B 
(N=106) 
n (%)1 

District C 
(N=92) 
n (%)1 

Total  
(N=344) 
n (%)1 

Educational 
Degree 

Bachelor’s 69(47%) 47(44%) 49(53%) 165(48%) 

Above Bachelor’s 77(49%) 59(56%) 43(47%) 179(52%) 

Specialized 
certification2 

Special education teaching 
certification 

141(97%) 93(88%) 86(93%) 320(93%) 

General education teaching 
certification 

96(66%) 75(71%) 75(82%) 246(72%) 

Certification in bilingual 
education/ESL 

57(39%) 10(9%) 11(12%) 78(23%) 

Student 
teaching 
placement 

Predominately White 13(9%) 19(18%) 6(7%) 38(11%) 

Predominately Black/African 
American 

28(19%) 1(1%) 29(32%) 58(17%) 

Predominately Hispanic/Latino 47(32%) 33(31%) 28(30%) 108(31%) 

Predominately Native 
American/American Indian 

24(17%) 49(46%) 16(17%) 89(26%) 

Racially/Ethnically Diverse 34(23%) 0(0%) 13(14%) 47(14%) 

Other 0(0%) 4(4%) 0(0%) 4(1%) 

Amount of 
coursework 
addressing 
diversity 

Diversity-related topics were not 
addressed 

12(8%) 19(18%) 6(7%) 37(11%) 

Diversity-related topics were 
somewhat addressed 

27(19%) 1(1%) 27(29%) 55(16%) 

Diversity-related topics were 
integrated 

49(34%) 37(35%) 30(33%) 116(34%) 

Diversity-related topics were 
equally addressed 

24(16%) 49(46%) 16(17%) 89(26%) 

The program was mainly 
designed to prepare teachers 
for teaching exceptional 
diverse learners.  

34(23%) 0(0%) 13(14%) 47(13%) 

Number of 
professional 
development 
sessions3 

1-2 26(22%) 24(33%) 31(45%) 81(31%) 

3-5 44(37%) 27(38%) 20(29%) 91(35%) 

6-10 21(17%) 11(15%) 11(16%) 43(16%) 

More than 10 29(24%) 10(14%) 7(10%) 46(17%) 

Focus of PD 
training on 
teaching CLD 
students with 
disabilities 

Little or no focus  9(7%) 6(8%) 5(7%) 20(8%) 

Less than 25% of the content 21(18%) 16(22%) 17(25%) 54(21%) 

About 25-50% of the content 27(23%) 23(32%) 21(30%) 71(27%) 

About 50%-75% of the content 40(33%) 19(27%) 20(29%) 79(30%) 

Focus of entire session  23(19%) 8(11%) 6(9%) 37(14%) 
1Percentages calculated based on column totals.  
2 Respondents may have more than one certification 
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Focus of professional development on addressing diversity. Of those who 

attended professional development training (n=261), the comparative majority of teachers 

(n=79) tended to think that 50%-75% of the content focused on how to work with CLD 

students with disabilities. In addition, participants held different perspective in terms of 

how effective professional development sessions were in preparing teachers to serve 

exceptional CLD students: Eight (3%) teachers perceived their professional development 

absolutely ineffective, 22 (8%) teachers perceived their professional development slightly 

ineffective, 58 (22%) perceived their professional development neutral, 103 (40%) 

perceived their professional development slightly effective, and 70 (27%) perceived their 

professional development absolutely effective. The rating scale was from 1 (absolutely 

ineffective) to 5(absolutely effective). The mean number of perceived effectiveness of 

professional development sessions in addressing diversity was 3.78 with a standard 

deviation of 1.03. 

Operational Measures 

To verify that the three scales (CTE, CRTSE, and CRTOE) used in this study 

were meaningful, validity and reliability analyses were conducted. The first stage was to 

run the item-specific means. While a pilot study was conducted to support the validity 

and reliability of the three scales, each scale was also subjected to a principal component 

factor analysis to determine the underlying components of the construct and to measure 

the relationship between them. The reliability of the instrument with the current 

population was measured using Cronbach’s alpha coefficients.  

Descriptive Analysis 

Collective teacher efficacy scale. CTE is a five-point scale (from Strongly 

Disagree to Strongly Disagree), and the frequencies and percentages of the items can be 

found in Table 4.5. Item-specific means for the data on the CTE scale are presented in 
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Table 4.6. The original sores for participants in this study ranged from 2.67 to 3.64. Item 

means clustered around the midpoint (3.25) of the 1-5 rating scale, and the obtained 

standard deviations ranged from 0.96 to 1.15. The items 5, 7, 9, 10, and 12 were 

measured negative responses, and these items were recoded for running factor analysis 

(i.e., negatively worded items were reversed scored so that positive attitudes are always 

reflected by higher mean scores). Participants who had higher scores on CTE scale 

tended to agree their school staff had abilities to serve CLD students with disabilities, 

compared to those who did not hold such agreement. The most strongly supported item 

was item 12, which indicated that respondents agreed teachers at their schools need more 

training to be able to create a barrier-free environment that facilitates learning for 

students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds (M=3.64; SD=0.96).  

Culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy scale. CRTSE is a five-point scale 

(from Definitely No to Definitely Yes), and the frequencies and percentages for its items 

can be found in Table 4.7. Item-specific means for the data on the CRTSE scale are 

presented in Table 4.8. The scores for participants in this study ranged from 3.65 to 4.62. 

Item means clustered just above the midpoint (4.14) of the 1-5 rating scale, and the 

obtained standard deviations ranged from 0.64 to 1.15. Respondents with higher scores 

on the culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy scale reported greater confidence in 

their ability to engage in culturally responsive teaching practices, compared to those with 

lower scores (e.g., ratings of 1). The results revealed that in-service special education 

teachers felt most confident about their ability to create a caring, supportive, and warm 

learning environment for their students from CLD backgrounds (M=4.62; SD=0.58). 
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Table 4.5 

Descriptive Information for Items on the CTE Scale 
 

Items SD1 
N (%) 

D1 
N (%) 

N1 
N (%) 

A1 
N (%) 

SA1 
N (%) 

1. Teachers in my school are confident that 
they can work with students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

 
14(4.1) 

 
55(16.0) 

 
77(22.4) 

 
159(46.2) 

 
39(11.3) 

2. Teachers in my school are confident they 
will be able to motivate every student, 
including students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds. 

 
15(4.4) 

 
70(20.3) 

 
80(23.3) 

 
148(43.0) 

 
31(9.0) 

3. Teachers in my school believe every 
child here can learn, including students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

 
14(4.1) 

 
52(15.1) 

 
57(16.6) 

 
158(45.9) 

 
63(18.3) 

4. Teachers in my school work together to 
produce meaningful learning for students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

 
11(3.2) 

 
44(12.8) 

 
80(23.3) 

 
148(43.0) 

 
61(17.7) 

5. Teachers in my school are not skilled in 
culturally and linguistically responsive 
teaching methods. 

 
41(11.9) 

 
133(38.7) 

 
101(29.4) 

 
53(15.4) 

 
16(4.7) 

6. Teachers in my school are confident 
about increasing the levels of parental 
involvement, including involvement of 
parents of students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds. 

 
 

10(2.9) 

 
 

60(17.4) 

 
 

89(25.9) 

 
 

146(42.4) 

 
 

39(11.3) 

7. Teachers in my school believe that the 
lack of appropriate materials makes 
teaching difficult for students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

 
24(7.0) 

 
67(19.5) 

 
88(25.6) 

 
133(38.7) 

 
32(9.3) 

8. Teachers in my school believe that their 
students’ home life provides many 
learning advantages, including students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

 
 

14(4.1) 

 
 

54(15.7) 

 
 

87(25.3) 

 
 

134(39.0) 

 
 

55(16.0) 

9. Teachers in my school believe that their 
students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds are not motivated to learn. 

 
74(21.5) 

 
110(32.0) 

 
90(26.2) 

 
54(15.7) 

 
16(4.7) 

10. Teachers in this school do not have the 
skills to deal with disciplinary problems 
of students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds.   

 
54(15.7) 

 
120(34.9) 

 
78(22.7) 

 
70(20.3) 

 
22(6.4) 

 

11. Teachers in my school believe home and 
community environments support 
learning of students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds at this school.   

 
12(3.5) 

 
52(15.1) 

 
89(25.9) 

 
139(40.4) 

 
52(15.1) 

12. Teachers in my school need more 
training to be able to create a barrier-free 
environment that facilitates learning for 
students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 

 
7(2.0) 

 
37(10.8) 

 
89(25.9) 

 
152(44.2) 

 
59(17.2) 

Note1: SD=Strongly Disagree; D=Disagree; N=Neutral; A=Agree; SA=Strongly Agree 
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Table 4.6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Items on the CTE scale 

 

Items M SD 

1. Teachers in my school are confident that they can work with 
students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.45 1.02 

2. Teachers in my school are confident they will be able to 
motivate every student, including students with disabilities 
from CLD backgrounds. 

3.32 1.03 

3. Teachers in my school believe every child here can learn 
including students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.59 1.08 

4. Teachers in my school work together to produce meaningful 
learning for students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.59 1.02 

5. Teachers in my school are not skilled in culturally and 
linguistically responsive teaching methods. 

2.62 1.03 

6. Teachers in my school are confident about increasing the 
levels of parental involvement, including involvement of 
parents of students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.42 1.00 

7. Teachers in my school believe that the lack of appropriate 
materials makes teaching difficult for students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.24 1.09 

8. Teachers in my school believe that their students’ home life 
provides many learning advantages, including students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.47 1.06 

9. Teachers in my school believe that their students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds are not motivated to learn. 

2.50 1.13 

10. Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with 
disciplinary problems of students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds.   

2.67 1.15 

11. Teachers in my school believe home and community 
environments support learning of students with disabilities 
from CLD backgrounds at this school.   

3.49 1.03 

12. Teachers in my school need more training to be able to create 
a barrier-free environment that facilitates learning for students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

3.64 0.96 
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 Table 4.7  

Descriptive Information for Items on the CRTSE Scale 

Items 11 
N(%) 

21 
N(%) 

31 
N(%) 

41 
N(%) 

51 
N(%) 

I am able to… 

1. modify instructional activities 
and materials to meet the 
developmental needs and 
learning interests of my students 
with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 

 
0(0) 

 
 

5(1.5) 

 
 

45(13.4) 

 
 

115(33.4) 

 
 

178(51.7) 

2. design appropriate instruction 
that is matched to English 
language learners’ language 
proficiency and special needs.  

 
2(.6) 

 
26(7.6) 

 
66(19.2) 

 
118(34.3) 

 
132(38.4) 

3. create a learning environment 
that reflects the various 
backgrounds of my CLD 
students. 

 
1(.3) 

 
16(4.7) 

 
68(19.8) 

 
133(38.7) 

 
126(36.6) 

4. develop appropriate Individual 
Education Plans for my students 
with disabilities who are from 
CLD backgrounds.  

 
0(0) 

 
5(1.5) 

 
41(11.9) 

 
102(29.7) 

 
196(57.0) 

5. use my students’ prior 
knowledge related to their 
cultural and linguistic 
backgrounds to help make 
learning meaningful.  

 
4(1.2) 

 
8(2.3) 

 
66(19.2) 

 
139(40.4) 

 
127(36.9) 

6. use various types of assessment 
that is matched to English 
language learners’ language 
proficiency and special needs 

 
6(1.7) 

 
26(7.6) 

 
92(26.7) 

 
107(31.1) 

 
113(32.8) 

7. critically examine the curriculum 
to determine whether it 
appropriately represents CLD 
groups. 

 
13(3.8) 

 
36(10.5) 

 
93(27.0) 

 
119(34.6) 

 
83(24.1) 

8. identify the differences between 
student behavior/communication 
at home and student behavior/ 
communication at school. 

 
5(1.5) 

 
18(5.2) 

 
63(18.3) 

 
140(40.7) 

 
118(34.3) 

9. use a variety of teaching 
methods to assist my students in 
learning the content. 

 
0(0.0) 

 
2(0.6) 

 
25(7.3) 

 
114(33.1) 

 
203(59.0) 

                                                     (continues on next page) 
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Table 4.7, Cont. 

 
Items 11 

N(%) 
21 

N(%) 
31 

N(%) 
41 

N(%) 
51 

N(%) 

10. communicate with students with 
disabilities who are English 
Language Learners.   

 
1(0.3) 

 
13(3.8) 

 
59(17.2) 

 
105(30.5) 

 
166(48.3) 

11. identify cultural differences 
when communicating with 
parents regarding their child’s 
educational progress.  

 
3(0.9) 

 
15(4.4) 

 
76(22.1) 

 
135(39.2) 

 
115(33.4) 

12. implement interventions that 
minimize the effects of cultural 
mismatch between home and 
school.   

 
3(0.9) 

 
17(4.9) 

 
115(33.4) 

 
124(36.0) 

 
85(24.7) 

13. distinguish linguistic/cultural 
differences from learning 
difficulties for students with 
disabilities. 

 
3(0.9) 

 
15(4.4) 

 
80(23.3) 

 
157(45.6) 

 
89(25.9) 

14. create a caring, supportive, and 
warm learning environment for 
my students from CLD 
backgrounds.  

 
0(0.0) 

 
0(0.0) 

 
18(5.2) 

 
95(27.6) 

 
231(67.2) 

15. assist my students to be 
successful by supporting the 
native language of my students 
with disabilities who have 
limited English proficiency.    

 

16(4.7) 

 

36(10.5) 

 

76(22.1) 

 

107(31.1) 

 

109(31.7) 

16. 16.structure parent-teacher 
conferences (e.g., IEP meetings) 
that are comfortable to allow 
CLD parents to participate.    

 
1(0.3) 

 
4(1.2) 

 
47(13.7) 

 
112(32.6) 

 
180(52.3) 

17. 17.identify the ways 
standardized tests may be biased 
against students from diverse 
backgrounds.   

 
10(2.9) 

 
25(7.3) 

 
105(30.5) 

 
109(31.7) 

 
95(27.6) 

18. build positive relationships with 
CLD parents.  

0(0.0) 6(1.7) 23(6.7) 127(36.9) 188(54.7) 

19. help my students develop 
positive interactions with each 
other.   

 
0(0.0) 

 
2(0.6) 

 
21(6.1) 

 
121(35.2) 

 
200(58.1) 

20. obtain information about my 
students’ preferred learning 
styles (e.g., cooperation or 
individual work).   

 
1(0.3) 

 
4(1.2) 

 
23(6.7) 

 
122(35.5) 

 
194(56.4) 

 
Note 1: 1=Definitely No; 2=A Little; 3=Some; 4=Quite a bit; 5=Definitely Yes 
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Table 4.8 

Means and Standard Deviations for Items on the CRTSE Scale 
 

Items M SD 
I am able to… 
1. modify instructional activities and materials to meet the developmental 

needs and learning interests of my students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 

 
4.35 

 
0.77 

2. design appropriate instruction that is matched to English language 
learners’ language proficiency and special needs.  

4.02 0.97 

3. create a learning environment that reflects the various backgrounds of 
my CLD students. 

4.07 0.88 

4. develop appropriate Individual Education Plans for my students with 
disabilities who are from CLD backgrounds.  

4.42 0.76 

5. use my students’ prior knowledge related to their cultural and linguistic 
backgrounds to help make learning meaningful.  

4.10 0.87 

6. use various types of assessment that is matched to English language 
learners’ language proficiency and special needs 

3.86 1.02 

7. critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it appropriately 
represents CLD groups. 

