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CULTURAL HUMILITY IN THE CONTEXT OF TEACHER-STUDENT RELATIONSHIPS 
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KATE MCPHEE 
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ABSTRACT 

Though cultural humility is emerging as an important quality for helping professionals 

across many fields of research, it has been minimally explored in the context of primary and sec-

ondary education settings. The purpose of this dissertation is to explore the implications of cul-

tural humility for the professional development of teachers and to investigate the impact of cul-

tural humility for teachers who instruct children with cultural backgrounds that differ from their 

own.  A theoretical argument for incorporating cultural humility into teacher professional devel-

opment programs is presented. This theoretical perspective is examined by extending a recent 

systematic review of research on inservice training to address teacher cultural responsiveness by 

incorporating the construct of cultural humility into this review. Review findings suggest that 

while the literature on teacher professional development for cultural responsiveness is growing, 



 

there are still many methodological and theoretical concerns that limit the evidence-based nature 

of this type of professional development for teachers. A key finding is that cultural humility may 

be a construct that can strengthen the research and practice of professional development address-

ing culturally responsive teaching.  

To further investigate the potential importance of cultural humility in education, an em-

pirical study was designed to develop a data base about the importance of cultural humility for 

teachers who instruct students with cultural backgrounds different from their own. An adapted 

measure of cultural humility was used along with measures of teacher-students relationships and 

externalizing behavior. Data were collected in a racially and socioeconomically diverse school 

district.  Students were asked rate their teacher’s cultural humility as well as the quality of their 

relationship with the teacher. Results suggested that teacher cultural humility is a statistically sig-

nificant, positive moderator of the relationship between students’ perceptions of teacher-student 

relationship quality and externalizing behavior. The magnitude of the moderating effect was sig-

nificantly stronger with boys. Implications are considered for research and the development of 

strategies to use cultural humility to promote culturally responsive teacher student relationships 

with students from culturally diverse backgrounds. 

 

 

 

INDEX WORDS: Cultural Humility, Teacher Professional Development, Teacher-Student Rela-

tionships 
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1 CULTURAL HUMILITY IN TEACHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

Changing demographics in the US student population indicate that classrooms are now 

more racially and socioeconomically diverse than ever (Musu-Gillette, de Brey, McFarland, Hus-

sar, Sonnenberg, & Wilkinson-Flicker, 2017), and that the proportion of students from racial mi-

nority groups in schools is growing at an unprecedented rate (Musu-Gillette et al., 2017). Despite 

this student population shift, teacher demographics remain primarily White and female (USDOE, 

2016). This change in student demographics is troubling because researchers have identified 

clear and persistent disproportionality in discipline practices and special education referrals 

across the country that affect children from racial/ethnic minority and/or low socioeconomic 

backgrounds (e.g. Skiba, Horner, Chung, Rausch, May, & Tobin, 2011; Smolkowski, Girvan, 

McIntosh, Nese, & Horner, 2016; Sullivan & Bal, 2013). In order to correct this disproportional-

ity and provide educational equity for all student populations, teachers will likely need to change 

their pedagogical practices to provide effective education to students from a variety of cultural 

backgrounds (Ladson-Billings, 1995b, 2014). 

Cultural humility, or an attitude of openness towards others of different backgrounds, has 

proven to be a promising concept in multiple helping fields (e.g., Foronda, Baptiste, Reinholdt, 

and Ousman, 2016; Mosher, Hook, Davis, Deblaere, Captari, & Owen, 2017) but is only begin-

ning to emerge as a topic of interest in education (Brown et al., 2016; Lund & Lee, 2015; Tinkler 

& Tinkler, 2016). Cultural humility is part of a multicultural orientation framework that de-

scribes a general unassuming and unoppressive way of being with others (Owen, Tao, Leach, & 

Rodolfa, 2011). Practitioners with cultural humility tend to form better relationships with their 

clients, as they are perceived as more trustworthy and commit fewer microaggressions during 
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service provision (Davis et al., 2018). Though the role of cultural humility has been minimally 

explored in education, this paper proposes that, like practitioners in other helping fields, teachers 

can be more effective in their practice if they work from a culturally humble orientation. This pa-

per will integrate the concept of cultural humility with prevailing theories of culturally respon-

sive practice and pedagogy to strengthen current thinking about effective teacher practice and to 

evaluate the state of teacher professional development around these topics. 

To examine how cultural humility can theoretically help enhance effective teacher prac-

tice, it is necessary to understand what practices are currently being encouraged for working with 

racially and socioeconomically diverse students. Thus, through this paper we will also conduct 

an examination of the research on professional development for teacher culturally responsive 

teacher practice. Though culturally responsive teaching has been discussed frequently in the pro-

fessional education literature, few studies have rigorously examined the effects of professional 

development programs on teachers’ cultural responsiveness in the classroom (Bottiani, Larson, 

Debnam, Bischoff & Bradshaw, 2018; Parkhouse, Lu, & Massaro, 2019; Sleeter, 2012). Bottiani 

et al. (2018) conducted a systematic review of this literature from 1998-2014 and found that no 

articles met standards of generalizable, evidenced-based practice. Understanding more about 

how these studies, as well as any that have been published since 2014, encouraged cultural hu-

mility as part of their training efforts will help provide more guidance on how professional de-

velopment can be improved in the future to help teachers serve children with more cultural hu-

mility. This paper not only extends Bottiani et al.’s work but also expands it to examine whether 

cultural humility is being encouraged in current inservice teacher professional development pro-

grams. 

Cultural Humility and Culturally Responsive Teaching 
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Cultural humility may provide a productive way to strengthen culturally responsive prac-

tice and pedagogy. A helping professional with cultural humility is one who is open to others’ 

ways of knowing the world, is self-aware, is devoted to self-reflection and critique, and is willing 

to dismantle power imbalances in helping relationships (Foronda et al., 2016; Tervalon & Mur-

ray-Garcia, 1998). Cultural humility is a promising concept for education, as research in other 

helping fields has demonstrated more effective outcomes for clients who are being served by cul-

turally humble practitioners (Hook et al., 2013). Cultural humility has been adopted as an im-

proved alternative to multicultural competence in fields such as medicine (Chang, Simon, & 

Dong, 2012; Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998), social work (Fisher-Borne, Cain, & Martin, 

2015), and counseling (Hook, Davis, Owen, & Deblaere, 2017; Hook, Davis, Owen, Worthing-

ton, & Utsey, 2013). However, it has only been preliminarily considered as a way to conceptual-

ize best teacher practice in elementary and secondary education settings (Brown et al., 2016; 

Lund & Lee, 2015; Tinkler & Tinkler, 2016).  

