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ABSTRACT 

This study focused on the faculty perceptions and their sense of efficacy for providing 

culturally responsive literacy instruction. The Pew Research Center (2017) determined that 

Hispanics are the largest minority group enrolled in public universities but only 15% of Hispanic 

students graduate college. Therefore, there is a need to address the challenges that minority 

students are facing to help close the achievement gaps among them. Analysis in the areas of 

faculty's self-perceptions and sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy instruction 

strategies to better assist students of minority groups in higher education are provided. Due to the 

non-experimental nature of the study, no causal inferences were drawn.  Researchers developed 

the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher Education 

questionnaire for the purpose of data collection. Descriptive and inferential statistical techniques 

were used to analyze the data. There were 280 respondents, of which, 235 had completed the 

survey questionnaire in its entirety. Results from this study showed that age, years of teaching 

experience, ethnicity, and academic rank were not related to the outcome measures. Additionally, 

female participants reported higher self-efficacy scores than male counterparts and those who 

had received professional development in culturally responsive instruction outperformed the 

comparison on all study variables except self-efficacy reading. Results from this also study 

yielded pedagogical implications and directed future research considerations. 

Keywords: Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction, Sense of Efficacy, Hispanic Serving 

Institution, Multiculturalism, Culturally Responsive Pedagogy, Literacy
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

In United States– Mexico border towns, more than 20,000 students cross the border every 

day to go to school in the United States  (Layton, 2016). Many families rear children in Mexico, 

and those children face long commutes both before and after school. Most of these students must 

wait in line for 2 hours, or more, to cross the border at the international bridge. In addition, many 

students are English language learners who often find it difficult to explain “their purpose of 

visiting Mexico,” a question often asked by the Customs Border Patrol (CBP) agents. There have 

been cases reported in which immigration officers tell students they must speak English, the 

official language of the country, when entering the United States (American Civil Liberties 

Union, 2019). These obstacles, such as coming from a different country, having a different 

culture, facing very long commutes, and struggling with a new language, cause students to feel 

disconnected in U.S. schools, which is likely to affect their academic achievement negatively. 

Robin (2014) explained that older students find learning a new language to be more 

challenging than do younger children. For a child, learning a language is part of a child’s brain 

chemistry. Children absorb information easier than adolescents, even in a subconscious state of 

mind. On the contrary, adults and older children must exert more effort to learn a new language, 

which makes the learning more difficult, as some information is lost or disassociated. Stephen 

Krashen (2003) developed the theory of second language acquisition to describe how individuals 

learn a new language. In his theory, Krashen explained that language acquisition requires 

meaningful interaction in the target language, interaction in which speakers are concerned, not 

with the form of their utterances but with the messages they attempt to convey and understand. 
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Chemical changes that take place in the brain during puberty make the brain less receptive to 

new information, which intensifies the challenge to learning a second language and, 

consequently, the effort required to overcome the challenge. For this reason, many high school 

students struggle to learn a new language, and instead use their first language to communicate, 

understand, and make sense of new information. They are required to learn the content in each of 

their classes, while they acquire a new language (Robin, 2014). 

In 2013, a number of Texas high school students testified that they were not allowed to 

speak Spanish in the classroom in some schools (Students News Daily, 2013). They mentioned 

that they received 1-hour, after-school, detention slips or disciplinary referrals if they were heard 

speaking Spanish amongst themselves. They further noted that Spanish is often portrayed as an 

inferior language in their high schools, and they had been punished in order to increase the use of 

English in the classroom. Students have been categorized as at-risk, academically handicapped, 

and limited English proficient solely because their native language was not the standard language 

of the American culture.  This difference in primary and secondary discourses has been observed 

as a vice, rather than a virtue, to the school’s cultural diversity.  

Nowadays, educators are required to see beyond race, gender, and religion of their 

students in response to the United States’ increased diverse population. They must take the 

initiative in closing the academic achievement gaps that exist between minority student groups 

and dominant student groups. Teachers need to embrace their sociocultural consciousness to 

realize that there are social inequities and better understand how the role of culture is emphasized 

and used as power to control different social groups, which Gramsci (1971) referred to as 

cultural hegemony. Educators need to develop their sociocultural consciousness, which might 

help them view their students’ differences as a resource and scrutinize their own cultural biases 
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which may have hindered the successful education of children of color (Abrahams & Trike, 

1972; Gay, 2000). Villegas and Lucas (2007) defined sociocultural consciousness as “the 

awareness that a person’s worldview is not universal but is profoundly influenced by life 

experiences, as mediated by factors including race, ethnicity, gender, and social class” (p. 31).  A 

teacher should demonstrate student inclusion by utilizing culturally responsive teaching, which 

“simultaneously develops academic achievement, social consciousness and critique, cultural 

affirmation, competence, and exchange; community building and personal connections; 

individual self-worth and abilities; and an ethic of caring” (Gay, 2000, p. 43). 

Rationale 

“For me, all my students are colored gray. I don’t care if they are White, Black, Brown, 

or Yellow. I teach my students the same way, despite their cultural differences.” Those were the 

exact words of a college professor during a lecture at a university I attended in 2010. The 

comments made by the professor caused many students, especially first-generation college 

students like myself, to feel excluded and alone in this new world of higher education. First-

generation college students are defined as students whose parents had not graduated from or 

attended college (Banks-Santilli, 2011). Further, first-generation college students adjust and 

develop quite differently during their time in college because they lack advice, experience, and 

support that other students receive from their families. First-generation college students do not 

have parental guidance through their first years of college. First-generation college students often 

do not know what to expect during their first year as an undergraduate student. They typically 

have trouble finding a support system to help them with the transition from high school to 

college. The rationale for this study is that traditional classroom management approaches fail to 
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consider the role of culture in the classroom and may be ineffective for students from ethnic and 

racial minority backgrounds. Professors should be aware of culturally responsive teaching and 

ways to integrate students from minority groups into the classroom. To cultivate this approach, 

educators should be receptive to the knowledge their diverse students possess, value their ideas 

and beliefs, and comprehend what it means to teach a multicultural curriculum (Darling-

Hammond & Bransford, 2005).  

Ladson-Billings (2009) suggested that educators should embrace their classroom as a 

pillar of education by utilizing culturally responsive teaching, which promotes cultural diversity 

and endorses equality in the classroom. Culturally responsive teaching involves the construction 

of meaning from the course content and student collaboration, which assists students in creating 

deeper curricular connections amongst their diverse cultural experiences (Ladson-Billings, 

1995).  Ladson-Billings (1995) explained that educators must help to develop a critical 

consciousness in their students by letting them evaluate the sociocultural norms that perpetuate 

inequality. Banks (2004) emphasized that multicultural education is a reform movement in which 

“all students should have equal opportunities to learn regardless of the racial, ethnic, social class 

or gender group they belong” (p. 391). In fact, Ladson-Billings (2009) determined that culturally 

responsive teaching and multicultural education must support each other to improve the 

education for marginalized students. 

Statement of the Problem 

The Pew Research Center (PRC) is a nonpartisan organization whose objective is to 

inform the public and strengthen civic life by conducting community interest polling, 

demographic analysis, and empirical social science research. According to the PRC (2017), 
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Hispanics are the largest minority group enrolled in public universities. Hispanic-Serving 

Institutions (HSIs) have become an essential part of serving this specific group of students in 

higher education. High school dropout rates among U.S. Hispanics have recently decreased, and 

Hispanic college enrollment has increased. The decrease in the Hispanic dropout rate appears to 

have directly influenced the increase in Hispanic enrollment in U.S. public and private 

universities, which has set a record high in U.S. history. The PRC further reported that the 

Hispanic dropout rate was 10% (n = 64,800) in 2016; these were Hispanic students of age 18 to 

24 years. The rate had been 16% just five years earlier. In 2017, 47% (3.6 million) of Hispanic 

high school graduates, of the same age group, were enrolled in college, an increase of 180% 

from the 1.3 million who were enrolled in 1999. The increase of diversity in the classroom 

makes it essential for educators to be prepared to address the different needs of diverse students. 

Additionally, the PRC explained that, despite the high Hispanic enrollment in higher 

education settings, they still lag behind other groups in several academic measures. The center 

mentioned that even though the number of Hispanics dropping out of high school is decreasing 

and college enrollment is increasing, they are less likely than other groups to graduate from a 4-

year university. In 2017, only 15% of all Hispanic students, ages 25 to 29, graduated from a 4-

year college. Similarly, 41% of Whites, 22% of African Americans, and 63% of Asians in the 

same age group obtained a bachelor’s degree or higher (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. (Left) Hispanic High School Dropout Rate 
Figure 2. (Right) College Completion by Race & Ethnicity  
[Adapted from Pew Research Center, (2017). Hispanic dropout rate hits new low, college 
enrollment at new high. Retrieved from http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2017/09/29/hispanic-dropout-rate-hits-new-low-college-enrollment-at-new-high/] 

This deficiency of college completion among Hispanic students is a consequence of a 

lack of resources and support,  underdeveloped second language literacy skills, low motivation, 

failure to attend an academically selective college, and the failure to enroll in the university as a 

full-time student. Another reason why Hispanics may not receive degrees from 4-year 

universities is that nearly half of those students attend community colleges after high school and 

receive an associate or technical degree instead, due to the excessive cost of tuition at 4-year 

institutions, lack of sufficient literacy skills, or lack of general academic support (Pew Research 

Center, 2017). Furthermore, these students compete with native English-speaking students and 

“appear” to be deficient in literacy when they are actually proficient in literacy but lack support 

in second language instruction. Therefore, it is extremely important to assist this group of 

students and provide support for their academic achievement and college completion. Professors’ 
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self-efficacy in and perceptions of culturally responsive literacy instruction should be analyzed to 

obtain a better understanding of how to address the challenges of this student population. 

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to analyze faculty perceptions of and self-efficacy for 

providing culturally responsive literacy instruction at HSIs. The following questions guided this 

study:  

1. What is the faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy practices as 

measured by the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher 

Education at Hispanic Serving Institutions? 

2. What are the culturally responsive literacy practices identified by faculty teaching at 

Hispanic Serving Institutions? 

Theoretical Framework 

Critical race theory (CRT; Delgado & Stefancic, 2017) and Validation Theory (Rendon, 

1994) were used as the theoretical framework to analyze the faculty perceptions and their sense 

of efficacy for providing culturally responsive literacy instruction.  Culturally responsive literacy 

instruction is a student-centered approach that can help educators become receptive of other 

cultures and support diverse students (Gay, 2002). Students can develop unique cultural 

strengths that promote their own achievement and develop a sense of pride about their cultural 

identity. 



 8  
 

The CRT helps diminish racial stereotypes in education, assists the analysis of the origins 

of the social problem, and promotes social equity. The CRT originated from a legal movement 

called Critical Legal Studies, which analyzed society’s prejudices against marginalized groups. 

During this legal movement, Gramsci (1971) developed the theory of cultural hegemony that 

described how the capitalist class maintained power through cultural institutions. Hegemony 

refers to the ideological supremacy of a dominant social group over the non-dominant social 

group. The CRT researchers claim that the lack of involvement of teachers and administrators 

may indirectly harm members of racial/ethnic groups who have less power (Delpit, 1995; Garcia, 

2009).  

According to Validation Theory (Rendon, 1994), educators can provide students with 

opportunities to self-identify as successful learners, adopt a curriculum that reflects students’ 

backgrounds, partner with their students in literacy and learning, and encourage their students to 

support each other (i.e., form friendships, develop peer networks, share assignments, provide 

positive reinforcement).  Validation is an enabling, confirming, and supportive process initiated 

by in-class and out-of-class agents that foster academic and interpersonal development. 

Operational Definitions 

For the purpose of this study, culturally responsive literacy instruction, culturally 

responsive teaching, and culturally responsive pedagogy were used interchangeably to refer to 

the activities, practices, and strategies occurring at HSIs. In this study, the researcher 

investigated university teaching as it related to literacy instruction. Therefore, a literacy 

component was added to the culturally responsive field, and the specific term “culturally 

responsive literacy instruction” needed to be specified. The following section is provided to 
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make sure readers understand the significant terms and the operational definitions to grasp the 

meaning of each term and an overall understanding of the dissertation. 

Glossary of Terms 

           The following terms and abbreviations were used throughout the document. 

Critical race theory (CRT). According to Delgado and Stefancic (2017), the CRT  

describes the role of race and racism in education and that works toward challenging racism as 

part of a larger goal and identifying all forms of subordination. In other words, the CRT suggests 

that white supremacy and racial power are maintained over time while its work has developed 

the possibility of transforming the relationship between law and racial power. (p. 3) 

Culturally/ethnically diverse. For the purpose of this research study, culturally and 

ethnically diverse defined students whose cultural identity is not European or White (Sleeter, 

2001). 

Culturally responsive teaching (CRT). According to Gay (2002), culturally responsive 

teaching incorporates background knowledge, cultural experiences, and learning styles of diverse 

students to make curriculum and instruction more effective. The CRT includes “existence of 

communities that enable students to make connections between home and school, the teacher 

maintains a positive relationship between home and school, and the teacher selects activities that 

are conducive to the students’ academic and cultural needs” (Gay, 2002, p. 14).  

Deficit-thinking. Valencia (2010) described deficit-thinking as a teacher’s perception of 

lack of student motivation, limited intelligence, and inadequate socialization (particularly low 
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income, minority students), which are believed to affect their learning and academic 

performance.  

Discourse. James Paul Gee (2008) described discourse as “a socially accepted 

association among the ways of using language, of thinking, and of acting that can be used to 

identify oneself as a member of a socially meaningful group or social network” (p. 1). According 

to Gee (2008), “Discourses are not something that are learned, or taught in a classroom, but are 

acquired over the course of living, working, and interacting with people” (p. 3). 

Ethnic identity. Phinney (1993) defined ethnic identity as “a process of the construction 

of identity, due to a combination of experience, knowledge, and understanding of the individual, 

as well as a sense of belongingness to an ethnic group” (p. 11). 

Funds of knowledge (FoK). According to Moll, Amanti, Neff, and Gonzalez (1992), 

“Funds of knowledge are used in a social network to facilitate the development and exchange of 

resources, including knowledge, skills, and labor that enhance the households’ ability to survive 

and thrive” (p. 133). 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs). The U.S. Department of Education (2017) 

defined HSIs as  colleges, universities, or systems/districts where total Hispanic enrollment 

constitutes a minimum of 25% of the total enrollment. Total enrollment includes full-time and 

part-time students at the undergraduate or graduate level (including professional schools) of the 

institution, or both (i.e., headcount of for-credit students). (p. 1) 

Marginalized students. Marginalized students are defined as groups of minority 

students, such as African Americans, Hispanics, Native Americans, and students of low 
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socioeconomic status, who are discouraged from having an active voice or identity or from fully 

participating in the classroom or society (Nieto, 2002). 

Multicultural education. Multicultural education takes place when schools are mindful 

of equity and social justice issues for students of minority groups and educators address “access 

to quality curriculum, textbook content, relevance of curriculum to students, and models of 

curriculum transformation” (Sleeter, 2005, p. 11). 

Sociocultural consciousness. Villegas and Lucas (2007) described sociocultural 

consciousness as “the awareness that a person’s worldview is not universal but is profoundly 

influenced by life experiences, as mediated by factors including race, ethnicity, gender, and 

social class” (p. 31). Sociocultural consciousness is required in the classroom so educators can 

foster acceptance and cultural identity amongst students (Gay, 2000).  

Teacher efficacy. Teacher efficacy does not evaluate teachers’ effectiveness based on 

teaching or student learning, but rather the self-confidence the teacher has in their ability to 

perform under certain circumstances (Jamil, Downer, & Pianta, 2012). Teachers should believe 

that students can learn based on effective instructional strategies, regardless of the influence 

society has on them (Bandura, 1993; Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004). 

Delimitations, Limitations, and Assumptions 

This research study had few delimitations.  First, faculty (full-time, associate, assistant, 

and adjunct professors) employed at 4-year public universities, identified as HSIs across the 

U.S., were selected as the targeted population. Professors with varied years of teaching 
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experience, who served in different academic positions across diverse disciplines, were included. 

However, community colleges and private universities were not included in the study.  

The main limitations of this research study were the sample size, response rate, and the 

nongeneralizable results. Because of the nonprobability nature of the sample, external validity 

was limited to study participants. No causal inferences were drawn due to the nonexperimental 

nature of the study. The other limitation was limited faculty availability necessary to complete 

the survey due to their busy schedules, including meetings, classes, research, and service. The 

assumption in this study included that all the surveys were completed 100% and survey items 

were answered honestly.   

Significance 

This study was significant as it concentrated on the low graduation rate of minority 

groups at 4-year universities. According to the Pew Research Center (2017), high school dropout 

rates among U.S. Hispanics have finally decreased, after several decades, and Hispanic college 

enrollment has increased, setting a record high in U.S. history. However, Hispanic students are 

not graduating from 4-year universities at a rate similar to that of the dominant group. The 

current study was an analysis of different culturally responsive literacy practices, teacher self-

efficacy, the impact of second-language acquisition on literacy, and teacher validation as a 

support for academic achievement of students from minority groups. 

There is an identified gap in the research pertaining to culturally responsive teaching, 

culturally responsive pedagogy, and culturally responsive literacy instruction. Most of the 

research has been completed in the K-12 setting. This study provided additional seminal research 
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in higher education. Additionally, this study extended the body of research on culturally 

responsive teaching and culturally responsive literacy instruction. Culturally responsive 

perceptions and instructional approaches provide a research-based frame of reference for 

teachers to develop a more inclusive and culturally equitable teaching style. The research-based 

frame of reference was developed from culturally responsive scholars such as Delpit (2012), 

Ladson-Billings (1995, 2008, 2009), Lee (1998), Freire (1970), Gay (2000, 2002), Mahari 

(1998), Nieto (2002), and Sleeter (2005). 

The Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher 

Education (SESCRLI) has been a significant contribution to the body of research as it has the 

potential to measure faculty sense of efficacy and guide professional development evaluations 

and trainings. This study was significant since it will make a contribution to the research 

developed in the field of multicultural education, culturally responsive teaching, literacy, and 

self-efficacy. The objective in the development of this instrument was to create a teacher-friendly 

tool that supports the development of culturally responsive classrooms. The SESCRLI assists 

faculty in the self-reflection of their instructional approaches, increases culturally responsive 

teaching, supports a multicultural curriculum, helps instructors analyze their instructional 

practices, and fosters sociocultural consciousness. 

Furthermore, the SESCRLI allows teachers a platform on which they may reflect about 

their own personal ideas, biases, and emotions they may have about their philosophy of 

culturally responsive pedagogy. Some of the aspects to take into consideration during a 

culturally responsive approach (based on the literature) include developing ethics of care (Delpit, 

2012; Ladson-Billings, 2009), accepting diversity and differences (Delpit, 2012; Freire, 1970; 
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Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 2009), increasing sociocultural consciousness (Ladson-Billings, 

2008), cultivating learning communities (Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 2009), fostering cultural 

competence (Ladson-Billings, 2008), improving minority groups’ academic achievement 

(Ladson-Billings, 2009), and promoting culturally responsive assessments (Mahari, 1998; 

Sleeter, 2005). 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to analyze faculty perceptions and their sense of efficacy 

for providing culturally responsive literacy instruction (CRLI) at Hispanic Serving Institutions. 