3.65 1.07 

8. identify the differences between student behavior/communication at 
home and student behavior/communication at school. 

4.01 0.93 

9. use a variety of teaching methods to assist my students in learning the 
content. 

4.51 0.66 

10. communicate with students with disabilities who are English Language 
Learners.   

4.23 0.88 

11. identify cultural differences when communicating with parents 
regarding their child’s educational progress.  

4.00 0.90 

12. implement interventions that minimize the effects of cultural mismatch 
between home and school.   

3.79 0.90 

13. distinguish linguistic/cultural differences from learning difficulties for 
students with disabilities. 

3.91 0.86 

14. create a caring, supportive, and warm learning environment for my 
students from CLD backgrounds.  

4.62 0.58 

15. assist my students to be successful by supporting the native language of 
my students with disabilities who have limited English proficiency.    

3.75 1.15 

16. structure parent-teacher conferences (e.g., IEP meetings) that are 
comfortable to allow CLD parents to participate.    

4.35 0.78 

17. identify the ways standardized tests may be biased against students 
from diverse backgrounds.   

3.74 1.03 

18. build positive relationships with CLD parents.  4.44 0.70 
19. help my students develop positive interactions with each other.   4.51 0.64 
20. obtain information about my students’ preferred learning styles (e.g., 

cooperation or individual work).   
4.47 0.70 
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Table 4.9 

Descriptive Information for Items on the CRTOE Scale 

Items 1
1
 

N (%) 
2

1
 

N (%) 
3

1
 

N (%) 
4

1
 

N (%) 
5

1
 

N (%) 

1. Utilizing a variety of teaching 
approaches is helpful for 
students’ learning processes.  

 

2(0.6) 

 

1(0.3) 

 

15(4.4) 

 

66(19.2) 

 

260(75.6) 

2. Students with disabilities from 
diverse backgrounds will be 
successful when special 
education instruction is 
adapted and modified for their 
cultural and linguistic 
characteristics.  

 
 

1(0.3) 

 
 

12(3.5) 

 
 

33(9.6) 

 
 

121(35.2) 

 
 

177(51.5) 

3. A variety of assessment 
strategies should be used to 
gain a complete picture of 
what students with disabilities 
from diverse backgrounds 
have learned.  

 

1(0.3) 

 

5(1.5) 

 

18(5.2) 

 

79(23.0) 

 

241(70.1) 

4. Students’ learning becomes 
meaningful when teachers are 
aware of the cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds/needs 
of their students with 
disabilities.  

 
 

2(0.6) 

 
 

6(1.7) 

 
 

30(8.7) 

 
 

88(25.6) 

 
 

218(63.4) 

5. Understanding different 
communication styles reduces 
misunderstandings between 
teachers, students and their 
families.  

 

1(0.3) 

 

3(0.9) 

 

16(4.7) 

 

77(22.4) 

 

247(71.8) 

6. Using prior knowledge and 
culturally relevant examples 
motivates students’ learning.   

 
1(0.3) 

 
3(0.9) 

 
16(4.7) 

 
77(22.4) 

 
247(71.8) 

7. Establishing positive home-
school relations increases 
involvement of CLD parents. 

 
2(0.6) 

 
3(0.9) 

 
24(7.0) 

 
95(27.6) 

 
220(64.0) 

8. Understanding the 
discontinuity between 
students’ home culture and 
school culture minimizes the 
likelihood of discipline 
problems.   

 

8(2.3) 

 

11(3.2) 

 

48(14.0) 

 

136(39.5) 

 

141(41.0) 

(Continues on next page) 
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Table 4.9, Cont. 

Items 1
1
 

N (%) 
2

1
 

N (%) 
3

1
 

N (%) 
4

1
 

N (%) 
5

1
 

N (%) 

9. Matching instruction to 
students’ learning preferences 
promotes students’ academic 
performance.  

 

0(0.0) 

 

4(1.2) 

 

21(6.1) 

 

98(28.5) 

 

221(64.2) 

10. Encouraging the use of the 
native language for students 
with special needs will help to 
maintain students’ cultural 
identity.    

 

11(3.1) 

 

31(9.0) 

 

92(26.7) 

 

111(32.3) 

 

99(28.8) 

11. Students’ self-esteem can be 
enhanced when their native 
languages and cultures are 
valued by teachers.  

 

1(0.3) 

 

6(1.7) 

 

22(6.4) 

 

93(27.0) 

 

222(64.5) 

12. Changing learning 
environments to be compatible 
with students’ home cultures 
increases students’ motivation 
to learn.  

 

5(1.5) 

 

23(6.7) 

 

64(18.6) 

 

128(37.2) 

 

124(36.0) 

1
1=Very Uncertain; 2=Slightly Uncertain; 3=Somewhat Certain; 4=Moderately Certain; 
5=Absolutely Certain 

 

Culturally responsive outcome-expectancy efficacy Scale. Item-specific means for 

the CRTOE scale are presented in Table 4.10. The scores for participants in this study 

ranged from 3.74 to 4.69. Item means clustered just above the midpoint (4.41) of the 1-5 

rating scale, and the obtained standard deviations ranged from 0.62 to 1.07. Respondents 

with higher scores (e.g., 5, completely certain) perceived that positive outcomes were 

associated with culturally responsive teaching compared to those with lower scores. The 

item for which the respondents had the highest degree of certainty related to their 

perceptions that understanding different communication styles reduces 

misunderstandings between teachers, students and their families (M=4.65; SD=0.64). 
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Table 4.10  

Means and Standard Deviations for Items on the CRTOE scale 

 

Items M SD 

1. Utilizing a variety of teaching approaches is helpful for 
students’ learning processes.  

4.69 0.62 

2. Students with disabilities from diverse backgrounds will be    
successful when special education instruction is adapted and 
modified for their cultural and linguistic characteristics.  

4.34 0.81 

3. A variety of assessment strategies should be used to gain a 
complete picture of what students with disabilities from 
diverse backgrounds have learned.  

4.61 0.68 

4. Students’ learning becomes meaningful when teachers are 
aware of the cultural and linguistic backgrounds/needs of their 
students with disabilities.  

4.49 0.77 

5. Understanding different communication styles reduces 
misunderstandings between teachers, students and their 
families.  

4.65 0.64 

6. Using prior knowledge and culturally relevant examples 
motivates students’ learning.   

4.58 0.70 

7. Establishing positive home-school relations increases 
involvement of CLD parents. 

4.53 0.72 

8. Understanding the discontinuity between students’ home 
culture and school culture minimizes the likelihood of 
discipline problems.   

4.14 0.93 

9. Matching instruction to students’ learning preferences 
promotes students’ academic performance.  

4.56 0.66 

10. Encouraging the use of the native language for students with 
special needs will help to maintain students’ cultural identity.    

3.74 1.07 

11. Students’ self-esteem can be enhanced when their native 
languages and cultures are valued by teachers.  

4.54 0.72 

12. Changing learning environments to be compatible with 
students’ home cultures increases students’ motivation to 
learn.  

4.00 0.97 
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Factor Analysis 

Three scales (CTE, CRTSE, and CRTOE) were analyzed using principal 

components factor analysis to assess the structure of latent variables. Two criteria were 

used to determine the number of components: (a) Kaiser’s (1960) criterion of eigenvalues 

greater than 1; and (b) Cattell’s (1966) scree plot test.   

Collective teacher efficacy scale. Varimax rotation was used to obtain simple 

structure. Eigenvalues greater than 1 and scree plot (see Figure 4.1) suggested retaining 

three factors; initially a total of approximately 61% of the variance in the set of items was 

explained. Factor loadings are presented in Table 4.11. 

Figure 4.1  
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Factor 1 accounted for 28% of the variance and represented teachers’ beliefs in 

their schools’ teachers’ abilities to work with exceptional students from CLD 

backgrounds. Factor 2 accounted for approximately 20% of the variance and represented 

teachers’ perceptions of challenges to teaching exceptional students from CLD 

backgrounds. Factor 3 accounted for 13% of the variance and represented teachers’ views 

on the importance of the family support in students’ learning. Cronbach’s alpha for the 

12-item measure was .83, which was considered adequate.  

Table 4.11 

Factor Analysis for Items on the CTE scale 

 
 

Scale Items 
Factor Loading 

1 2 3 

Factor One    

1. Teachers in my school are confident that they can work with students    
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

.83 .19 -.03 

2. Teachers in my school are confident they will be able to motivate 
every student, including students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 

.84 .18 .07 

3. Teachers in my school believe every child here can learn, including 
students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

.83 .22 .12 

4. Teachers in my school work together to produce meaningful learning 
for students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

.77 .25 .1.3 

6. Teachers in my school are confident about increasing the levels of 
parental involvement, including involvement of parents of students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 

.65 .02 .25 

Factor Two    

5. Teachers in my school are not skilled in culturally and linguistically 
responsive teaching methods. 

.14 .75 .02 

7. Teachers in my school believe that the lack of appropriate materials 
makes teaching difficult for students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 

-.13 .56 -.35 

9. Teachers in my school believe that their students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds are not motivated to learn. 

.29 .60 .26 

10. Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with disciplinary 
problems of students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.   

.30 .71 .21 

12. Teachers in my school need more training to be able to create a barrier-
free environment that facilitates learning for students with disabilities 
from CLD backgrounds. 

.25 .60 .11 

(Continues on next page) 
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Table 4.11, Cont. 
    

 
Scale Items 

Factor Loading 

1 2 3 

Factor Three    

8. Teachers in my school believe that their students’ home life provides 
many learning advantages, including students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds. 

.03 .00 .88 

11. Teachers in my school believe home and community environments 
support learning of students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds at 
this school.   

.22 .24 .71 

Culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy scale. Varimax rotation was used to 

obtain simple structure. Eigenvalues greater than 1 and scree plot (see Figure 4.2) 

suggested retaining 3 factors; initially, approximately 64% of the variance in the set of 

items was explained. Factor loadings are presented in Table 4.12. 

Figure 4.2  

Scree Plot for the CRTSE Scale 
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Factor 1 accounted for approximately 24% of the variance and represented 

teachers’ beliefs about their skills and knowledge in working with CLD students. Factor 2 

accounted for approximately 21% of the variance and represented teachers’ views about 

the impact of cultural and linguistic differences on learning. Factor 3 accounted for 19% 

of the variance and represented teachers’ confidence in building relationships with CLD 

exceptional students and their families. Cronbach’s alpha for the 20-item measure was 

.95, which was considered very good.  

Table 4.12 

Factor Analysis for Items on the CRTSE Scale 

 
 

Scale Item 
Factor  

Loading 

1 2 3 

Factor One    

I am able to… 
1. modify instructional activities and materials to meet the 

developmental needs and learning interests of my students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.  

.71 .24 .37 

2. design appropriate instruction that is matched to English 
language learners’ language proficiency and special needs.  

.76 .29 .18 

3. create a learning environment that reflects the various 
backgrounds of my CLD students. 

.70 .38 .22 

4. develop appropriate Individual Education Plans for my 
students with disabilities who are from CLD backgrounds.  

.66 .19 .47 

5. use my students’ prior knowledge related to their cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds to help make learning meaningful.  

.64 .43 .24 

6. use various types of assessment that is matched to English 
language learners’ language proficiency and special needs 

.71 .41 .10 

7. critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it 
appropriately represents CLD groups. 

.57 .50 .10 

9. use a variety of teaching methods to assist my students in 
learning the content. 

.63 .13 .58 

10. communicate with students with disabilities who are English 
Language Learners.   

.48 .39 .21 

    
(Continues on next page) 
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Table 4.12, Cont. 

 

 
Scale Item 

Factor  
Loading 

1 2 3 

Factor Two    
8. identify the differences between student 

behavior/communication at home and student 
behavior/communication at school. 

.44 .54 .23 

11. identify cultural differences when communicating with parents 
regarding their child’s educational progress.  

.29 .69 .35 

12. implement interventions that minimize the effects of cultural 
mismatch between home and school.   

.37 .75 .23 

13. distinguish linguistic/cultural differences from learning 
difficulties for students with disabilities. 

.35 .73 .21 

15. assist my students to be successful by supporting the native 
language of my students with disabilities who have limited 
English proficiency.    

.26 .59 .23 

17. identify the ways standardized tests may be biased against 
students from diverse backgrounds.   

.26 .57 .24 

Factor Three    
14. create a caring, supportive, and warm learning environment for 

my students from CLD backgrounds.  
.28 .17 .78 

16. structure parent-teacher conferences (e.g., IEP meetings) that 
are comfortable to allow CLD parents to participate.    

.11 .56 .58 

18. build positive relationships with CLD parents.  .06 .39 .75 
19. help my students develop positive interactions with each other.   .28 .21 .76 
20. obtain information about my students’ preferred learning 

styles (e.g., cooperation or individual work).   
.28 .25 .71 

 

Culturally responsive outcome-expectancy efficacy scale. Varimax rotation was 

used to obtain simple structure. Eigenvalues greater than 1 and scree plot (see Figure 4.3) 

suggested retaining 2 factors; initially, approximately 65% of the variance in the set of 

items was explained. Factor loadings are presented in Table 4.13. 
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Figure 4.3 

Scree Plot for CRTOE Scale 
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Factor 1 accounted for approximately 44% of the variance and represented 

teachers’ certainty about the relationship between instruction and students’ performance. 

Factor 2 accounted for approximately 22% of the variance and represented teachers’ 

perceptions of the connection between home culture and students’ learning outcomes. 

The reliability of Cronbach’s alpha for the 12-item measure was .92, which was 

considered a good scale. 
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Table 4.13 

Factor Analysis for Items on the CRTOE scale 
 

 
Scale Item 

Factor  
Loading 

1 2 

Factor One   

1. Utilizing a variety of teaching approaches is helpful for students’ learning 
processes.  

.78 .03 

2. Students with disabilities from diverse backgrounds will be successful 
when special education instruction is adapted and modified for their 
cultural and linguistic characteristics.  

.63 .41 

3. A variety of assessment strategies should be used to gain a complete 
picture of what students with disabilities from diverse backgrounds have 
learned.  

.79 .24 

4. Students’ learning becomes meaningful when teachers are aware of the 
cultural and linguistic backgrounds/needs of their students with disabilities.  

.75 .33 

5. Understanding different communication styles reduces misunderstandings 
between teachers, students and their families.  

.82 .17 

6. Using prior knowledge and culturally relevant examples motivates 
students’ learning.   

.79 .31 

7. Establishing positive home-school relations increases involvement of CLD 
parents. 

.70 .30 

9. Matching instruction to students’ learning preferences promotes students’ 
academic performance. 

.74 .30 

11. Students’ self-esteem can be enhanced when their native languages and 
cultures are valued by teachers. 

.67 .34 

   

Factor Two   

8. Understanding the discontinuity between students’ home culture and school 
culture minimizes the likelihood of discipline problems.   

.44 .65 

10. Encouraging the use of the native language for students with special needs 
will help to maintain students’ cultural identity.  

.15 .85 

12. Changing learning environments to be compatible with students’ home 
cultures increases students’ motivation to learn. 

.21 .84 
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Results By Research Questions 

Research Question One: What is the relationship between special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive teaching outcome- 

expectancy efficacy for serving exceptional learners from CLD backgrounds? 