Cultural humility may fill a hole in the education research literature about multicultural 

competence when it comes to fleshing out how teachers should approach working with students 

who are different from them. Guo, Arthur, & Lund (2009) found that training programs for 

teacher cultural competence were ineffective with teachers because they emphasized a finite set 

of knowledge and skills that one can attain to meet the needs of all students. This was problem-

atic as it encouraged an “other” view of someone with difference and primarily focused on inte-

grating students into the mainstream culture instead of validating and empowering the diversity 

of their students’ cultural experience. Parkhouse et al. (2019) reviewed the literature about multi-

cultural teacher education and found that many studies failed to sufficiently challenge ethnocen-

tric beliefs and attitudes that teachers held, sometimes increasing stereotyped and/or essentialist 
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views of students from racial and socioeconomic minority groups. Teacher training for cultural 

responsiveness should be shifted away from a set of practices and more to a fluid way of think-

ing, acting, and adapting during interactions with people who are different (Lund & Lee, 2015). 

Cultural humility is consistent with Lund and Lee’s (2015) description, as it is an attitude that 

enables practitioners to engage in a variety of situations and skills from a more open, sensitive, 

and reflective position (Davis et al., 2018; Owen et al., 2011). Though a culturally humble pro-

fessional should engage in some regular practices to enhance their service provision, cultural hu-

mility is not a skill or practice-based concept (Davis et al., 2018; Owen et al., 2011). It should be 

thought of as a precursor to multiculturally competent practice; a philosophical position that in-

fluences the way one carries out specific skills and interventions. Thus, cultural humility can im-

prove theoretical and practical thinking about preparing teachers to work with a wide-range of 

students from an overarching and open multicultural orientation.  

The components of cultural humility were operationalized by Foronda et al. (2016), who 

analyzed the published research on cultural humility in order to generate common attributes and 

consequences of the term. The resulting components of cultural humility were openness, self-

awareness, egolessness, supportive interactions, and self-reflection/self-critique. Cultural humil-

ity is a subskill of overall relational humility. Whereas relational humility describes an individ-

ual’s ability to be other-oriented, express positivity towards others, regulate self-oriented emo-

tions, and accurately view himself/herself (Davis et al., 2010), cultural humility focuses these 

qualities one’s attitude towards their own and others’ cultural experiences. The consequences 

(outcomes) associated with culturally humble practice were mutual empowerment for helping 

professionals and their clients, respect, optimal care, and lifelong learning for practitioners 

(Foronda et al., 2016 p. 212). These components align very well with tenants of culturally 
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responsive practice and pedagogy for educators, as defined by the most widely used conceptuali-

zations of cultural responsiveness (i.e., Gay, 2002; 2010; Ladson-Billings, 1994; 1995a; 1995b; 

2014). Gay (2010) defined culturally responsive practice as “using the cultural knowledge, prior 

experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to make 

learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them” (p. 31). Ladson-Billings (1994) de-

fined culturally responsive pedagogy (it has been recently renamed, ‘culturally sustaining peda-

gogy’; Paris, 2012) as teaching that “empowers students intellectually, socially, emotionally, and 

politically using cultural references to impart knowledge, skills, and attitudes” (pp. 16-17). Table 

1.1 summarizes the alignment of attributes of cultural humility with principles of culturally re-

sponsive practice and culturally responsive pedagogy. Hereafter, both culturally responsive prac-

tice and culturally responsive pedagogy will be combined and referred to as culturally responsive 

teaching (CRT; for a more detailed description of the similarities and differences between prac-

tice and pedagogy, see Aronson & Laughter, 2016).  

Cultural humility requires that a practitioner be aware of his/her own cultural biases and 

experiences and commit to an ongoing reflection of how these biases and experiences influence 

his/her practice with clients (Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998; Waters & Asbill, 2013). Simi-

larly, CRT calls for teachers to build their own ongoing socio-political consciousness and grow 

to a full understanding of why culture and difference are vitally important to address explicitly in 

their classrooms (Ladson-Billings, 2014; Gay, 2010). It is a key feature in CRT theories that 

practitioners never expect to arrive at a fixed level of competence about the way cultural experi-

ence affects their clients’/students’ identities; instead, helpers must be constantly open to learn-

ing and improving their practice for the benefit of those they are helping (Ladson-Billings, 2014; 

Foronda et al., 2016).  
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Culturally humble practice also means that practitioners should be open to hearing others’ 

cultural experiences instead of assuming they can be easily understood  (Foronda et al., 2016). 

Congruent with this idea, Gay (2010) writes that CRT requires educators to examine and replace 

deficit perspectives of students’ cultures and engage in cultural knowledge building, while teach-

ing students to do the same. Ladson-Billings (2014) notes that constant openness is necessary for 

teachers to remain adept at how best to know and connect with their students.  

Culturally humble practice is also characterized by supportive relationships between 

helpers and those whom they are helping (Foronda et al., 2016). CRT requires teachers to set 

high expectations for students and to commit to helping them academically, socially, and emo-

tionally so that they can succeed (Gay, 2002, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 1995a, 1995b). Cultural hu-

mility leads to mutual empowerment of the practitioner and client as the practitioner exposes and 

challenges perceived power structures in the helping relationship (Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 

1998; Waters & Asbill, 2013). Similarly, CRT calls for teachers to empower students by helping 

them connect diverse home cultures with what is often a monolithic school culture so that stu-

dents can better succeed in systems with unspoken cultural norms (Ladson-Billings, 1995a, 

1995b). This can be accomplished by pointing out student strengths and helping students develop 

critical thinking skills and socio-political consciousness about education and their place in soci-

ety, thereby enabling students to take pride in their cultures and better advocate for themselves at 

school.  

Finally, the purposes for practicing with cultural humility and CRT are shared, as both 

aim to enhance service provision for all cultural groups. Cultural humility calls for practitioners 

to work from an unassuming standpoint in order to encourage optimal and equitable care for all 

populations (Foronda et al., 2016; Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998; Waters & Asbill, 2013). 



7 

 

 

 

The goal of CRT is also to promote the socially just, optimal, and equitable education for all stu-

dents (Gay, 2002, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2014; Paris, 2012; Villegas-Lucas, 2002).  

Thus, it is clear that cultural humility is well aligned with major tenants of CRT. The 

point of this paper is not to suggest a replacement of CRT theory, about which a significant liter-

ature has been thoughtfully established. Instead, this paper argues that cultural humility can be a 

helpful addition to CRT theory for a number of reasons. Cultural humility is particularly helpful 

because it is not primarily a set of competencies that are specific to a classroom or office, but in-

stead it is a way of being within a diverse environment. This makes cultural humility even more 

useful for schools because it is relevant to all school staff as it provides general outlines for the 

attitudes of a culturally humble helping professional; teachers, administrators and support staff 

can all do their jobs informed by the same tenants of cultural humility. Additionally, culturally 

humble practice has applications at the individual and systemic level, as the tenants apply to one-

on-one interactions between people within an organization and for how organizations as a whole 

(such as schools) serve diverse populations and interact with their communities in general (Ter-

valon & Murray-Garcia, 1998). In order to propose exactly how cultural humility can enhance 

CRT, it needs to be known what is currently being encouraged and found effective in teacher 

preparation for cultural responsiveness.   