This study was significant since it will contribute to the body literature and research in the field 

of culturally responsive literacy instruction and self-efficacy. Culturally responsive literacy 

instruction helps faculty address the varied and unique needs of minority students.  It helps 

students achieve academic success, become more receptive to other cultures, accept diversity, 

and create a sense of human connection. CRLI also has the potential to help faculty and students 

become a global society without racial, cultural, or ethnic differences (Delpit, 2012; Gay, 2002; 

Ladson Billings, 1992; Nieto, 2002; Sleeter, 2005).  
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CHAPTER II 

Review of Literature 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to measure the faculty sense of efficacy of culturally 

responsive literacy instruction (CRLI) at Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs). This literature 

review consists of the following sections: Hispanic-Serving Institutions, historical context of 

multicultural education, Critical Race Theory (CRT), Latino critical race theory (LatCrit), 

Validation Theory, multicultural curriculum, sociocultural approach, literacy in the 21st century, 

teacher efficacy, self-efficacy and gender, self-efficacy and professional development, self-

efficacy and age, self-efficacy and years of teaching experience, self-efficacy and ethnicity, self-

efficacy and academic rank, CRLI, and culturally responsive teaching practices. This literature 

review presents a discussion of the theoretical framework and provides a summary at the end of 

the chapter. Relevant literature was found through a variety of sources, including books, peer-

reviewed journals and publications, electronic databases (e.g., Academic Search Complete, 

EBSCO, ERIC, JSTOR, ProQuest, Sage Journals, Science Direct, Taylor and Francis Journals, 

Wiley Online), and various websites. Keywords and phrases included in the search were CRLI, 

culturally responsive teaching, culturally relevant pedagogy, Hispanic-Serving Institutions, self-

efficacy, multiculturalism, student diversity, literacy, sociocultural approach, higher education, 

and validation. The paucity of the literature focusing on higher education suggested the need to 

conduct scientific inquiries in this area.  
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Hispanic-Serving Institutions 

The number of studies that determine how well HSIs aid their students is rather limited 

(Garcia, 2013; Guardia & Evans, 2008). Graduation rates and retention rates are considered by 

some researchers to be the best evaluator of the extent to which HSIs are successfully addressing 

the needs of their Hispanic student population (Contreras, Malcom, & Bensimon, 2008; Flores & 

Park, 2013; Garcia, 2013).  The role of  HSIs is to support students by contributing to the 

university’s sociocultural consciousness (Dayton, Gonzalez-Vasquez, Martinez, & Plum, 2004), 

encouraging a positive classroom environment (Sebanc, Hernandez, & Alvarado, 2009), 

promoting student inclusion (Maestas, Vaquera, & Muñoz Zehr, 2007), creating and 

implementing a cultural curriculum (Cuellar, 2014), and utilizing culturally relevant practices 

(Guardia & Evans, 2008). Despite these studies describing the importance of culturally 

responsive teaching at HSIs, there have been few studies conducted that have investigated  

faculty sense of efficacy and commitment in the successful teaching of minority groups at HSIs 

(Contreras et al., 2008; Garcia, 2013; Guardia & Evans, 2008). Fry and Taylor (2013) found the 

number of Hispanic high school graduates is increasing every year; however, concern still 

remains regarding Hispanic student success and low graduation rates in higher education. Low 

student enrollment, low graduation rates, low retention rates, sparse professional opportunities, 

and limited student success are some of the concerns that served as the foundation to the 

formation of HSIs. HSIs were designed to promote degree completion in traditionally 

underserved populations, which ultimately impacts economic stability (Cunningham, Park, & 

Engle 2014; Gastic & Nieto, 2010). 
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According to the U.S. Department of Education (2017), HSIs are defined as  colleges, 

universities, or systems/districts where total Hispanic enrollment constitutes a minimum of 25% 

of the total enrollment. Total enrollment includes full-time and part-time students at the 

undergraduate or graduate level (including professional schools) of the institution, or both (i.e., 

headcount of for-credit students). The federal government offers financial assistance to HSIs to 

“assist with strengthening institutional programs, facilities, and services to expand the 

educational opportunities for Hispanic Americans and other underrepresented populations” (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2017).  While an increased number of Hispanics is accessing HSIs, 

Contreras et al. (2008) emphasized that HSIs should provide equitable educational attainment 

outcomes for Hispanic students, thus reducing the achievement gaps that exist between Hispanic 

students and students of the dominant group. A majority of HSIs in the United States began as 

predominantly White institutions and became HSIs when their Hispanic population increased to 

25% or more. The mission of HSIs is not as clear as those of historically Black colleges and 

universities or tribal colleges (Contreras et al., 2008). Therefore, HSIs should revise and 

reinforce their goals, objectives, and missions to make sure that they are addressing the needs of 

their student population. 

Jackson Mercer, and Stedman (2008) mentioned, “Hispanic Serving Institutions are 

receiving national policy attention” (p. 17) and educational priority to increase Hispanic presence 

in the workforce and higher education degree completion. They reported that over half of all 

Hispanic students are enrolled in HSIs located in Texas and California. Bridges, Kinzie, Nelson 

Laird, and Kuh (2008) explained that HSIs with a high presence of Hispanic faculty and staff 

have demonstrated a positive impact on student retention and graduation rates. In a research 
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study, Joel Murphy (2013) observed the standards, values and goals of one HSI and, after 

identifying the university’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats, he offered some 

conclusions that could be of assistance to other HSIs as they undergo strategic review and 

planning. He concluded that HSIs must give priority to Latino and first-generation students in 

enrollment, retention, and completion by formulating a transfer culture at the university. A 

transfer culture is closely tied to a transfer agreement between 4-year institutions and local high 

schools and community colleges to facilitate the transfer of students. 

According to Sleeter (2001), one of the biggest problems among minority students 

regarding their academic achievement is that the ratio of minority teachers and administrators to 

minority students is vastly smaller than that of White students. There are many opportunities for 

teachers to learn and adopt practices that promote culturally responsive education and instruction 

to reduce this cultural mismatch. In a study published by Greene and Oesterreich (2012), the 

researchers analyzed White professors teaching at HSIs. Through a lens of radical 

revolutionaries or complicit colonists (White people who are privileged and empowered by their 

current situation/profession and in whose name and shadow racism thrives), the researchers 

discussed how White professors at HSIs must fight for a cultural change against racism to ensure 

that the budget at their HSI is utilized to serve Hispanics students and the surrounding 

communities. The stated goal of Greene and Oesterreich’s (2012) research was “to bridge the 

gap between intellectual work and active commitment” (p. 14) to the communities at their 

institutions. The authors called for a radical revolution on what defines and represents an HSI—

the premise of facilitating access to realize equity, justice, and education—a multicultural reform 

that provides the same opportunities for everyone.   
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CRLI grew in academic influence after multicultural education movements began to 

advocate for equality in education and instruction. Multicultural education is necessary in 

classrooms because “it can transform the school so that male and female students, exceptional 

students, and students from diverse cultural, social-class, racial and ethnic groups experience an 

equal opportunity to learn” (Banks, 2004, p. 6). The majority of research conducted on CRLI 

was carried out in public schools. It is, therefore, imperative that the available research and 

literature on higher education be analyzed.  Algozzine, O’Shea, and Obiakor (2009) wrote 

Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction to illuminate the different approaches that support the 

five pillars of reading (i.e., phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension), discuss culturally responsive teaching, and provide information on the foremost 

thinkers in literacy. The authors defined classroom practices and instructional approaches that 

assist culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students. Gay (2000, 2013), Ladson-Billings 

(1995, 2002), Sleeter (2005), Stovall (2005), and Lee (2007) are some of the experts on 

culturally relevant pedagogy in K-12 education. Nevertheless, few studies have focused on CRLI 

in higher education. 

Historical Context of Multicultural Education 

Multiculturalism is defined as the coexistence of distinct cultures and/or traditions within 

a unified society, as a state or nation. It is comprised of cultural and ethnic diversity, with racial, 

educational, linguistic, religious, economic, and social components.  Multiculturalism is 

commonly related to social integration, cultural assimilation, and racial desegregation, yet it 

involves the preservation and uniqueness of values and beliefs in a specific culture (Banks, 

2004). Multicultural researchers advocate for respect, equality, and diversity in  society and 
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encourage cultural, racial, ethnic, linguistic, and religious variation within multicultural 

environments. 

In the early 20th century, fewer than 1,000 higher education institutions with a total of 

160,000 students were reported in the United States. The segregation of races in schools was 

common during this time. Students were separated by race, and the quality of education was not 

equitable. Hispanics, African Americans, and Native Americans were falling behind in 

education. In 1896, the U.S. Supreme Court case Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) supported the 

“separate but equal” principle by which racial segregation in schools was permitted as long as 

equal opportunities were provided amongst all races. Nonetheless, segregated schools and 

minority students were not receiving an equal education since most of the funding, resources, 

facilities, supplies, materials, and advanced textbooks were provided to White schools only.   

In the mid-20th century, Brown v. Board of Education eliminated the “separate but equal” 

principle to eradicate racial segregation in education. This resulted in an effort to reduce the 

achievement gaps among students and promote equality in academic settings (Wiggan, 2007). 

The civil rights movement during the 1950s and 1960s influenced the creation of  multicultural 

education, as it supported a reduction in racial prejudice and promoted cultural awareness in the 

curriculum and equity in academic environments (Banks, 2004; Schoorman & Bogotch, 2010; 

Sleeter, 2005). Public schools incorporated more cultural and ethnic content into the curriculum 

after the civil rights movement (Banks, 2004). In 1965, the Immigration Reform Act expanded 

ethnic diversity at American schools as several non-Northern European immigrants entered the 

country and immigrant children started attending school (Banks, 2004; Banks, 2009). The 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (1965) was passed in the same year, proposed by 
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Lyndon B. Johnson, to reduce poverty in education, encourage upward social mobility, and 

increase educational opportunities for low socioeconomic status students. In 1990, The 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act offered all students, regardless of race, religion, and 

disability, a free education, resulting in the foundation of multicultural education.  According to 

Banks and Banks (2001), multicultural education is defined as  

an idea, an educational reform movement, and a process whose major goal is to change 

the structure of educational institutions so that male and female students, exceptional 

students, and students who are members of diverse racial, ethnic, language, and cultural 

groups will have an equal chance to achieve academically in school. (p. 1)  

In 2002, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation, approved by President George W. 

Bush, focused on the academic achievement of minority students. The main purpose of No Child 

Left Behind was to decrease the achievement gap between minority students and students of the 

dominant group. Even though this legislation was somewhat successful in reducing the 

achievement gap, low standardized-test scores revealed that minority students were still lagging 

behind (Sleeter, 2012). In 2015, President Obama signed the Every Student Succeeds Act, which 

promotes quality education and provides equal opportunities for all students. This reform aims to 

support struggling students and help them receive the literacy skills and fundamental knowledge 

to excel in life. The purpose of these legislations was to establish academic standards that would 

lead to student inclusion and foster equality education (Donahue, Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, & 

Campbell, 2001). 
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Critical Race Theory 

As multicultural education became an increasingly important aspect of education in 

American schools, CRT was a theoretical framework that was developed to illuminate the role of 

race relations in American education (Delgado & Stefancic, 2017). CRT suggests that White 

authority and racial supremacy has been the status quo throughout the history of U.S. education 

and helps to maintain the marginalization of people of color. The concept behind CRT began 

with a political movement in the 1970s by Derrick Bell and Alan Freeman. Bell and Freeman 

were concerned with the slow reform of race relations in the United States. CRT first began as a 

legal movement called critical legal studies (CLS), led by a group of lawyers, educators, and 

activists in the United States who realized that civil rights proceedings were hindered by the 

dominant White culture. Gramsci (1971) initiated the CLS ideology and developed the theory of 

cultural hegemony. Ladson-Billings and Tate IV (1995) defined hegemony as the social, cultural, 

ideological, or economic supremacy of a prevailing group. According to Crenshaw, Gotanda, 

Peller, and Thomas (1995), CRT is supported by six pillars: racism, the convergence of interest, 

social constructions, differential racialization, intersectionality and anti-essentialism, and the 

voice of color thesis. CRT asserts that society still disadvantages or advantages individuals and 

groups based upon race, class, and sexuality (Delgado & Stefancic, 2017). 

The CRT is a theoretical framework with “racism the center of legal review and critique 

in terms of how the law is developed and administered regarding the impact on people of color” 

(Morfin, Perez, Parker, Marvom & Arrona, 2006, p. 253). There are several research studies that 

have provided the narratives from students of color as the main focus of research (Castro-Salazar 

& Bagley, 2010; Leard & Lashua, 2006). However, Jay (2009) observed that a dearth of research 
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incorporating the experiences and perspectives of educators of color is present in CRT literature 

because the focus of most of the research is on students. Lopez, Erwin, Binder, and Chavez 

(2018) conducted an analysis of achievement gaps in education among White female 

participants.  They discovered that the influences that affected six-year graduation rates and 

enrollment across 20 social locations varied, depending upon race-ethnicity, gender, and class. 

Lopez et al. reported that low-income, Native American men were 45% less likely to graduate 

within six years than the White female participants. Additionally, 30% of the Black participants 

were less likely to receive their diploma within six years than high-income, Black men (Nancy et 

al., 2018). Ladson-Billings and Tate (1995) stressed that “the voice of people of color is required 

for a complete analysis of the educational system” (p. 58). Therefore, students, faculty, and staff 

should collaborate to reduce racism and increase equality in education. 

Antonio Gramsci (1971) stated that the dominant capitalist system uses cultural 

organizations to maintain hegemonic power. Here, according to Gramsci, the dominant culture 

uses a system of beliefs, as opposed to coercive force, to sustain its hegemonic position.  A 

possible solution, developed by Gramsci, is for educators to increase their awareness of the race, 

social class, and culture contexts of their curriculum and instruction to understand how these 

factors can affect student performance and academic success (Ladson-Billings, 2009). 

Sociocultural awareness and critical pedagogy are vital to the classroom for teachers to foster a 

positive cultural identity among students (Gay, 2000). 

Latino Critical Race Theory (LatCrit) 

In the late 20th century, the CRT family tree expanded to include branches in Latinx 

critical race theory (LatCrit), FemCrit, TribalCrit, and AsianCrit, which are based on the 
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racialized experiences of Latinx, women, Native Americans, and Asian Americans, respectively. 

LatCrit pertains to experiences to the Latinx community such as culture, ethnicity, language, and 

immigration status. Critical race theorists advocate to increase critical consciousness of social 

and racial injustice in society by using the voice of those affected by racism and social 

oppression. CRT fosters a paradigm in which educational inequality recognizes racism as an 

everlasting component in society and society's schools (Daniels, 2011).  

Solorzano and Yosso (2012) developed a pedagogical strategy of five components based 

on CRT, which works toward the elimination of racism in U.S. education. First, the centrality of 

race, racism, and their intersectionality with other forms of subordination is core to CRT beliefs. 

CRT describes racism as a system of ignorance, exploitation, and power used to oppress minority 

groups on the basis of ethnicity, culture, behavior, and color. It describes racism as a social 

construct that oppresses people of color and protects White supremacy. Second, CRT seeks to 

challenge the dominant ideology of the current education system in which objectivity, 

meritocracy, color-blindness, race neutrality, and equal opportunity are sacrosanct. Third, CRT 

holds a commitment to social justice that can result in the eradication of racism as well as the 

protection of minority students. Fourth, CRT views experiential knowledge as necessary to 

understand, analyze, and teach about racism in education. Experiential knowledge should 

incorporate life experiences such as storytelling, family memories, cultural traditions, 

biographies, personal scenarios, and narratives. Lastly, CRT has a transdisciplinary perspective 

that analyzes the historical and contemporary context of racism in education.  To obtain a better 

understanding of racism, sexism, and classism in education, CRT should also exploit the 

transdisciplinary information from anthropology, history, law, social studies, and other fields. 
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The CRT and LatCrit are lenses through which educators can understand the experiences 

of those students who have been academically marginalized, silenced, and disempowered or, as 

Bell (1994) wrote, “looking to the faces at the bottom of the well” (p. ix). Solórzano (2009) 

explained that combining CRT with Paulo Freire’s problem-posing inquiry is an approach 

envisioned to increase teachers’ critical consciousness. Solórzano, Villalpando, and Oseguera 

(2005) connected critical pedagogy and case study research to CRT and described that this 

alternative might help teachers diminish racial stereotypes in education and deepen teachers’ and 

students’ critical awareness. They also suggested utilizing Freire’s problem-posing inquiry to 

help educators assist students from minority groups and help them overcome the challenges they 

face in their classroom by detecting the social problem, analyzing the origins of the social 

problem, and finding solutions to the social problem. Stovall (2005) analyzed how participants 

(including the author) demanded the creation of a high school that would address their needs as a 

largely Latino community. The results in this study were described as a “critical race praxis,” an 

analysis of  elements of both racial and class-based oppression as students, teachers, 

grandparents, and community members took action to collectively create a school and 

curriculum that met the students’ needs (p. 256). 

Critical Race Theory and the Oppression of Students 

Another influential figure in the critical pedagogy movement was Paulo Freire, a 

Brazilian social justice warrior.  Freire (1970) authored one of the seminal texts of critical 

pedagogy, Pedagogy of the Oppressed.  Here, he explained that critical pedagogy is a philosophy 

of education as well as a social movement, closely relating social justice and democracy to 
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curriculum and instruction. Freire maintained that students have the right to challenge oppression 

in society.  

Freire believed students need freedom for thinking creatively. This way of thinking is 

known as problem-posing education. The opposite, yet most common model of education, is the 

“banking” model of education, which puts forth the notion that educators are the oppressors and 

the students are the oppressed. Students receive information from teachers’ lectures, turning 

students into collectors or “banks” with deposits of instructional material that has no connection 

to real life. According to Freire (2000), “In the banking concept of education, knowledge is a gift 

bestowed by those who consider themselves knowledgeable upon those whom they consider to 

know nothing” (p. 72). In other words, the banking method involves students receiving and 

memorizing information instead of creating meaningful communication. The student is perceived 

as an “empty vessel” (Freire, 2000, p. 73) to be filled with whatever knowledge the oppressors 

deem relevant.  

According to Freire (2000), teachers should become social justice educators who deliver 

a culturally relevant pedagogy that augments student instruction and outcomes. Dewey (1933), 

Freire (1993), Sleeter (2005), and Vygotsky (1978) showed that the practice of multicultural 

education assists teachers in adopting evocative pedagogical practices that help students 

recognize their individual strengths and weaknesses.  Gay (2000) stated that cultural hegemony, 

unequal educational opportunities, and personal and cultural disparagement will increase in 

academia if educators ignore sociocultural consciousness and its effect on the academic 

successes of minority students. 
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The National Center for Educational Statistics showed that in 2018 there were 50.7 

million students enrolled in K-12 public schools, of which 24.4 million were White students; the 

rest were “13.6 million Hispanic, 8.0 million African American, 2.8 million Asian Pacific 

Islander, 1.5 million two or more races, and 0.5 million Indian/Alaska Native” (p. 12). In other 

words, one in every two students were of Hispanic descent in public schools in the United States 

(50% of the student population). The Texas Education Agency reported in 2017 that 668,338 

(12.6%) of the students in Texas were African American, 20,917 (0.4%) students were American 

Indian/Alaska Native, 213,394 (4.0%) students were Asian, 2,767,747 (52.0%) students were 

Hispanic, 7,406 (0.13%) students were Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 108,899 (2.0%) 

students are identified with two or more races, and 1,513,027 students were White. This means 

that more than half of the students were Hispanic (52.0%). The reach and significance of 

multicultural education has increased with the demands of student diversity and will continue to 

increase as public education becomes more diverse (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

Validation Theory 

Rendón (1994) introduced validation theory with an emphasis on low-income, first-

generation students enrolled in higher education. Rendón explained that validation provides an 

opportunity to obtain a better understanding of the college experience of low-income, first-

generation students; non-traditional students; international students; and students from minority 

groups. Validation opposes the oppressive banking model of education that oppresses and 

exploits students (Freire, 1971; Rendón, 1994). 

Rendon & Muñoz (2011) observed that some educators view their students as “incapable 

of learning, assault students with information and/or withhold information, instill doubt and fear 



 28  
 

in students, distance themselves from students, silence and oppress students, and/or create 

fiercely competitive learning environments that pit students against each other” (p. 644). This 

condemns the type of education many students encounter, especially those types that include 

forms of racism, sexism, and oppression on college campuses.  Nevertheless, educators should 

become agents of social change and support students in need (Freire 1971).  Rendón (1994) 

indicated that “validation is an enabling, confirming and supportive process initiated by in- and 

out-of-class agents that fosters academic and interpersonal development” (p. XX).  

Rendon (1994) stated that the theory of validation has six elements. The first element 

places the responsibility for initiating contact with students on faculty, advisers, and staff. The 

second element highlights that students have a sense of self-worth, believe in themselves, and 

feel capable of learning. The third element explains that students are more likely to feel 

confident about themselves, get involved in college life, and increase their ability to learn if they 

are validated on a regular basis. The fourth element determines that validation can occur in and 

out of class. There are two types of validation: academic and interpersonal. In classrooms, 

faculty can create learning experiences that affirm the possibility that students can be successful. 

Interpersonal validation occurs when the instructor affirms students as persons, not just as 

students, by fostering students’ personal development and social adjustment. The fifth element 

defines validation as a developmental process that initiates in an early stage and continues after a 

period of time, instead of having a terminal point. Lastly, validation can be most beneficial 

during the first year of college, as students encounter new validating experiences and positive 

interactions in college. 
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According to the validation theory (1994), faculty should make sure to offer opportunities 

in which the students perceive themselves as successful learners. Faculty should also incorporate 

a curriculum that mirrors student backgrounds and develop cooperative learning in which 

teachers and students became partners in learning. Faculty must also invite students to support 

each other by providing group projects, developing peer networks, encouraging students to ask 

questions in class, having in-class discussions, and providing positive feedback. Rendón’s 

validation theory provides a better understanding of academic achievement of underserved 

students, improves teaching and learning, explains student development in college, and structures 

academic success strategies. This theory can also assist researchers with a framework to promote 

a space of caring in the classroom, create respect for diversity in society, cultivate student 

inclusion, ease cultural competency, reinforce an environment of care and support, and most 

importantly, help underserved students become prevalent learners by overcoming past 

educational invalidation and oppression (Rendón, 1994). 