Pearson-Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient analyses were used to assess the 

relationship between two scales. The scatter plot provides a visual of the bivariate 

relationships for the scales of CRTSE and CRTOE. The scatter plot (see figure 4.4) 

indicates a positive linear relationship between the CRTSE and CRTOE. The research 

hypothesis for this question stated that the relationship would not be significant between 

the scales of CRTSE and CRTOE, but the results showed that there was a statistically 

significant difference between two scales (r = .44, p < .01) (see Table 4.14). Moreover, 

the overall relationship between the two scales was moderately positive, which suggested 

that the in-service special education teachers who were confident in their ability to 

engage in culturally responsive teaching practices were also certain of the connection 

between such pedagogy and positive outcomes.  

 

Table 4.14 

Correlation between CRTSE and CRTOE Scales 

 

 CRTSE CRTOE 

CRTSE .44**  
CRTOE  .44** 

**Correlation is statistically significant at the .01level (two-tail) 
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Figure 4.4 

Scatter Plot for Correlation between CRTSE and CRTOE Scales 
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Research Question Two: Are there statistically-significant differences between special 

education teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy 

based on their perceptions of how well their teacher education programs prepared them 

to teach CLD students with disabilities? 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether there 

were statistically significant differences in the perceptions of teachers’ culturally 

responsive teaching self-efficacy as well as the outcome-expectancy efficacy beliefs by 

the effectiveness of teacher preparation in addressing diversity. Before running the 

analyses, Levene’s test was used to determine whether the data met the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance. If Levene’s test is significant (p < .05), the assumption has 

been violated (Field, 2009). In this case, the Levene’s test results were p = .007 and 
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p=.175 for the total scores of CRTSE and CRTOE as outcome variables. ANOVA was an 

appropriate method for predicting CRTOE because the assumption of homogeneity of 

variance had been met. On the other hand, the Levene’s test showed that the assumption 

of homogeneity of variance for CRTSE based on the perceived effectiveness of teacher 

education in addressing diversity had been violated; however, the robust test of equality 

of means (Brown-Forsythe and Welch versions of the F-ratio) were highly significant  

(p < .01) Thus, the result revealed a significant effect of the perceived effectiveness of 

teacher education in addressing diversity on the CRTSE belief.  

The ANOVA results showed a statistically significant difference in the 

perceptions of CRTSE based on perceived effectiveness of teacher education programs in 

preparing teachers to work with CLD students, F (4, 339) = 13.740, p < .01 (see Table 

4.15). The Games-Howell post-hoc test does not rely on homogeneity of variance (Field, 

2009), which was appropriate for further comparisons. Furthermore, five groups of 

perceived effectiveness of teacher education programs in addressing diversity were 

utilized for comparing CRTSE scores. Means and standard deviations for each group’s 

CRTSE scores are reported in Table 4.16. The results showed that the group of teachers 

who considered their teacher education program to be absolutely effective in preparing 

them to work with CLD students (p < .01) had significantly higher perceptions of CRTSE 

beliefs than did other groups of teachers.  
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Table 4.15 

ANOVA Results for CRTSE Based on Perceived Effectiveness of  

Teacher Education Programs in Addressing Diversity 

 

Model Sum of 
Squares 

Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 7137.662 4 1784.416 13.740 .000 

Residual 44027.268 339 129.874   

Total 51164.930 343    

 

Table 4.16 

Means and Standard Deviations for CRTSE Scale Based on Five Groups of 

Perceived Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs in Addressing Diversity 

 

Five Groups/Independent Variables Means SD 

Not effective 80.50 14.51 
Somewhat effective  76.08 11.91 
Neutral 80.39 11.41 
Moderately effective 81.61 11.81 
Extremely effective  91.22 8.28 

 

In addition, the ANOVA results showed a statistically significant difference in the 

perceptions of CRTOE based on perceived effectiveness of teacher education programs 

in preparing teachers to work with CLD students, F (4, 339) = 2.842, p < .05 (see Table 

4.17).  A post hoc Tukey test was run to identify significant differences among each of 

the five groups. The Tukey test is recommended because this test has good power and 

tight control over the Type I error rate (Field, 2009). In regard to the perceptions of 

CRTOE, five levels of perceived effectiveness of teacher education programs in 

addressing diversity were utilized for comparing CRTOE scores. Means and standard 
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deviations for each group’s CRTOE scores are reported in Table 4.18. There was a 

statistically significant difference between the group of teachers who perceived their 

program to be ―absolutely effective‖ attitude and teachers who held ―neutral‖ perceptions 

(p < .01) about the effectiveness of their teacher education program in addressing 

diversity.   

Table 4.17 

ANOVA Results for CRTOE Based on Perceived Effectiveness of  

Teacher Education Programs in Addressing Diversity 

 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 514.908 4 128.727 2.842 .024 

Residual 15356.205 339 45.299   

Total 15871.113 343    

 

Table 4.18 

Means and Standard Deviations for CRTOE Scale Based on Five Groups of 

Perceived Effectiveness of Teacher Education Programs in Addressing Diversity 

 

Five Groups/Independent variables Means SD 

Not effective 53.03 6.54 
Somewhat effective  52.96 5.30 
Neutral 51.02 7.72 
Moderately effective 53.00 6.74 
Extremely effective  54.65 5.98 
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Research Question Three: Are there statistically-significant differences between special 

education teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and outcome-expectancy 

based on their perceptions of how well their professional development trainings prepared 

them to teach CLD students with disabilities? 

Using the predictor of perceived effectiveness of professional development 

training in addressing diversity, the results of the Levene’s test were p=.07 and p=.06 for 

the total scores of CRTSE and CRTOE as outcome variables. Thus, the results revealed 

the assumptions of homogeneity have been met and ANOVA was an appropriate analysis 

for both data sets.  

There was a statistically significant difference in CRTSE beliefs based on the 

perceived effectiveness of professional development in addressing diversity for students 

with disabilities, F (4, 255) = 6.738, p < .01 (see Table 4.19). The Tukey test identified 

significant differences between each of the five groups. Furthermore, five levels of 

perceived effectiveness of professional development in addressing diversity were utilized 

for comparing CRTSE scores. Means and standard deviations for each group’s CRTSE 

scores are reported in Table 4.20. There was a statistically significant difference between 

teachers who rated their professional development as ―absolutely effective‖ and those 

who assigned a rating of ―slightly effective‖ (p < .01) toward the effectiveness of 

professional development in preparing teachers to work with CLD students. In addition, 

there was a statistically significant difference between teachers who assigned a rating of 

―absolutely effective‖ attitude and those who rated their professional development as 

―neutral‖ (p < .01) toward the effectiveness of professional development in preparing 

teachers to work with CLD students. Finally, there was a statistically significant 

difference between the group of teachers who held ―absolutely effective‖ attitude and the 

group of teachers who held ―slightly ineffective‖ attitude (p < .05) toward the 
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effectiveness of professional development in preparing teachers to work with CLD 

students.   

Additionally, there was a statistically significant difference in CRTOE beliefs 

based on the perceived effectiveness of professional development trainings in addressing 

diversity, F (4, 255) = 5.916, p < .01 (see Table 4.21). The Tukey test identified a 

significant difference between each of the five groups. Furthermore, five levels of 

perceived effectiveness of professional development in addressing diversity were utilized 

for comparing CRTOE scores. Means and standard deviations for each group’s CRTOE 

scores are reported in Table 4.22. There was a statistically significant difference between 

teachers who perceived their professional development to be ―absolutely effective‖ and 

those who held a ―neutral‖ attitude (p < .01); and between teachers who perceived their 

professional development to be ―absolutely effective‖ and those who assigned a rating of 

―slightly effective‖ (p < .05).   

Table 4.19 

ANOVA Results for CRTSE Based on Perceived Effectiveness of  

Professional Development in Addressing Diversity 

 

Model Sum of 
Squares 

Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 3694.579 4 923.645 6.738 .000 
Residual 34956.633 255 137.085   
Total 38651.212 259    
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Table 4.20 

Means and Standard Deviations for CRTSE Scale Based on Five Groups of 

Perceived Effectiveness of Professional Development in Addressing Diversity 

 

Five Groups/Independent Variables Means SD 

Not effective 90.13 13.05 
Somewhat effective  78.86 13.77 
Neutral 80.59 11.86 
Moderately effective 82.22 12.04 
Extremely effective  89.13 10.16 

 

Table 4.21 

ANOVA Results for CRTOE Based on Perceived Effectiveness of  

Professional Development in Addressing Diversity 

 

Model Sum of 
Squares 

Df Mean Square F Sig. 

Regression 996.195 4 249.049 5.916 .000 
Residual 10734.401 255 42.096   
Total 11730.596 259    

 

Table 4.22 

Means and Standard Deviations for CRTOE Scale Based on Five Groups of 

Perceived Effectiveness of Professional Development in Addressing Diversity 

 

Five Groups/Independent variables Means SD 

Not effective 54.88 6.71 
Somewhat effective  51.77 7.35 
Neutral 50.22 7.78 
Moderately effective 52.67 6.35 
Extremely effective  55.61 5.05 
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Research Question Four: To what extent do personal characteristics and experience, 

teaching assignments, and professional preparation predict special education teachers’ 

culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy and culturally responsive outcome-

expectancy beliefs?  

The full model for the multiple regression analysis was used to assess this 

research question. The assumptions examined include the following: linearity, the errors 

were normally distributed, errors have a mean of 0 and a constant variance, errors are 

independent, and no multicollinearity (Garson, 2010). According to the results, the 

predictor variables were not a linear combination of other independent variables. The 

tolerance and the variance inflation factor indicated that there were no problems of 

multicollinearity among the variables, except the variable of students’ racial/ethnic 

backgrounds in teachers’ pre-service programs. Due to a high relation with other 

variables, this variable (students’ racial/ethnic backgrounds in teachers’ pre-service 

programs) was removed from the model. Overall, the violation of assumptions was not a 

major concern for running multiple regression analysis.  

4-1. Personal Characteristics as Predictors for Examining CRTSE and CRTOE Beliefs  

The multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well the personal 

characteristics predicted CRTSE as well as CRTOE scores. The first step in this process 

was to correlate predictors with the CRTSE as well as CRTOE scores. The correlation 

matrix is presented in Table 4.23 and Table 4.24. As shown in Table 4.23, the results 

revealed that the independent variables of teachers’ racial/ethnic background (X1), 

teachers’ language status (X2), teachers’ childhood experiences (X3), and teachers’ 

Bachelor’s degree experiences (X4) were statistically and significantly related to the 

outcome variable of CRTSE. The independent variables of teachers’ language status 
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(X2), and teachers’ college/university experiences (X4 and X5), were significantly 

related to CRTOE scores.  

Table 4.23 

Correlations between CRTSE Scores and Personal Characteristics Predictors 
 

Variable Y1 
(CRTSE) 

X1 
(White vs. 
non-White 
Teachers) 

X2 
(Language 

Status) 

X3 
(Childhood 
Experience) 

X4 
(College 

Experience-
Bachelor’s) 

X5 
(College 

Experience-
Master’s) 

X6 
(Teaching 

Experience) 

Y(CRTSE) 1       

X12 -.217** 1      

X22 -.167** .215** 1     

X32 -.183** .473** .207** 1    

X42 -.139** .042 .079 .232** 1   

X5 -.051 -.090* .039 .112** .390 1  

X6 .033 .153** .132** .231** -.020** .104 1 

1One-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Individual significant predictor’s reference group: teachers who were non-White, teachers who could speak a language 
other than English, teachers who attended non-White schools in elementary through high schools, and teachers attended 
non-White college/universities while they received Bachelor’s degree.  

In terms of predicting CRTSE scores, interpretation of the full model indicated 

the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was 0.30. The R
2
 of 0.088, reflecting the 

overall strength of relationship between CRTSE and predictors, was statistically 

significant at the 0.01 level (F (6,337) = 5.398, p < .01). The adjusted R
2
, compensating 

for the bias in R
2
, was .071, reflecting a relatively modest overall strength of relationship. 

The standard error of estimate was 11.77.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTSE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.25. Two predictors contributed significantly to the perceptions of in-service 

special education teachers’ CRTSE, including teachers’ racial/ethnic backgrounds and 

teachers’ language status. Specifically, statistical significances for CRTSE beliefs were 

found between the group of teachers who were White and the group of teachers who were 
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non-White (β = -.169; p < .01), and also between the group of teachers who could speak a 

language other than English and the group of teachers who could not (β = -.119; p < .05). 

Moreover, teachers who were White had lower CRTSE scores than teachers who were 

non-White, and monolingual teachers had lower CRTSE scores than teachers who could 

speak a language other than English.    
Table 4.24 

Correlations between CRTOE Scores and Personal Characteristics Predictors  

 

Variable Y
1
 

(CRTSE) 

X1 
(Teachers’ 

racial 
background) 

X2 
(Language 

Status) 

X3 
(Childhood 
Experience) 

X4 
(College 

Experience-
Bachelor’s) 

X5 
(College 

Experience-
Master’s) 

X6 
(Teaching 

Experience) 

Y 1       

X1 -.022 1      

X22 -.177** .215** 1     

X3 -.034 .473** .207** 1    

X42 -.119* .042 .079 .232** 1   

X52 -.096* -.090* .039 .112* .390** 1  

X6 -.004 .153** .132** .231** -.020 .104* 1 

1One-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Individual significant predictor’s reference group: teachers who could speak a language other than English, teachers 
who attended non-White schools while they obtained their Bachelor’s degree, and teachers attended non-White 
college/universities while they obtained Master’s degree.  

In terms of predicting CRTOE scores, interpretation of the full model indicated 

that the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was 0.22. The R
2
 of 0.046, 

reflecting the overall strength of relationship between CRTOE and predictors, was 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (F (6,337) = 2.714, p < .05). The adjusted R
2
, 

compensating for the bias in R
2
, was .029, reflecting a relatively modest overall strength 

of relationship. The standard error of estimate was 6.70.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTOE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.26. One variable, teachers’ language status, contributed significantly to the 
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outcome variable. Specifically, a statistical significance for CRTOE beliefs was found 

between the group of teachers who could speak a language other than English and the 

group of teachers who could not (β = -.175; p < .01). 

 
Table 4.25 

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTSE Scores and  

Personal Characteristics Predictors 

Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 
X1-White vs. Non-

White Teachers
2
 

-4.199 1.506 -.169 -2.787 .006** 

X2-Language Status
2
 -3.058 1.383 -.119 -2.211 .028* 

X3-Childhood 
Experience 

-.693 .574 -.075 -1.208 .228 

X4-Bachelor’s  Degree 
Experiences 

-2.393 1.511 -.092 -1.584 .114 

X5-Master’s Degree 
Experiences 

-.849 1.794 -.027 -.473 .636 

X6-Years of Teaching 
Experience 

.902 .527 .093 1.711 .088 

1
Two-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  

2
Significant predictors’ reference groups: teachers who were non-White and teachers who could 

speak a language other than English. 
 

Table 4.26  

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTOE Scores and  

Personal Characteristics Predictors 

Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 
X1-White vs. Non-White 

Teachers
2
 

-.011 .858 -.001 -.013 .990 

X2-Language Status -2.500 .788 -.175 -3.175 .002** 
X3-Childhood Experience .133 .327 .026 .407 .684 
X4-Bachelor’s  Degree 

Experiences 
-1.261 .861 -.087 -1.465 .144 

X5-Master’s Degree 
Experiences 

-1.035 1.022 -.060 -1.013 .312 

X6-Years of Teaching 
Experiences 

.092 .300 .017 .308 .758 

1
Two-tailed test, **statistically significant at p <.01 

2
Significant predictor’s reference group: teachers who could speak a language other than English. 
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4-2. Teaching Assignments as Predictors for Examining CRTSE and CRTOE Beliefs  

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well teaching 

assignments predicted CRTSE as well as CRTOE scores. The first step in this process 

was to correlate predictors with the CRTSE as well as CRTOE. Correlations between 

predictors and outcome variables can be found in Table 4.27 and Table 4.28. In Table 

4.27, the results revealed that teaching a majority of students from CLD backgrounds 

(X1), serving students from Asian-American backgrounds (X3), students from Caucasian 

backgrounds (X5), and students from Hispanic backgrounds (X6), teaching in self-

contained classrooms (X14), teaching students who were mild/moderate disabilities 

(X15), were statistically and significantly correlated to the criterion variable of CRTSE.  