Inservice Professional Development for Culturally Responsive Teaching 

There is a need for empirical studies of professional development programs aimed to in-

crease culturally responsive practice and pedagogy (e.g., Bottiani et al., 2018; Parkhouse et al., 

2019; Sleeter, 2012). Theoretically, CRT professional development efforts should be able to help 

teachers meet the diverse needs of all their students (e.g., Ladson-Billings, 1995b; Gay, 2002; 

Villegas & Lucas, 2002). Whether through increasing teachers’ culturally competent skills or 
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changing their attitudes towards student diversity, it is expected that training teachers to be more 

culturally responsive will help close gaps in discipline/special education disproportionality and 

student achievement between demographic groups (Ladson-Billings, 1995b; Gay, 2002). Yet, 

few studies of teacher professional development programs have demonstrated these outcomes 

(Bottiani et al., 2018; Parkhouse et al., 2019; Sleeter, 2012). Even further, few studies of teacher 

professional development programs to increase cultural responsiveness have met standards of ev-

idenced-based practice that would encourage generalizability for other settings and populations 

(Bottiani et al., 2018). Aronson and Laughter (2016) reviewed 45 studies of culturally responsive 

educational practices and concluded there was evidence across all school subjects demonstrating 

that CRT improves student achievement, engagement in school, and lifelong learning practices. 

This would suggest that there are culturally responsive instructional strategies that benefit stu-

dent outcomes. However, the lack of empirically-validated inservice professional development 

programs to increase teachers’ CRT is troubling.   

There have been two recent reviews of the literature around professional development for 

CRT. Parkhouse et al. (2019) reviewed 40 studies of professional development programs for in-

service teachers, administrators, and support staff from around the world. Their findings sug-

gested that there is a significant variance in the type of research available evaluating such pro-

grams. In fact, no conclusions could be drawn about the comparative effectiveness of the studies 

because they varied so widely in terms of focus, methodology, and theoretical approaches. Par-

khouse et al. recommended that future studies of teacher professional development should build 

on the small amount of research that has been conducted so that comparisons can be made about 

the effectiveness of certain training techniques. Additionally, Parkhouse et al. raised questions 

about the overall approaches to professional development for teachers, suggesting that new 
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theoretical frameworks may need to incorporate humility, and a specific focus on educational eq-

uity and teacher reflection.  

 Bottiani et al. (2018) published a review of the literature about inservice teacher profes-

sional development to increase culturally responsive teacher practice. Their review suggested 

that only ten studies of professional development for culturally responsive teacher practice were 

published between 1998 and 2014, and none of these studies met rigorous standards of general-

izable, evidenced-based practice. Interestingly, though the Parkhouse et al. (2019) paper and the 

Bottiani et al. paper review studies about similar constructs during the same time frame, none of 

the studies included in their reviews overlapped. This would suggest that there needs to be better 

consistency in methodological review procedures and inclusion criteria so that a full picture of 

the literature can be established for future researchers and school personnel attempting to make 

research-based decisions. However, both reviewers arrived at similar conclusions: First, the pau-

city of research in this area makes it impossible for schools to implement empirically-validated 

professional development; both studies concluded that more rigorous research needs to be con-

ducted to strengthen theoretical and practical knowledge in the field. Second, both papers recom-

mend the development of consistent operational definitions of culturally responsive practices, 

suggesting a better understanding of these factors would likely allow for a better assessment of 

the effects of CRP training for teachers (proximal outcomes) and could yield programs/practices 

that are better prepared for dissemination and generalizability. Bottiani et al. also recommended 

the development of psychometrically valid measures to assess professional development regard-

ing CRT and a thorough exploration of the distal outcomes of culturally responsive teacher train-

ing. This would include an examination of the effects that professional development should have 

on student-level (i.e., impacts on discipline or achievement data), and school-level variables (i.e., 
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perceptions of school climate). Enhancing understanding of these factors would allow for rigor-

ous experimental designs that could more robustly assess the effectiveness of professional devel-

opment for culturally responsive practice in schools. This paper proposes that incorporating cul-

tural humility will help researchers address some of the problems with current CRT training re-

search that Bottiani et al. and Parkhouse et al. outlined.  

As the necessity of culturally responsive practice within schools has become more widely 

realized, it is possible that more recent research has produced studies that would meet the guide-

lines for evidenced-based practice used in the Bottiani et al. (2018) study, which only reviewed 

studies published through 2014. The Parkhouse et al. (2019) study evaluated articles published 

through December 1st, 2017, but they did not evaluate the studies for whether they met standards 

for evidence-based research. Both studies asked important questions that should be followed up 

with reviews of more recent years of research. Their methodology differed in a few ways. Par-

khouse et al. used a larger range and combination of search terms and included articles from any 

country. This was in contrast to Bottiani et al., who utilized a shorter string of search terms and 

only included articles from the United States. In addition to their differing search terms, the level 

of detail described in the methodology was different between both papers. The inclusion criteria 

for the Bottiani et al. paper was clear and systematic, described in a narrative and summarized in 

a table. The Parkhouse et al. paper described the inclusion criteria in narrative format, but it was 

not as specific as the Bottiani et al. criteria, making it open to more subjectivity in replication. 

Additionally, Bottiani et al. followed a detailed procedure during the elimination phase of the re-

view, which was described more clearly than the procedure used in the Parkhouse study. Thus, 

Bottiani et al. was much more explicit and systematic with their methodology, making it possible 

to replicate with greater reliability. Thus, in order to evaluate the use of cultural humility in 
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teacher professional development practices, this paper will describe an extension of their review 

from 2014-2018 that may help inform education professionals and researchers who are hoping to 

improve the cultural responsiveness of teacher practice and pedagogy. 

Proposed components of professional development to increase teachers’ cultural humility 

Using cultural humility to help provide answers to the questions raised by Bottiani et al. 

(2018) requires operationalizing the components of a professional development program that 

might increase teachers’ cultural humility. A few preservice education programs have begun to 

analyze the development of cultural humility within teacher candidates (Brown et al., 2016; 

Lund & Lee, 2015; Tinkler & Tinkler, 2016), and have outlined practices that have preliminary 

evidence of effectiveness. Additionally, researchers in other fields have discussed best practices 

needed to encourage cultural humility in helping professionals (e.g., Chang et al., 2012; Fisher-

Borne et al., 2015). A synthesis of those five publications, along with guidelines on the general 

goals and intended outcomes of practicing with cultural humility (Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 

1998; Waters & Asbill, 2013) has resulted in a list of four proposed elements of a professional 

development programs to increase cultural humility in teachers. 