Gay (2010) described four facets of culturally responsive caring to demonstrate that 

culturally responsive teaching can support Rendón’s validation theory and CRT. She mentioned 

that caring includes attending to person and performance, and teachers and administrators should 

be concerned for students’ emotional, physical, economic, and interpersonal conditions in 

segregated schools. The second facet is that caring is action-provoking, in that caring is 

developed in attitudes and illustrated in actions. The third facet is that caring prompts effort and 

achievement, as students know in advance what educators expect of them, and students receive 

support from teachers in order to achieve their expectations. Lastly, caring is multidimensional 

responsiveness, in that teachers must be knowledgeable in cultural diversity and committed to its 
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inclusion in academic settings (Gay, 2010). Further, Gay (2010) mentioned that a culturally 

responsive teacher supports diverse student validation because they recognize the sincerity of the 

cultural heritages of different ethnic groups. Culturally responsive pedagogy also supports 

validation theory, as it builds associations between home and school experiences and uses 

different instructional strategies connected to different learning styles that can have a positive 

influence on students. Culturally responsive pedagogy relates to CRT as it incorporates 

multicultural information, resources, and materials that can help educators heighten awareness 

and reduce racism in education. 

Multicultural Curriculum 

Banks (2004), commonly regarded as the founder of multicultural education, believed 

that teachers are responsible for a multicultural curriculum that upholds ideals necessary for 

democracy, ideals such as integrity, equal opportunity, and autonomy of students in the 

educational environments (Kim, 2011; Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Banks maintained the belief that 

a multicultural curriculum needs a culturally responsive instructional pedagogy that assists 

learning and builds knowledge. Educators using a multicultural curriculum can influence critical 

thinking by having students evaluate, analyze, create, and critique. Banks (1995)  identified five 

criteria (i.e., gender, race, ethnicity, disability, and socioeconomic status) that needed to be 

considered in reforming the curriculum for multicultural education. Content integration refers to 

the practice of teachers’ use of examples and content from diverse cultures to illuminate 

concepts. Knowledge construction refers to students’ construction of knowledge, assisted by 

educators, based on diverse perspectives within a specific academic discipline. Equity pedagogy 

includes modifying pedagogical approaches to assisting students from diverse cultural and racial 
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backgrounds. Prejudice reduction comprises the formation of pedagogical activities designed to 

encourage positive attitudes and relations toward different cultural, racial, and ethnic groups. 

Finally, a multicultural curriculum supports a school culture that empowers students and a social 

organization that promotes student equality.  

 Banks (1995) maintained that a multicultural curriculum will allow teachers to develop a 

school culture that supports equality, social justice, multiculturalism and the development of an 

ethnic identity among students. Development of an ethnic identity should be the main focus of 

the curriculum, as students coming from different countries may struggle with adapting to a new 

culture. Knowledge, understanding, experience, and a sense of belongingness, combined 

within an ethnic group is referred to as an ethnic identity.  A multicultural curriculum might 

address students’ needs and create equal opportunities for every student, regardless of 

limitations, such as deficient home literacy practices, low English language proficiency, lack of 

motivation, little parental support, and low sense of efficacy amongst students. Multicultural 

education advocates for bringing culturally responsive teaching methods into the curriculum and 

supporting students from diverse backgrounds. 

Since the beginning of multicultural education, the major debate has focused on 

addressing the needs of minority students and how to help them become better learners. First, the 

prominent theory of transmission argues that schools should provide resources for academic 

success and educators must learn specific cultural knowledge and skills (Hirsch, 1987). Cultural 

knowledge and skills embrace student knowledge acquisition through literacy, interaction, 

guidance, and coaching. The current policy efforts in education influence equality in education 

and reading instruction that reflect the traditional transmission model of teaching and learning. 
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Second, the constructivist theory affirms that students learn through exploration and creativity. 

The constructivist theory is derived from the epistemological view of constructivism that 

knowledge is constructed, instead of transmitted and conveyed. Constructivism suggests that 

learner formations of knowledge are determined by a meaning-making exploration in which 

students participate in a process of creating interpretations of their experiences (Applefield, 

Huber, & Mahnaz, 2000; Brindley, 1996; Carpenter & Fennema, 1992). The multicultural 

curriculum should create learning opportunities wherein students constantly construct knowledge 

as they interact in the classroom and the environment (Banks, 1995; Dewey, 1900; Piaget, 1954). 

Sociocultural Approach 

Social constructivism proposes that the foundation in the construction of knowledge 

starts with the social intersection of people, interactions that involve sharing, comparing, and 

debating among learners and mentors. Social constructivism directly reflects Vygotsky’s (1978) 

sociocultural theory of learning, which describes learning as a social process and the origination 

of human intelligence in society. In his work, Vygotsky (1978) stated,  

Every function in the student’s cultural development appears twice: First, between people 

(inter-psychological), and then inside the child (intra-psychological) . . . . The 

transformation of an interpersonal process into an intrapersonal one is the result of a long 

series of developmental events. (p. 87)  

This theory emphasizes the supportive guidance by which the mentor supports the learner to 

accomplish new skills, knowledge, and independent proficiency (Davydov, 1995). Vygotsky 

reported that students are able to transform external interactions into internal mental processes, 

which results in learning. The ultimate objective of social constructivism is collaborative social 
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interaction, as opposed to individual investigation of cognitive constructivism (Confrey, 1990). 

This development mainly occurs through social guidance mediated by language and other 

cultural tools. 

A second aspect, derived from Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory, is the concept of 

zone of proximal development (ZPD). Vygotsky explained that the process of internalization 

(human learning and development) takes places within the ZPD. He stated that the ZPD “is the 

distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem solving 

and the level of potential development” (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86). This zone refers to the area of 

exploration in which assistance and social interaction is required to fully develop. Teachers, 

parents, or mentors can potentially support the learner with scaffold literacy learning to support 

the development of knowledge or complex skills (Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). Collaborative 

learning, discourse, modelling, and scaffolding are strategies for supporting student learning and 

intellectual knowledge. Therefore, social constructivism describes that, through interaction with 

others, a learner can integrate knowledge into the their mental structure (Davydov, 1995). Gay 

(2002) emphasized that developing a sense of community among students promotes 

collaborative learning. 

Several researchers have employed sociocultural perspectives to better understand how 

humans learn and to implement successful teaching strategies (Dadydov, 1995; Rogoff, 1998; 

Tharp & Gallimore, 1988; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Rogoff (1998) observed that students gain 

knowledge within a social and cultural space where social interaction plays a central role in 

learning. In this apprenticeship model, “students’ cognitive development is appealing because it 

focuses our attention on the active role of students in organizing development, the active support 
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and use of other people in social interaction and arrangements of tasks and activities” (p. 39). 

Teachers can support and contribute to student learning through scaffolding, cognitive 

apprenticeship, and cooperative learning (Brown, 1994; Rogoff, 1998). Tharp and Gallimore 

(1988) asserted that the sociocultural approach provides learning opportunities for students 

through expectancies and values that can influence their future performance.  Clay (1991) argued 

that teachers should identify students’ ZPD and guide instruction according to the students’ 

cognitive abilities and strengths. She urged educators to address the needs of minority students 

by teaching reading through modeling, providing instruction within their ZPD, extending 

students’ inner control as strategic readers, and allowing discussion in the classroom. 

Villegas and Lucas (2002) proposed that educators must develop their sociocultural 

consciousness to enhance learning among multicultural student populations. This will lead to 

sociocultural consciousness to allow teachers to cross the cultural boundaries that separate them 

from their students. Teachers can draw on students’ background knowledge and experiences in 

schooling, thus validating student knowledge and life values and enabling them to scaffold 

student learning (Villegas & Lucas, 2002). According to Dworin (2006), teachers should 

abandon their role of authority and teacher and assume a new role as learner so they can 

understand and connect with their students in new ways.  This new role would allow educators to 

see with a cultural lens that students use to understand the world (Darling-Hammond, 2004; 

Ladson-Billings, 1994; Daniels, 2011). 

Cognition is perceived in modern times as a collaborative process and a contemporary 

constructivist idea that provides the theoretical basis for cooperative learning, problem-based 

learning, and scaffolding. Constructivists have argued that cooperative learning tasks, as well as 
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peer tutoring, will expose students to their peers’ thinking processes, different ideas, and a 

variety of ways of thinking (Davydov, 1995). Addressing different thinking and reading skills 

amongst culturally and linguistically diverse students can provide a strong foundation to the 

social nature of learning (Gee, 2008). Teachers that implement student collaboration in the 

classroom can scaffold students’ reading growth as they master academic reading skills and 

strategies. The New Literacy Studies (NLS) “represents a new tradition in considering the nature 

of literacy, focusing not so much on acquisition of skills, as in dominant approaches, but rather 

on what it means to think of literacy as a social practice” (Street, 2003, p. 77). This innovative 

approach evoked the questioning of the traditional view of literacy as a cognitive approach by 

which students decode and understand text (Gee, 1987, 2004; Heath, 1983; Lave & Wenger, 

1991; Rogoff, 1991; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988). 

The acquisition of literacy involves more than just learning how to decode and construct 

meaning from text. Literacy extends beyond reading texts and incorporates thinking and solving 

problems about text and using reading, writing, and meaningful communication in specific 

contexts (Au, 2006). The sociocultural approach in literacy requires students to know how to 

communicate, analyze, and socially interact with texts in unique ways that eventually help them 

succeed in school-related literacy activities (Dadydov, 1995). Gee (2004) suggested that literacy 

is obtained through a culturally embedded process that begins before children start school. Gee 

stated,  

Children who learn to read successfully do so because, for them, learning to read 

is a cultural and not primarily an instructed process. Furthermore, this cultural 

process has long roots, at home-roots, which have grown strong and firm before 

the child has walked into a school. Children who must learn reading primarily as 
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an instructed process in school are at an acute disadvantage. (p. 12–13)  

 

Gee (2004) suggested that students who are not exposed to books or reading at home are 

at an academic disadvantage when they go to school. They struggle more with complex 

vocabulary words, and their comprehension is limited to simple text. Similarly, Ladson-Billings 

(1995) stated that minority students who do not have a strong literacy foundation in their early 

ages can also be dragged down by those challenges in college. These same students struggle with 

literacy that extends beyond phonemic awareness, phonics, and basic comprehension due to the 

complexity of academic language and discipline-based literacy (August & Shanahan, 2006; 

Schleppegrell, 2004). Although Gee’s study provides a different viewpoint on literacy, many 

researchers agree that linguistically and culturally diverse students learn their own ways of 

meaning-making and literacy practices that are not emphasized and efficiently implemented in 

schools (Gay, 2010; Lee, 1993, 2007; Tatum, 2008; Valenzuela, 1999). Some meaning-making 

practices for these students include: using living experiences, utilizing their first language to 

understand the context in English, and comprehending through existing family bonds.  

Teaching literacy through a sociocultural approach creates the space where teachers and 

students determine attainable learning goals (mastery vs. performance) and intrinsic motivation 

(challenge and curiosity) for literacy-based activities. Moreover, the instructional approach can 

support the motivational aspect of self-efficacy. Students in sociocultural classrooms become 

active learners, develop critical thinking skills, participate in cooperative learning, and view 

learning as the construction of knowledge (Applefield et al., 2000; Perkins, 1991). These 

classroom environments are extremely beneficial to students, as in them they will practice 

literacy skills that will be useful in the 21st century and receive feedback to improve their skills, 
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thus leading to efficacious students (Schunk & Rice, 1993). Furthermore, this social interaction 

creates the space in which the teacher scaffolds the literacy learning, which impacts motivational 

facets of classroom objectives, self-efficacy, expectancies, and academic achievement. 

Literacy in the 21st Century 

Literacy is the interaction between reading, writing, speaking, and listening to create 

understanding. In addition, this meaning of literacy also includes visualization, culture, 

metacognition, and the ways of “thinking, believing, feeling, valuing, acting/doing and 

interacting in relation” to the context and content around them (Au, 2006, p. 3). A new 

generation of learners requires a new generation of educators who understands that learners 

operate on a multidimensional stage. This new generation of learners uses literacy to form 

communities of learners outside the classroom (e.g., social media, video gaming, Internet 

browsing, interactive videos, and instant messaging; Gee, 1987). Au (2006) determined that 

teachers should promote ownership of literacy and make reading a part of students’ lives outside 

the classroom. She explained that ownership and adeptness with literacy are interrelated, stating 

“ownership has to do with valuing literacy, having a positive attitude toward literacy, and having 

the habit of using literacy... ownership is promoted as teachers develop classrooms as a 

community of readers" (Au, 2006, p. 398). 

Reading is one of the most important literacy skills in the 21st century. In an era when 

text complexity has become a collective term for the field of reading, teaching “how to read” has 

become a challenge in many disciplines (Lee, 2007).  There is a common misconception that 

teaching how to read ends in the lower elementary grades. On the contrary, literacy skills must 
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be addressed in high school and college. What may be a fluent read for one student may be 

complex for other readers based on their interests, level, background, and exposure to vocabulary 

words and definitions (Nieto, 2002). To address the needs of culturally and linguistically diverse 

students, teachers need to select multicultural literature and diverse reading materials that 

develop students’ prior knowledge, engagement, motivation, and language spoken at home with 

an emphasis on being culturally responsive (Gay, 2002; Klingner et al., 2005). According to Au 

(2006), accounting for cultural discontinuity and the way students communicate are extremely 

important in literacy instruction where classroom dialogue plays a major role in supporting the 

reading process.  In the 21st century, content texts can be traditional hard-copy, digital, visual, or 

multimedia-based (Tompkins, 2005). Therefore, teachers need to become more focused on the 

language, the content, the structure of the text, and the ability to create knowledge and bring 

about comprehension (Haas, Durham, & Williams, 2016). 

Writing is essential in the classroom, and teachers need to teach the skills needed to 

communicate effectively in a world of new literacies. A common misconception about writing is 

that most college students know how to write, as they have been writing since they were in 

elementary school. Nevertheless, many college students struggle with writing assignments 

throughout most of their college experience (Sleeter, 2005). Teachers need to embed in their 

lessons models, demonstrations, and opportunities that will teach the students how to transfer 

content learned into knowledge communicated in written form. Real-world, informational text 

writing may be different from that of an academic or research paper, but it becomes essential for 

teachers to provide different writing opportunities in which students can connect what they learn 

in the classroom with the real world (Haas et al., 2016). Baker (2008) described how culturally 
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and linguistically diverse students can create understanding in writing by thinking about the 

content in their home language in conjunction with receiving instruction in academic English. 

These students can make connections to the written language when a culturally responsive 

teacher recognizes “the linguistic form a student brings to school is intimately connected to loved 

ones, community, and personal identity” (Delpit, 2006, p. 53). 

Another crucial component of the 21st-century literacies component incorporates critical 

speaking skills. Educators need to address these skills in the classroom. The more often students 

are allowed to talk about what they think they know, the more they will confirm or extend that 

knowledge as their learning continues (Fordham, 2008). In addition to time to read and write in 

the classroom, teachers need to schedule time to have an appropriate conversation based on the 

context or topic provided. During this time, students experiment with ways of communicating to 

explain a topic, make meaning, and interact with teachers and classmates in acceptable ways 

(Tompkins, 2005). Planned opportunities to discuss content in both formal and informal context 

settings will allow students to understand the material and create knowledge. Praising and 

acknowledging students for their attempts at content language speaking and participating is a 

form of support and validation in the classroom (Rendón, 2004). Validation is a strong 

confidence builder and an empowering tool. Students need to view themselves as successful 

learners to continue with content learning. If students receive encouragement for their acquisition 

attempts, they can develop a positive self-image of being a successful learner (Cummings, 2007). 

Listening is another essential skill in the 21st century. Listening is fundamental to 

receiving and retaining new information (Gay, 2002). Some college students adopt a passive 

listener role in which they listen to a lecture and take notes. However, college students need to be 
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taught how to become active listeners (Baker, 2008). Active listening requires that the listener 

pay full attention, concentrate, understand, react, and remember what is being said (Au, 2007). 

As active listeners, students use eye contact and take notes about what they hear, because they 

know there will be an opportunity to share what they learn. During this opportunity, listeners 

retell, paraphrase, or summarize what was presented to confirm their understanding and 

interpretation of the content, even incorporating their voice or adding to the knowledge received 

(Haas et al., 2016). When students are involved in opportunities that allow them to develop 

ownership of different ideas by using it in an authentic context, learning is strengthened (Nieto, 

2004). 

In the center of reading, writing, speaking, and listening rests the core that holds the 

literacies together—thinking. Thinking, visualization, and metacognition play an important role 

in what individuals know and what they want to learn. When reading, writing, speaking, and 

listening, students are in a recurring cycle of pre-thinking, during-thinking, and after-thinking 

(Haas et al., 2016). Thinking becomes easier when students are motivated by personal curiosity 

to find out more information. Therefore, it is crucial that educators help them develop this 

curiosity by asking them to wonder about an area of content that needs to be explored. The use of 

Bloom’s taxonomy, dialogue, and scaffolding techniques facilitate thinking and learning among 

students (Ambrosio, 2003; Delpit, 2012; Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2000). Roberts and Billing (2008) 

offered that “teaching thinking has taught us that learning to think requires frequent, deliberate 

practice . . . teaching is to recognize the profound relationship between thought and language” (p. 

32). Teachers need to plan their lessons to trigger critical thinking and active thinking processes 

before, during, and after their teaching. Teachers are no longer the “talking head” of the 
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classroom, as they are assuming roles of facilitators in the classroom (Freire, 2000). Teachers 

need to provide opportunities for thinking to students and intentionally help to validate, clarify, 

motivate, predict, and confirm factual knowledge learned about the content (Kirkland, 2003). 

Educators should give examples to students and guide them so they understand how scientists, 

historians, and mathematicians think. All teachers and students in the classroom are active 

thinkers (Haas et al., 2016). 

Teachers need to develop a sense of efficacy and feel confident using literacy strategies 

to be reflective about their context and content. Au (1993) observed that literacy instruction in 

the classroom is often ineffective due to educators' failure to identify and incorporate students' 

culture and communication styles and the integration of these as valuable assets to the literacy 

learning experiences. Au emphasized that educators must facilitate communication patterns and 

the transition of students into different the learning environment. On the contrary, two studies’ 

findings suggest that, when teachers identify discourse differences among students and address 

possible solutions to solve these problems in the classroom context and instruction through the 

linguistic strengths of students, literacy outcomes are positive (Milner, 2003; Sleeter 2012). 

Teachers need to help students respond to the class material, vocalize when learning amazes 

them, when they have any questions, and when they want to know more. Educators should 

develop a sense of efficacy in helping students become fluent speakers, readers, writers, thinkers, 

and listeners, regardless of the class or discipline they teach. 
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Teacher Efficacy 

Teacher efficacy measures the self-confidence an educator has in their ability to teach or 

perform with a given set of conditions. Teacher efficacy is not an evaluation of how well an 

educator taught a particular subject or a measurement of how much the students learned  

(Goddard & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004; Hoy, Tarter, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2006). Bandura (1977) 

developed the social cognitive and self-efficacy theories which provided four sources of efficacy 

expectation: mastery experiences, social persuasion, vicarious experiences, and interpretation of 

physiological states. Bandura (1986) explained self-efficacy as “people’s judgment of their 

capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of 

performances” (p. 31). Self-efficacy provides a better understanding on how people experience 

the choices, perseverance, persistence, and determination as they complete the activities that 

make up their day-to-day lives (Bandura, 1986; Usher & Pajares, 2008). Cook (1998) 

determined, “Teaching efficacy is not an observable behavior, but rather an individual belief” (p. 

14). Goddard and Woolfolk-Hoy (2004) discovered from their study how teachers’ practice and 

student learning are influenced by their collective sense of efficacy. The purpose of this study 

was to increase awareness about apparent collective efficacy and the effects on educational 

decisions and student achievement. They concluded that normative expectations for achievement 

expectations are influenced by the relationship between teachers’ sense of efficacy and collective 

efficacy (Goddard & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2004). 

According to Ladson-Billings (1995), to measure academic success based on student 

performance, literacy skills, and sense of efficacy, teachers need to consider the social attributes, 

values, and personalities that students possess (Jamil, Downer, & Pianta, 2012). Bandura 
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(1977, 1998) and Pajares (1994, 1996) added to Ladson-Billings’ work when they analyzed the 

self-efficacy levels of teachers and how those levels could influence academic performance and 

school improvement. Several researchers have analyzed how teacher self-efficacy influences 

their ability to teach and improves academic achievement (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2002; 

Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Woolfolk, Rogoff, & Hoy, 1990). Bandura (1997) 

observed, “People’s beliefs in their efficacy affect almost everything they do: how they think, 

motivate themselves, and behave” (p. 53). Few studies determined that the self-efficacy levels of 

teachers have a positive influence on the academic outcomes of the school (Hoy et al., 2006; Hoy 

& Tschannen-Moran, 2007). 