Table 4.27 

Correlations between CRTSE Scores and Teaching Assignment Related Predictors 

Variables Y-CRTSE1 

Y-CRTSE 1.000 
X1-caseload2  .122* 
X2-Native American .014 
X3-Asian American2  -.106* 
X4-African American .087 
X5-White2 -.184** 
X6-Hispanic2 -.126** 
X7-Other Pacific Islander  .063 
X8-ELLs .056 
X9-1st to 5th grade -.048 
X10-6th to 8th grade .022 
X11-9th to 12th grade .032 
X12-Inclusive classrooms -.084 
X13-Resource rooms .048 
X14-Self-contained classrooms2 .158** 
X15-Mild/moderate2 -.099* 
X16-Moderate/severe .064 
X17-Severe/profound -.076 
X18-Sevice providers for ELLs -.012 
X19-High incidence  -.011 
X20-Low incidence .052 

1One-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2 Individual significant predictor’s reference group: majority of students who were White, 
teachers who did not teach Asian students, teachers who did not teach White students, 
teachers who did not teach Hispanic students, teachers who did not work in self-contained 
classrooms, and teachers who did not teach mild/moderate students.  
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In terms of predictors for examining CRTOE beliefs, the independent variables of 

teachers who had students from Asian-American backgrounds (X3), teachers who had 

students from Caucasian backgrounds (X5), teachers who had students from Other 

Pacific Islander backgrounds (X7),teachers who taught in self-contained classrooms 

(X14) and teachers who taught students who were moderate/severe disabilities (X16), 

were statistically significant.  

Table 4.28 

Correlations between CRTOE Scores and Teaching Assignments Related Predictors 

 
Variables Y1 

CRTOE 

Y-CRTSE 1.000 

X1-Caseload  .030 
X2-Native American .032 
X3-Asian American

2
 -.099* 

X4-African American -.049 
X5-White

2
 -.107* 

X6-Hispanic -.037 
X7-Other Pacific Islander

2 
  .091* 

X8-ELLs .033 
X9-1

st
 to 5

th
 grade .062 

X10-6
th
 to 8

th
 grade -.073 

X11-9
th
 to 12

th
 grade -.042 

X12-Inclusive classrooms -.041 
X13-Resource rooms .056 
X14-Self-contained classrooms

2
 .144** 

X15-Mild/moderate -.046 
X16-Moderate/severe

2
 .109* 

X17-Severe/profound .026 
X18-Sevice providers for ELLs .028 
X19-High incidence  .009 
X20-Low incidence -.001 

1One-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2 Individual significant predictor’s reference group: teachers who did not teach Asian students, 
teachers who did not teach White students, teachers who did not teach Pacific Islander students, 
teachers who did not work in self-contained classrooms, and teachers who did not teach 
moderate/severe students.  



 121 

In terms of predicting CRTSE scores, interpretation of the full model 

indicated that the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was 0.40. The R
2
 of 

0.156, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between CRTSE and predictors, 

was statistically significant at the 0.01 level (F (20, 323) = 2.993, p < .01). The 

adjusted R
2
, compensating for the bias in R

2
, was 0.104, reflecting a relatively modest 

overall strength of relationship. The standard error of estimate was 11.56.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTSE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.29. Six variables contributed significantly as predictors for in-service special 

education teachers’ CRTSE beliefs, specifically between the group of teachers who 

taught in resource rooms and the group of teachers who did not teach in such settings 

(β = 0.158; p = 0.008), between the group of teachers who taught in self-contained 

classrooms and the group of teachers who did not teach in such setting (β = 0.254; p < 

.01), between the group of teachers who had students with moderate/profound 

disabilities and the group of teachers who did not have these students (β = -0.126; p < 

.05), between the group of teachers who taught Caucasian students and the group of 

teachers who did not have these students (β = -0.175; p < .01), between the group of 

teachers who taught Hispanic students and the group of teachers who did not have 

these students (β = -0.131; p < .05), and between the group of teachers who taught 

ELLs and the group of teachers who did not have these students (β = 0.220; p < .01).  

Moreover, teachers who taught in resource rooms, or in self-contained 

classrooms, teachers who served students with severe/profound disabilities, and 

teachers who taught ELLs, had higher CRTSE scores than their reference groups. On 

the other hand, teachers who had Caucasian students and teachers who had Hispanic 

students had lower CRTSE scores than teachers who did not have these students at 

their classrooms.   
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Table 4.29 

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTSE Scores and  

Teaching Assignment Related Predictors 
 

Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 

X1-Caseload 
.568 1.486 .021 .383 .702 

X2-Native American 
3.183 2.840 .062 1.121 .263 

X3-Asian American 
-2.757 1.673 -.093 -1.648 .100 

X4-African American 
2.866 1.644 .095 1.743 .082 

X5-Caucasian
2
 

-4.808 1.600 -.175 -3.005 .003** 
X6-Hispanic

2
 

-7.596 3.023 -.131 -2.513 .012* 

X7-Other Pacific Islander 
4.681 2.938 .083 1.593 .112 

X8-ELLs
2
 

5.402 2.017 .220 2.678 .008** 
X9-1

st
 to 5

th
 grade 

-1.864 2.310 -.076 -.807 .420 
X10-6

th
 to 8

th
 grade 

.316 2.435 .011 .130 .897 

X11-9
th
 to 12

th
 grade 

-.236 20523 -.008 -.093 .926 
X12-Inclusive classrooms 

.645 1.485 .026 .434 .664 

X13-Resource rooms
2
 

4.011 1.509 .158 2.658 .008** 

X14-self-contained 
classrooms

2
 

6.302 1.749 .254 3.602 .000** 

X15-Mild/moderate 
-1.301 1.659 -.047 -.784 .434 

X16-Moderate/severe 
.064 1.386 .003 .046 .963 

X17-Severe/profound
2
 

-3.782 1.682 -.126 -2.249 .025* 
X18-ELL service 
provider 

-3.464 2.044 -.132 -1.695 .091 

X19-Low incidence 
-.574 2.117 -.015 -.271 .786 

X20-High Incidence 
14.275 12.189 .063 1.171 .242 

1two-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Significant predictors’ reference groups: teachers who did not have Caucasian, teachers who did not 
have Hispanic students, teachers who did not have ELLs, teachers who did not teach in resource 
rooms, teachers who did not teach in self-contained classrooms, and teachers who did not have 
students with severe/profound disabilities.  
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In terms of predicting CRTOE scores, interpretation of the full model 

indicated the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was .29. The value of R
2
, 

0.0085, reflected the overall strength of relationship between CRTOE and predictors. 

In this model, the overall relationship was not significant (F (20, 323) = 1.504, p = 

.077). The adjusted R
2
, compensating for the bias in R

2
, was .029, reflecting a 

relatively modest overall strength of relationship. The standard error of estimate was 

6.70.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTOE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.30. Two variables, teachers who taught in resource rooms and teachers who 

taught in self-contained classrooms, contributed significantly to the outcome variable. 

Specifically, statistically significant differences were found for CRTSE beliefs 

between the group of teachers who taught in resource rooms and the group of teachers 

who did not teach in such setting (β = .135; p < .05), and between the group of 

teachers who taught in self-contained classrooms and the group of teachers who did 

not teach in such setting (β = .193; p < .01). Moreover, teachers who taught in 

resource rooms and teachers who taught in self-contained classrooms had higher 

CRTOE scores than their reference groups.  

4-3. Professional Preparation as Predictors for Examining CRTSE and CRTOE 

beliefs  

The multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well the 

professional trainings predicted CRTSE as well as CRTOE scores. The first step in 

this process was to correlate predictors with the CRTSE as well as CRTOE beliefs. 

The results of correlations between predictors and outcome variables can be found in 

Table 4.31 and Table 4.32. In Table 4.31, the results showed that the variables of 

teachers who held special education teaching certifications (X2), teachers who held 
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professional certifications in bilingual education/English as a second language (ESL) 

(X4), teachers who were in a program that was mainly designed to prepare teachers 

for teaching diverse learners (X9), more than five professional development (PD) 

sessions (X10 & X11), and teachers who attended professional development trainings 

that had at least 50% of the content focused on how to work with CLD students with 

disabilities (X15 & X16) were statistically and significantly correlated to the criterion 

variable of CRTSE.  

 
Table 4.30 

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTOE Scores and  

Teaching Assignment Related Predictors 

 
Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 

X1-Caseload -.475 .862 -.032 -.551 .582 

X2-Native American 1.576 1.647 .056 .957 .339 

X3-Asian American -1.299 .970 -.079 -1.339 .182 

X4-African American -.491 .954 -.029 -.515 .607 

X5-Caucasian -1.578 .928 -.103 -1.700 .090 

X6-Hispanic -1.464 1.753 -.045 -.835 .404 

X7-Other Pacific Islander 3.086 1.704 .098 1.811 .071 

X8-ELLs 1.540 1.170 .113 1.316 .189 

X9-1st to 5th grade -.688 1.340 -.050 -.514 .608 

X10-6th to 8th grade -1.471 1.412 -.095 -1.042 .298 

X11-9th to 12th grade -1.604 1.463 -.095 -1.096 .274 

X12-Inclusive classrooms .556 .861 .041 .646 .519 

X13-Resource rooms2 1.908 .875 .135 2.180 .030* 

X14-self-contained classrooms
2
 2.861 1.015 .207 2.820 .005** 

X15-Mild/moderate .022 .962 .001 .023 .982 

X16-Moderate/severe .896 .804 .066 1.114 .266 

X17-Severe/profound -.262 .975 -.016 -.268 .789 

X18-ELL service provider -.094 1.186 -.006 -.079 .937 

X19-Low incidence -.722 1.228 -.034 -.588 .557 

X20-High Incidence 3.844 7.069 .030 .544 .587 
1two-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Significant predictors’ reference groups: teachers who did not teach in resource room and teachers 
who did not teach in self-contained classrooms.  
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Table 4.31 

Correlations between CRTSE Scores and Professional Preparation Predictors 
 

Variables Y1 
CRTSE 

Y-CRTSE 1.000 
X1-Degree -.017 
X2-Special Education Certification

2
 .099* 

X3-General Education Certification -.029 
X4-Specialized Certification in bilingual education/ESL

2
 .141** 

X5-Student Teaching Setting
2
 .263** 

X6-Diversity-related topics were not addressed -.073 
X7-Diversity-related topics were somewhat addressed -.084 
X8-Diversity-related topics were equally addressed -.003 
X9-The program was mainly designed to prepare teachers for 

teaching CLD students
2
 

.125** 

X10-more than 10 vs. 1-2
2
 .226** 

X11-6-10 vs. 1-2 .116 
X12-3-5 vs. 1-2 -.017 
X13-Less or no content -.047 
X14-Less than 25% of the content -.072 
X15-About 50%-75%

2
 .108* 

X16-Content of entire session
2
 .191** 

11-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Individual significant predictors’ reference groups: teachers who did not have special 
education certification, teachers who did not have bilingual education/ESL certifications, 
diversity-related topics was integrated into teacher education certification programs, and 
about 25%-50% content focused on teaching CLD students with disabilities.  

In terms of predictors for examining CRTOE scores, the independent variable 

of teachers who attended professional development trainings where about 50-75% of 

the content focused on how to work with CLD students with disabilities (X15), was 

statistically significant related. 
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Table 4.32 

Correlations Between CRTOE Scores and Professional Preparation Predictors 

 

Variables Y1 
CRTOE 

Y-CRTSE 1.000 
X1-Degree -.045 
X2-Special Education Certification -.052 
X3-General Education Certification .027 
X4-Specilized Certification in bilingual education/ESL .040 
X5-Student Teaching Setting .054 
X6-Diversity-related topics were not addressed .003 
X7-Diversity-related topics were somewhat addressed -.059 
X8-Diversity-related topics were equally addressed .082 
X9-The program was mainly designed to prepare 

teachers for teaching CLD students 
-.026 

X10-more than 10 vs. 1-2 .068 
X11-6-10 vs. 1-2 .002 
X12-3-5 vs. 1-2 -.026 
X13-Less or no content -.043 
X14-Less than 25% of the content -.082 
X15-About 50%-75%

2
 .121* 

X16-Content of entire session -.022 
1One-tailed test, *statistically significant at p < .05, **statistically significant at p < .01. 
2about 25%-50% content focused on teaching CLD students with disabilities. 

In terms of predicting CRTSE scores, interpretation of the full model 

indicated that the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was .38. The R
2
 of 

0.15, reflecting the overall strength of relationship between CRTSE and predictors, 

was statistically significant at the 0.01 level (F (15, 328) = 3.697, p < .01). The 

adjusted R
2
, compensating for the bias in R

2
, was .105, reflecting a relatively modest 

overall strength of relationship. The standard error of estimate was 11.55.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTSE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.33. Three variables contributed significantly to the prediction of perceptions 

of in-service special education teachers’ CRTSE, including specialized certifications, 
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total sessions of professional development, and amounts of professional development 

trainings addressing diversity. Specifically, statistical significance with CRTSE 

scores was found between the group of teachers who had certifications in bilingual 

education/ESL and the groups of teachers who did not have such certifications (β = 

.136; p < .01), between the group of teachers who attended more than 10 professional 

development sessions and the group of teachers who attended 1-2 sessions (β = 3.329; 

p < .01), between the group of teachers who attended 6-10 professional development 

sessions and the group of teachers who attended 1-2 sessions (β = 2.301; p < .05) and 

between the group of teachers who attended the content of entire training sessions 

that were focused on working with CLD students and the group of teachers who did 

not attended such type of sessions (β = .150; p < .01). 

Moreover, teachers who had specialized certifications in bilingual 

education/ESL, teachers who attended more than 10 professional development 

sessions, teachers who attended 6 to 10 professional development sessions, and 

teachers who attended the content of entire professional development focusing on 

working with CLD students had higher CRTSE scores than their reference groups.  

In terms of predicting CRTOE scores, interpretation of the full model 

indicated the R-value (the multiple correlation coefficient) was .198. The R
2
 of .039, 

reflecting the overall strength of relationship between CRTOE and predictors, was not 

statistically significant (F (15, 328) = .890, p = .576). The adjusted R
2
, compensating 

for the bias in R
2
, was -.005. The standard error of estimate was 6.82.  