1. The first proposed element of cultural humility development is that the intended outcome 

of the PD is attitudinally transformative. By transformative, we mean that researchers should ex-

pect for the professional development program to have robust impacts along multiple levels of 

outcomes – including teacher self-reported change (beliefs/attitudes/knowledge), observable 

teacher behavioral change, and improvements in student behavior and/or achievement. Embrac-

ing the beliefs of a culturally humble worldview is a prerequisite to incorporating specific CRT 

skills into teachers’ current practices. Learning to live from a culturally humble orientation re-

quires participants to do meaningful introspective work into their own cultural identity and their 
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corresponding beliefs/actions. Lund and Lee (2015) suggested that participants should “move be-

yond superficial understandings of diversity toward critical reflections about their own identities 

and experiences as they are nestled within complex hierarchies of social class, sexual orientation, 

gender, and racialization” (p. 363).  

The goal of transforming teachers’ mindsets is consistent with the highest recommendations 

for CRT training. For example, Aronsen & Laughter (2016) argued that, “to be effective, [CRT] 

must be embraced more fully as a guiding ethos for every aspect of the classroom, a highly at-

tuned pedagogy that drives effective teaching” (p. 198). If a teacher fully embraces a culturally 

humble attitude, the effects of professional development for CRT should be observable in many 

different aspects of the classroom (including teacher beliefs/knowledge, teacher behavior, and 

student outcomes). Additionally, collecting comprehensive outcome data from multiple sources 

allows for quality feedback for teachers consistent with researchers recommendations for quality 

evaluations (Darling-Hammond, 2014). A recent study found that teachers consider specific, fre-

quent, and evidence-based feedback to be the most useful for their professional growth (Liu, Vi-

sone, Mongillo, & Lisi, 2019). Thus, collecting comprehensive data that can be used to provide 

specific feedback may further transformational CRT training.  

Current goals for teacher change in professional development for CRT vary widely. Though 

changing knowledge/beliefs and developing skills are two common purposes for professional de-

velopment (Bottiani et al., 2018; Aronson & Laughter, 2016), many studies over simplify the 

conceptualization of cultural responsiveness and in turn undermine the extent to which teachers 

have to fully adopt CRT beliefs in order to be effective in CRT practices (Aronson & Laughter, 

2016; Ladson-Billings, 2014).  It is important that training to increase cultural humility be fo-

cused on authentically challenging participants’ ways of thinking about culture, and thus 
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imparting meaningful skills of deep reflection and a commitment to more effective interactions 

with diverse students. We, along with others (Chang et al., 2012, Fisher-Borne et al., 2015) argue 

that the goal of transformation is a crucial first step in increasing participants’ openness to and 

positive views about cultures different from their own.  

2. Another proposed facet of training to increase levels of cultural humility is the presence 

of explicit teaching about privilege, power, oppression and its effects in public education (e.g., 

disproportionate discipline practices, etc.; Lund & Lee, 2015; Tinkler & Tinkler, 2016). Par-

khouse et al. (2019) found that previous studies vary on their inclusion of such training, some 

tending to avoid the tension and defensiveness that can arise from such topics. However, this ex-

plicit teaching is necessary to give teachers knowledge and awareness of issues that can inspire 

critical self-reflection about their own cultural identities (Lund & Lee, 2015). Additionally, cul-

tural humility calls for helping professionals to correct power imbalances where none ought to 

exist (Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998; Waters & Asbill, 2013). Being aware of the power im-

balances in education due to cultural differences is the first step to correcting those imbalances 

(Ladson-Billings, 1995b, 2014). This requires that training explicitly inform participants about 

the inequities that exist within the US education system, and that trainees become aware of how 

privileged teacher identities can augment these inequities in the classroom (de Freitas & 

McAuley, 2008).  

3. A proposed third element of professional development to increase cultural humility is 

providing time for participants to engage in critical self-reflection of their current beliefs about 

and actions towards people who are different from them, as a commitment to ongoing critical 

self-reflection is an important component of cultural humility (Foronda et al., 2016; Tervalon & 

Murray-Garcia, 1998). These continual reflective opportunities should be individual (written 
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and/or with a mentor) and collective (group discussion) (Fisher-Borne et al., 2015; Lund & Lee, 

2015; Ross, 2010). Fisher-Borne et al. (2015) suggests that reflective opportunities should occur 

at institutional and personal levels in order to bring awareness of systemic and personal contribu-

tions to service disparities or clients from diverse backgrounds. Parkhouse et al. (2019) conclude 

that, “PD providers may want to consider Marshall et al.’s (2012) recommendation to have 

teachers not only reflect but also ‘unpack contradictions between their professed beliefs, their 

teaching practices, and their explanations for those teaching practices’” (p. 450).  Structured time 

of reflection that addresses these issues will likely help participants achieve a deeper understand-

ing and personal commitment to practice with cultural humility, as well as provide examples of 

the types of the reflections that will be most useful to them outside of the training environment.  

4. Part of being culturally humble is being aware that one cannot do all the work towards 

equity by oneself (Waters & Asbill, 2013). Thus, the fourth proposed tenant of training for in-

creased cultural humility is that the training program encourages collaborative action outside the 

classroom, such as advocacy on behalf of students and school-family-community partnerships. 

Tervalon & Murray-Garcia (1998) write that outside work with the public and community agen-

cies ensures that the professional has continued awareness of salient issues in the field that can 

spark self-reflection about the context of diverse populations and increase humility and equity in 

practice. It also demonstrates an orientation towards social justice, which is implicit and neces-

sary for a culturally humble practitioner (Lund & Lee, 2015; Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998; 

Waters & Asbill, 2013). As a means of training, developing family and community partnerships 

may help develop practitioners’ cultural humility. Brown et al., (2016) describe a university 

course for preservice teachers that is completely focused on increasing cultural humility through 

developing stronger family partnerships, suggesting that humility can be expanded through an 
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exposure to family structures and cultures that are different from one’s own. Experience with 

working with communities and families while also undergoing CRT training may help teachers 

develop the critical consciousness necessary to combat the “savior” complex that can develop n 

privileged practitioners (e.g., Straubhaar, 2015). Additionally, it has been theorized that altruism 

is closely related to the development of true humility (Ashton, Lee, & de Vries, 2014). Thus, 

professional development efforts for increasing cultural humility should encourage educators to 

advocate for and collaborate with families and communities to work to achieve justice.  

Guiding Questions 

For the purpose of providing recommendations for how cultural humility can improve 

teacher preparation for CRT, this paper extends the Bottiani et al. (2018) systematic review to 

include articles published between 2014-2018.  To examine the growing literature related to in-

service training for CRT that has been produced in that time frame, this paper will follow the 

same inclusion criteria and evaluative processes established by Bottiani et al. Additionally, the 

articles included in this review and in the Bottiani et al. review will be examined for the presence 

of the four proposed methods for increasing teachers’ cultural humility. Thus, this paper will ex-

amine if and how cultural humility is being encouraged in the empirical literature around profes-

sional development for CRT. Implications and recommendations for future research and training 

processes will be discussed.  