Self-Efficacy and Gender 

 Several researchers have analyzed the importance of gender in the field of education and 

have agreed that shifting attitudes toward the classroom as an appropriate workspace for women 

facilitated the “feminization” of teaching, or the increase of women in teaching positions, in the 

19th century (Apple, 1986; Hoffman, 1981; Perlmann & Margo, 2001). The role of teacher 

gender is a powerful intermediary of participation in the profession. An emergent body of 

literature in the field of masculinity studies reports how male teachers in K–12 educational 

settings in the United States convey the pressures to perform conventional characteristics of 

masculinity in the classroom (King, 1998, 2004; Sargent, 2001). 

 Lynn (2006) carried out a study in which he analyzed teachers’ teaching styles, their 

views on pedagogy, and their culturally and racially sensitive pedagogical practices. The 

researcher conducted five hour-long interviews with participants over a period of nine months to 

investigate topics about schools, society, teaching, and learning in urban schools. Lynn (2006) 
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explained that male teachers adapt culturally mediated pedagogies as an “other fathering” mix of 

“tough love, discipline, and caring” (p. 251). Similarly, the male teachers in A. L. Brown’s 

(1994) research study employed a discipline-intensive “enforcer style” in their day-to-day 

teaching style with minority students. On the other hand, several scholars have observed how the 

female educators’ unique modes of caring and discipline, the high academic expectations, the 

connectedness to community, and political activism have influenced minority students across 

various academic settings (Beauboeuf-Lafontant, 2002; Foster, 1993; Irvine, 2002). Other works 

have also revealed how family- and community-based mentoring and professional socialization 

networks of female teachers help students succeed in the classroom (Dingus, 2008). 

Nevertheless, teachers who implement CRLI in their classrooms tend to improve the literacy 

skills and reading achievement levels of culturally and linguistically diverse students. 

Self-Efficacy and Professional Development 

People in different professional positions participate in professional development 

opportunities to learn new skills and apply new knowledge that will help them improve job 

performance. Mizell (2010) observed that professional development in education is essential to 

help teachers develop new knowledge and skills to incorporate quality educational practices in 

their classrooms. Sustainable and meaningful professional development opportunities are 

beneficial to schools, administrators, teachers, and students because they can cultivate abilities, 

knowledge, and skills that deepen a better understanding and enhance learning. Schools that 

encourage professional development emphasize the value of ongoing learning and develop a 

learning environment for both teachers and students. Ladson-Billings (1995) observed that 

professional development opportunities must address current issues and challenges that students 
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face in their day-to-day lives. Nieto (2002) determined that professional development 

opportunities should include trainings on topics such as pedagogy and best practices, culturally 

relevant teaching, stimulating techniques, social interaction, active learning, ways to give 

feedback to students, formative and summative assessments, group assignments, scaffolding, and 

new technologies.  

Mizell (2010) explained that when teachers participate in high-quality professional 

development, they understand how students acquire new information, what obstructs students’ 

comprehension, and what teaching strategies can enhance student learning. In a research study 

conducted by Hill (2001), she observed teachers working for three days while they developed 

their own standards for spatial relationships and geometry; probability and statistics; and 

patterns, algebra, and functions for the third, fourth, and fifth grades. Hill conducted interviews 

with district supervisors, teachers’ official state leaders, mathematics consultants, university 

faculty, and heads of professional development organizations. In her study, Hill (2010) 

suggested, “Despite evidence that specific programs can improve teacher knowledge and practice 

and student outcomes, these programs seldom reach real teachers on a large scale” (p. 470). 

Mizell (2010) concluded that incentives should be provided to promote faculty participation in 

professional development. Monetary incentives, classroom equipment giveaways, release time, 

and food at trainings are some options to increase attendance in professional development 

activities. Ross and Bruce (2007) analyzed a professional development program that emphasized 

the four teacher efficacy factors identified in social cognitive theory. Their investigation of 

efficacy scores involved a control group and a treatment group. The results indicated that 

participants who received professional development obtained higher efficacy scores than did 

those in the control group. 
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Self-efficacy and Age 

Several researchers have analyzed the connection between self-efficacy and age. Bandura 

(1994) claimed that age is not associated with efficacy, as individuals tend to have different life 

experiences that affect how efficaciously they conduct their lives. Hicks (2012) measured the 

level to which a teacher age and level of self-efficacy are associated with classroom 

management. Nevertheless, the researcher did not find supporting evidence to support a 

connection between self-efficacy and teacher age. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2007) performed 

a study similar to that of Bandura to measure the connection between self-efficacy and age; 

however, they did not find a significant difference between the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers 

in regard to their age. However, Bandura (1994) emphasized that age does not affect self-

efficacy, yet different living experiences present variations in self-efficacy levels.  

Ghanizadeh and Moafian (2009) revealed more experienced teachers tend to have a 

higher sense of efficacy related to their pedagogical practices. In this study, the researchers 

analyzed the relationship between Iranian English as a Foreign Language teachers’ emotional 

intelligence and their self-efficacy in language abilities. English as a foreign language teachers (n 

= 89) were selected from a city northeast of Iran to complete the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy 

Scale and the Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire. Ghanizadeh and Moafian concluded that 

there was a significant relationship between the teachers’ emotional intelligence and their self-

efficacy. Conversely, Edwards and Robinson (2012) analyzed the self-efficacy levels of teachers 

in an agricultural program at the beginning and end of their first year in the program. In this 

study, 46 participants received critiques, support, mentorship, guidance, and suggestions for 

improvement during the yearlong resident teacher program. Supervisors completed the Resident 
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Teacher Observation Instrument during the study to assess the performance of participants. The 

researchers concluded that younger teachers tended to have higher self-efficacy levels and higher 

expectations than did older and more experienced teachers in the program. 

Self-Efficacy and Years of Teaching Experience 

Multiple studies have analyzed the connection between self-efficacy and years of 

teaching experience. Bandura (1997) considered mastery experiences as the most important 

foundation of self-efficacy.  Blackburn and Robinson (2008) examined self-efficacy and job 

satisfaction of 80 agriculture teachers in Kentucky during their first six years in the profession. 

The participants’ sense of self-efficacy was measured on three constructs: student engagement, 

instructional practices, and classroom management. The researchers concluded that early career 

teachers of agriculture in Kentucky were efficacious and satisfied with teaching and their 

mastery experiences allowed them to refine their own learning styles (Blackburn & Robinson, 

2008). Wolters and Daugherty (2007) measured the relationship between teaching experience 

and academic level. Their study was carried out with 1,024 teachers who completed an online 

survey. Wolters and Daugherty indicated that classroom mastery goal structure could be 

described based on the teachers’ sense of self-efficacy.  The researchers determined that teachers 

with more years of teaching experience felt more efficacious in their ability to employ 

instructional and assessment practices in the classroom.  

Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (2007) studied the differential antecedents of self-efficacy 

beliefs of novice and experienced teachers. Their study consisted of 255 novice and career 

teachers who reported that their self-efficacy levels of contextual factors in teaching resources 

were lower. They reported the mean self-efficacy score of experienced teachers to be higher than 
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those of beginning teachers. On the contrary, Knoblock and Whittington (2003) directed an 

exploratory descriptive study on the variances of the relationship of career commitment and self-

efficacy of novice teachers. The study involved 91 teachers in their first, second, and third years 

of teaching agricultural education in Ohio. Data were collected, using the Ohio State Teacher 

Efficacy Scale. The results showed that participants were more efficacious after the first 10 

weeks of the school year and teachers with higher career commitments did not change in their 

teacher self-efficacy from week one to week 10. In other words, researchers concluded that 

beginning teachers actually entered the teaching profession with high levels of self-efficacy due 

to the mastery experiences obtained during student teaching. 

Bandura (1995) advised that self-efficacy may not be constant from early to late 

adulthood. Therefore, self-efficacy beliefs may vary during a career due to mastery experiences, 

professional obstacles, and life events. Klassen and Chiu (2010) examined the relationships 

among teachers’ gender, years of experience, and job stress. They included three self-efficacy 

constructs (i.e., instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement), two 

types of job stress (i.e., workload and classroom stress), and job satisfaction with a sample of 

1,430 participants. Results showed that female teachers tended to have more job stress and lower 

classroom management self-efficacy than did male teachers. They also reported that teachers 

with greater classroom management self-efficacy had greater job satisfaction. They concluded 

that self-efficacy changes according to the circumstances and there is no exact measurement to 

determine the relationship between self-efficacy and years of teaching experience. Moreover, 

self-efficacy and years of teaching may be more complicated than originally thought. 
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Self-Efficacy and Ethnicity 

 Over the course of several decades, there have been multiple investigations into the 

connection between self-efficacy and ethnicity. Oettingen (1995) analyzed “the dimensions of 

cultural diversity specified by Hofstede (1991) and their impact on the sources of self-efficacy 

information in family and school context” (p. 149). The results demonstrated cross-cultural 

differences in self-efficacy levels based on each culture’s school context. The author determined 

that cultural variations influenced self-efficacy and some of these variations included role 

expectations related to birth order, sibling, gender, or age. Johnson, Kim, Johnson-Pynn, 

Schulenberg, Balagaye, & Lugumya (2012) reported that ethnic identity and self-efficacy are 

connected to positive intercultural perspectives and that they influence civic engagement. The 

participants of the study included members of an environmental club Roots & Shoots, a program 

of the Jane Goodall Institute, the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda, and the Ugandan government. There 

were a total of 554 students in the study: 231 from Tanzania, 242 from Uganda, and 81 from the 

United States. Participants were required to complete the Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure, 

the Diversity Attitudes Scale of the Civic Attitudes and Skills Questionnaire, the General Self-

Efficacy Scale, the Services Experiences Survey, and other open-ended questions. They 

concluded that positive attitudes towards different cultures provide a positive impact in students’ 

personal and social development as they become receptive of other cultures and learn from each 

other.  

 Sleeter (2001) mentioned that ethnic diversity among students at American public 

schools was increasing; however, diverse students were taught by teachers who were 

predominantly White. In this study, Sleeter reviewed 80 studies on the effects of educational 
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strategies, cross-cultural immersion experiences, multicultural education assignments, and 

program reorganization. She recommended that teachers should be prepared for culturally 

diverse schools and that the education system should be aware of the overwhelming presence of 

Whiteness in schools. Sleeter emphasized the importance of populating the teaching profession 

with culturally responsive teachers. She concluded that having teachers from only one ethnic 

group would not make the difference, but it is important that students have the opportunity to 

identify with teachers from different races and connect with their own ethnicity. 

Self-Efficacy and Academic Rank 

 As of this writing, few research studies had analyzed the connection between self-

efficacy and academic rank. Goddard, Hoy, and Woolfolk Hoy (2000) observed that faculty self-

efficacy was associated with students’ learning outcomes, self-directed motivation, and academic 

achievement. Ross (1994) observed that faculty across different ranks tended to use innovative 

teaching approaches and classroom management procedures, assist learners with low academic 

performance, grow students’ educational and literacy skills, set realistic goals, and persevere in 

failure. Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, and Hoy (1998) determined that educators with 

higher efficacious beliefs are receptive to innovative ideas, willing to create and apply new 

methods of teaching, dedicated to their career, and demonstrate higher levels of self-efficacy in 

curriculum design, organization, implementation, and enthusiasm. 

Mehdinezhad (2012) proposed that teacher self-efficacy involves six teaching factors: 

“content knowledge, curriculum and instruction knowledge, social competencies, evaluation of 

learning or assessment, knowledge of the learning environment and implementing technology in 

the curriculum” (p. 69). In his research study, Mehdinezhad analyzed faculty teaching self-
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efficacy to illuminate future strategies in faculty training and development programs at 

universities and colleges. Mehdinezhad reported “no significant differences between academic 

rank and faculty sense of efficacy in course design, instructional strategy, classroom 

management, interpersonal relation, and learning assessment” (p. 81). However, the author stated 

that assistant professors (M = 4.06, SD = 0.76) had a higher score than did associate and full 

professors (M = 3.58, SD = 1.01) related teaching self-efficacy. 

Self-Efficacy and Pre-Service Teachers 

In a similar study, Valadez, Espinosa, Hill, and Sullivan (2018) analyzed the personal 

development of self-efficacy among undergraduate students. Students (n = 100) at a Southwest 

university participated in the study. The undergraduate students were enrolled in an EC-6 

Generalist with a Reading Emphasis. Three courses were selected: READ 3310, Principles and 

Practice of Early Reading Instruction; READ 3351, Diagnosis and Correction of Reading 

Problems; and, READ 4394, Field Experiences in Reading. The participants completed the 

Teacher Sense of Efficacy for Literacy Instruction survey and answered several questions in a 

focus group. Participants’ responses were coded using Bandura’s four influences of efficacy: 

mastery experiences, verbal/social persuasion, vicarious experiences, and interpretation of 

physiological/affective states. Valadez et al. discovered that participants had reported a higher 

sense of self-efficacy at the start of their reading education program in an Introductory Class 

3310 than did those candidates with more experience in the program in a more advanced classe 

such as READ 3351 or READ 4394. They also concluded that undergraduate students had a 

higher sense of self-efficacy at the beginning of the program but as they moved on to harder 

courses, their sense of self-efficacy dropped. However, towards the end of their reading 
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coursework, undergraduate students seemed to regain their sense of self-efficacy as they had 

more experience working in school settings. Although several studies engaged with the self-

efficacy of educators in the elementary and secondary schools (Lin & Gorrell, 2001; Tschannen-

Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2002), little has been discovered regarding faculty self-efficacy in 

higher education. 

Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction 

Gay (2002) stated that culturally responsive instruction encompasses “cultural 

knowledge, prior experiences, and performance styles of diverse students to make learning more 

appropriate and effective for them” (p. 31). CRLI is a teaching approach by which students 

increase their reading motivation, receptiveness of other cultures, and acceptance of diversity.  

CRLI encourages students to read and gain experiences outside of their home culture, which 

helps them to develop understanding of other cultures and learn from one another. These 

experiences create a human connection in which students help one another advance a society 

without racial, cultural, or ethnic differences.  Teachers begin to bring culturally responsive 

approaches into the curriculum by increasing student awareness that the experiences they bring 

with them to the classroom are valued. According to Au (2001), teachers need training or 

professional development workshops on teaching in a "culturally responsive manner" by 

implementing a wide range of pedagogical strategies that facilitate active student engagement in 

literacy learning. The teacher can include content that values dual language work and requires 

forms of translation, such as reading, writing, listening, and speaking (Gonzalez, 2005). 

Culturally responsive teachers help students nurture relationships with their classmates, creating 
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an environment of “patience, persistence, facilitation, validation, and empowerment” (Gay, 2000, 

p. 47). 

Au (1993) defined literacy as “the ability and the willingness to use reading and writing 

to construct meaning from printed text, in ways which meet the requirements of a particular 

social context” (p. 7). CRLI is an instructional approach that bridges the academic and the 

outside worlds; with this instruction, educators meet students’ needs and support scholastic 

achievement. The CRLI model includes literacy instruction, construction of meaning, student’s 

ability to work with  printed text, and the use of literacy in a social context. Landt (2006) 

highlighted that incorporating multicultural aspects into literacy instruction allows students to 

develop attitudes and beliefs to obtain a better connection personally with others and with the 

world itself. The seven principles included in Au's (2006) structured approach to CRLI are goal 

of instruction, role of home language, instructional materials, classroom management and 

interaction with students, relationship to the community, instructional methods, and assessment. 

Ladson-Billings (1995) stated that encouraging and supporting proficiency at both home and 

school is necessary for culturally response teaching. To successfully deliver CRLI, the educator 

should establish high expectations for students, facilitate learning, incorporate active teaching 

techniques, validate cultural sympathy, provide culturally mediated instruction, and include 

small group instruction as well as cooperative learning.  Successful delivery of CRLI can also 

contribute to an increase in teacher self-efficacy. 

Experts in the field of multicultural education and equity pedagogy have reported many 

times the inequality in reading and writing performance and the literacy achievement gap 

between minority students and White and Asian students across all grade levels (Au, 2006; 
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Banks, 2004; Delpit, 1995; Ladson-Billings, 1994). Au (2007) explained that CRLI for culturally 

and linguistically diverse students incorporates a balanced approach that includes cognitive and 

emotive aspects, critical thinking skills, and scaffolded instruction. Guild (1994) determined that 

there is a connection between students' cultural upbringing and heritage and teachers' 

expectations and learning experiences. He mentioned that employing a culturally responsive 

approach in the classroom directly impacts students’ overall academic success and 

developmental growth. Thus, the implementation of CRLI is critical to the improvement of 

minority students’ reading development. According to Klinger and Edwards (2006), culturally 

responsive educators should create a relationship with their students in which individuality, 

sociocultural heritage, and linguistic background are respected.  Many researchers encourage the 

significance of early reading success, the use of integration activities in the classroom, the 

importance of the sociocultural approach, and funds of knowledge as effective culturally 

responsive literacy practices (Au, 2001; Banks, 2004; Delpit, 2002; Howard, 2003; Montgomery, 

2001). Additionally, other CRLI practices include home language and interaction styles, the 

promotion of various forms of literacy, the use of classroom technology, the integration of 

specific teacher attributes, community affiliation, the implementation of formative assessments, 

and reading for enjoyment (Au, 2001; Au & Raphael, 2000; Banks, 2004; Delpit, 2002; Gay, 

2000; Howard, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 1992, 1994; Montgomery, 2001; National Center for 

Culturally Responsive Educational Systems, 2008; Villegas & Lucas, 2007). According to the 

National Center for Culturally Responsive Educational Systems (2008), CRLI integrates a 

balanced literacy approach to support students' home literacy experiences and improve their 

reading and writing skills. 
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Compton-Lilly (2008) explained that educators must respect students’ cultural 

backgrounds and use this information as a resource for developing their CRLI. She mentioned 

that aligning reading experiences with students' cultural funds of knowledge enhances academic 

achievement and helps students self-identify as literacy learners. Villegas and Lucas (2007) 

asserted that culturally responsive literacy instructional pedagogies provide sociocultural 

awareness and appreciation of all forms of diversity as well as students’ funds of knowledge. 

The idea of funds of knowledge was first introduced by researchers Luis Moll, Cathy Amanti, 

Deborah Neff, and Norma Gonzalez (2001) “to refer to the historically accumulated and 

culturally developed bodies of knowledge and skills essential for household or individual 

functioning and well-being” (p. 133). Funds of knowledge suggests that teachers need to include 

students’ background knowledge and experiences in the curriculum to enhance their learning. In 

his study, Moll (1992) focused on students within the Tucson, Arizona Latino community. He 

mentioned that several of the educators studied neglected or discredited funds of knowledge and, 

thus, missed opportunities to contribute to critical barriers to literacy learning success (Moll, 

1992).  Risko and Walker-Dalhouse (2007) recommended the cultural modeling approach to 

"make explicit connections between content and literacy goals and the knowledge and 

experiences students share with family, community and peers" (p. 98). This approach is 

grounded in fostering identity development, critical thinking, students’ funds of knowledge, 

multicultural literature, collaboration, and ongoing dialogue.  Cultural modeling fosters equitable 

learning opportunities (Au, 2006; Banks, 2004) and cultivates empowerment for culturally 

diverse students (Au, 2006; Gay, 2000). 
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According to Au (2006), the ultimate goal of CRLI is to enhance students' understanding 

and critically explore the world in which they live. She stated, 

Ultimately, our goal . . . is to promote ownership of literacy. Ownership has 

to do with valuing literacy, having a positive attitude toward literacy, and 

having the habit of using literacy. Students who have ownership make 

reading a part of their everyday lives outside of school. They read for 

purposes they set for themselves . . . ownership is promoted as teachers 

develop classrooms as a community of readers. (p. 398) 

The CRLI is an approach that combines the acquisition of the skills needed for learning 

how to read and opportunities to practice reading skills with a range of diverse, significant, and 

influential literacy materials. Van Ausdall (1994) explained the importance of making 

"classroom materials relevant to the students' world and to speak to the future world students will 

face" (p. 32). Gay (2000) observed that curriculum and classroom materials must be modified to 

incorporate students' cultural and home experiences to enhance literacy skills. D'Amato (1988) 

suggested that teachers must motivate students daily to help them understand how reading can be 

valuable. Correspondingly, Cummins (2007) emphasized that teachers should foster a love for 

reading, literacy, and learning in the classroom and that they need to be teacher-readers and 

ignite a fire for the passion of reading. As Au (2006) emphasized, it is imperative that culturally 

and linguistically diverse students are exposed to instruction that incorporates a variety of 

literature and readers' workshop, employing different reading strategies to stimuli and improve 

their reading experiences. Furthermore, Ladson-Billings (1995) implied that culturally 

responsive literacy teachers must promote a learning environment in which literacy becomes the 

opportunity to release one's cultural identity. Delpit (2005) explained that multicultural literature 
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has the potential to promote mutual respect, acceptance, and the value of multiple perspectives as 

the foundation for implementing a culturally responsive literacy pedagogy. 