The effects of individual predictors on the CRTOE scores are summarized in 

Table 4.34. There were no statistically significant associations between predictors and 

CRTSE scores. 
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Table 4.33 

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTSE Scores and  

Professional Trainings Predictors 
 

Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 

X1  Degree -.117 1.256 -.005 -.093 .926 
X2  Special education 

certification 
4.340 2.528 .091 1.717 .087 

X3 General education 
certification 

-1.085 1.425 -.040 -.761 .447 

X4 Specialized Certification 
in bilingual 
education/ESL2 

3.712 1.442 .136 2.574 .010** 

X5 Not address in TE 
programs 

-1.536 2.207 -.039 -.696 .487 

X6 Somewhat addressed in 
TE programs 

-1.542 1.927 -.045 -.800 .424 

X7 Equally addressed in TE 
programs 

.173 1.650 .006 .105 .917 

X8 Mainly designed to 
prepare teachers  

3.828 2.025 .108 1.890 .060 

X9 More than 10 vs. 1-22 7.107 2.135 .198 3.329 .001** 
X10 6 to10 vs. 1-22 4.828 2.098 .131 2.301 .022* 
X11 3 to 5 vs. 1-2 1.671 1.579 .060 1.058 .291 
X12 Little or no PD content -.783 2.786 -.015 -.281 .779 
X13 Less than 25% of PD 

content 
-.469 1.870 -.014 -.251 .802 

X14 20%-75% of PD content 1.500 1.738 .051 .863 .389 
X15 Entire PD session2 5.922 2.253 .150 2.629 .009** 

1two-tailed test, *statistically significant at p <.05, **statistically significant at p < .01.  
2Significant predictors’ reference groups: teachers who did not have specialized certification in 
bilingual education/ESL, teachers who attended 1 to 2 professional development sessions, and about 
25%-50% content focused on teaching CLD students with disabilities. 
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Table 4.34 

Results of Regression Analysis for CRTOE Scores and  

Professional Trainings Predictors 
 

Predictors B Std. error Beta t Sig1 

X1 Degree -.588 .742 -.043 -.792 .429 
X2  Special education 

certification 
-.2123 1.492 -.080 -.1423 .156 

X3 General education 
certification 

.274 .841 .018 .326 .745 

X4 Specialized 
Certification in 
bilingual 
education/ESL 

.694 .851 .046 .815 .415 

X5 Not address in TE 
programs 

.578 1.303 .027 .444 .658 

X6 Somewhat 
addressed in TE 
programs 

-.300 1.138 -.016 -.263 .793 

X7 Equally addressed 
in TE programs 

1.401 .974 .090 1.438 .151 

X8 Mainly designed to 
prepare teachers  

-.118 1.195 -.006 -.099 .921 

X9 More than 10 vs. 
1-2 

1.022 1.260 .051 .811 .418 

X10 6-10 vs. 1-2 -.343 1.239 -.017 -.277 .782 
X11 3-5 vs. 1-2 -.177 .932 -.011 -.189 .850 
X12 Little or no PD 

content 
-1.041 1.645 -.036 -.633 .527 

X13 Less than 25% of 
PD content 

-1.038 1.104 -.056 -.941 .348 

X14 20%-75% of PD 
content 

1.557 1.026 .096 1.518 .130 

X15 Entire PD session -.695 1.330 -.032 -.523 .602 
1
two-tailed test, *statistically significant at p <.05, **statistically significant at p <.01.  
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Research Question 5: What is the relationship between special education teachers’ 

collective teacher efficacy and culturally responsive teaching efficacy (self-efficacy as 

well as culturally responsive outcome-expectancy)?  

Pearson-Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient analyses were used to assess the 

relationships among the three scales. The scatter plot provides a visual of the bivariate 

relationships for the scales of CRTSE, CRTOE, and CTE. The scatter plot (see figure 4.5) 

indicated the positive linear relationship between the CTE and CRTSE. The research 

hypothesis for this question was that association would not be significant between CTE 

and CRTSE, but the results showed that the relationship was significant (r = .24, p < .01). 

Moreover, the results suggest a weak positive association between in-service special 

education teachers’ collective teacher efficacy and culturally responsive teaching self-

efficacy.  

Figure 4.5 

Scatter Plot for Correlation Between CTE and CRTSE Scales 
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The scatter plot (see figure 4.6) indicates the positive linear relationship between 

the CTE and CRTOE. The research hypothesis for this question stated results were not 

significant between CTE and CRTOE, but the results showed the relationship is 

significant (r = .16, p < .01). Moreover, the results suggest the weak positive association 

between in-service special education teachers’ collective teacher efficacy and culturally 

responsive teaching outcome-expectancy. 
 

Figure 4.6 

Scatter Plot for Correlation Between CTE and CRTOE Scales 
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Chapter 5  

DISCUSSION  

Changing student demographics have challenged both general education and 

special education in a number of ways. Clearly, the question of whether teachers are well 

prepared to serve culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students has been a salient 

issue in current professional preparation (Artiles et al., 2004; Kea et al., 2002). 

Researchers (e.g., Gay, 2000) have proposed culturally responsive teaching (CRT) as an 

effective pedagogy for teaching students from CLD backgrounds. At the same time, 

research has documented a positive relationship between teacher efficacy and student 

learning (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001). Given continuing patterns of inadequate 

service for CLD students in special education (Artiles et al., 2004), it is important to 

understand teachers’ perceptions of culturally responsive teaching efficacy and factors 

that influence their beliefs. However, there is little research in this area, specifically 

research focusing on in-service special education teachers (Chu, 2009).  

This descriptive and correlational study investigated (a) the relationship between 

special education teachers’ collective teacher efficacy (CTE) and culturally responsive 

teaching (CRT) efficacy beliefs for teaching students from CLD backgrounds in special 

education; and (b) the influences of personal and professional background variables on 

special education teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs. The measures of individual and 

collective efficacy used in this study were modified from established instruments 

(Goddard & Goddard, 2001; Siwatu, 2007), and used to determine the relationships 
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among contextual variables and outcome variables, CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. The 

survey instrument included four sections: (a) Background Information; (b) Collective 

Teacher Efficacy Scale; (c) Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy Scale; and (d) 

Culturally Responsive Outcome Expectancy Scale. Principal component factor analysis 

confirmed the validity of these scales and reliability was supported by high Cronbach 

alpha coefficients (i.e., over.80 for constructs of CTE, CRTSE, and CRTOE). The 

following points summarize the key findings of this study: 

 Special education teachers who felt confident that they were capable of 

engaging in CRT practices were moderately likely to perceive that their 

instruction had an impact on students’ learning outcomes.  

 Increases in special education teachers’ ratings of the school’s ability to 

provide adequate service for CLD students with disabilities were associated 

with increases in their perceptions of their ability to provide CRT instruction, 

and their perceptions about the connection between CRT practices and 

students’ learning outcomes, although these correlations were low (r = .24, 

.16, respectively).  

 Special education teachers who perceived their teacher preparation (teacher 

education programs as well as professional development) as strongly effective 

in addressing diversity were very likely to perceive themselves to be capable 

of engaging in CRT practices and to perceive that their CRT practices had a 

positive impact on students’ learning outcomes.  

 Teachers who reported speaking a language other than English had higher 

CRTSE as well as CRTOE scores than teachers who did not.  
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 The educational setting was a significant predictor of CRTSE as well as 

CRTOE scores. Specifically, the group of teachers who taught in self-

contained classrooms and those who taught in resource rooms expressed 

higher CRT beliefs than the group of teachers who did not teach in these 

settings.  

 The group of teachers who had specialized certifications in bilingual 

education/English as a second language (ESL) had higher CRTSE scores than 

the group of teachers who did not have such certification.  

 CRTSE scores were correlated with teachers’ and students’ racial/ethnic 

backgrounds. Non-white teachers and teachers who taught ELLs had 

significantly higher CRTSE scores than other teachers, and teachers who 

taught Caucasian and Hispanic students had lower CRTSE scores.  

 Teachers who attended more than six professional development sessions, as 

well as teachers who reported that the primary focus of professional 

development sessions was on teaching CLD students had significantly higher 

CRTSE scores than other teachers.    

Individual and Collective Teacher Efficacy 

The Construct of Teacher Efficacy Reflected in the Scales 

Previous studies (e.g., Ashton &Webb, 1986; Bandura, 2000; Hoy & Woolfolk, 

1993) have demonstrated the relationships between personal teaching efficacy (self-

efficacy), teacher efficacy (outcome-expectancy), and collective teacher efficacy. The 

target population of previous teacher efficacy studies has been general education teachers 

and pre-service teachers. This study expanded the construct in the following ways: the 

focus of teacher efficacy was expanded to include disability, scale items were modified to 
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reflect the roles and responsibilities of special education teachers, and the construct of 

CRT was integrated with teacher efficacy. The conceptual framework for special 

education teacher efficacy utilized for this study (see Figure 5.1, Chapter 1), was 

developed to examine the effects of CTE and contextual variables on CRT self-efficacy 

and outcome-expectancy beliefs. As shown in Figure 5.1 below, the results revealed 

significant relationships between predictors and outcome variables, as well as different 

levels of association among these variables (see dashed lines). 

Figure 5.1 

Conceptual Framework for Special Education Teacher Efficacy 
  

 

Construct of CRT Efficacy. In the past 30 years, the construct of teacher efficacy 

has been based upon Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1977), and four sources of 
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information have been postulated to contribute to the development of scale of teacher 

efficacy. Gibson and Dembo (1984) further defined teacher efficacy as a multi-

dimensional construct composed of two relative, independent dimensions: Self-efficacy 

and outcome expectancy. In recent years, researchers (Oyerinde, 2008; Siwatu, 2007) 

have conceptualized the interface between teacher efficacy and CRT, and the scale 

construct of CRT individual efficacy as including two areas: (a) teachers’ perceptions 

about their own abilities for engaging in CRT practices (i.e., CRTSE beliefs), and (b) 

teachers’ certainty about the connection between CRT practices and students’ learning 

outcomes (i.e., CRTOE beliefs). In the current study, the scale construct has expanded the 

understanding of CRT efficacy; specifically, three components were integrated––teacher 

efficacy, CRT, and disability. Special education teachers were the target population of the 

current study. In addition, because this study focused on teachers who taught CLD 

students with disabilities, scale items from the CRTSE and CRTOE were modified to 

reflect topics and practices relevant to special education roles, procedures, services, and 

programs. 

Siwatu (2007) only specified the ranges of factor-loadings for the items of 

CRTSE and CRTOE scales. In his study, a principal component factor analysis with 

varimax rotation for CRTSE and CRTOE scales yielded seven and four factors, 

respectively. However, the author did not further explain the meanings of those factors. 

In the current study, three-factor loadings of CRTSE scale were found: teachers’ beliefs 

in their skills and knowledge in working with CLD students, teachers’ views about the 

impact of cultural and linguistic differences on learning, and teachers’ confidence in 

building relationships with CLD exceptional students and their families. In addition, two-

factor loadings were found for CRTOE scale––teachers’ certainty about the relationship 
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between instruction and students’ performance, and teachers’ perceptions of the 

connection between home culture and students’ learning outcomes. When comparing the 

results of the current study to previous studies, the differences of numbers of factor-

loadings should be taken into account. It is also difficult to compare findings of factor-

loadings to previous studies because of differences in items, target populations, and focus 

of the current study. 

Construct of CTE. In prior research, collective teacher efficacy has been defined 

as a group’s shared beliefs that the efforts of the school faculty as a whole would have 

positive effects on students (Goddard et al., 2000). In contrast, the use of the CTE scale in 

this study measured individual special education teachers’ perceptions of their school 

faculty’s collective ability to teach CLD students with disabilities. Special education 

teachers typically represent a very small percentage of any school’s faculty, based on the 

number of students with disabilities at their school. Goddard et al. (2000) identified two 

elements in the formation of collective teacher efficacy: teaching tasks and group 

competence. Although the construct of CTE used in the current study reflects these two 

components, the results reflect the perceptions of in-service special education teachers 

only (rather than all school faculty).  

In Goddard et al.’s (2000) study, the results revealed that CTE in elementary 

schools was a single construct utilizing the concepts of group competence and task 

analysis. Moreover, the researchers used a principal axis factor analysis, and one single 

factor was found, i.e., connection between perceptions of competence and the task. In the 

current study, three-factor loadings were identified for the CTE scale: teachers’ beliefs in 

their skills and knowledge in working with CLD students, teachers’ views about the 

impacts of cultural and linguistic differences on learning, and teachers’ confidence in 
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their relationships with CLD exceptional students and their families. The difference in the 

numbers of factor-loadings should be considered when examining the factor-loadings of 

the current study to previous research. Due to differences in items, target populations, and 

focus of the study, it is also difficult to apply two elements (teaching tasks and group 

competence) to explain the findings the current study of the CTE scale. Therefore, the 

findings suggest that three-factor loadings, instead of two key elements, could explain in-

service special education teachers’ beliefs about colleagues at their schools to serve 

students with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.  

Relationships Among CRTSE, CRTOE and CTE Beliefs 

CRTSE and CRTOE. Oyerinde (2008) identified a significant correlation between 

teacher efficacy and CRT techniques. Siwatu (2007) also suggested preservice teachers 

were confident about their abilities to execute CRT instruction; these teachers tended to 

believe the connection between such pedagogy and positive students’ learning outcomes. 

Although Siwatu’s (2007) study revealed a statistically strong relationship between 

preservice teachers’ CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs, the interface between teacher efficacy 

and CRT remained as a question (Chu, 2009) because prior research has not focused on 

in-service special education teachers.  

The findings of the current study showed that well-prepared teachers (i.e., those 

with specialized certifications and effective professional training, etc.) had higher CRTSE 

scores. However, well-prepared special education teachers may not hold higher CRTOE 

scores. Although participating special education teachers may have believed they were 

capable of engaging in CRT practices they were somewhat uncertain if their teaching 

would make any differences to students’ learning outcomes (moderate association 

between CRTSE and CRTOE). Moreover, the findings of the current study fit with 
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Bandura’s factors as well as Rotter’s theory, in that both have identified locus of control 

as a variable. Because CRTSE is considered to reflect teachers’ internal locus of control, 

they could predict their ability to utilize CRT teaching approaches. On the other hand, 

CRTOE is considered to be related to external locus of control. Using locus of control as 

the basis of the constructs CRTSE and CRTOE, two hypotheses are proposed to further 

explain their moderate association. 

First, these teachers served students with disabilities who would be receiving 

services from other teachers in general education. Consequently, the teachers may not 

have viewed their students’ learning outcomes to solely depend on their instruction. 

Although teachers were confident about their abilities, they evaluated the effects of 

teaching based on services provided by special education and general education teachers. 

This hypothesis may explain the moderate association between CRTSE and CRTOE. 

This hypothesis may also relate to the first-factor loading of the CRTOE scale, in which 

participants highly rated the effect of instruction on students’ learning outcomes. 

Although they may have been more aware of how to use different teaching strategies to 

accommodate students’ needs, their evaluation of the outcomes of CRT practices may 

have been influenced by consideration of instruction provided by all teachers collectively. 

The second hypothesis related to the moderate association between CRTSE and 

CRTOE concerns the second-factor loading of the CRTOE scale, which is teachers’ 

certainty about the relationship between home culture and students’ learning outcomes. In 

the current study, teachers appeared less certain of the connection between cultural 

identity and positive learning outcomes. Researchers (e.g., Paneque & Barbetta, 2006) 

have noted that teachers in their studies with low efficacy did not value the role of culture 

and language in the teaching–learning process. According to Gudykunst and Kim (1997), 
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people often make errors in attributions when they perceive others’ behaviors to be 

negative, and then attribute their behaviors to intrinsic factors (i.e., deficit thinking). In 

this study, it is possible that the students’ disability may have influenced teachers’ 

expectations about positive outcomes. Moreover, teachers may believe that the effects of 

their students’ disability would have stronger impact on students’ learning than the use of 

CRT practices. It is also possible that teachers may view CRT as relevant mainly to 

culture and may not adequately understand the interface between culture, language, and 

disability, which would require culturally responsive special education practices. This 

hypothesis may explain why there was not a strong association between CRTSE and 

CRTOE beliefs. Because special education teachers were confident in their ability to 

serve CLD students, their uncertainty regarding the connection between CRT practices 

and students’ learning outcomes is important to investigate. 