This review has two guiding research questions:  

1) What empirically valid studies of professional development for CRT have been pub-

lished between 2014 and 2018 and how are they characterized using the evaluation procedures 

outlined by Bottiani et al. 2018? 
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2) What (if any) strategies are being incorporated in professional development pro-

grams/practices for CRT that encourage educators’ cultural humility? 

Method 

To answer research question 1, the search, screening and evaluation methods outlined by 

Bottiani et al. (2018) were followed as closely as possible with one notable exception: the search 

was limited to articles published between January 1st, 2014 and December 31st, 2018. The inclu-

sion criteria were identical to Bottiani et al. and defined using a PICO framework (Population, 

Intervention, Comparators, and Outcomes; Schardt, Adams, Owens, Keitz, & Fontelo, 2007). 

The population of interest was defined as inservice teachers or school administrators who prac-

tice in US schools with a general education population. The interventions of focus were those in-

tended to promote teachers’ cultural responsiveness and related student outcomes with inservice 

teachers and/or school administrators. Comparators is used to describe designs that have a con-

trol group; Bottiani et al. did not require the interventions to have a control group, though they 

did require that all included articles report qualitative or quantitative results (as opposed to just 

describing the professional development program). Finally, the outcomes of interest included 

both proximal outcomes (e.g., teacher attitudes and CRT practices), and distal outcomes (e.g., 

disparities in achievement and discipline between students). 

Identical to Bottiani et al. (2018), the Boolean search phrase was as follows: ““school” or 

“teacher” or “classroom” AND “culturally responsive” or “disproportionality” or “discipline 

gap” or “cultural proficiency” AND “study” or “empirical” or “research” NOT “special educa-

tion”” (Bottiani et al., 2018 p. 369). Additionally, the centralized EBSCOHost search function 

was used to search Academic Search Complete, ERIC, PsychINFO, and The Sociological Col-

lection. The Sociological Collection was substituted for the Social Sciences Full Text database 
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used by Bottiani et al. because University Library Services were unable to access Social Sciences 

Full Text. However, none of the final included articles were indexed in this database, so it is 

likely that this substitution made little difference in the overall search process.  

The search results were reviewed, and articles were systematically eliminated if they did 

not meet the inclusion criteria specified in the Bottiani et al. (2018) paper (summarized above). 

On the few occasions when it was unclear how to apply the inclusion criteria, the first author 

consulted with one other member of the research team who had extensive research experience to 

reach a consensus about whether the article should be included. This consultation was necessary 

for four articles at the last stage of elimination; one article of the four was ultimately included in 

the review.   

After a final list was generated, the articles were classified by their study design, sample 

and setting, definition of CRT, intervention characteristics, staff and/or student outcome 

measures, and findings. Following the procedure of Bottiani et al. (2018), the quality of the stud-

ies was then further evaluated using guidelines set forth for quantitative (Gottfredson et al., 

2015) and qualitative (Creswell & Miller, 2000) research. For quantitative studies, the following 

aspects were examined: 1) statistical conclusion validity, which refers to the use of appropriate 

statistical analysis to relate the intervention to the outcome; 2) internal validity, which refers to 

whether causal inferences can be made about the intervention on the outcome variable; 3) con-

struct validity, which refers to the validity of measurement approaches; and 4) external validity, 

which refers to whether it can be concluded about how the findings might generalize to other 

sample populations. These characteristics were compared with best practice outlined by Gott-

fredson et al. (2015) and the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) standards for evidence-based 

research (What Works Clearinghouse, 2017). For qualitative and mixed-methods studies, the 



18 

 

 

 

following aspects of qualitative study validity were examined: triangulation, disconfirming evi-

dence, researcher reflexivity, member checks, external auditors, peer debriefing, audit trail, pro-

longed field engagements, thick detailed description and particularizability. These characteristics 

were compared with best practice outlined by Creswell and Miller (2000) and the APA Publica-

tions and Communications Board Working Group on Journal Article Reporting Standards 

(Levitt, Bamberg, Creswell, Frost, Josselson, & Suarez-Orozco, 2018).  

Finally, the list of articles included in this study, as well as the list of articles generated 

by Bottiani et al. (2018) were analyzed for the inclusion of practices to encourage the develop-

ment of cultural humility within teachers and school administrators. The described interventions 

were read closely to determine if: 1) the goals of the intervention were transformative. Specifi-

cally, we were looking for articles to explicitly state the importance of teacher mindset, behavior, 

and student outcomes for successful CRT and distinct steps to change/influence/measure all three 

outcomes; 2) There was education about education inequity as part of the training program; 3) 

There was time for critical reflection in an individual and/or group setting; and 4) the program 

encouraged collaboration with outside/community agencies. The articles were read closely for 

the presence of these proposed practices, and, if the practice was present, its application was de-

scribed. 

Results 

The search from 2014-2018 initially yielded 415 articles. Abstracts were reviewed for the 

above inclusion criteria (e.g., the research was conducted in the United States, the articles de-

scribed an intervention to improve CRT), and 60 articles were retained from the original 415. 

The abstracts for these 60 articles were read again, and 24 were further excluded because the ar-

ticle did not report results or because the intervention was not completed directly with in-service 



19 

 

 

 

teachers or administrators (interventions done with preservice teachers or other school support 

staff were excluded). The remaining 36 articles were read in their entirety to assess for the inclu-

sion criteria. Twenty articles were further excluded after this close read due to one or more of the 

exclusion criteria that was not previously clear from the abstract, leaving 16 peer-reviewed arti-

cles eligible for inclusion from the 5-year period of 2014-2018. The key aims and findings from 

these articles are described below and summarized in Table 1.2. What follows are the findings 

from the review which include descriptions of the features of each intervention, the methodologi-

cal characteristics of each intervention, a description of the impact of each article, and a review 

of the aspects of cultural humility in each article.   

Features of Inservice Interventions from 2014-2018 

This section provides an overview of the characteristics of each intervention. The first 

section, target for change, reviews each intervention’s targeted population and general proce-

dures. The sections mode of delivery, dosage, and implementation review the method of training 

delivery, the frequency, intensity and duration of each intervention, and the person responsible 

for implementing each intervention. The last sections describe whether the intervention was vol-

untary or mandatory, and whether it was directed towards a specific cultural group or generaliza-

ble for all student groups.  

Target for change. All but two reviewed articles reported results from different interven-

tions directed at improving CRT with inservice teachers. Two studies (Gregory et al., 2016 and 

Gregory et al., 2014) reported results from a trial of the My Teaching Partner – Secondary 

(MTP-S); the first article is from the initial year of the intervention and the second article reports 

results for the two years following. Three other studies used previously developed intervention or 

training programs, including Instructional Conversations (Portes, Canche, Boada, & Whatley, 
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2018), Double Check/Classroom Check Up (Bradshaw, Pas, Bottiani, Reinke, Herman, Rosen-

berg, 2018), the Culturally Responsive Instruction Observation Protocol (Powell, Cantrell, Malo-

Juvera, & Correll, 2016), and Invitational Education practice (Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017). The 

other 11 studies evaluated the implementation of an intervention that was of original design.  