Multiple studies have shown that diminishing students’ language and culture can result 

subtractive schooling and increase students’ feelings of being degraded or inferior (Gonzalez, 

2005; Grosjean, 2012; Olmedo 1997). Based on research dealing with student language, culture, 

and reading proficiency, Au (1993) observed that literacy learning can be nonexistent due to 

educators' lack of recognition and integration of students' culture in the classroom. Lee (1998) 

analyzed the culture and form of communication among African American high school students. 

She observed different ways of signifying, a form of language play used by speakers of African 

American English Vernacular (AAVE). AAVE is a form of American English, most commonly 

spoken today by middle-class African Americans and commonly referred to as “Ebonics.”  In 

this study, the researcher analyzed strategies for interpreting language features to apply to 

literary works. Gupta (1999) also analyzed “Ebonics” as a form of oral dialect related to low 

academic achievement. According to the Linguistic Society of America, as cited by Gupta 

(1999): 

The variety known as “Ebonics, African American Vernacular English” 

(AAVE) and “Vernacular Black English” and by other names is systematic 

and rule-governed like all-natural speech varieties. The systematic and 

expressive nature of the grammar and pronunciation patterns of the African 

American vernacular has been established by numerous scientific studies 

over the past 30 years. Characterizations of Ebonics as “slang, mutant, 

lazy, defective, un-grammatical, or broken English” are incorrect and 

demeaning. What is important from a linguistic and educational point of 

view is not whether AAVE is called a “language” or a “dialect,” but 
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rather that its systematicity be recognized. (p. 1) 

 

Researchers of several studies concluded that understanding the situational rules of 

communication between Black English and Standard English can help educators design 

instruction that builds on their students’ strengths and needs (Gupta, 1999; Lee, 1998; Wells, 

1999). Wheeler (2008) determined that educators should implement code-switching strategies to 

encourage students to think about their own language, both formally and informally. According 

to Smitherman (2000), African American students who used a Black discourse style in their 

writing obtained higher scores in writing assessments compared to those who did not. Ben-Yosef 

(2003) stated that educators "can create bridges between home and school literacies by opening 

their minds and the doors of their classrooms to local and vernacular literacies and using them as 

building blocks on which to construct our teaching" (p. 82). Therefore, culturally responsive 

teachers have the potential to make language diversity a successful part of the literacy activities 

in the classroom. 

Culturally Responsive Teaching Practices 

Culturally responsive teaching practices play an important role in students’ literacy 

success. According to Comer (2002), educators who incorporate pedagogical practices into their 

classrooms include cultural, social, and linguistic aspects that support diverse learners in 

becoming successful readers and critical thinkers. Gutiérrez, Baquedano-López, and Tejeda 

(1999) determined that teachers should integrate practices that include cultural and social 

interventions of literacy to assist students from nondominant communities. Culturally responsive 

teachers model and promote positive relationships with their students (Sleeter, 2005). Culturally 

responsive practices foster "positive relationships with students by sharing stories about their 
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lives outside of school, learning about students' interests and activities, [and] inviting them to 

make choices about class activities" (Weinstein, Curran, & Tomlinson-Clarke, 2004, p. 272). 

Educators who utilize pedagogical practices encourage the attainment of knowledge and skills in 

a setting that promotes cooperation and positive interactions among students for students to 

realize their full potential (Ladson-Billings, 2005). During cooperative learning, knowledge is 

mutually built through collaboration and positive interactions within the classroom environment 

where learners hone their own meanings and assist others in building knowledge (Gay, 2002). 

Additionally, Gay (2002) emphasized that students involved in cooperative learning need to 

become active learners, interact with other students, and view learning as construction of 

knowledge. Cuseo (2000) posited that culturally responsive practices consist of team building 

activities to promote peer support for academic achievement. The use of technologies that boost 

learning, direct reading, incorporate interactive writing, promote reciprocal teaching and include 

literature circles, active learning, hand-on activities, and small-group discussions are all 

examples of successful pedagogical practices in CRLI (Sleeter, 2001).  

Teale (2008) suggested the use of alternative assessments to improve literacy instruction 

for students. The use of alternative assessments allows educators to provide tools to measure 

students’ learning and comprehension. Educators that incorporate alternative assessments in their 

classrooms provide opportunities that encourage students to discover and utilize new knowledge 

in an engaging and interactive way (Montgomery, 2001). Some alternative assessments include 

self-record keeping, peer feedback and assessment, portfolios, performance assessments, 

observations, conferencing, dialogue, or learning journals. Cole (1995) determined that giving 

students effective feedback can improve their writing skill and academic performance. Other 
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researchers determined that providing responsive feedback to students experiencing academic 

difficulty is a culturally responsive practice (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012). Jimenez and Gersten 

(1999) stated that providing both affective and cognitive feedback to students is a way for 

teachers to validate students’ contributions while also clarifying and correcting their errors. 

Overall, students benefit from responsive feedback, which helps to improve their academic 

performance, increase their self-esteem, validate their contributions, monitor their progress, 

measure their understanding, and challenge their thinking. 

Observations, discussions, dialogue, and learning journals are considered effective 

culturally responsive teaching practices to learn more information about students (Au, 2001; 

Gee, 2008; Sleeter, 2005). Individualized teacher–student conferences allow students receive 

individualized teacher feedback. This also helps to create closer teacher–student relationships. 

Conferencing opportunities allow educators to hear students’ opinions and allow students to have 

a voice in the classroom. Students have much to say and contribute if teachers listen, learn, and 

design instruction that builds on their strengths and needs. Student involvement and engagement 

increase when teachers create home-school connections. Educators that incorporate learning 

journals in the classroom create student evaluations and notes that they can use in future lessons. 

Allowing students to engage in critical feedback exchange can create opportunities for open 

dialogue, learning development, and teaching improvement that is culturally responsive. 

According to Shade, Oberg, and Kelly (2004), allowing students to negotiate some deliverables 

for the subject is an effective culturally responsive teaching practice. Deliverables can include 

student projects, lesson activities, reading journals, and reports. 
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Klingner et al. (2005) suggested that teachers who implement effective culturally 

responsive teaching practices incorporate formative assessments, utilize students’ strengths, and 

monitor student progress. The use of portfolios is a powerful formative assessment that can help 

students keep all their work in one place, see their progress, and measure their own performance. 

Student portfolios can be used in classes of all sizes, ages, and levels. Educators can also use 

portfolios to provide formative and summative feedback and measure students’ outcomes and 

progress. Teachers who complete performance assessment in their classrooms can help measure 

students' ability to apply the skills and knowledge learned from a unit or units of study. 

Typically, the task challenges students to use higher order thinking skills to create a product or 

complete a process. Analyzing performance assessments can help teachers provide feedback on 

strengths and improvements, allowing them to assign tasks, establish criteria for good 

performance, and evaluate students’ learning. 

Educators who implement culturally responsive teaching practices in their classrooms 

affirm critical understanding and multicultural awareness of how students’ linguistic, cultural, 

and racial identities develop. Teachers can adopt multicultural awareness in the classroom to 

understand how cultural values, beliefs, and perceptions impact learning (Banks, 2004). Using 

students’ real-life experiences to connect school learning to students’ lives is an approach to 

engage students in the classroom (Gee, 2008). James Banks (2004) explained that spotlighting 

heroes—inviting members of the community as guest lecturers —can help minority students 

identify role models. He also observed that including service-learning projects and identifying 

community needs can help students make connections with the real world. Other culturally 

responsive practices include the use of body language, gestures, and expressions to convey a 
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message that all students’ questions and opinions are important (Marzano, 2003). Sleeter (2005) 

determined that helping students become critical thinkers and questioning concepts or ideas that 

have been historically rooted in facts is another culturally responsive approach. 

According to Au (2001), students’ interests should be incorporated in the classroom to 

cultivate culturally responsive learning opportunities. Educators can use students’ interests to 

build on student-generated ideas, background knowledge, beliefs, communication styles, and 

preferences. Shade, Kelly, and Oberg (2004) discussed how teachers should identify students’ 

current knowledge before instruction occurs.  Kea, Campbell-Whatley, and Richards (2006) 

suggested that teachers should include students’ cultural backgrounds and learning needs through 

student-oriented practices. They emphasized that student-centered instruction, in which students 

have choices, and participation are fundamental to culturally responsive teaching practices.  

Teacher modeling has long been viewed as a crucial component of effective culturally 

responsive teaching. Modeling provides students with a clear picture of what is expected.. 

Baldwin,  Keating, and Bachman (2006) determined that teachers can use a modeling approach 

several times per lesson for English learners as well as students who have learning disabilities. 

Agnes (2000) defined that students tend to replicate teachers’ models in tasks that require 

imagination. For example, students will use the teachers’ examples in discussions and 

assignments require some level of autonomy. As a culturally responsive practice, modeling 

requires the teacher to describe the instructional expectations and provide examples based on 

students’ cultural, linguistic, and lived experiences. Teacher modeling exemplifies culturally 

responsive teaching, which includes different teaching strategies, content area reading, critical 

thinking, metacognition, student engagement, and respect for cultural and linguistic diversity. 
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Jimenez and Gersten (1999) determined that culturally responsive instructional 

scaffolding occurs when teachers control for task difficulty and promote a deeper level of 

understanding using students' contributions and their cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Sleeter 

(2004) proposed that scaffolding practices should be employed by what students already know 

through their own experiences and what they need to learn. Scaffolding techniques include 

asking different types of questions, such open-ended questions, rhetoric questions, and analytic 

questions; allowing discussion time and taking turns to participate in class; validating and 

recognizing students’ responses; and using supporting instructional materials. Hill (2001) 

determined that teachers should encourage students to create their own graphic organizers so 

they can take better notes. According to Gee (2004), other culturally responsive scaffolding 

techniques include providing charts, tables, and graphs so students can better comprehend 

information and incorporating the use of pictures and videos to include a representation of 

diverse cultural groups. 

Walqui (2006) identified six scaffolding strategies to support student learning in 

accessing the core curriculum. Modeling provides students with a clear picture of what is 

expected. Bridging involves activating prior knowledge to establish a connection to new 

information. Contextualization helps students construct knowledge using visuals, manipulatives, 

videoclips, and graphic organizers. Schema-building involves bringing to light the connections 

that exist between and across concepts and the curriculum. Metacognition development involves 

the explicit teaching and learning of strategies that enable students to become autonomous 

learners. Finally, text re-presentation involves taking a known (previously read) text and 

manipulating it for a new purpose. 
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According to Mathis (2001), teachers should have a classroom library and utilize books 

about diverse cultures to demonstrate the appreciation and value of such works. Educators at 

HSIs need to address cultural competence in their teaching. Brecht and Walton (1993) defined 

cultural competence as "the capacity to perform a range of occupationally or professionally 

relevant communicative tasks with members of another cultural and linguistic community using 

the language of that community, whether that community is domestic or abroad" (p. 2). The use 

of multicultural books can be a powerful tool in the classroom, as they portray the unique 

characteristics of different cultures (Walker-Dalhouse, 2004) and often represent the language, 

behaviors, customs and perspectives of minority students’ history, traditions, and culture (Sims, 

1982). Integrating multicultural literacy into the classroom is a fundamental feature of culturally 

responsive teaching practices. According to Ben-Yosef (2003), multicultural literature supports 

sociocultural consciousness, literacy development, funds of knowledge, positive self-image and 

identity, and an appreciation towards ethnic identity and cultural heritage. The use of 

multicultural literacy materials makes reading, writing, and classroom discussions gratifying and 

worthwhile for students (Au, 2001). 

Several researchers have suggested that observing student behavior, class participation, 

class discussions, and metacognition skills comprise effective culturally responsive literacy 

practices (Guthrie, 2008; Jiménez & Gersten, 1999; Ladson-Billings, 1995; Lipka et al. 2005; 

Vaughn et al., 2006). Classroom observations can help teachers understand students’ behavior 

and prepare effective lesson plans that include three basic elements that encourage students to 

apply their metacognition skills (Sleeter, 2005). The three elements that can be incorporated into 

a lesson plan to assist in the development of metacognition skills include developing a plan of 
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action for academic performance, maintaining and monitoring that plan, and finally, evaluating 

the plan for its success. Metacognition is an essential skill that all students need to develop to 

help improve their reasoning skills. According to Guthrie (2004), metacognition entails teaching 

students various thinking methods to aid them in becoming aware of their individual thinking 

strengths and strategies that are beneficial to their individual way of learning.  

Project-based learning and the integration of technology in the classroom can be 

implemented as culturally responsive teaching practices. Project-based learning (PBL) is derived 

from the constructivist approach for teaching and learning (Thomas, 2000). PBL serves as an 

instructional model that includes a focus on knowledge and skills, the identification of a problem 

or question for exploration, self-selected and focused inquiry, individual choice, peer- and self-

critique and evaluation, and an authentic product that can be made available to an audience 

outside of the classroom setting. Bippert and Espinosa (2019) conducted a case study to analyze 

students’ perceptions, cultural attitudes and beliefs regarding project-based instruction. In this 

study, participants created a website as an end-of-semester project. Based on the data collected, 

the authors concluded that a PBL-designed course provided students with opportunities to apply 

new concepts and learning to real-world contexts.  Participants responded positively toward the 

online projects.  Some benefits of PBL are an increase in student motivation, increase in 

students’ ability to retain and apply new learning, and the development of skills that support 

independent, out-of-school learning (Thomas, 2000). Educators can use a PBL model of 

instruction to create a collaborative learning environment in the classroom (Bippert & Espinosa, 

2019).  
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There are several practices that can be identified as culturally responsive to measure 

student’s learning after being presented material in a lesson. Teachers can use a combination of 

tools to monitor the success of the students in their classes (Nieto, 2002). Strategies such as 

curriculum-based monitoring can help teachers monitors student progress through formative 

assessments and adjust instruction to address misconceptions. The goal of a formative 

assessment is to monitor the students’ learning to obtain feedback that could help the teacher 

with their instructing and the student with learning.  Teachers can help students identify their 

strengths and weaknesses as well as target areas on which they might still need work. Formative 

assessment is usually characterized as low-stakes (Au, 2001). This means the assessments have 

little or no value as a grade. Some examples of low-stakes formative assessment are to draw a 

concept map in class to represent their understanding, to submit one or two sentences identifying 

the main point of a lecture, or to turn in a research proposal early for feedback. Formative 

assessments can help teachers recognize where students are struggling and address those 

problems quickly. Teachers could additionally incorporate frequent formative assessments that 

graph student progression (Delpit, 2002). According to Sleeter (2005), teachers can initiate 

meaningful individual interactions with students and positive feedback to support them as they 

transform their self-perception from a negative viewpoint to a positive one. 

Teachers can implement a culturally responsive literacy approach by creating auditory, 

visual, and tactile processing skills amongst the students to achieve literacy and educational 

success. Montgomery (2001) demonstrated that teachers who implement culturally responsive 

literacy practices need to promote collaboration and interactions that endorse shared learning 

experiences, problem-solving, and critical thinking skills. Teachers must cultivate caring 
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classroom settings, foster respect for diversity, encourage student inclusion, model cultural 

competence, create an ethical environment of care and support, and transform underserved 

students into learners who overcome past invalidation and oppression in order to create and 

sustain equality in education (Rendón, 1994). 

Summary 

Culturally responsive literacy instruction helps create an environment that supports 

multiculturalism, equality, social justice, and the acceptance of diversity among students. In this 

chapter, the historical context of multicultural education, the multicultural curriculum, and 

literacy in the 21st century are described. Critical Race Theory and the Validation Theory were 

analyzed in depth as the theoretical framework for this study. Teacher self-efficacy in relation to 

gender, professional development, age, years of teaching experience, ethnicity, and academic 

rank were discussed. Lastly, an overview of CRLI and culturally responsive teaching practices 

were provided.  
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CHAPTER III 

Method 

Introduction 

 The primary purpose of the study was to answer the following research questions: 

1. What is the faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy practices as 

measured by the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher 

Education at Hispanic Serving Institutions? 

2. What are the culturally responsive literacy practices identified by faculty teaching at 

Hispanic Serving Institutions? 

Research Design 

The study was descriptive in nature. The purpose of a descriptive study is to explore and 

describe phenomena as they exist; it provides additional understanding of characteristics of a 

population or phenomenon being studied. A quantitative descriptive research study addresses the 

characteristics of the population or situation being studied, rather than answering questions about 

how/when/why the characteristics occurred.  The characteristics used to describe the situation or 

population may be organized in a categorical scheme, also known as descriptive categories. 

Descriptive studies report summary data such as measures of central tendency and variability, 

frequency and percentage distribution tables, and measures of association between/among 

variables to portray characteristics of a sample or population as specified by the researcher 

(Shields & Rangarajan, 2013).  Due to the exploratory nature of the study, there were no 

dependent or independent variables.  Due to the non-experimental nature of the study, no causal 

inferences were drawn. 



 69  
 

Subject Selection 

The study was delimited to Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs) of higher education in 

the USA, because they promote the educational opportunities for Hispanic Americans and other 

underrepresented populations. The U.S. Department of Education has identified 415 HSIs; 

however, community colleges, private universities, and universities not located in the USA 

territory were excluded from the frame of the study. Forty HSI universities were randomly 

selected and contacted to participate in the study. Some asked for IRB submission at their 

institutions, additional external investigator documentation requirements, obtaining faculty 

sponsors from their universities, no desire to participate, or no response. Ultimately, there were 

10 that agreed to participate, namely, San Diego State University, San Jose State University, 

Texas A&M International, Texas A&M University–Corpus Christi, Texas A&M University–

Kingsville, The University of Texas at El Paso, The University of Texas at San Antonio, City 

College of New York, Lehman College, and Queens College. The faculty directory at each HSI 

was used to identify the potential study participants regardless of the academic ranks, that is, all 

full, associate, assistant, adjunct, and visiting professors formed the study’s accessible 

population. Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi (Appendix A). 

Data Collection 

An online survey instrument was used for the purpose of data collection. All potential 

participants were invited to participate in the study via emails.  The email addresses were 

retrieved from the HSIs’ websites. The data collection occurred in two stages. First, an 

introductory email (Appendix B) was sent on January 7, 2019, informing the recipients of the 
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study’s purpose, providing the link to the online survey, and requesting voluntary participation. 

The consent to participate in the study was embedded in the first page of the survey (Appendix 

C), and those who agreed to participate could complete the questionnaire. Second, a follow-up 

email was sent on January 21, 2019, to encourage the non-respondents to complete the online 

survey (Appendix D). The data collection ended on February 1, 2019. There were 280 

respondents, of which, 235 had completed the survey questionnaire in its entirety. The sample 

was not considered as representative of the population of the faculty members at the participating 

HSIs.  

Instrumentation 

For the purpose of this study, the researchers developed the Self-Efficacy Scale for 

Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher Education questionnaire to measure 

faculty’s sense of efficacy and practices in culturally responsive literacy instruction (Appendix 

E). A systematic review of the literature, utilizing quantitative and qualitative research articles in 

association with culturally responsive literacy instruction, self-efficacy, and multicultural 

curriculum, was conducted. The questionnaire consisted of three sections. The first section had 

30 items to measure the faculty members' sense of efficacy for culturally relevant pedagogy in 

(1) reading, (2) writing, (3) speaking/listening, (4) visualization, (5) validation, and (6) vulture. 

A 5-point Likert-type scaling was used, ranging from 1 = no confidence to 5 = completely 

confident. The second section consisted of 15 culturally responsive teaching practices, and the 

respondents reported the frequency of the use of each in their day-to-day teaching.  A 5-point 

Likert-type scaling (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = very often, 5 = always) was used. 

The third section consisted of eight (8) demographic questions to collect the data needed to 
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describe the participants. Specifically, the following data were obtained: (1) age, (2) gender, (3) 

ethnicity, (4) institutional affiliation, (5) academic discipline, (6) years of teaching experience, 

(7) academic rank, and (8) any professional development in culturally responsive instruction.  

Two panels of experts examined and approved the content validity of the instrument. One 

panel included four experts in the field of literacy and the other panel consisted of four experts in 

multiculturalism and teacher education. All panel members were university professors with 

teaching experience at HSIs and expertise in the field in which they provided feedback for the 

instrument. Their feedback was used to revise the survey instrument. For example, originally, the 

30-item self-efficacy scales consisted of 30 items to measure (1) general instruction, (2) literacy 

emphasis, (3) cultural background, (4) cultural curriculum instruction, (5) student inclusion, and 

(6) student validation. The experts’ feedback resulted in the following scales, each consisting of 

five items: (1) reading, (2) writing, (3) speaking/listening, (4) visualization, (5) validation, and 

(6) culture. It took the researcher nearly 100 hours to develop, refine, pilot-test, and finalize the 

online instrument. 

On October 5, 2018, the online survey instrument was pilot-tested with 13 graduate 

students to assess its utility and the data were used to estimate the reliability of the scale scores. 