Finally, the lowest mean and highest standard deviations are reflected in 3-4 items 

of the CRTOE scale that address cultural and linguistic adaptations needed for students’ 

success. In other words, teachers seemed uncertain about the relationship between CRT 

practices and students’ performance as reflected in their lower ratings and greater 

variability in the responses. Because the literature documents deficit thinking about CLD 

students, the possibility that some respondents may hold these views must be considered. 

Specifically, previous studies (e.g., Chamberlain, 1999) documented that teachers had 

high self-efficacy, but held deficit views about their students’ socio-cultural backgrounds. 

Because none of the scale items explicitly measured deficit views, it is beyond the scope 

of this study to determine whether teachers held such views. However, this may 

hypothesis is important to investigate in future research.  



 141 

In summary, although this study identified an interface between CRT and 

teacher’s self-efficacy (i.e., teachers with high efficacy were more likely to engage in 

CRT practices), the findings did not support the idea that teachers’ high self-efficacy was 

consistent with their high CRT outcome-expectancy. In general, contextual factors should 

be taken into account when explaining interface between teacher efficacy and CRT.  

CTE and CRT Efficacy. Previous studies (Ross et al., 2004) focused on the 

relationship between CTE beliefs and students’ achievement. Researchers (Bandura, 

1997; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998) have also suggested that CTE was a significant 

factor to be considered for understanding individual teacher efficacy, but there have been 

no empirical studies focusing on the relationship between CTE and individual teacher 

efficacy for engaging in CRT practices. The current study specifically investigated how 

the CTE factor may predict CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. 

The results revealed that there was a statistically significant relationship between 

CTE and CRTSE in addition to that between CTE and CRTOE (p < .01). The finding 

also supported the hypothesis that in-service special education teachers’ CTE and CRTSE 

and their CRTOE beliefs would be positively correlated (r = .24; r = .16), but the 

associations were weak. Since the findings also revealed that educational setting was a 

mediating factor of CRTSE as well as CRTOE beliefs, the weak associations may reflect 

within-group diversity among special education teachers insofar as some special 

education teachers taught students in inclusive settings whereas some were in separate 

classrooms. In other words, the weak associations between CTE and CRT efficacy beliefs 

may mean that the degree of collaboration with general education teachers is likely to 

vary across different types of settings.  
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In the current study, 179 respondents taught in inclusive settings while 146 

participants taught in self-contained classrooms. The samples in each setting were 

considered balanced, which may have contributed to the weak association. Moreover, 

special education teachers’ CRT beliefs may not be consistent because each group of 

teachers may have different CTE beliefs. For example, teachers in self-contained 

classrooms may have fewer opportunities to collaborate with general education teachers 

than those teachers in inclusive settings. With fewer collaboration opportunities, those 

teachers who taught in self-contained classrooms might be uncertain of their school 

faculty’s collective ability to serve CLD students. Therefore, educational settings can be 

considered a mediating factor influencing perceived CTE. Even though CTE was a 

statistically significant factor in predicting CRTSE beliefs, such mediating effects should 

be taken into consideration when explaining this relationship. 

Impact of Contextual Factors on CRTSE and CRTOE Beliefs 

The current literature in the field of teacher efficacy focuses on how teacher 

efficacy is shaped by four sources of information (Lamorey & Wilcox, 2005). Moreover, 

studies have concluded that these factors, including teacher preparation (Tschannen-

Moran et al., 1998), specialized certification (e.g., Paneque & Barbetta, 2006), and 

professional development (e.g., Gandara et al., 2005), correlate with teacher efficacy. 

Building on the above foundation, the current study included more factors for 

understanding the impact of contextual factors on CRT efficacy beliefs. Moreover, there 

were significant relationships between mediating factors and teachers’ CRT efficacy 

beliefs (see Table 5.1). 
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Perceived Effectiveness of Professional Preparation in Addressing Diversity 

Although teachers are experiencing the effects of the rapid growth of CLD 

populations across the United States, research has revealed that in-service teachers have  

Table 5.1 

Mediating Effects on Teachers’ CRT Efficacy Beliefs 
 

Areas Factors CRTSE CRTOE 

Personal 
Characteristics 

Language Status* √ √ 
Teachers’ racial/ethnic background* √  

Teaching 
Assignment 

Education setting* √ √ 
Level of severity* √  
Students’ racial/ethnic background* √  

Professional 
Preparation 

Strong effectiveness of teacher 
education and professional 
development in addressing diversity 

√ √ 

Specialized certification in bilingual 
education/ESL 

√  

Sessions of professional development √  
Content of professional development 

sessions* 
√  

√ Indicates significant mediating effect on CRT efficacy scale scores.  
*These are new variables which have not been investigated in the previous studies.  
 

not received sufficient professional development training to help them teach CLD 

students; specifically, the quality of preparation has been a concern (Gandara et al., 

2005). In addition, research has found that teacher education programs have offered 

limited preparation for teachers who may be working with CLD students (Artiles et al., 

2004; Kea et al., 2002). Currently, one study (i.e., Siwatu, 2007) has demonstrated a 

statistically significant, positive relationship between preservice teachers’ efficacy beliefs 

and their perceived effectiveness of their coursework in preparing them to serve CLD 

students. The current study examined not only whether in-service special education 

teachers received multicultural training in professional preparation, but also whether 
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respondents viewed such training as effective in preparing them to serve CLD students 

with disabilities. 

The findings revealed that the group of teachers who rated their professional 

preparation (i.e., teacher education and professional development) as absolutely effective 

in terms of addressing diversity issues held higher CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs than other 

groups of teachers. Based on these results, the varying levels of perceived effectiveness 

in addressing diversity in teacher preparation could be considered an important indicator 

for predicting CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. Specifically, teachers’ perceptions that they 

received absolutely effective teacher preparation to address diversity could promote their 

confidence when they engage in CRT practices and their certainty that such pedagogy 

improves students’ learning outcomes. Lower teacher ratings are more difficult to 

interpret; it is possible that these teachers did not feel that their teacher education and 

professional development prepared them well. It is equally possible that teacher 

education programs focused on racial/ethnic groups that were different than the students 

they were teaching. Reflecting on previous studies (e.g., Gandara et al., 2005), the 

findings not only revealed that teachers who had CLD students had little professional 

development designed to prepare them to work these populations, but also showed that 

including limited coursework and content related to diversity in current professional 

preparation programs did not bring about significant changes in teachers’ attitudes and 

understanding about diversity (e.g., Weisman & Garza, 2002).  

Influence of Contextual Variables in Three Areas 

The findings of a previous synthesis (Chu, 2009) showed that teacher efficacy 

was not only related to the basis of Bandura’s efficacy theory (i.e., four sources of 

information) but also the need to take mediating factors into account when discussing 
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serving CLD students with disabilities. In the current study, three areas of contextual 

variables were included for predicting CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. These were personal 

characteristics, teaching assignments, and professional preparation. Several significant 

factors included in this study have not been utilized in previous studies, especially in the 

areas of personal characteristics and teaching assignments.  

Personal Characteristics. Two variables were statistically significant for 

predicting CRT beliefs: teachers’ racial or ethnic background, and teachers’ ability to 

speak a language other than English. Researchers (e.g., Sorrells, Schaller, & Yang, 2004) 

have suggested that teachers’ racial or ethnic backgrounds may influence their efficacy 

beliefs; however, no studies to-date have specifically focused on the influence of 

teachers’ racial/ethnic backgrounds on CRT efficacy beliefs. The findings of the current 

study revealed that non-white teachers had higher CRTSE scores than did teachers who 

were white, but there was no statistically significant difference between teachers’ racial 

or ethnic backgrounds and CRTOE beliefs. In other words, non-white teachers were 

much more confident about their ability to provide CRT instruction than were white 

teachers. Previous studies (e.g., Ladson-Billings, 1994; Rentz, 2006) found that CLD 

teachers were more aware of the educational needs of CLD students because they saw 

themselves in the role of advocate for CLD students. Based on the findings of previous 

studies, the findings of this study suggest that non-white teachers’ perceptions that they 

are capable of providing culturally responsive instruction for their students is related to 

teachers’ own racial/ethnic and life experiences. However, because the findings also 

revealed that these non-white teachers did not perceive their CRT practices to be strongly 

related to students’ learning outcomes, further research is needed to sort out the influence 

of factors such as professional preparation and other differences by race/ethnicity.  
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Researchers (Paneque & Barbetta, 2006; Ray, 2008) have suggested that there is a 

significant relationship between teachers’ specialized certifications in teaching CLD 

students and their efficacy beliefs, but those studies did not focus on whether teachers’ 

language status (i.e., whether teachers could speak a language other than English) would 

influence teacher efficacy. The findings of the current study show that teachers who 

reported speaking more than one language had more positive CRTSE and CRTOE scores 

than the teachers who did not. Given the demographic changes in U.S. public schools, 

11% of all students receive English language development services (Hoffman & Sable, 

2006). In the current study, the sample was drawn from large urban school districts, 

which are typically more diverse. Seventy-one percent of special education teachers 

reported they taught a majority of students who were non-white, while 44% of 

participants taught ELLs. Reflecting on the demographic composition of ELLs, in-service 

special education teachers had more opportunities to work with students whose first 

language was not English. Even though this study did not identify whether teachers spoke 

their students’ native languages, more research is needed to explore the possibility that 

teachers who speak more than one language may feel more confident serving ELLs and 

their families because they may have a more personal understanding of the challenges 

these students face. 

Teaching Assignments. Several factors in the area of teaching assignments were 

found to be significant for predicting CRT efficacy beliefs, including educational setting, 

level of severity of disability, and students’ racial or ethnic background. Researchers 

(e.g., Ferguson, 2003) have pointed out the link between teacher beliefs and the existence 

of an achievement gap between white students and students of color. Bandura (1997) also 

suggested that teachers’ efficacy could be influenced by students’ characterist ics.  
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However, previous studies (e.g., Soodak & Podell, 1993) have focused on the effects of 

students’ disruptive behaviors rather than on students’ racial/ethnic background when 

predicting teachers’ sense of efficacy. The findings of the current study revealed that 

there was a significant relationship between students’ racial and ethnic backgrounds and 

CRTSE beliefs. This finding is not only consistent with previous studies about the effects 

of students’ characteristics but also expands our current understanding in regard to 

CRTSE beliefs. In other words, the finding reveals that students’ race/ethnicity affects 

teacher efficacy, and that race/ethnicity was not linked to students’ behaviors. Moreover, 

the group of teachers who reported teaching white students was less confident about 

engaging in CRT practices than the group of teachers whose students were non-white. 

Reflecting on the previous discussion of personal characteristics, teachers’ racial/ethnic 

backgrounds may be? a mediating factor for increasing the level of CRTSE beliefs.  

Professional Preparation. Bandura (1997) suggested that teacher efficacy was 

influenced by four sources of information: mastery experiences, vicarious experiences, 

social persuasion, and physiological emotion. Studies (e.g., Paneque & Barbetta, 2006; 

Ray, 2008) further revealed that there was a statistically significant relationship between 

teacher efficacy and professional preparation; specifically, teachers who had specialized 

certifications and teachers who attended more professional development trainings in 

relation to teach CLD students (e.g., more than six sessions) were more confident in their 

efficacy. Like the findings of the previous studies, the results of the current study showed 

that teachers with specialized certification in bilingual education/ESL had higher CRTSE 

scores than those who did not have such certifications. However, there was no 

statistically significant relationship between CRTOE scores and specialized certification. 

Based on this finding, it appears that in-service special education teachers felt they had 
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the skills to work with CLD students, but they were not sure whether CRT practices 

would make any difference to students’ learning outcomes. This finding can also explain 

why the relationship between CRTSE and CRTOE was not strong: teachers’ internal 

locus of control was mediated by external factors perceived to be beyond their control or 

influence. 

There was a statistically significant relationship between CRTSE beliefs and the 

total number of professional development sessions that teachers had attended; 

specifically, teachers who attended more sessions on how to teach CLD students reported 

higher CRTSE beliefs. This supports the idea that professional development should not 

be limited to single, or one-size-fits-all events, but should be provided on an ongoing 

basis to explore issues related to working with CLD students and to build teachers’ skills 

in serving such a population (Broekhuizen & Dougherty, 1998). 

Limitations 

Although the findings of this study contribute to a greater understanding of the 

unique relationship between contextual variables and CRT efficacy beliefs, there were a 

number of limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the lack of randomized 

selection among teachers prevents generalizations of the results to a broader population. 

As this was an exploratory study, participants were purposefully selected from the top 10 

urban school districts in Texas because these participants were more likely to work with 

CLD students with disabilities. However, the numbers of teachers who could be recruited 

was restricted and determined by the school districts (in two instances), which also 

determined which teachers received the  invitation to participate in this study. The 

results may not be representative of the special education teachers in Texas school 

districts even though the diverse participants provided a rich source of data that enabled 

the researcher to describe the relationship among the independent variables and 
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dependent variables, as well as CRTSE and CRTOE beliefs. Furthermore, demographic 

characteristics of participants in the current study may also not be representative of 

special education teachers in the other states. Therefore, the findings may not generalize 

to other states and unban areas.   

Second, non-response bias was another limitation. Online response rates tend to 

be lower when compared to mailed surveys. Although there were 79 undelivered e-mails 

(i.e., e-mail accounts did not work), the current study yielded a 44% response rate, which 

was considered adequate. However, readers of this study should be still aware of the 

limitation of non-response bias. In other words, caution should be used when considering 

the perspectives of the targeted participants because those who chose to participate (n = 

344) may represent a distinct population with characteristics that are different from the 

population as a whole (n = 855).  

Third, a limitation in the interpretation of results from this study is that it relied on 

teachers’ self-reports and perceptions to answer the items on the questionnaire. 

Contextual factors were examined at the time participants took the survey; however, 

teachers’ perceptions could change over time. There is also a possibility that participants 

did not respond accurately to the questions because survey items involved teachers’ self-

evaluation. Additionally, this study did not address the relationship between teachers’ 

perceptions and actual instructional practices. Moreover, although the results revealed 

that teachers thought they were effective, it was beyond the scope of this study and these 

data to establish the extent to which teachers used CRT practices with their students. In 

other words, this study could not determine whether teachers who believe they are 

confident in teaching CLD students with disabilities are actually successful with these 

students.  
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Finally, the constructs of disability, and cultural/linguistic differences have been 

combined in the current study. Although necessary and important to consider these 

variables together, the design of the scale does not allow for the isolation of each variable 

to determine whether teachers’ responses may have been influenced by each component 

or both components. When participants responded to the items of the instrument, the 

researcher of the current study could not determine whether teachers focused on serving 

students with disabilities only or CLD students with disabilities. Moreover, the results 

cannot identify whether teachers focused on CLD students with disabilities whey they 

answered all parts/items of the instrument.  