Ten of the included studies focused on improving both teacher knowledge and skills for 

working with culturally diverse students. Bradshaw et al. (2018) worked in 12 schools with 158 

teachers to reduce disproportionality in office discipline referrals and special education referrals 

through professional development combined with coaching. McKenney et al. (2017) did consul-

tation with three elementary school teachers to increase their knowledge of and skills in class-

room management and cultural responsiveness. Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) conducted a profes-

sional learning community with five educators in one elementary school aimed at encouraging 

reflective practice and broadening perspectives of diversity. Parker et al. (2017) summarized the 

themes from end-of-semester projects from a university course for inservice teachers about cul-

tural responsiveness. Powell et al. (2016) aimed to increase 27 teachers’ use of culturally rele-

vant instruction through professional development and one year of coaching. Brown and Crippen 

(2016) conducted six Saturday workshops to help high school science teachers collaborate for 

more culturally responsive lesson planning. Cavanagh et al. (2014) worked with Latino parents 

and students to design a school-based intervention to help better connect them to the school envi-

ronment. Sigman et al. (2014) conducted three different weeklong workshops to connect science 

teachers in rural Alaska with local scientists and native experts. Bequette (2014) described an in-

tervention that invited Ojibwe artists to teach 50 art teachers in the Midwest about how to incor-

porate indigenous art styles and culture into their classrooms. Dorado et al. (2016) used training 
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and consultation to implement trauma-informed care to a Californian school district with a large 

population of trauma-impacted students.  

Four studies (Fallon et al., 2018, Gregory et al., 2014; Gregory et al., 2016; Portes et al., 

2018) primarily focused on improving teacher skills in the classroom. Fallon et al. (2018) aimed 

to increase three middle school teachers’ use of culturally and contextually relevant strategies in 

the classroom. Both Gregory et al. (2014, 2016) papers describe the effects from different years 

of the same intervention aimed at reducing disproportionality in office discipline referrals for Af-

rican American students. Portes et al. (2018) trained teachers of English Language Learner stu-

dents to use the Instructional Conversations intervention in order to help improve achievement 

for all students (including ELL students). Two studies (Ezzani, 2014; McKoy et al., 2017) fo-

cused on improving teacher knowledge/attitudes only. Ezzani (2014) targeted improving dis-

course around diversity issues among adults in one Texas school district. McKoy et al. (2017) 

trained 18 music teachers in the Southeast in a weeklong workshop to incorporate diverse styles 

of music in their classrooms in a culturally responsive manner.  

Mode of delivery. The two most common approaches to training were workshop-type 

professional development (7 studies) and a workshop-type professional development accompa-

nied with ongoing coaching and/or consultation (7 studies). The professional development activi-

ties varied from study to study and included didactics, lesson plan development, group discus-

sion, and individual written reflection. Parker et al. (2017) described the use of an assignment in 

a university course to help teachers process their behavioral expectations for one child, and then 

to design a culturally appropriate intervention for that child. Three studies helped participants de-

velop culturally responsive lesson plans by bringing in experts from the community or including 

training content to help participants broaden their understanding of local culture (Bequette et al., 
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2014; McKoy et al., 2017; Sigman et al., 2014). Ongoing coaching and consultation relied on 

feedback from observations and/or video clips to help teachers understand their strengths and ar-

eas for growth in CRT (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Fallon et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2014, 2016; 

Portes et al., 2018). McKenney et al. (2017) was the only study that did not incorporate specific 

workshop-type professional development and only used the consultation process to improve 

teachers’ classroom management and cultural responsiveness. The three teachers described in the 

study all received different types of one-on-one professional instruction depending on their spe-

cific strengths and weaknesses. One study (Cavannagh et al., 2014) did not specify the type of 

professional development the teachers experienced as part of the intervention; it is described as 

“training in restorative justice,” and did not describe the mode of delivery, dosage, those respon-

sible for the implementation, or whether participation was voluntary or specific. 

Dosage. The interventions varied widely in their frequency (e.g., number of sessions per 

week/month), intensity (e.g., how long each session met), and duration (e.g., how long the total 

intervention time was). Most articles reported at least one of these measures, but few studies re-

ported all three of them. Three studies (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Parker et 

al., 2017) did not report any dosage information, though Bradshaw et al. (2018) did refer to an-

other article that describes the intervention in depth. The Parker et al. (2017) study reported find-

ings from four semesters of a university course project but did not detail the time students spent 

on the project or the length and frequency of classes. Three interventions (Dorado et al., 2016; 

Gregory et al., 2016; Portes et al., 2018) had a fairly extensive duration (over 1 year), and three 

interventions (Ezzani et al., 2014; McKoy et al., 2017, & Sigman et al., 2014) were more limited 

(5 days or less). Ezzani et al. (2014) had the least dosage of the described interventions, with pro-

fessional development sessions for teachers occurring 1 hour per semester for 3 years. The 
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remaining interventions reported durations between 6 days and 1 year of biweekly coaching.  

Overall, there was enough dosage information to note the considerable variability between inter-

vention efforts.  

Implementation. All but two articles (Brown & Crippen, 2016; Cavanagh et al., 2014) 

noted who was responsible for implementing the intervention. Four studies (Bradshaw et al., 

2018; Fallon et al., 2018; Parker et al., 2017; Powell et al., 2016) noted that the researchers con-

ducted the training, coaching sessions and/or observations. Three studies (Bequette, 2014; Do-

rado et al., 2016; McKoy et al., 2017) added outside experts to the research team, all of whom 

completed the training efforts together. Five studies (Gregory et al., 2014, 2016; Sigman et al., 

2014; Portes et al., 2018; McKenney et al., 2017) noted that outside experts alone were responsi-

ble for implementing the intervention efforts. In the Portes et al. (2017) study, participants 

tracked their own data during the year of intervention implementation. Finally, two studies noted 

that the participants were responsible for leading the intervention themselves: in the Ezzani 

(2014) study, school staff led local trainings after attending a one-day workshop conducted by 

district administration. In the Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) study, teachers participated in a profes-

sional learning community (PLC) used the I-CORT framework to guide themselves through a 

conversation each week. However, the principal investigator in the Allen and Fitzgerald study 

was involved in the PLC and was considered the lead facilitator.   