For the 30-item self-efficacy scale, the reliability coefficient was 0.91; for each subscale, the 

reliability coefficients were reading (0.87), writing (0.72), speaking/listening (0.82), 

visualization (0.76), validation (0.84), and culture (0.75). The internal consistency of the 15 

culturally responsive practices was 0.89. 
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Data Analysis 

The online data were downloaded into an Excel file and exported into the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 25 that was used for the purpose of data 

manipulation and analysis (IBM Corp, 2017).  Descriptive statistics were used to summarize and 

organize the data (Field, 2018).  Specifically, frequency and percentage distribution tables, 

measures of central tendency, and measures of variability were reported. 

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha (Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991) was used to estimate the 

reliability (international consistency) of the scale scores. Specifically, α = [k/(k-1)] [1-(Σσi
2/σx

2)], 

where k is the number of items on the test, σi
2 is the variance of item i, and σx

2 is the total test 

variance (sum of the variances plus twice the sum of the co-variances of all possible pairs of its 

components, that is, σx
2 = Σ σi

2 + 2 σij). 

 A univariate repeated measures analysis of variance was used to test the differences 

among the six self-efficacy subscales. The linear model equation  was Xij = μ + αj + πi + εij (Scale 

Score = Grand Mean + Scale Effect + Block Effect + Error Effect). The sphericity assumption was 

tested, using the Huynh-Feldt Epsilon and Greenhouse-Geisser Epsilon. This assumption 

requires that the variances of differences for all pairs of repeated measures to be equal; if the 

average of the two Epsilon values is greater than .70, the sphericity assumption is met. Modified 

Tukey procedure was performed for the purpose of post hoc analysis, utilizing the following 

formula: HSD = qα;k,(n-1)(k-1) √MSRES/n, where (n-1)(k-1) is the error degrees of freedom 

and MSRES is the error term (Stevens, 2009). 
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Analysis of the data also included t-test for independent samples, assuming equal 

variances, Welch approximate t, not assuming equal variances, one-way analysis of variance, 

Levene’s homogeneity of variances assumption test, and Pearson Product Moment Correlation 

Coefficient (Filed, 2018).  The mean difference effect sizes and coefficients of determination 

were used to examine the practical significance of findings (Cohen, 1988). The level of 

significance was set, a priori, at 0.01. 

Summary 

The data were collected, using an online survey instrument. Psychometric properties of 

the scale scores were examined. Due to non-experimental nature of the study, no causal 

inferences were drawn.  Due to non-probability nature of sampling, external validity were 

limited to the study’s participants.  Descriptive and inferential statistical techniques were used to 

analyze the data. Practical significance of the findings was evaluated.   
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CHAPTER IV 

Results 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of the study was to measure the faculty sense of efficacy of 

culturally responsive literacy instruction at Hispanic Serving Institutions.  The research questions 

that guided the study were: 1. What is the faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive 

literacy practices as measured by the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy 

Instruction in Higher Education at Hispanic Serving Institutions? 2. What are the culturally 

responsive literacy practices identified by faculty teaching at Hispanic Serving Institutions? 

A Profile of the Subjects 

The study participants (n = 235) were faculty members in higher education at several 

Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs) in the USA.  The respondents ranged in age from 27.00 to 

74.00 (M = 51.00, SD = 11.57).  A typical participant had 15.10 years of teaching experience (SD 

= 10.52).  The majority of the faculty members were female (57.40%).  More than half of the 

participants identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino (52.80%), followed by White (35.70%), 

Asian (6.00%) African American (3.00%), and American Indian (0.90%). Of the faculty 

members surveyed, 28.50%, 25.50%, 25.10%, and 9.40% were assistant, associate, full, and  

adjunct professors, respectively; the rest were classified as other.  Their academic disciplines 

were 40.40% education, 17.90% science, 16.60% liberal arts, 14.00% health sciences, 8.10% 

business administration, and 3.00% did not provide an answer.  The majority (66.80%) had not 

received any professional development in culturally responsive instruction.  Results are 

summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

Profile of the Subjects, n = 235 

Variable F % 
Gender 
      Female 
      Male 
      No Response 

 
135 
96 
4 

 
57.40 
40.90 
1.70 

Ethnicity 
     Hispanic or Latino 
     White 
     Black or African American 
     Asian 
     American Indian 
     No Response 

 
124 
84 
7 
14 
2 
4 

 
52.80 
35.70 
3.00 
6.00 
0.90 
1.70 

Institution Name 
     Texas A&M University – Corpus Christi 
     Texas A&M University – Kingsville 
     Texas A&M International University      
     The University of Texas at El Paso 
     The University of Texas at San Antonio 
     New Mexico State University 
     San Diego State University 
     San Jose State University 
     University of Illinois at Chicago 
     The City University of New York 
     No Response 

 
53 
15 
20 
59 
26 
1 
18 
8 
9 
14 
12 

 
22.50 
6.40 
8.50 
25.10 
11.10 
0.40 
7.70 
3.40 
3.80 
6.00 
5.10 

Discipline 
     Education 
     Science 
     Liberal Arts 
     Health Sciences 
     Business Administration 
     No Response 

 
95 
42 
39 
33 
19 
7 

 
40.40 
17.90 
16.60 
14.00 
8.10 
3.00 

Faculty Position  
     Adjunct Professor 
     Assistant Professor 
     Associate Professor 
     Full Professor 
     Other 
     No Response 

 
22 
67 
60 
59 
21 
6 

 
9.40 
28.50 
25.50 
25.10 
8.90 
2.60 

Professional Development 
     Yes 
     No 
     No Response 

 
73 
157 
5 

 
31.10 
66.80 
2.10 
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Table 1 (cont’d) 

Variable Mean SD 
Age 50.97 11.57 
Years of Teaching Experience 15.07 10.52 

 

Analysis of Item Scores 

Participants were asked to report their sense of efficacy/confidence in providing 

culturally responsive instruction in the areas of (1) reading, (2) writing, (3) speaking/listening, 

(4) visualization, (5) validation, and (6) culture.  A 5-point Likert-type scaling, 1 = no confidence 

at all, 5 = completely confident, was used. This helped answer the first research question, what is 

the faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy practices as measured by the Self-

Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in Higher Education at Hispanic 

Serving Institutions? 

Reading 

There were five items, measuring culturally responsive reading strategies.  The means of 

the respondents’ responses ranged from 3.41 (developing reading strategies to address the needs 

of every student) to 3.95 (considering students’ interests when designing instruction to increase 

motivation to read), indicating some degree to quite a bit of confidence.  Results are summarized 

in Table 2.    
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Table 2 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Reading, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
I consider students' interests when designing instruction to increase 
motivation to read. 

3.95 

I consider students' prior knowledge in order to facilitate reading 
comprehension. 

3.86 

I utilize a variety of genres and reading resources in order to ensure 
students' academic success. 

3.66 

I evaluate student reading using a variety of assessments. 3.63 
I develop reading strategies to address the needs of every student. (e.g. 
note-taking, developing chapter questions, etc.). 

3.41 

*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

Writing 

For the five writing strategies, the mean scores ranged from 3.52 (having a strategic plan 

for teaching and reinforcing the writing process) to 4.36 (including writing assignments in class; 

for example, journals and essays), which were generally higher than the ones for reading skills.  

Results are shown in Table 3.    

Table 3 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Writing, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
I include writing assignments in my class (e.g. journals, essays, 
responses, etc.). 

4.36 

I provide appropriate feedback as needed in writing assignments. 4.29 
I encourage students to use writing support services. 4.14 
I allow students to incorporate their voice, or traditional language, in 
writing assignments as appropriate.  

3.55 

I have a strategic plan for teaching and reinforcing the writing process. 3.52 
*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

 

 

 

 

 



 78  
 

Speaking/Listening 

 The mean scores for the five speaking/listening strategies ranged from 2.96 (scaffolding 

students’ language during teaching in order to enhance learning) to 4.14 (implementing 

cooperative learning activities among students), which showed the respondents had some degree 

to quite a bit of confidence in these areas.  Results are summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Speaking/Listening,  
n = 235 

 Variable Mean* 
I implement cooperative learning activities among students. 4.14 
I provide feedback on speaking and listening skills during students’ 
presentations. 

3.71 

I allow code-switching (the practice of alternating from heritage to 
second language in formal and informal surroundings) in order to 
facilitate communication. 

3.14 

I encourage students to use their native language to help maintain their 
cultural identity.  

3.05 

I scaffold students’ language during teaching in order to enhance 
learning. 

2.96 

*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 
 
Visualization 

 The visualization mean scores ranged from 3.15 (encouraging students to create their 

own graphic organizers so they can take better notes) to 4.18 (encouraging the use of digital 

media to increase student engagement throughout the semester), which fell into the some degree 

to quite a bit range.  Results are summarized in Table 5. 
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Table 5 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Visualization, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
I encourage the use of digital media to increase student engagement 
throughout the semester. 

4.18 

I provide charts, tables, and graphs so students can better comprehend 
information. 

4.17 

I incorporate the use of pictures and videos to include a representation 
of diverse cultural groups. 

4.02 

I demonstrate a variety of visual and performing arts so students 
develop an appreciation of diverse heritages. 

3.30 

I encourage students to create their own graphic organizers so they can 
take better notes. 

3.15 

*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

Validation 

The mean scores for items associated with validation were the highest, ranging from 4.42 

(recognizing student achievements in the classroom) to 4.65 (helping students feel that they are 

valued members of the classroom), indicating quite a bit of confidence.  Results are summarized 

in Table 6.   

Table 6 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Validation, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
I help students feel that they are valued members of the classroom. 4.65 
I reinforce a classroom environment of care and support. 4.61 
I establish positive teacher-student relationships by building a sense of 
trust in my students. 

4.54 

I encourage students by saying things like “you can do this" or "I am 
going to help you.” 

4.53 

I recognize student achievements in my classroom. 4.42 
*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

Culture 

The mean scores for the five culture-related items ranged from 3.64 (developing lesson 

plans that reflect a variety of cultures) to 4.33 (using activities that foster respect for diversity in 
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society), suggesting quite a bit of confidence in providing appropriate culturally responsive 

instruction in these areas.  Results are summarized in Table 7. 

Table 7 

Efficacy/Confidence in Providing Culturally Responsive Instruction in Culture, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
I use activities that foster respect for diversity in society. 
I cultivate student inclusion and ease cultural competency into the 
classroom in order to increase student participation in class. 
I am able to gain information about my students' cultural backgrounds in 
order to provide meaningful instruction. 

4.33 
4.03 
 
3.96 

I critically examine the curriculum to determine whether it diminishes 
negative cultural stereotypes. 

3.90 

I develop lesson plans that reflect a variety of cultures. 3.63 
*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

The Ranking of Culturally Responsive Practices 

The participants were asked to report the use of 15 culturally responsive practices in their 

day-to-day teaching.  A five-point scaling was used (1 = never, 5 = always). This helped answer 

the second research question, what are the culturally responsive literacy practices identified by 

faculty teaching at Hispanic Serving Institutions?  The means of the respondents’ responses were 

used to rank them from the highest to the lowest.  Helping students become critical thinkers and 

question concepts or ideas that have been historically rooted in facts was the practice with the 

highest frequency of use.  Inviting members of the community as guest lecturers to spotlight 

heroes of the community was practices the least.  Table 8 shows the results. 
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Table 8  

The Ranking of Culturally Responsive Practices, n = 235 

Variable Mean* 
Helping students become critical thinkers and question concepts or ideas 
that have been historically rooted in “facts”. 

4.47 

Cultivating an authentic relationship with students; one that embodies 
care for the individual student and their respective success. 

4.46 

Developing a sense of community among students that promotes 
collaborative learning. 

4.36 

Giving students effective and specific feedback that prompts improved 
performance. 

4.34 

Using body language, gestures, and expressions to convey a message 
that all students’ questions and opinions are important. 

4.29 

Using a variety of visual aids and/or props to support student learning. 4.21 
Using students’ real-life experiences to connect school learning to 
students’ lives. 

4.19 

Team building activities to promote peer support for academic 
achievement. 

4.10 

Scaffolding between what students already know through their own 
experiences and what they need to learn. 

4.09 

Identifying students’ current knowledge before instruction occurs. 3.78 
Creating lessons that break from traditional norms of teaching (e.g., 
sitting in chairs, etc.). 

3.78 

Explaining and modeling positive self-talk. 3.67 
Including service learning projects and identify community needs. 3.25 
Allowing students to negotiate some deliverables for subject. 3.17 
Inviting members of the community as guest lecturers to spotlight 
heroes of the community. 

3.09 

*1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Very often, 5=Always 

 

Analysis of Scale Scores 

 The 30-item Self-Efficacy Scale measured confidence in providing culturally responsive 

instruction in the areas of (1) reading, (2) writing, (3) speaking/listening, (4) visualization, (5) 

validation, and (6) culture, each consisting of five items.  The reliability coefficients ranged from 

0.72 to 0.88, attesting to the internal consistency of the scale scores. The validation (M = 4.55, 

SD = 0.60) was endorsed the most, followed by culture (M = 3.97, SD = 0.91), writing (M = 3.97, 
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SD = 0.83), visualization (M = 3.76, SD = 0.83), reading (M = 3.70, SD = 0.84), and 

speaking/listening (M = 3.40, SD = 0.96). Results are shown in Table 9. 

Table 9  

Ranking of Self-Efficacy Scales, n = 235 

Frame # of 
items 

Reliability 
Coefficient 

Mean* SD 

Self-efficacy-validation 
Self-efficacy -culture 

5 
5 

0.88 
0.88 

4.55 
3.97 

0.60 
0.91 

Self-efficacy -writing 
Self-efficacy -visualization 

5 
5 

0.82 
0.72 

3.97 
3.76 

0.83 
0.83 

Self-efficacy -reading  
Self-efficacy -speaking/listening 

5 
5 

0.84 
0.78 

3.70 
3.40 

0.84 
0.96 

*1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 

 A univariate repeated measures analysis of variance was performed to examine the 

differences among the six self-efficacy scale scores. The sphericity assumption was met, as both 

the Greenhouse-Geiser (0.93) and Huynh-Feldt (0.95) Epsilon values were greater than 0.70 

(Stevens 2009). The mean differences were statistically significant, F(5,1170) = 99.07, p < 0.01. 

Results are shown in Table 10.  

Table 10 

Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Self-Efficacy Scale Scores 

Source SS  df  MS  F  
Self-Efficacy 173.36 5 34.67 99.07* 
Block 571.53 234 2.44   
Residual 409.50 1170 0.35  

* p < 0.01 

 Since the mean differences were statistically significant and the sphericity assumption 

was met, a modified Tukey procedure (Stevens, 2009) was employed for the purpose of post-hoc 

analysis. Results showed that, with the exemption of reading vs visualization and writing vs 

culture, all pairwise comparisons were statistically significant.   
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An average score for the use of 15-item culturally responsive practices in day-to-day 

teaching was computed, which ranged from 1.87 to 5.00 (M = 3.95, SD = 0.68), suggesting that 

the use was very often. The reliability coefficient was 0.89. The use of the practices was 

positively associated with self-efficacy. As can be seen in Table 11, all bivariate associations 

were statistically significant at the 0.01. The coefficients of determination (shared variance) 

ranged from 28.00% to 48.00%  

Table 11 

Self-Efficacy with Culturally Responsive Practices Correlation Matrix  

Self-Efficacy Culturally Responsive Practices Coefficient of Determination 
Culture 0.69* 0.48 
Validation 0.65* 0.42 
Speaking/listening 0.62* 0.38 
Visualization 0.59* 0.35 
Writing 0.54* 0.29 
Reading 0.53* 0.28 

*p < 0.01 

Additional Analyses 

 To better understand the results and to provide additional information for both research 

questions, the study’s six major variables of interest were investigated in relation to the 

participants’ selected demographic characteristics. None of the bivariate associations between 

age and years of teaching experience on one hand and the six self-efficacy and one culturally 

responsive practices scores on the other hand were statistically significant at the 0.01 level. With 

respect to gender, females outscored the males on all outcome measures; however, the 

differences were only statistically significant for self-efficacy reading, self-efficacy visualization, 

and the use of culturally responsive practices. With the exception of self-efficacy visualization 

and culturally responsive practices use, the homogeneity of variances assumption was met in all 

analyses. Welch t was used for the two measures that did not meet the assumption. The mean 
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difference effect sizes were computed to examine the practical significance of the findings. 

Results are summarized in Table 12. 

Table 12 

Study Variables and Gender 

 Female  (n=135) Male  (n=96)   
 M SD M SD tc dd 

SE-reading a 3.85 0.79 3.51 0.86 3.14* 0.41 
SE-writing a 4.07 0.83 3.85 0.82 1.98 0.26 
SE-speaking/listening a 3.50 0.95 3.27 0.95 1.79 0.24 
SE-visualization a 3.90 0.71 3.57 0.93 2.89* 0.44 
SE-validation a 4.62 0.60 4.45 0.60 2.10 0.28 
SE-culture a 4.05 0.84 3.85 1.01 1.67 0.22 
Culturally Responsive Practices b 4.10 0.56 3.73 0.69 4.43* 0.66 

* p < 0.01 
a 1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 
b 1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Very often, 5=Always 
c Due to unequal variances, Welch t was computed for SE-reading, SE-visualization, and 
Culturally Responsive Practices. 
d d = mean difference effect size, 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, > 0.80 = large effect 

The ethnicity was recoded into Hispanic, White, and Other. None of the group 

differences was statistically significant. The homogeneity of variances assumption was met in all 

analyses. Results are summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13 

Study Variables and Ethnicity* 

 Hispanic  (n=124) White (n=84) Other (n=27) 
 M SD M SD M SD 

SE-reading a 3.68 0.77 3.71 0.97 3.78 0.76 
SE-writing a 3.98 0.83 3.97 0.87 3.90 0.79 
SE-speaking/listening a 3.26 0.94 3.63 0.96 3.30 0.95 
SE-visualization a 3.67 0.85 3.92 0.78 3.69 0.80 
SE-validation a 4.59 0.51 4.49 0.71 4.55 0.60 
SE-culture a 3.92 0.86 3.96 1.04 4.21 0.68 
Culturally Responsive Practices b 3.94 0.61 3.90 0.70 4.14 0.53 

* None of the group differences was statistically significant. 
a1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 
b1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Very often, 5=Always 
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A series of one-way ANOVA showed the participants’ academic rank had no impact on 

their perceptions of the outcome measures. The homogeneity of variances assumption was not 

met in all analyses; thus, Welch F was used for the purpose of data analysis. Results are 

summarized in Table 14. 

Table 14 

Study Variables and Academic Rank* 

 Adjunct 
Professor  
(n=22) 

Assistant 
Professor 
(n=67) 

Associate 
Professor 
(n=60) 

Full 
Professor  
(n=59) 

Other  
(n=27) 

 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
SE-reading a 3.68 0.96 3.78 0.88 3.66 0.82 3.64 0.82 3.76 0.78 
SE-writing a 3.61 1.26 4.04 0.78 3.89 0.72 4.07 0.78 4.05 0.87 
SE-speaking/listening 
a 

3.55 0.87 3.40 0.95 3.36 1.05 3.34 1.01 3.48 0.78 

SE-visualization a 3.90 0.80 3.79 0.74 3.79 0.75 3.60 1.01 3.86 0.76 
SE-validation a 4.17 1.13 4.63 0.50 4.59 0.43 4.48 0.60 4.72 0.38 
SE-culture a 3.63 1.16 3.93 0.95 4.04 0.85 3.97 0.92 4.20 0.63 
Culturally Responsive 
Practices b 

3.87 0.81 4.01 0.60 3.94 0.60 3.84 0.72 4.12 0.39 

* None of the group differences was statistically significant. 
a1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 
b1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Very often, 5=Always 

 

The majority of the participants had not received professional development in culturally 

responsive instruction. The homogeneity of variances assumption was not met in the majority of 

the analyses; thus, Welch t was used, which showed that with the exception of self-efficacy 

reading, group differences were statistically significant, favoring those who had received training 

in culturally responsive instruction. Results are summarized in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Study Variables and Professional Development 

 Yes  (n=73) No  (n=157)   
 M SD M SD t dc 

SE-reading a 3.87 0.81 3.65 0.84 1.80 0.24 
SE-writing a 4.26 0.62 3.87 0.87 3.90* 0.57 
SE-speaking/listening a 3.82 0.85 3.23 0.95 4.64* 0.75 
SE-visualization a 3.99 0.73 3.67 0.85 2.93* 0.46 
SE-validation a 4.70 0.45 4.48 0.65 2.96* 0.42 
SE-culture a 4.29 0.72 3.82 0.96 4.12* 0.61 
Culturally Responsive Practices b 4.12 0.53 3.87 0.68 3.07* 0.46 

* p < 0.01 
a1=No confidence at all, 2=Very little, 3=Some degree, 4=Quite a bit, 5=Completely confident 
b1=Never, 2=Rarely, 3=Sometimes, 4=Very often, 5=Always 
cd = mean difference effect size, 0.20 = small effect, 0.50 = medium effect, > 0.80 = large effect 

Summary 

 The study’s participants showed confidence in performing various strategies in culturally 

responsive literacy instruction, using a variety of practices. Age, years of teaching experience, 

ethnicity, and academic rank were not related to the outcome measures. Females outscored males 

on self-efficacy reading, self-efficacy visualization, and the use of culturally responsive 

practices. Those who had received professional development in culturally responsive instruction 

outperformed the comparison on all study variables except self-efficacy reading.   
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CHAPTER V 

Summary, Conclusions, and Discussion  

The study’s purpose was to measure the faculty self-efficacy of culturally responsive 

literacy instruction at Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSIs). The theoretical rationale for the 

study is based on Delgado’s (2001) critical race theory that helped diminish racial stereotypes in 

education, analyze the origins of the social problem of racism, and promote social equity. The 

second theoretical rationale included Rendon’s validation theory (1994), which calls for teachers 

to provide students with educational opportunities to self-identify as successful learners, to create 

and maintain a curriculum that reflects and represents diverse student backgrounds, and to 

promote academic achievement.  