Implications 

Practical Implications 

Although the findings of this preliminary study may not be conclusive, they are 

indeed suggestive for teacher development, especially those findings which expand on 

the construct of teacher efficacy. First, the results revealed that teachers’ as well as 

students’ characteristics influenced the level of teachers’ CRT self-efficacy. To develop 

positive efficacy beliefs, both in-service and preservice teachers need to understand how 

the use of CRT principles empowers them to establish a learning environment that 

nurtures each child’s unique culture, talent, and creativity (Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 

1994a). The general results also revealed that teachers felt confident about their own 

skills in working with CLD students with disabilities but were uncertain about external 

factors (e.g., home environment, students’ English language proficiency, and possibly 

instruction provided by other teachers) that influenced students’ learning. Teachers may 

not be aware of the importance of using students’ prior knowledge and backgrounds 

because these are considered external factors that teachers do not control. Thus, in 

addition to the knowledge about subject areas, special education teachers need to learn 
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how to build upon students’ socio-cultural and linguistic backgrounds and life 

experiences (i.e., funds of knowledge) during the teaching-learning process. Moreover, 

teachers should understand more about each student, including their learning histories, 

experiences outside school, and general academic interests. When teachers understand the 

socio-cultural contexts in which their students are socialized, and learn how to connect 

home and school learning, they may feel more confident that their teaching practices can 

positively influence students’ learning outcomes.  

With regard to teaching CLD students with disabilities, the Council for 

Exceptional Children (2009) has identified a list of knowledge and skills related to 

culture and diversity for special education teachers. However, whether traditional teacher 

preparation programs have been successful in adequately preparing teachers to work with 

CLD students with disabilities is still a concern. The findings of the current study 

revealed that teachers who perceived strong effectiveness of their teacher education 

programs and professional development sessions in addressing diversity not only were 

more confident about engaging in CRT practices, but also were more certain about the 

connection between CRT practices and students’ learning outcomes. To facilitate CLD 

students’ learning performance, the finding highlights that it is important to ensure that 

teachers are culturally competent because those who feel well-prepared may be more 

likely to provide instruction that was responsive to students’ culture and needs. 

According to Day-Vines (2000), teachers serving CLD students should have an ―ethical 

responsibility‖ as well as ―multicultural competencies,‖ which comprise multicultural 

awareness, multicultural knowledge competencies, and multicultural skill competences. 

Linking to the concern about how the quality of professional preparation influenced 

teachers’ instruction and students’ learning outcomes, teacher educators should consider 
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how to integrate multicultural content into professional preparation programs instead of 

isolating multicultural content in a single course 

In addition to being culturally competent, highly qualified teachers, according to 

the No Child Left Behind Act (2002), must have (a) a bachelor’s degree, (b) full state 

certification or licensure, and (c) evidence that they know each subject they teach. With 

regard to engaging in CRT practices for serving CLD students with disabilities, there 

were statistically significant differences between CRT efficacy and teachers with 

specialized certifications in bilingual education/ESL. Moreover, the current study 

provides evidence that linguistic competency is a critical attribute of effective teachers 

(i.e., teachers who can speak a language other than English had higher CRTSE as well as 

CRTOE beliefs than monolingual teachers). This finding suggests that special educators 

who serve ELLs should receive adequate preparation related to bilingual education and/or 

ESL (certification and professional development). Specifically, not only should school 

districts consider recruitment of bilingual education/ESL teachers a high priority, but also 

teacher education and professional development programs should incorporate content 

related to bilingualism, second language acquisition, and dual language instruction to 

increase the number of inservice teachers with these qualifications. 

Furthermore, teacher educators should consider how to strengthen their teachers’ 

education programs with specific attention to integrating ESL certification requirements. 

Teachers need to be prepared to view CLD students’ cultures and native languages as 

funds of knowledge and use them as resources during the teaching-learning process (Gay, 

2000). Prospective teachers would benefit from teachers’ education programs with a 

focus on language acquisition coursework, and the following suggestions could be 

incorporated into the programs: (1) emphasizing the aspects of second-language learning 

(e.g., maximization of the task of teaching a second language to the equivalent of another 
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subject area); (2) valuing interdependence between first and second language and culture; 

and (3) focusing on strategies with attention to the learning contexts.  

Finally, this finding also suggests that perceptions of teacher efficacy were 

informed by four sources of information; specifically, mastery experiences (e.g., 

professional preparation) played powerful roles in contributing to the development of 

CRT efficacy because professional development may provide a teacher with evidence 

pertaining to their abilities to execute CRT practices. In-service special education 

teachers should selectively attend diversity trainings that clearly provide goals, 

objectives, and established theoretical frameworks of multicultural education for CLD 

students with disabilities. Moreover, teacher educators should lead the way in 

emphasizing quality in CRT courses and professional development by strengthening 

written endorsements with support for teacher action research.  

Future Research 

Several possibilities for continued research are suggested by this study. Given the 

information in this preliminarily study, the findings serve to raise a series of questions for 

future research. Specifically, CRT has been proposed as the best approach for CLD 

students, but special education teachers may not feel confident in engaging in such 

practices due to both internal and external factors. Thus, studies are needed that enhance 

our understanding of the complex interrelationships between CRT efficacy, contextual 

variables, and students’ learning outcomes.  

1. What external factors influence the association between CRTSE and CRTOE? 

According to the results of this study, the association between CRTSE and 

CRTOE beliefs was moderate, which was not consistent with previous 

findings. Teachers with high self-efficacy for engaging in CRT practices may 

not hold the same level of outcome-expectancy. The instrument used for this 
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study has been modified from the one used in previous studies because in-

service special education teachers were the target participants. More 

information is needed to understand why teachers with high CRT self-efficacy 

did not consider providing CRT practices that may make a difference in 

students’ learning outcomes and what factors can explain such a relationship.  

2. What is the relationship between CRT efficacy beliefs and students’ learning 

outcomes? Although this study primarily examined the contextual factors that 

influenced CRTSE as well as CRTOE beliefs, it did not delve into students’ 

learning performance. Since quantitative literature suggests that strong teacher 

efficacy can help students increase their academic achievement levels, studies 

are needed to understand whether teachers with high CRT efficacy will, in 

fact, affect students’ achievement.  

3. What are the relationships among characteristics of teacher preparation, 

teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs, and students’ learning outcomes? Since this 

study provides evidence regarding the influence of perceived effectiveness of 

teacher education programs and professional development sessions on 

teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs, the findings did not show how teachers define 

strong effectiveness of teacher preparation trainings. The quality of teacher 

preparation was not examined in the current study. When considering the 

significant relationship between effectiveness of teacher preparation and 

teacher efficacy beliefs, it is important to understand the characteristics of 

those effective programs. In other words, information is needed regarding 

what program coursework/content would be effective in enhancing teachers’ 

CRT beliefs. When we understand the components of high-quality teacher- 
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preparing programs in serving CLD students, the next step would investigate 

if those teachers with high efficacy can promote students’ learning outcomes.   

4. Do different levels of CTE among school personnel serve as a factor for 

predicting CRT efficacy beliefs? Previous studies utilized CTE as a predictor 

for students’ achievement. Perceptions of collective capabilities within a 

school are derived when teachers consider one component in relation to the 

other. In other words, the assessment of collective teaching competence 

implies a two-way process of teachers’ beliefs about themselves and their 

colleagues. The current study focused only on special education teachers 

evaluating their colleagues’ abilities in serving CLD students with disabilities. 

Future studies should also examine CTE of other school personnel and 

determine whether there are any differences of CTE when predicting CRT 

efficacy beliefs. In addition, previous CTE studies have not been done on 

students with disabilities, not to mention on exceptional students from CLD 

backgrounds. Based on the results of the current study, there seems to be a 

potential interaction effect involving disability and difference for predicting 

CTE beliefs. Studies are necessary to further examine how such a potential 

interaction effect influences CTE with the entire school. 

5. What are interaction effects of students’ characteristics and educational 

settings on predicting CRT efficacy beliefs? This study shows that teachers 

who taught in self-contained classrooms had higher CRT efficacy than 

teachers who taught in other settings. At the same time, the results reveal that 

students’ racial/ethnic backgrounds influenced teachers’ CRT efficacy beliefs. 

However, this study did not examine whether the specific composition of 

students (e.g., racial/ethnic backgrounds and types of disability) in a specific 
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educational setting (e.g., self-contained classrooms) may result in different 

levels of CRT efficacy beliefs. It is necessary to better understand whether the 

interaction effect may affect teachers’ perceptions on engaging in CRT 

practices.  

6. Is the current instrument appropriate for surveying all special education 

teachers in the U.S.? Since the target participants were special education 

teachers in Texas’s urban school districts, this instrument used in current 

study was not able to reflect the perspectives of special education teachers in 

other states; specifically teachers in other states may receive different 

professional training than participants in the current study. In other words, 

future research is needed to understand whether same instrument could be 

applied to teachers in other states.  

Conclusion 

Given the continuing low quality of educational services being offered for CLD 

students with disabilities, dramatic changes are necessary for increasing teachers’ 

efficacy when serving these students. This preliminary study was a first step in the 

development of a reliable and conceptually sound survey instrument to measure 

individual and collective teacher efficacy in terms of working with exceptional students 

from CLD backgrounds. The findings are useful for teacher educators when designing 

curricula or planning workshops that will determine the future direction of curriculum 

and pedagogy. Specifically, the results showed that teacher efficacy has been shaped by 

both an internal and an external locus of control. Therefore, teachers’ knowledge and 

skills, without consideration of appropriate multicultural consciousness and ethical 

responsibility, are insufficient to make them successful teachers for students from CLD 

backgrounds.  
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Appendix A 

 

CEC Common Core of Knowledge and Skills Essential for all  
Beginning Special Education Teachers  

Specifically addressing Cultural or Linguistic Difference 
CC Common Core-1. Philosophical, Historical, and Legal Foundations of Special 
Education 
Knowledge: 

 Variations in beliefs, traditions, and value across and within cultures and their 
effects on relationships among child, family, and schooling (K2).  

 Issues in definition and identification of individuals with exceptional learning 
needs, including those from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds 
(K3). 

 Strategies used by diverse populations to cope with a legacy of former and 
continuing racism (K6). 

 Ways specific cultures are negatively stereotyped (K7). 

 Impact of the dominant culture on shaping schools and the individuals who study 
and work in them (K8). 

 Potential impact of differences in values, language, and customs that can exist 
between the home and school (K9).  

CC Common Core-2. Characteristics of Learners 
Knowledge: 

 Characteristics and effects of the cultural and environmental milieu of the child 
and the family (K5). 

 Effects of cultural and linguistic differences on growth and development (K7).  

CC Common Core-3. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation 
Skills: 

 Use assessment information in making eligibility, program, and placement 
decisions for individuals with exceptional learning needs, including those from 
culturally and/or linguistically diverse backgrounds (S10).  

CC Common Core-4. Instructional Content and Practice 
Knowledge: 

 Differing learning styles of individuals with exceptional learning needs including 
those from culturally diverse backgrounds and strategies for addressing these 
styles (K1).  

 Cultural perspectives influencing the relationship among families, schools, and 
communities as related to effective instruction (K4). 

Skills: 

 Develop and select instructional content, resources, and strategies that respond to 
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cultural, linguistic, and gender differences (S1).   

CC Common Core-5. Planning and Managing the Teaching and Learning Environment 
Knowledge: 

 Ways to create learning environments that allow students to retain and appreciate 
their own and each other’s respective language and cultural heritage (K4).  

Skills: 

 Create a safe, equitable, positive, and supportive learning environment in which 
diversities are valued (S1).  

CC Common Core-6. Planning and Managing the Teaching and Learning Environment 
Knowledge: 

 Strategies for preparing individuals to live harmoniously and productively in a 
culturally diverse world (K5). 

Skills: 

 Organize, develop, and sustain learning environments that support positive 
intercultural experiences (S8).  

 Mediate controversial intercultural issues among students within the learning 
environment in ways that enhance any culture, group, or person (S9).  

CC Common Core-7. Communication and Collaborative Partnerships 
Knowledge: 

 Culturally responsive factors that promote effective communication and 
collaboration with individuals, families, school personnel, and community 
members (K1).  

Skills: 

 Communicate effectively with families of students from diverse backgrounds 
(S7). 

CC common Core-8. Professionalism and Ethical Practices 
Knowledge: 

 Characteristics of one’s own culture and use of language and the ways in which 
these can differ from other cultures and uses of language (K1).  

 Personal cultural biases and differences that affect one’s teaching (K2).  

 Ways of behaving and communicating among cultures that can lend themselves to 
misinterpretation and misunderstanding (K4).  

Skills: 

 Demonstrate sensitivity for the culture, language, religion, gender, disability, 
socio-economic status, and sexual orientation of individual students (S2) .  

Adapted from: The Council for Exceptional Children (2009). What every special 
educator must know: The international standards for the preparation and licensure of 
special educator. (6

th
 ed.). Reston, VA: The Council for Exceptional Children.   
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Appendix B 

Section I: Background Information 

 
1. For this academic school year, does your special education case load include students 

with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds (i.e., 

English is their second language and/or they are non-white)? 

 
 Yes (Go to Question 3a) 

 No (Go to Question 2) 

 
2. In previous years at your current school, did your special education case load 

include students with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 

backgrounds?  

 
 Yes (Go Question 3b) 

 No 

 Not applicable  

If No or did not apply, thank you for accepting my invitation to participate in this 
study. Based on your answers, you do not meet the requirements for participating in 
this study.  
 

3. Which of the following best describes the students in your current special education 

case load? (check one)  OR 

Which of the following best described the students who were on your special 
education caseload in previous years at this school? (check one) 

 
 The majority of students (i.e., more than 50%) are white/Caucasian and the 

minority are non-white and/or English Language Learners.  

 The majority of students are non-white and/or English Language Learners and 

the minority are white/Caucasian.  

 Half are students are non-White and/or English Language Learners and the 

other half are White/Caucasian.  

 
4. Which grade levels do you teach? OR 

When you taught students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 
backgrounds at this school, which grade levels did you teach? 
 
 Pre-K to K 
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 1
st
 grade to 5

th
 grade 

 6
th
 grade to 8

th
 grade 

 9
th
 grade to 12

th
 grade 

 
5. In which education setting(s) do you serve your students with disabilities from  

      culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds ? (check all that apply) 

OR 

      In which educational setting(s) did you serve students with disabilities from 
culturally   
      and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds at this school? 

(check all that apply)  
 Inclusive general education classroom 
 Resource room/content mastery 
 Self-contained class 
 Other_______________________ 

 
6. What level of severity of disability describes the students you teach? (check all that 

apply). OR 

      When you taught students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD)      
      backgrounds at your current school, what level of severity of disability described     
      these students you taught? (check all that apply) 

 Mild/moderate  
 Moderate/severe 
 Severe/profound   

 
7. Which backgrounds are represented among students in your classroom? (check all 

that apply.)  OR 

When you taught students from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) 
backgrounds at this school, which backgrounds were represented among students in 
your previous classrooms? (check all that apply.) 
 American Indian/Alaskan Native 

 Asian 

 Black/African American (not Hispanic) 

 Caucasian/White (not Hispanic) 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 

 English Language Learners 

 Other_________________________ 

 
8. When you have ELLs in your classrooms, who are the primary special education  

   service providers? 