Voluntary or mandated participation. Seven studies did not report whether participa-

tion in the intervention was mandatory for school staff. Eight studies noted that participation in 

the intervention was voluntary, and one study (Dorado et al., 2016) indicated that participation 

for school staff at the schools participating in the intervention was mandatory.  
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Specific to cultural group or generalizable. Ten studies did not specify a target student 

population or school subject matter as a focus for the intervention, which suggested that these in-

terventions were generalizable to CRT practices with all student groups. Two studies focused on 

indigenous populations; one targeted rural Alaskan communities (Sigman et al., 2014), and one 

targeted incorporating local Ojibwe traditions into art classes (Bequette, 2014). Two studies fo-

cused on CRT in specific subjects: Brown and Crippen (2016) focused on high school science 

and McKoy et al. (2017) focused on music. Cavanagh et al. (2014) was interested in improving 

the experience for Latino students and their families, but the training offered was not specific to 

that population group. Similarly, the intervention in the Portes et al. (2017) study was intended to 

improve instruction for English Language Learners, but the reported benefits were not limited to 

that group of students.  

Methodological Characteristics of Interventions from 2014-2018 

After describing the features of each article, they were then sorted for whether they were 

quantitative, qualitative, or mixed methods, and the validity of each study’s methodology was 

evaluated. The following section describes first the quantitative articles, each of which were ana-

lyzed to evaluate their methodological validity and to determine whether they met What Work’s 

Clearinghouse’s (WWC’s) standards for evidence-based research. The quantitative articles are 

ordered by methodology: first randomized controlled trials (RCTs) (3), then quasi-experimental 

studies (1), then single-case designs (SCDs) (2), then program evaluation (1). Next, the results of 

the analysis of qualitative and mixed methods articles are reported collectively by the eight valid-

ity characteristics for qualitative research outlined by Creswell and Miller (2000). We also exam-

ined the qualitative and mixed-methods articles for what Bottiani et al. (2018) called 
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particularizability, which refers to the details of the sample that would enable a reader to make 

reasonable conclusions about the potential generalizability of the outcomes described in each ar-

ticle.  

Quantitative Analysis. Seven studies used quantitative methods to evaluate the effec-

tiveness of their intervention programs. Regardless of the methodology used, each study was 

evaluated for the four types of validity specified by Gottfredson et al. (2015; statistical conclu-

sion validity, internal validity, construct validity, and external validity). Additionally, studies 

were evaluated for whether they met the criteria for WWC’s guidelines for evidence-based re-

search. Four studies (3 RCTs and 1 SCD) met WWC’s guidelines for evidence-based research, as 

they used random assignment, control groups with baseline equivalence or appropriate manipula-

tion of the independent variable, and appropriate statistical measures (WWC, 2017). However, 

all four of these studies were evaluating interventions that were designed by one or more of the 

authors of the paper, and some lacked detail of the exact procedures of training and intervention 

with teachers. These weaknesses threaten Gottfredson et al.’s description of external validity, as 

it makes it hard to assess the reliable replication of interventions with other populations.  This 

suggests that more research is needed overall for even the most rigorous studies included in this 

review. The findings from the analysis of the quantitative section are summarized in Table 1.3. 

The Bradshaw et al. (2018) study used an RCT design that meets all of the qualifications 

for evidence-based practice specified by WWC, as the groups were randomly assigned and statis-

tically equivalent. The attrition rate was low and likely did not affect outcomes, suggesting that 

the requirements for internal validity were satisfied. Multilevel growth curve modeling was used 

to control for school- and teacher-level variables, and a two-level Hierarchical linear model was 

used to assess the difference between coached and non-coached teachers on the outcome 
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variables. These procedures were appropriate and met the requirements for statistical conclusion 

validity. Acceptable reliability and validity statistics were reported for all the observational and 

self-report measures, suggesting that the study met requirements for construct validity. The Brad-

shaw et al. study does fall under one Gottfredson exception to external validity, which is that the 

intervention utilized (the Double Check Coaching system) was designed by the authors of the pa-

per. Additionally, the article lacks some procedural detail which would make it hard to replicate, 

though it does refer to another article about the intervention process that is much more detailed. 

However, external validity is not mentioned by the WWC’s evidence-based practice guidelines. 

So, based on our application of the WWC and Gottfredson et al. (2015) guidelines, it appears 

that this study meets WWC standards for evidence-based research, but does not fully meet guide-

lines for external validity specified by Gottfredson et al.  

Both Gregory et al. (2014, 2016) papers describe the same intervention study, so they 

will be described together. The Gregory et al. (2014) paper describes findings from the first year 

of an intervention study, while the Gregory et al. (2016) paper describes findings from the sec-

ond year of the intervention and the third year follow up on intervention maintenance. The study 

followed an RCT design with equivalent groups. Attrition was not a significant issue and did not 

exceed limits specified by WWC guidelines. This suggests that both papers met qualifications for 

internal validity. Statistical methods used in both studies were hierarchical growth curve model-

ing controlling for teacher and student covariates with office discipline referrals (ODRs) as the 

outcome measure. Thus, requirements for statistical conclusion validity were satisfied. In the 

2016 paper, Gregory et al. also tested a mediation model to determine which teaching practices 

were most predictive of reduced ODRs. This required that findings from the CLASS observation 

tool were used in the second study, and acceptable interrater reliability was reported, meeting the 
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standards of construct validity. While all of these characteristics meet WWC standards for evi-

denced based practice, there are questions of external validity because this is the first RCT evalu-

ating the MTP-S intervention. Replications of this study by other research teams and with other 

populations will be necessary to determine the extent of external validity of the MTP-S.  

The paper by Portes et al. (2017) used an RCT design to evaluate their intervention. 

However, they failed to provide statistical evidence of baseline equivalence between control and 

intervention groups, noting that the students in one grade-level’s treatment group were statisti-

cally significantly more advanced than the control group. Thus, the findings in the Portes et al. 

study are considered quasi-experimental, and standards for internal validity were not met. The 

statistical methods used (stepwise regression) were appropriate, but there was no mention of ad-

justing alpha levels for the number of tests conducted, which is a limitation to statistical conclu-

sion validity. Additionally, no reliability or validity information was reported about the observa-

tional measures or the academic outcome measures, so the requirements for construct validity 

were not met. Finally, the unequal groups and lack of overall intervention description do not al-

low for a meaningful assessment of external validity. Thus, the Portes et al. study did not meet 

qualifications of evidence-based practice as specified by WWC or Gottfredson et al. (2015).     

Two quantitative studies used single case, multiple baseline design (Fallon et al., 2018; 

McKenney et al., 2017). Both studies had three cases, meeting standards of internal validity for 

the replication of effect specified by WWC (Kratochwill et al., 2010). The McKenney et al. 