According to the Pew Research Center (2017), high school dropout rates among U.S. 

Hispanics has decreased, and Hispanic college enrollment has increased. However, Hispanic 

college students’ dropout rates and low-graduation rates are indications of problems that must be 

addressed because these are affecting university funding and retention rates (Contreras, Malcom, 

& Bensimon, 2008; Flores & Park, 2013; Fry & Taylor 2013). The PRC (2017) reported that 

only 15% of Hispanic college students graduate from college, and Cunningham, Park, and Engle 

(2014) suggested that HSIs should receive more resources from the U.S. Department of 

Education to increase college completion rates. Elevated numbers of Hispanic college graduates 

benefit society because it results in a more educated and professionally-proficient workforce 

population (Contreras et al., 2008; Gastic & Nieto, 2010).  

Further, individuals with college degrees tend to be less reliant upon social welfare 

programs, such as financial assistance for families in need, unemployment insurance, housing 

subsidies, food stamps, Medicare, and Medicaid, allowing for a significant increase in the public 
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budget (Bridges, Kinzie, Nelson Laird, & Kuh, 2008; Contreras et al., 2008; Gastic & Nieto, 

2010; Jackson Mercer & Stedman, 2008). Universities should embrace a diverse faculty body 

that can serve as role models for minority students, reduce the overwhelming presence of 

“Whiteness,” and implement a culturally responsive approach (Gay, 2000; Greene & 

Oesterreich, 2012; Ladson-Billings, 2002; Lee, 2007; Sleeter, 2001; Stovall, 2005). Therefore, it 

is essential that HSIs receive additional support to address these issues (Contreras et al., 2008; 

Cuellar, 2014; Garcia, 2013; Guardia & Evans, 2008; Murphy, 2013). 

In the review of literature, the researcher found a notable gap in the research pertaining to 

culturally responsive literacy instruction in higher education, as most of the research studies had 

been completed in K-12 settings.  This study was an analysis of faculty members’ responses to 

culturally responsive practices identified in the literature. Key practices of culturally responsive 

instruction  are integrating a multicultural curriculum that is culturally inclusive, actively 

employing critical race theory, and taking action to prevent the oppression of marginalized 

students in public education.  All of these practices are essential to foster an environment in 

which minority students can experience an increased equality in education (Banks, 2004; 

Crenshaw, Gotanda, Peller, & Thomas, 1995; Dewey, 1900; Donahue, Finnegan, Lutkus, Allen, 

& Campbell, 2001; Freire; 1993; Gramsci, 1971; Hirsch, 1987; Kim, 2011; Leard & Lashua, 

2006; Morfin, Perez, Parker, Marvin, & Arrona, 2006; Piaget, 1954; Schoorman & Bogotch, 

2010; Solorzano & Yosso, 2012; Wiggan, 2007).  Gaps exist in the deeper analysis of culturally 

responsive literacy strategies, which this study sought to contribute to, regarding the importance 

of culturally responsive literacy instruction in higher education. 

Additionally, this study was descriptive in nature in that the researcher reported summary 

data, such as measures of variability and central tendency, percentage distributions, frequencies, 
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and measures of association between and among variables (Shields & Rangarajan, 2013). The 

guiding questions for this research study were:  

1. What is the faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy practices as 

measured by the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction in  

Higher Education at Hispanic-Serving Institutions?  

2. What are the culturally responsive literacy practices identified by faculty teaching at 

Hispanic-Serving Institutions? 

Summary of the Results  

The nonprobability sample consisted of 235 faculty members in higher education at 

several HSIs in the United States, who completed the online survey questionnaire. The first part 

of the survey measured faculty members’ confidence in using culturally responsive literacy 

practices and the results indicated that faculty members felt confident using literacy strategies. 

As several studies implied, implementing literacy strategies in the classroom leads to efficacious 

teachers and provides students with essential literacy skills (i.e., reading, writing, speaking, 

listening, visualizing, and thinking) required for a student to be successful in the 21st century 

(Ambrosio, 2003; Au, 2006; Cummings, 2007; Delpit, 2006; Fordham, 2008;  Gee, 1987; 

Gutierrez & Rogoff, 200; Lee, 2007; Milner, 2003; Nieto, 2002; Klingner et al., 2005; Sleeter, 

2012; Tompkins, 2005). The survey results demonstrated that self-efficacious educators can 

implement real-world literacy activities, using a sociocultural approach that targets goals and 

promotes intrinsic motivation. (Applefield et al., 2000; Clay 1991; Darling-Hammond, 2004; 

Davydov, 1995; Gee, 2008; Rogoff, 1998; Schunk & Rice, 1993; Tatum, 2008; Tharp & 

Gallimore, 1988; Valenzuela, 1999; Villegas & Lucas, 2002; Vygotsky, 1978). Some examples 
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of literacy activities that are culturally responsive are considering students' interests when 

designing curriculum to increase motivation to read; including writing assignments in class (e.g., 

journals, essays, responses), providing feedback to students and encouraging them to use writing 

support services; scaffolding students’ language during teaching to enhance learning; providing 

charts, tables, graphs, and visual organizers so students can better comprehend information; 

reinforcing a classroom environment of care and support; and establishing positive teacher–

student relationships by fostering a sense of trust in students (Au, 2006; Delpit, 2006; Gay; 2002; 

Gee, 1987; Ladson-Billings, 1992; Sleeter, 2012; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). 

The second part of the survey addressed the research question: What are the culturally 

responsive literacy practices identified by faculty teaching at Hispanic Serving Institutions? The 

results of this section of the survey demonstrated that the participating faculty implemented 

culturally responsive literacy instruction in their classrooms. Additionally, the results showed 

which practices were most often used. Many researchers have described that culturally 

responsive literacy instruction is essential to students’ success because it motivates both teachers 

and students to use literacy skills in the classroom; incorporate the multicultural aspect into 

literacy instruction; increase academic achievement; foster sociocultural awareness; and develop 

an appreciation for all forms of diversity (Au, 2001; Au & Raphael, 2000; Compton-Lilly, 2008; 

Cummins, 2007; Delpit, 2002; Gay 2002; Gonzalez, 2005; Guild, 1994; Howard, 2003; Klingner 

& Edwards, 2006; Landt, 2006; Ladson-Billings 1995; Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 2001; 

Montgomery, 2001; National Center for Culturally Responsive Education Systems, 2008). The 

survey results indicated that faculty at HSIs use culturally responsive practices in their day-to-

day teaching. Several researchers have claimed that culturally responsive practices promote 

literacy success, encourage collaboration, emphasize multicultural awareness, and create shared 
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learning experiences and active learning (Agnes, 2000; Brecht & Walton, 1993; Cole, 1995; 

Comer 2002; Cuseo 2000; Fuchs & Vaughn, 2012; Jimenez & Gersten, 1999; Kea, Campbell-

Whatley, & Richards, 2006; Marzano, 2003; Mathis, 2001; Montgomery, 2001; Shade, Kelly, & 

Oberg, 2004; Sleeter, 2005; Walqui, 2006; Weinstein, Curran, & Tomlinson-Clarke, 2004). 

Other studies emphasized that culturally responsive practices include formative assessments, 

funds of knowledge, project-based learning, technology components, and multicultural literacy 

materials, which can influence the sense of efficacy among students and educators alike (Au, 

2001; Bandura, 1993; Ben-Yosef, 2003; Bippert & Espinosa, 2019; Gee, 2008; Guthrie, 2008; 

Lipka et al., 2005; Sleeter, 2005; Walker-Dalhouse, 2004). 

Discussion 

The results of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive Literacy Instruction 

(SESCRLI) indicated that the study’s participants showed confidence in implementing various 

strategies in culturally responsive literacy instruction, using a variety of practices. These results 

showed that the participating faculty at the study HSIs felt confident in addressing the needs of 

their culturally and linguistically diverse student populations. The Pew Research Center (2017) 

reported that Hispanic students are underserved with respect to their culturally diverse needs, as 

evidenced by the 15% completion rate of Hispanic student in 4-year universities. For instance, 

gender and professional development were both factors connected with high teacher self-efficacy 

among faculty at HSIs. However, years of teaching experience, academic rank, ethnicity, and age 

did not influence the faculty’s teacher self-efficacy at HSIs.  This discussion focuses on faculty 

sense of efficacy, culturally responsive practices, and appropriate professional development.  
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Statistically Significant Results of SESCRLI 

Based on the overall results of this study, the participants demonstrated a high sense of 

efficacy in implementing various strategies associated with culturally responsive literacy 

instruction. Many researchers have stated that self-efficacy beliefs incorporate people’s choices, 

motivations, goals, and determinations from past experiences or day-to-day activities (Bandura, 

1977; Pajares; 1996; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998; Woolfolk, Rosoff, & Hoy, 

1990). The primary conclusion that can be drawn from these results is that the surveyed 

participants felt they had acclimated to an HSI and were confident using various strategies to 

provide culturally responsive literacy instruction. This result supported the work of Maestas, 

Vaquera, and Muñoz Zehr (2007), as they explained that HSIs have a responsibility to develop 

academic opportunities for Hispanic Americans and other minority populations in higher 

education. Sebanc, Hernandez, and Alvarado (2009) stated that HSIs promote a positive 

classroom environment that helps students and educators alike come to a better understanding of, 

a connection to, and identification of a multicultural environment. According to the U.S. 

Department of Education (2018), the top priority at HSIs is to invest in meaningful, lasting 

approaches to a multicultural curriculum, increasing access to and academic success for Latino 

students from their college transition to professional career. Researchers agree that faculty at 

HSIs play an important role in addressing the needs of minority students and employing 

culturally responsive practices  to help these students succeed in university settings. 

According to the results, with respect to gender, female participants self-reported that 

they felt more efficacious than male participants using varied strategies for reading instruction, 

visualization, and culturally responsive practices. Au (2006) observed that in modern times, 
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literacy extends beyond reading texts and incorporates thinking and visualization of the text 

through writing and meaningful communication in specific contexts. According to Schunk and 

Rice (1993), incorporating literacy-based skills and social interaction in the classroom impacts 

motivation facets of classroom objectives, self-efficacy, and academic achievement. This also 

supports the work of Beauboeuf-Lafontant (2005) that demonstrated how female educators’ 

unique modes of caring and discipline and their high academic expectations influenced minority 

students across various academic settings. These factors led to a higher sense of efficacy, due to 

the nature of caring and nurture from female educators to their students. In addition, Irvine 

(2002) explained that minority students tend to participate more in classroom discussions, 

receive higher grades, and feel a stronger connection to their female teachers than their male 

teachers. He also mentioned that female teachers tend to be nurturers, supporters, and validators 

of students’ academic achievements. Dingus (2008) stated that family and community-based 

mentoring and professional socialization networks among female teachers help students succeed 

in the classroom.  

Finally, those participants who had received professional development in culturally 

responsive instruction reported a higher sense of efficacy in implementing all culturally 

responsive literacy strategies, with the exception of reading. These survey results echoed the 

results of the study developed by Ross and Bruce (2007): whose results indicated that teachers 

who had completed professional development in culturally responsive literacy strategies showed  

higher levels of teacher self-efficacy than did those participants in the control group who had not 

undergone the professional development. The variable “classroom management” was found to be 

statistically significant.  According to Mizell (2010), professional development training can help 

teachers understand student learning, what obstructs students’ learning, and how curriculum and 
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instruction can enhance student learning. Several studies suggested ongoing and continuous 

professional development should be offered at every HSI to keep faculty informed of how to 

address the needs of minority students (Hill, 2001; Mizell, 2010; Ross & Bruce, 2007). These 

professional development opportunities must address current issues and challenges that students 

face in their day-to-day lives. Hill (2001) emphasized that professional development 

opportunities have the power to improve teacher knowledge, teaching strategies, and student 

outcomes. Faculty should be aware of the resources available to students and should be prepared 

to help them navigate the support systems offered by the HSI. As Ladson-Billings (1995) 

observed, these trainings should teach educators successful delivery techniques in culturally 

responsive literacy instruction. She asserted that faculty must instill high expectations in their 

students, guide learning, grow active teaching techniques, validate and encourage cultural 

sympathy, provide culturally-mediated instruction, and include small-group instruction as well as 

cooperative learning. Nieto (2002) emphasized that professional development topics should 

include pedagogy and best practices, culturally relevant teaching, active learning techniques, 

student feedback, formative and summative assessments, group assignments, scaffolding, and the 

addition of new technologies. Incentives should be provided to promote faculty participation in 

trainings. Monetary incentives, classroom equipment giveaways, release time, stipends, and the 

serving of food at trainings are some approaches to increase attendance in professional 

development activities.  

Not Statistically Significant Results of SESCRLI 

Based on this study’s results, age does not influence the sense of efficacy of faculty at 

HSIs. This finding contradicts the results reported by Ghanizadeh and Moafian (2009) and 
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Edwards and Robinson (2012). According to Ghanizadeh and Moafian, older and more 

experienced teachers tend to have higher sense of efficacy in their pedagogical practices. 

Edwards and Robinson (2012) also reported that age influences the sense of efficacy; however, 

their results were conversely related to Ghanizadeh and Moafian’s results.  Edwards and 

Robinson reported that younger and less experienced teachers tend to have higher self-efficacy 

and higher expectations. Multiple studies do not agree with either Edwards and Robinson or 

Ghanizadeh and Moafian but do support the results of this study (Bandura, 1995; Hicks, 2012; 

Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2007). Bandura’s (1995), findings demonstrate that age has little 

correlation with efficacy, as people differ, due to individual life experiences, in how 

efficaciously they conduct their lives. These findings can also be supported by research studies 

that concluded there is no significant relationship between age and levels of self-efficacy (Hicks, 

2012; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2007).  

A finding from this study also revealed that the number of years of teaching experience 

was not statistically significantly related with levels of self-efficacy. This finding contradicts that 

of Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2007), as they discovered that teachers with years of experience 

can develop higher efficacious beliefs, based on the success they have experienced teaching 

students in the classroom. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy determined that their participating 

teachers with more years of experience held higher mean scores of self-efficacy than did teachers 

with fewer years of experience. A finding from this study also opposed a result reported by 

Knoblock and Whittington (2003): beginning teachers actually entered the teaching profession 

with high levels of teacher self-efficacy due to the mastery experiences obtained during student 

teaching. According to Klassen and Chiu (2010), self-efficacy changes according to the 

circumstances. Bandura (1995) suggested that self-efficacy may not be constant from early to 
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late adulthood and that the relationship between self-efficacy and years of teaching experience 

may be more complicated than originally thought. 

A finding in the current study demonstrated that ethnicity was not statistically 

significantly related to the levels of self-efficacy. This result contradicted a finding reported by 

Johnson et al. (2012) who reported ethnic identity and self-efficacy were related to positive 

intercultural attitudes and can increase acceptance among students, relative to diversity. Johnson 

et al. further reported the existence of a relationship between ethnic identity and self-efficacy 

which may promote a positive attitude in students’ personal and social development, as well as 

promote civic engagement. Researchers may assume that faculty from similar ethnic groups 

would have an advantage in identifying the needs of students in their same ethnic group, but this 

may not be the case.  

Sleeter (2001) mentioned that most of the teachers in American schools are White, and 

although Sleeter did not analyze the relationship between ethnicity and sense of efficacy, he 

emphasized that a feeling of disconnect with culturally and linguistically diverse students may 

adversely affect their sense of efficacy. Sleeter also observed that students’ sense of efficacy and 

participation in the classroom could be affected if they do not feel a connection with their 

teacher.  Sleeter emphasized the importance of populating the teaching profession with excellent 

culturally responsive teachers to improve student–teacher connections. Recently, the Pew 

Research Center (2018) determined that America’s teachers are far less racially and ethnically 

diverse  than their students. Many researchers agreed that having teachers from only one ethnic 

group should not negatively affect students’ learning (Banks, 2004; Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 

1995; Montgomery, 2001; Nieto, 2002). Generally speaking, race does not necessarily impact 
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education, but being culturally responsive has been shown to create an environment that 

embraces cultural diversity, thus making a difference in the education and lives of all students. 

A finding from this study also revealed that academic rank was not statistically 

significantly related with levels of self-efficacy. This finding suggests that as faculty members 

ascend through the academic ranks they are likely to maintain their self-efficacy. This result 

contradicts the finding reported by Mehdinezhad (2012), which showed that assistant professors 

(M = 4.06, SD = 0.76) had higher scores in teaching efficacy than did their associate and full 

professor counterparts (M = 3.58, SD = 1.01). While academic ranks, titles, power, and prestige 

are important to professors, researchers, and administrative personnel, these trappings become 

irrelevant in light of all educators’ goals to serve students and advocate for their success. 

Valadez et al. (2018) also claimed that a better understanding of Bandura’s influences of self-

efficacy may help to better prepare educators to deal with the demands of literacy instruction. 

Additionally, Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) concluded that more experienced teachers tend to 

be open-minded to new ideas; are willing to try out new instructional methods; are more 

committed to their profession; and tend to exhibit higher levels of designing, organization, and 

enthusiasm. On the other hand, Ross (1994) suggested that faculty rank does not influence sense 

of efficacy. Faculty from different academic ranks may embrace emerging teaching approaches 

by incorporating management techniques, helping students who have low academic achievement, 

developing students’ academic skills, setting attainable goals, and persisting in the face of failure 

(Ross, 1994). 
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Implications 

Implications for practice and further research were identified from the results reported 

about sense of efficacy by faculty at HSIs. Most of the implications for practice include the need 

to establish valuable culturally responsive literacy strategies to benefit minority students and the 

need to increase professional development opportunities for faculty at HSIs. 

The prevalence of low academic completion among Hispanic students in higher 

education is, without debate, a problem in American schools. Similarly, a plethora of academic 

research has encouraged the use of culturally responsive literacy instruction to promote literacy 

and academic achievement of culturally and linguistically diverse students (Au, 2001; Garcia, 

2013; Guild, 2004; Kim, 2011; Nieto, 2002). Integrating cultural identities that reflect those of 

one’s students and adopting sociocultural approaches that promote collaboration into 

conventional literacy curriculum will greatly improve the curriculum. Several studies proposed 

that adopting a culturally responsive approach would help increase the graduation rates of 

minority students in higher education (Au, 2006; Delpit, 2006; Gay; 2002; Ladson-Billings, 

1992; Sleeter, 2012; Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Critically self-reflecting on one’s teaching 

methods and classroom engagement, as well as validating students’ funds of knowledge will 

nurture a supportive academic environment and be viewed as a commitment to reduce 

achievement gaps. 

Several studies suggested that literacy instruction could yield better results if educators 

implement a culturally responsive literacy instruction approach and acquire a deep understanding 

of cultural diversity, student inclusion, and an ethnically diverse content in the curriculum (Au, 

2007; Gay, 2000; Howard, 2003; Kea et al., 2006; Klingner et al., 2005; Lynn, 2006; 

Montgomery, 2001; Sleeter, 2001). The SESCRLI identified different literacy strategies, 
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pertaining to reading, writing, listening, speaking, visualization, validation, and culture, to meet 

the academic needs of the changing demographics. Faculty surveyed at HSIs in this study 

reported high levels of self-efficacy in culturally responsive literacy strategies to help minority 

students succeed in academic settings. Many researchers recommended that culturally responsive 

literacy instruction would be more effective if teachers validate students, communicate their 

compassion, and focus on building relationships with students (Au, 2006; Gay, 2002. Ladson-

Billings, 2001; Sleeter, 2001). Moreover, teacher effectiveness, student engagement, and 

academic performance could improve if teachers would address the needs of this diverse 

population. This could be achieved by using varied instructional and behavioral approaches that 

match the culture of the students (Klingner et al., 2005; National Association for Bilingual 

Education, 2011; Schleppegrell, 2004). 