 Myself (special education teacher) 
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 Bilingual education teacher 

 English as second language (ESL) teacher  

 Paraprofessionals who speak the student’s native language 

 Other__________________________ 

 
9. Among the students you teach, which of these disabilities are represented? (check all  

   that apply.) OR 

Among the students you taught at your current school, which of these disabilities  
were represented? (check all that apply). 
 Learning Disabilities 

 Intellectual/Cognitive Disabilities 

 Emotional Disturbance/Behavioral Disorder 

 Auditory Impairment 

 Autism 

 Multiple Disabilities 

 Orthopedic Impairment 

 Other Health Impaired 

 Physical Disabilities  

 Speech/Language Impairment 

 Traumatic Brain Injury 

 Visual Impairment  

 Deaf-Blind 

 Other: ______________________ 

 
10. Your gender: 

□Male         □Female 
 

11. Which best describes your racial/ethnic background? (check all that apply): 

 American Indian/Alaskan Native 

 Asian 

 Black/African American (not Hispanic) 

 Caucasian/White (not Hispanic) 

 Hispanic/Latino 

 Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander 

 Other_________________________ 
 

12. Do you speak a language other than English?  

 Yes 

 No 

If yes, which language(s)? _____________   
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13. For each level below, please select the term that best describes the student enrollment 

in schools you attended as a child/adolescent.  (If you attended more than one 

school, check all that apply) 

 Predominately 
White 

Predominately 
Black/African 

American 

Predominately 
Hispanic/Latino 

Racially/ 
Ethnically 
Diverse 

Other 
(specify) 

Elementary 
School 

     

Middle 
School 

     

High School      

 
14. How many years of teaching experience do you have in special education? 

 Less than 1 year 
 1-5 years 
 6-10 years 
 11-15 years 
 more than15 years 

 
15. Highest Degree(s) earned:    

 Associate’s  

 Bachelor’s 

 Master’s 

 Specialist 

 Doctorate 

 
16. Please select the term that best describes the colleges/universities you attended (If you 

attended more than one institution for any degree, check all that apply) 

 Predominately 
White 

Historically 
Black 

Institution 

Predominately 
Hispanic/Latino 

Racially/  
Ethnically 
Diverse 

Other 
(specify) 

Associate’s      

Bachelor’s      

Master’s      

Specialist      

Doctorate      

 
Teaching certification: 
 
17. Which of the following teaching certifications do you hold? (check all that apply) 

□ Special education certificate (please also respond to 16b) 
□ General education certificate 
□ English as second language (ESL) certificate/endorsement  
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□ Bilingual education certificate 
□ Reading specialist 
□ I am currently completing special education certification requirements 
(explain)________ 
□ None (explain) _________________ 
□ Other (specify)_________________ 
 

18. How did you obtain your special education certification? 
 Traditional teacher certification program 
 Alternative teacher certification program  
 Other, specify____________________________ 

19. Which of the following best describes the students in your student teaching 
placements. If you completed an alternative certification program, describe the 
students you taught during that time):   
 Predominately White 

 Predominately Black/African American 

 Predominately Hispanic/Latino 

 Racially/Ethnically Diverse  

 Other (specify) 

 
20. Which of the following statements best describes the focus of your certification as 

related to teaching students with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse 
(CLD) backgrounds?  
 Diversity-related topics were not addressed in my teacher certification 

program. 
 Diversity-related topics were somewhat addressed (e.g., one course 

requirement related to cultural and linguistic diversity).  
 Diversity-related topics were integrated into teacher certification courses (e.g., 

in methods courses).  
 Diversity-related topics were equally addressed as other areas in my program.  
 The program was mainly designed to prepare teachers for teaching diverse 

learners with disabilities.  
 

21. Please select the answer that best reflects your own opinion (there is no right or 
wrong answer):  
 
How effective was your teacher 
education program in preparing 
you to successfully teach 
students with disabilities from 
culturally and linguistically 
diverse (CLD) backgrounds at 
your school? 

Absolutely 
Ineffective 

Slightly 
Effective 

Neutral Slightly 
Effective 

Absolutely 
Effective 
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Professional Development Experiences: 
 
22. Have you attended any professional development sessions (e.g., conferences, 

seminars, workshop, etc.) focusing on students with disabilities from culturally and 

linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds in the last five years? 

  □Yes (please answer 23) □ No (please answer 22) 
 

23. If no, please explain 

 I have not chosen to attend this type of session 

 I have not seen this type of session being offered.  

 Other__________(Go to next section) 

 
24.  If yes, how many professional development sessions related to teaching students 

with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds have 

you attended in the last five years? 

 1-2 

 3-5 

 6-10 

 more than 10   

   
25. For this question, please think about the content of the professional development 

sessions you have attended, that focused on students from culturally and linguistically 

diverse (CLD) backgrounds.   

Which statement best describes the professional development session(s) you have 
attended in the last five years? (Note: If you attended more than one session, please 
give your overall impression) 
 
 Little or no content focused specifically on aspects of teaching CLD students 

with disabilities. 

 Less than 25% of the content focused on teaching CLD students with 

disabilities.  

 About 25-50% of the content focused on teaching CLD students with 

disabilities. 

 About 50-75% of the content focused on how to work with CLD students with 

disabilities.  

 Content of entire sessions was focused on how to work with CLD students 

with disabilities. 
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26. Please select the best answer:  

  
How effective have the 
professional development 
sessions have attended in the 
past five years been in 
preparing you to teach students 
with disabilities from culturally 
and linguistically diverse 
(CLD) backgrounds? 

Absolutely 
Ineffective 

Slightly 
Effective 

Neutral Slightly 
Effective 

Absolutely 
Effective 
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Section II: Collective Teacher Efficacy 

 
This survey will help me understand your and other special education teachers’ perceptions 
related to how the entire school deals with school and community issues. There are no right 
or wrong answers. Your answers are confidential and anonymous.   
Directions: Please indicate the degree to which you 
agree or disagree with each statement.  
Please answer the items based on your perceptions 
of most of the teachers in your school (vs. one or 
two teachers). This information will NOT be used to 
evaluate your school.  
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1 
Teachers in my school are confident that they 
can work with students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

2 

Teachers in my school are confident they will 
be able to motivate every student, including 
students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 
Teachers in my school believe every child 
here can learn, including students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 
Teachers in my school work together to 
produce meaningful learning for students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

5 
Teachers in my school are not skilled in 
culturally and linguistically responsive 
teaching methods.  1 2 3 4 5 

6 

Teachers in my school are confident about 
increasing the levels of parental involvement, 
including involvement of parents of students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

7 

Teachers in my school believe that the lack 
of appropriate materials makes teaching 
difficult for students with disabilities from 
CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

8 

Teachers in my school believe that their 
students’ home life provides many learning 
advantages, including students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

9 
Teachers in my school believe that their 
students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds are not motivated to learn.  1 2 3 4 5 

10 
Teachers in this school do not have the skills 
to deal with disciplinary problems of students 
with disabilities from CLD backgrounds.   1 2 3 4 5 
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11 

Teachers in my school believe home and 
community environments support learning of 
students with disabilities from CLD 
backgrounds at this school.   1 2 3 4 5 

12 

Teachers in my school need more training to 
be able to create a barrier-free environment 
that facilitates learning for students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5 

Instrument was modified from:  
Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., & Hoy, A. W. (2000). Collective teacher efficacy: Its 

meaning, measure, and impact on student achievement. American Educational 
Research Journal, 37, 479-508.  
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Section III: The Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy (CRTSE) 

 
Your responses will help me better understand your experiences related to teaching students 
with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) backgrounds. Your answers 
will remain confidential and anonymous. There are no right or wrong answers. 
Directions: Please rate how certain you are that you 
can do each of the things described below. Please 
answer the items based on your ability today. 
I am able to… D
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1 

modify instructional activities and materials 
to meet the developmental needs and 
learning interests of my students with 
disabilities from CLD backgrounds. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 
design appropriate instruction that is matched 
to English language learners’ language 
proficiency and special needs.  1 2 3 4 5 

3 
create a learning environment that reflects 
the various backgrounds of my CLD 
students. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 
develop appropriate Individual Education 
Plans for my students with disabilities who 
are from CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

5 
use my students’ prior knowledge related to 
their cultural and linguistic backgrounds to 
help make learning meaningful.  1 2 3 4 5 

6 
use various types of assessment that is 
matched to English language learners’ 
language proficiency and special needs 1 2 3 4 5 

7 
critically examine the curriculum to 
determine whether it  appropriately 
represents CLD groups. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 
identify the differences between student 
behavior/communication at home and student 
behavior/communication at school. 1 2 3 4 5 

   
9 

use a variety of teaching methods to assist 
my students in learning the content. 1 2 3 4 5 

10 
communicate with students with disabilities 
who are English Language Learners.   1 2 3 4 5 

11 
identify cultural differences when 
communicating with parents regarding their 
child’s educational progress.  1 2 3 4 5 

12 
implement interventions that minimize the 
effects of cultural mismatch between home 
and school.   1 2 3 4 5 

  distinguish linguistic/cultural differences 1 2 3 4 5 
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13 from learning difficulties for students with 
disabilities. 

14 
create a caring, supportive, and warm 
learning environment for my students from 
CLD backgrounds.  1 2 3 4 5 

15 

assist my students to be successful by 
supporting the native language of my 
students with disabilities who have limited 
English proficiency.    1 2 3 4 5 

16 
structure parent-teacher conferences (e.g., 
IEP meetings) that are comfortable to allow 
CLD parents to participate.    1 2 3 4 5 

17 
identify the ways standardized tests may be 
biased against students from diverse 
backgrounds.   1 2 3 4 5 

18 
build positive relationships with CLD 
parents.  1 2 3 4 5 

19 
help my students develop positive 
interactions with each other.   1 2 3 4 5 

20 
obtain information about my students’ 
preferred learning styles (e.g., cooperation or 
individual work).   1 2 3 4 5 

Instrument was modified from:  
Siwatu, K. O. (2007). Preservice teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy 

and outcome expectancy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 1086-
1101.  
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Section IV: The Culturally Responsive Teaching Outcome Expectancy 

(CRTOE) 
 

Your responses will help me to better understand special education teachers’ beliefs about 
teaching practices that are effective for students with disabilities from culturally and 
linguistically diverse backgrounds. There are no right or wrong answers. Your answers will 
remain confidential and anonymous. 

Directions: Please select the number that best 
corresponds to your current views about each item. 
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1 
Utilizing a variety of teaching approaches is 
helpful for students’ learning processes.  1 2 3 4 5 

2 

Students with disabilities from diverse 
backgrounds will be successful when special 
education instruction is adapted and modified 
for their cultural and linguistic 
characteristics.  1 2 3 4 5 

3 

A variety of assessment strategies should be 
used to gain a complete picture of what 
students with disabilities from diverse 
backgrounds have learned.  1 2 3 4 5 

4 

Students’ learning becomes meaningful when 
teachers are aware of the cultural and 
linguistic backgrounds/needs of their 
students with disabilities.  1 2 3 4 5 

5 
Understanding different communication 
styles reduces misunderstandings between 
teachers, students and their families.  1 2 3 4 5 

6 
Using prior knowledge and culturally 
relevant examples motivates students’ 
learning.   1 2 3 4 5 

7 
Establishing positive home-school relations 
increases involvement of CLD parents. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 

Understanding the discontinuity between 
students’ home culture and school culture 
minimizes the likelihood of discipline 
problems.   1 2 3 4 5 

9 
Matching instruction to students’ learning 
preferences promotes students’ academic 
performance.  1 2 3 4 5 

10 
Encouraging the use of the native language 
for students with special needs will help to 
maintain students’ cultural identity.    1 2 3 4 5 
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11 
Students’ self-esteem can be enhanced when 
their native languages and cultures are valued 
by teachers.  1 2 3 4 5 

12 
Changing learning environments to be 
compatible with students’ home cultures 
increases students’ motivation to learn.  1 2 3 4 5 

Instrument was modified from:  
Siwatu, K. O. (2007). Preservice teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-efficacy 

and outcome expectancy beliefs. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23, 1086-
1101.  
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Appendix C 

Pilot Survey Feedback Form 

 
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. To help the researcher improve the 
quality of the survey design, your feedback and recommendations will be greatly 
appreciated.  
 

1. Were the items in the survey easy to follow? 
□Yes 
□No 
Comments:_____________________ 
 

2. Is the language used in the survey comprehensible?  
□Yes 
□No 
Comments:_____________________ 
 

3. Is the length of the survey…?  
□ Too long 
□ Just right/acceptable 
Comments:_____________________ 

 
4. Overall, the items in the survey…(check all that apply) 

□ allowed me to respond honestly 
□ seemed to imply ―correct‖ answers 
□ was uncomfortable for me to answer 
□ Other (please explain)_______________________ 
 
General recommendations and feedback:___________________ 
 

5. Would you be willing to be contacted to discuss your feedback about this survey?  
□ Yes (please provide your contact information)_________________  
□ No 
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Appendix D 

Consent Form 

 
 
Research Title: Teacher Efficacy for Working With Diverse Populations in Special 
Education 
 
Dear Special Education Teacher, 
Your cooperation is requested as part of a research for a doctoral dissertation about 
understanding the perspectives of in-service special education teachers who are currently 
working with culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students. The purpose of this 
study is to increase our understanding of the influence of teachers’ perceptions about 
their own and other teachers’ preparedness to teach students with disabilities from 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. The results of this study will not only 
contribute to the literature in the field, but also be used in the design of professional 
training for both in-service and pre-service teachers.  
 
If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a survey 
questionnaire that includes four sections: Background Information, Collective Teacher 
Efficacy, Culturally Responsive Teaching Self-Efficacy, and Culturally Responsive 
Teaching Outcome Expectancy. This survey is estimated to take approximately 15 to 20 
minutes of your time. There is no direct benefits as a result of participating this study, and 
the risks of participating in this study are minimal and no greater than everyday life.  
 
In appreciation for taking the time to participate in this survey, all participants may be 
entered in a drawing for ten $20 Amazon gift cards by providing your email contact at the 
end of the survey. The survey is anonymous and you can skip any questions you do not 
feel comfortable to answer. Your participation in this pilot study is voluntary and your 
responses will be kept strictly confidential. By completing the survey you are indicating 
consent to participate in this study. If you do not want to participate in this study, you can 
close the email and do not need to respond to the survey.  
 
Should you have any questions about the study, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
szuyin.chu@mail.utexas.edu. Dr. Shernaz Garcia, the supervisor of this study, is also 
available to answer questions. She can be reached at sbgarcia@mail.utexas.edu. If you 
have questions about your rights as a research participant, complaints, concerns, or 
questions about the research, please contact Jody Jensen Ph.D., Chair, the University of 
Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects at 512-
232-, or the Office of Research Support at 512-471-8871. You may also email 

mailto:szuyin.chu@mail.utexas.edu
mailto:sbgarcia@mail.utexas.edu
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orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu. At the completion of the study, the findings will be available 
upon request.  
 
Recognizing the busy schedule special education teachers have, in addition to the 
numerous commitments and responsibilities, I am truly grateful for your assistance in this 
project.  
 
You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time without 

adversely affecting your relationship with the University of Texas at Austin and your 
school district. Your decision will not result in any loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participant 

in this research study.  
 
To participate, click on the following internet link: (not yet available; will be 
added)_________ 
 
 
Sincerely,  
Szu-Yin Chu, Doctoral Candidate  
Department of Special Education, University of Texas at Austin 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

mailto:orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu
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Appendix E 

Follow-Up Email 

 
Dear Special Education Teacher, 
 
This is a reminder regarding a doctoral research study to investigate the influence of 
teachers’ perceptions about their own and other teachers’ preparedness to teach students 
with disabilities from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. Weblink will 
remain active until (Date/Month/Year). You can access the survey by clicking on the 
following link:  
http://__________________________________________________ 
 
To have a successful study, a high response rate is needed. Your responses are very 
valuable to this study and greatly appreciated.  

 
In appreciation for taking your time, all participants, who complete the survey, will be 
entered in a drawing for ten $20 Amazon gift cards. 
 
Sincerely,  
Szu-Yin Chu, Doctoral Candidate  
Department of Special Education, University of Texas at Austin 
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