The literature review revealed the understanding that the use of culturally responsive 

literacy instruction in the classroom can help reinforce student–teacher relationships and increase 

academic success (Au & Raphael, 2000; Gee, 2008; Hirch, 1987; Jimenez & Gersten, 1999; 

Roberts & Billings, 2008). While a result of this study confirmed that faculty felt confident using 

different literacy strategies to address the needs of minority students, this finding also reinforces 

existing efforts of other experts in the field who recommended the use of literacy strategies in 

academic settings (Au, 2001, Howard, 2003; Montgomery, 2001). Using multiple literacy 

strategies in the classroom are likely to also create an academic environment open for more 

intellectual discussions, help develop skills to succeed in modern societies, and encourage the 

development of well-prepared individuals professionally. The HSIs should start implementing 

new initiatives to keep current with the needs of the 21st-century student (Landt, 2006; Moje et 

al., 2004; Tatum, 2008; Varelas & Pappas, 2006). Some of these initiatives include writing 
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workshops, reading camps, critical thinking activities, public-speaking opportunities, and digital 

literacy programs. 

The link between literacy and culturally responsive teaching should be addressed in 

higher education institutions (Au, 2007; Howard, 2003; Klingner et al., 2005; Lynn, 2006; 

Montgomery, 2001). Research has shown that 21st-century literacy skills can help students be 

more prepared for the challenges imposed in the real world (Au, 1988, 2006; Augustus & 

Shanahan, 2006; Gee, 2008; Hogg, 2011). Teaching literacy and multiple culturally responsive 

strategies can have an influence on students’ social practices, such as  involvement in community 

service activities, participation in social work, proliferation of sociocultural consciousness, 

acceptance of diversity, and development of an environment of care and support (Banks, 2004; 

Gay, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 2001).  Analyzing these connections critically could help teachers 

and students identify unequal power relationships embedded in their social practices (Algozzine, 

O’Shea, & Obiakor, 2009; Sleeter, 2001). According to Au (2006), literacy and culturally 

responsive teaching are action-based and life-changing since they can be employed to empower 

the marginalized. This form of pedagogy “empowers students intellectually, socially, 

emotionally, and politically by using cultural referents to impart knowledge, skills, and attitudes" 

(Ladson-Billings, 1994, p. 382). Students receiving a culturally responsive approach tend to 

participate more in class, obtain better grades, take part in extracurricular activities, become 

agents of social change, engage in civic duties, and volunteer in community service activities. 

(Banks, 2004; Gay, 2002; Gee, 2008, Ladson-Billings, 1992). 

The strengths of a diverse student community should be recognized and supported (Au, 

1988; National Association for Bilingual Education, 2011). Students’ demographics in different 

communities have their own style of discourse, symbols, routines, rituals, and stories that can 
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help educators facilitate learning (Moll, 1992; Moje et al., 2004). Knowing the students’ learning 

styles, their abilities to use different languages, understanding the needs of the community, and 

comprehending their ethnic identity can help the teacher deliver better instruction (Au, 2006; 

Sleeter, 2001). Utilizing these unique features can serve as resources and sources of information 

for educators and institutions in general. Educators at HSIs should recognize, affirm, validate, 

and acknowledge the strengths that students bring to school, regardless of student circumstances 

(Garcia, 2013; Guardia & Evans, 2008). Faculty at HSIs should abandon deficit-thinking and 

foster a mindset that all students can be successful (Valencia, 2010). Educators should use 

students’ cultural capital as a starting point for teaching and learning, and HSIs have an 

obligation to expand students’ knowledge and understandings beyond their own worldviews 

(Banks, 2004; Kim, 2011; Ladson-Billings, 2009). 

Participants reported a high sense of efficacy implementing different literacy strategies at 

Hispanic Serving Institutions. Bandura (1997) suggested that living experiences could lead a 

person in decision-making, selecting appropriate activities, gauging the amount of effort to 

expend, and determining the level of persistence for each situation. Highly efficacious teachers 

set higher standards, encourage students to try harder to reach their goals, use critical thinking 

skills and strategies, and improve upon existing efficacy as they make progress (Bandura, 1997; 

Blackburn & Robinson, 2008; Cook, 1998; Pajares, 2005; Ross, 1994; Tschannen-Moran & 

Johnson, 2011). Based on the survey results, participants of this study demonstrated confidence 

in their use of culturally responsive practices during their day-to-day teaching.  Faculty who 

implemented culturally responsive literacy practices tended to nurture a cooperative and 

supportive learning environment Additionally, adopting a student-centered learning approach 

and using culturally responsive teaching methods can help faculty foster a higher sense of 
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efficacy form a stronger connection with their students, their community, and their environment.  

If faculty at HSIs would develop a higher sense of efficacy, they would be willing to participate 

in leadership development opportunities, social justice activities, teacher-to-student mentoring, 

and life-skills training (Bandura, 1993; Siwatu, 2007; Usher & Pajares, 2006; Woolfolk & 

Shaughnessy, 2004). Through goal-setting, feedback, modeling, rewards, and self-efficacy 

assessments, educators can empower students to become independent learners and professionals 

who embody the discipline’s core values (Bandura, 1996; Goddard & Woolfolk Hoy, 2004; 

Hicks, 2012; Klassen & Chiu, 2010). 

According to the results of this study, with respect to gender, female participants self-

reported that they felt more efficacious in using culturally responsive practices than did the male 

participants. Several studies reported that certain fields, such as nursing and education, have 

many more female faculty members and are currently facing an absence of male teachers (Apple, 

1986; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Pajares, 2005; Sleeter & Grant, 1999). However, teaching style 

across genders has been analyzed for decades. Brown (1994) discovered that students noticed 

female instructors tend to be more flexible, sensitive, and considerate of student beliefs, whereas 

male instructors are perceived as more strict, firm, and knowledgeable. Even though the results 

of this study cannot be generalized, data in this study showed that teaching styles and sense of 

efficacy differed between male and female faculty, particularly the extent to which each of the 

genders valued student inclusion (Bandura, 1993; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Pajares, 2005). Dingus 

(2008) learned that women professors spend more time encouraging and allowing student 

participation than did men professors. Therefore, based on the results of the current study, the 

researcher concluded that the effect of culturally responsive literacy instruction on the self-

efficacy of female faculty differed from that on male faculty. Even though these results are 
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nongeneralizable, due to the non-probability nature of sampling, it is evident that instructional 

methods and the gender dynamics in teaching are complex. 

To complicate this further, female faculty reported higher self-efficacy in reading and 

visualization. However, the differences were not statistically significant in writing, listening, 

speaking, and validation. In fact, the gaps between male and female faculty were not consistent 

in the different areas of literacy and other faculty demographic characteristics. Further research 

to understand how and why these gaps are different is needed (Au, 2006; Bandura, 1998; Gay, 

2002; Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Pajares, 2005). Each gender is developing its own teaching 

philosophy based on their vicarious experiences, peer expectations, mastery perceptions, and 

social persuasion (Bandura, 1997). Even though faculty could have a personal preference for 

teaching a certain way, some could feel pressured to alter their style based on their institution’s 

standards, values, and beliefs (Cunningham et al., 2014; Flores & Park, 2013; Jackson Mercer & 

Stedman, 2008). Classroom environments, students’ experiences, and lack of time due to 

commitments to research and service are other factors that affect faculty sense of efficacy and 

teaching styles (Contreras et al., 2008; Cuellar, 2014; Guild, 1994; Maestas et al., 2007). 

Understanding the relationship between gender and self-efficacy can also have 

implications for practice (Klassen & Chiu, 2010; Pajares, 2005; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 

2011). Faculty and administrators should be aware that gender differences do exist. Nevertheless, 

researchers and practitioners must be careful not to assume that the gap is the same regardless 

age, rank, ethnicity, or even discipline (Johnson et al., 2012; Mehdinezhad, 2012; Tschannen-

Moran et al., 1998) Moreover, although the results of this study indicated that female faculty 

members have a higher sense of efficacy than their male counterparts, it is imperative not to 

assume women are teaching “better” than men (Apple, 1986; Foster, 1993; Dingus, 2008; 



 104  
 

Hoffman, 1981). As an alternative, these results could contribute to investigations on how and 

why teaching style and sense of efficacy differ by gender and the best solution to meet the needs 

of both faculty and students in HSIs (Brown, 1994; Dingus, 2008; Irvine, 2002). 

A final implication for practice and theory is the need for the incorporation of 

professional development opportunities for faculty at HSIs (Dayton,  Gonzalez-Vasquez, 

Martinez, & Plum, 2004; Greenblatt, 1992; Mizell, 2010). The last section of the survey asked 

participants if they had received any form of training, including whether they had attended a 

workshop or professional development in culturally responsive instruction. Interestingly, a 

majority of the participants teaching at these HSIs reported that they had not received 

professional development in culturally responsive instruction. Of the 235 surveyed participants, 

only 73 (31.10%) participants responded that they had received some sort of culturally 

responsive training (see Table 1). The results of this study also indicated that those who had 

received some sort of professional development reported a higher sense of efficacy than those 

who had not. A majority of the participants reported they had not received online professional 

development trainings or attended webinars. However, several studies suggest that those 

educators who receive professional development on teaching strategies are more likely to 

integrate and implement what they learn in their classrooms (Cummins, 2007; Mizell, 2010; 

National Center for Culturally Responsive Education Systems, 2008). Many studies reported that 

many teachers felt unprepared to address the educational needs of culturally diverse students 

(Banks, 2004; Gay, 2002; Sleeter, 2002). Lack of teacher preparation in addressing the academic 

requirements of culturally and linguistically diverse students increased the risk of these groups 

falling behind, failing classes, affecting their GPA, and dropping out of college (Gee, 2004; 

Ladson-Billings, 1992; Nieto, 2002). 
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Villegas and Lucas (2002) delineated six strands that could help prepare culturally 

responsive teachers. They mentioned that professional development in culturally responsive 

literacy instruction should promote:  

 a sociocultural consciousness, 

 an affirming attitude toward students from culturally diverse backgrounds,  

 teacher commitment and skills to act as agents of change,  

 constructivist views of learning,  

 learning about students, and  

 culturally responsive teaching practices.  

Sleeter (2005) emphasized that professional development should cultivate the qualities of 

culturally responsive teachers and build bridges between what is already known and new ideas to 

help students in need. Even though results of this study indicated that those participants who had 

received professional development felt more confident in culturally responsive teaching, ongoing 

training should be offered at every HSI to keep faculty informed of best culturally responsive 

practices. Some professional development opportunities in culturally responsive teaching from 

which faculty would benefit include ways to increase student engagement and home/school 

connections. Professional development that focus on strategies for teaching social vs academic 

language, valuing differences, and teaching minority students, and information on Title IX, 

student globalization, and culturally responsive lesson designs (Mizell, 2010, Rogoff, 1998). 

Professional development in culturally responsive literacy instruction should provide 

different teaching strategies that help educators address the needs of minority students (Klingner 

et al., 2005; Montgomery, 2001; NCCRES, 2008). Professional development in culturally 
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responsive literacy instruction is likely to enhance teacher knowledge and skills related to issues 

of diversity, literacy instruction, student inclusion, and also help lead educators to identify 

implications for instructional and referral practices (Kea et al., 2006; Lee, 1998; Shade et al., 

2004). Professional development that focuses on teaching with a multicultural perspective could 

help teachers understand the ideas and beliefs of students with different backgrounds (Au, 2007; 

Gay, 2002). Trainings that analyze teaching strategies, such as literacy skills, content integration, 

and equity pedagogy, could generate a learning environment that promotes the success of diverse 

populations (Siwatu, 2007; Villegas & Lucas; 2002; Weinstein et al., 2004). Professional 

development opportunities should not be conceptualized as an event, but rather as an ongoing 

process and an opportunity to help teachers expand their knowledge and skills (Mizell, 2010). 

Universities that have implemented professional development opportunities for their employees 

have created an environment of success and a culture of learning (Klingner et al., 2005; Mizell, 

2010;  Montgomery, 2001; Villegas & Lucas; 2002). 

Recommendations for Further Research 

This study provided information regarding faculty sense of efficacy for culturally 

responsive literacy instruction at HSIs. Additionally, it adds to the body of literature on 

culturally responsive teaching and culturally responsive literacy instruction. The instructional 

approach to culturally responsive teaching provides a research-based frame of reference for 

professors to develop their culturally responsive teaching. One future study might be to measure 

students’ perspectives of the extent to which professors are employing culturally responsive 

practices. A second research study could incorporate the development of effective professional 

development workshops in culturally responsive teaching and be used to train faculty how to 

enact culturally responsive practices in the classroom. A third study could employ a survey of 
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faculty at community colleges, private universities, or 4-year institutions that are not identified as 

HSIs to measure their sense of efficacy regarding culturally responsive teaching. Additionally, a 

qualitative study could be completed to analyze why HSI participants in the current study self-

identified as culturally responsive. A final suggestion is to conduct an investigation into why 

female professors in this study outscored male professors in this study on self-efficacy reading, 

self-efficacy visualization, and the use of culturally responsive practices. 

Conclusion 

 Due to the nonprobability nature of the sampling, the external validity of the conclusions 

was limited to the study’s participants because they were not a representative sample of faculty 

at HSIs (Cohen, 1998). The study examined the faculty perceptions and their sense of efficacy 

for providing culturally responsive literacy instruction. The results showed that the study’s 

participants had a strong degree of confidence in performing various strategies in culturally 

responsive literacy instruction, using a variety of practices. Faculty should be knowledgeable of 

culturally responsive teaching and take initiative in closing the academic achievement gaps that 

exist between minority student groups and dominant student groups. Validation theory is a 

strong confidence-builder and empowerment tool that can help achieve this goal. Educators at 

HSIs must help students become critical thinkers, develop a sense of community, and transform 

underserved students into prevailing learners who overcome past oppressions. Critical race 

theory helps to diminish racial stereotypes in education by encouraging teachers to incorporate 

students’ cultural experiences and voice into the academic setting, which might help to promote 

equality in education.  
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Having more students complete a college degree would result in an increase in the 

number of professionals joining the workforce. This would lead to higher salaries, less reliance 

on social support programs, higher retention and degree completion rates, increased academic 

funding, and an expanded federal budget. Educators should address students’ needs based on 

their diverse and colorful cultural backgrounds and not look at them as if they were gray-colored. 

Students need to feel included and must know their input and experiences are understood, 

appreciated, and supported by university personnel. Faculty at HSIs must be prepared 

academically, didactically, intellectually, psychologically, and emotionally to meet the 

educational demands of their students. If faculty possess a high sense of efficacy in culturally 

responsive teaching and learn culturally responsive literacy strategies, they could help increase 

the current 15% college completion rate of Hispanics (Pew Research Center, 2017). Rather than 

building walls around students, faculty members at HSIs should help bridge academic 

achievement gaps and promote student success. 
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Appendix B – Introductory Email 

Dear Faculty Member, 

My name is Tomas Espinosa and I am a Ph.D. Candidate in Curriculum & Instruction at Texas A&M 

University – Corpus Christi. I am conducting a study about faculty sense of efficacy for culturally 

responsive literacy instruction at Hispanic Serving Institutions.  

This study focuses on the faculty perceptions and their sense of efficacy for providing culturally 
responsive literacy instruction through the Department of Curriculum, Instruction, & Learning Sciences 
under the supervision of Dr. Corinne Valadez. Pew Research Center determined that Hispanics are the 

largest minority group enrolled in public universities.  

High school dropout rates among U.S. Hispanics has finally decreased after several decades and Hispanic 

college enrollment has increased, setting a record high. However, only 15% of Hispanic students 

graduate college. This shortage of college completion among Hispanic students is a consequence of lack 
of resources and support, low motivation, failure to attend an academically selective college, and not 
enrolling full-time. Now, educators should take the initiative in closing the academic achievement gaps 

that exist among minority student groups. 

Because you are currently a faculty member at a Hispanic Serving Institution, your opinions are 
important to this study. Thus, I would appreciate your participation on the completion of this survey. 

The survey is organized as a three-part instrument and your responses will be kept confidential.  If you 

click on “agree” at the consent form, you will voluntarily participate in the study.  It takes 15 – 20 

minutes to complete the survey and your participation is highly appreciated.  

Participation on this study is voluntary. The risks are minimal and not greater than those ordinarily 

encountered in daily life. You may decline answering any questions you do not wish to answer. All 
information provided will be considered confidential and grouped with responses from other 
participants. You will not be identified by name in any report or publication resulting from this study. 
The data collected through this study will be kept for a period of three years. 

You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. 

This study has been reviewed and approved through the Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
Institutional Research Board (IRB). If you have questions, you can contact them at 361-825-2497 or 

irb@tamucc.edu. 

For all other questions, or if you would like additional information to assist you in reaching a decision 
about participation, please feel free to contact, Dr. Corinne Valadez at corinne.valadez@tamucc.edu or 

Tomas Espinosa at tomas.espinosa@tamucc.edu 
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Please click on the link below if you wish to complete the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive 
Literacy Instruction in Higher Education  

https://tamucc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3eEqxSn1cU6R4e9 

Thank you for your assistance with this project. 

Yours sincerely, 

Tomas Espinosa, Investigator 
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Appendix C – Consent Form  

Consent Form 

The purpose of this form is to provide you with the information that may affect your decision as to 
whether or not to participate in this research study.  If you decide to participate in the study, this form 

will also be used to record your consent. This study focuses on the faculty perceptions and their sense of 

efficacy for providing culturally responsive literacy instruction.  

What will I be asked to do?  

If you agree to participate in the study, you will be asked to complete a survey questionnaire.  It will 

take 15 - 20 minutes to complete the survey. The survey is organized as a three-part instrument and 

your responses will be kept confidential. 

In Part I, you are asked to consider the combination of your ability, resources, and opportunity to 
provide literacy instruction that is culturally responsive. 

In Part II, you are asked to identify culturally responsive practices for literacy instruction. 

In Part III, you are asked to provide some demographic information. 

What are the risks involved? 

The risks are minimal and not greater than those ordinarily encountered in daily life. 

What are the possible benefits? 

You will receive no direct benefit from participating in the study.  

Do I have to participate? 

No, your participation is voluntary and you may decide to drop out at any time throughout the study 
with no penalties. 

What are the alternatives to being in this study?  

Instead of being in this study, you may choose not to be in the research study. 

Who will know about my participation in this research study?  

The research study is confidential and no identifiers linking you to this study will be included in any 
report that may be published.  Your name will not be collected at any time.  

Who do I contact with questions about the research?  

You may contact the researcher, Dr. Corinne Valadez at corinne.valadez@tamucc.edu and/or Tomas 

Espinosa at tomas.espinosa@tamucc.edu 

Who do I contact about my rights as a research participant? 
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The research study has been reviewed by the Research Compliance Office and the Institutional Review 
Board at Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi.  For research-related problems or questions regarding 

your rights as a research participant, you can email irb@tamucc.edu or call 361-825-2497. 

Agreement to Participate 

Please click the agree button below if you would like to complete the survey and participate in the 
study.  Participants must be 18 years of age or older.  Please click the disagree button below if you do 

not wish to complete the survey and not participate in the study. 

[Agree] 

[Disagree] 
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Appendix D – Follow-up Email  

 

Dear Faculty Member, 

My name is Tomas Espinosa and I am a Ph.D. Candidate in Curriculum & Instruction at Texas A&M 

University – Corpus Christi. Two weeks ago, I sent an email asking for participation in my study. This is a 

friendly reminder to complete the survey if you wish to participate in this study. This is a study about 

faculty sense of efficacy for culturally responsive literacy instruction at Hispanic Serving Institutions.  

The survey is organized as a three-part instrument and your responses will be kept confidential.  If you 

click on “agree” at the consent form, you will voluntarily participate in the study.  It takes 15 – 20 

minutes to complete the survey and your participation is highly appreciated.  

Participation on this study is voluntary. The risks are minimal and not greater than those ordinarily 

encountered in daily life. You may decline answering any questions you do not wish to answer. All 
information provided will be considered confidential and grouped with responses from other 
participants. You will not be identified by name in any report or publication resulting from this study. 
The data collected through this study will be kept for a period of three years. 

You may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled. 

This study has been reviewed and approved through the Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
Institutional Research Board (IRB). If you have questions, you can contact them at 361-825-2497 or 

irb@tamucc.edu. 

For all other questions, or if you would like additional information to assist you in reaching a decision 
about participation, please feel free to contact, Dr. Corinne Valadez at corinne.valadez@tamucc.edu or 

Tomas Espinosa at tomas.espinosa@tamucc.edu  

Please click on the link below if you wish to complete the Self-Efficacy Scale for Culturally Responsive 
Literacy Instruction in Higher Education  

https://tamucc.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_3eEqxSn1cU6R4e9 

Thank you for your assistance with this project. 

Yours sincerely, 

Tomas Espinosa, Investigator 
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Appendix E – Instrument (Survey) 
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