(2017) study had three phases of manipulation to the teacher training conditions, which is below 

the required minimum of four phases in order to meet WWC standards (Kratochwill et al., 2010), 

but the Fallon et al. (2018) study had four phases with three data points per phase, indicating that 

the study met WWC standards with reservations (Kratochwill et al., 2010). To fully meet WWC 



28 

 

 

 

evidence standards, each phase would need five data points (Kratochwill et al., 2010). Both stud-

ies met standards for construct validity, as the observed change was measured systematically 

overtime by at least two assessors for more than 20% of the time in both studies. Gottfredson et 

al. (2015) does not outline guidelines for assessing statistical conclusion validity in small sam-

ples. Regarding external validity, the McKenney et al. study described the topics of consultation 

with the three teachers in detail, but because there was not a standardized protocol it is unclear if 

their approach would have the same effects in other settings. In the Fallon et al. study, little in-

formation is given about the training the teachers were given, which makes it unclear if this in-

tervention could be replicated reliably in other populations. So, it appears that the Fallon et al. 

study meets WWC’s standards for evidence-based practice with reservations, but, as with many 

of the other articles, there is a lack of detail about the specific training procedures that would al-

low for replication by another researcher. Thus, the Fallon et al. study does not satisfy Gottfred-

son et al.’s (2015) standards of external validity.  

The Dorado et al. (2016) study used simple statistical procedures (paired t-tests of retro-

spective surveys, student engagement and discipline data) to evaluate the implementation of their 

trauma-informed care program. Thus, there was no control group, and no reporting of reliability 

or validity statistics of the measures used for each outcome. While the intervention suggested 

positive results, the requirements for internal validity, construct validity, statistical conclusion 

validity, and external validity were not met, and thus WWC standards for evidenced-based prac-

tice were not met. 

Qualitative analysis. Nine studies utilized qualitative or mixed methods to evaluate the 

success of their intervention program. These studies yielded important information, examples of 

CRT training and, in some cases, rigorous qualitative methods when examined using Creswell 
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and Miller’s (2000) standards for valid qualitative research.  However, WWC does not review 

qualitative studies, so there was no way to evaluate for WWC evidence standards. The methodo-

logical characteristics (triangulation, disconfirming evidence, researcher reflexivity, member 

checks, collaborative work, audit trail, external auditors/peer debriefing, prolonged field en-

gagement, thick description, particularizability) of the included articles are detailed below and 

summarized in Table 1.4.  

Triangulation. Triangulation refers to the use of multiple data sources to search for con-

vergence of information, or themes, in the study (Creswell & Miller, 2000). This was the most 

common source of methodological validity, as six of the nine qualitative studies demonstrated 

evidence of triangulation between data sources. As an example, the Powell et al. (2016) study 

utilized a particularly thorough method of triangulation, as they collected observational data of 

teachers’ classrooms, interview data with teachers, and student academic outcome data. Three 

different types of data drawn from three different reporters allowed a robust analysis of the effec-

tiveness of their intervention program.  

Disconfirming evidence. Searching for disconfirming evidence means that after generat-

ing themes researchers look for evidence that opposes those themes in order to strengthen the va-

lidity of their findings (Creswell & Miller, 2000). No studies included in the review mentioned 

the search for disconfirming evidence. This is problematic as ignoring disconfirming evidence 

threatens the methodological integrity of qualitative research (Levitt et al., 2018). For example, 

in the Parker et al. (2017) study that evaluated student final projects in a graduate course, pro-

jects were only selected for analysis if the student demonstrated a perspective change in his/her 

written reflections. Thus, 28 projects of students who did not demonstrate a perspective change 

were left out of the study. This is precarious, as it suggests that potentially meaningful 
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disconfirming evidence was excluded from the study. If these projects were included, analysis of 

the unchanged perspectives could have been useful to hypothesize the mechanism of change, as 

well as provide a thorough challenge to the findings presented as a result of engaging in the pro-

ject.  

Researcher Reflexivity. A key validity procedure in qualitative research occurs when the 

research team examines their own biases, assumptions and beliefs in relation to the research sub-

ject, participants, and findings (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Reflexivity is particularly powerful 

when it is done systematically (e.g., bracketing, diary logs, journals or field notes; Levitt et al., 

2018).  Bequette (2014) was the only author to note researcher reflexivity by explicitly stating 

the research team’s expectations of positivist outcomes and the researchers’ intentional power 

sharing with the indigenous community throughout the project. More overt and/or systematic 

ways of ensuring reflexivity would have strengthened the validity of the articles included in the 

review.  

Member checks. Member checks refers to giving the participants a chance to review the 

findings and confirm accuracy/representation of the participants’ experiences (Creswell & Mil-

ler, 2000). Lincoln and Guba (1985) wrote that member checks are the best way to establish 

credibility of qualitative findings, and the recent Levitt et al. (2018) article on qualitative re-

search reporting standards noted that member checks are an important supplemental support for 

qualitative analysis. Four of the articles included the use of member checks. Allen and Fitzgerald 

(2017) gave their participants the raw observation notes as well as copies of their responses to 

interview questions. Participants had 10 days to review and comment on the accuracy of the ma-

terial. A different approach to member checks was done by Cavanagh et al. (2014), who invited 

feedback from participants on the findings and themes determined after data analysis. 
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Collaborative work. Collaboration with participants throughout the research process 

helps ensure that participant views are accurately represented in the findings (Creswell & Miller, 

2000). Four articles noted the use of collaborative work with participants in their study. One ex-

ample is in the Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) paper, which described participatory action research 

and demonstrated several instances of collaboration, including working with the school to de-

velop a new survey of school climate, facilitating the professional learning community and mem-

ber checks.  

Audit Trail. The goal of an audit trail is to examine the process and product of the find-

ings by including individuals outside the project to determine its credibility (Creswell & Miller, 

2000). It is mentioned as a key process to support methodological integrity in the journal article 

reporting standards for qualitative inquiry (Levitt et al., 2018). Only two studies mention the use 

of an audit trail during their analytic stages. One example is in the Powell et al. (2016) paper; an 

appendix is included by the authors giving examples of the coding and theme identification pro-

cess, allowing all readers the chance to determine the validity of their analytic choices.  

External auditors/peer debriefing. Peer debriefing refers to regular review of the data by 

someone who is familiar with the project or the subject being studied (Creswell & Miller, 2000). 

It adds credibility to the study by spreading the interpretation of data to others, therefore reduc-

ing overall bias in the results. Five articles mentioned the use of peer debriefing. Both Sigman et 

al. (2014), McKoy et al. (2017), and Powell et al. (2016) described team approaches to confirm-

ing the accuracy of data analysis. Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) described peer review as an im-

portant part of the data analysis, as one principal investigator was responsible for the majority of 

the coding process. Bequette (2014) utilized input from the Ojibwe members of the research 

team throughout the data analysis process.  
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Prolonged field engagement. This validity procedure encourages researchers to spend a 

substantial amount of time at the research site to understand the full context of the phenomenon 

being studied (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Though Creswell and Miller do not acknowledge a set 

duration for prolonged engagement, they suggest that at least 4 months could be used as a poten-

tial guideline. Three studies noted prolonged field engagement. The Ezzani (2014) paper notes 

that the principal investigator was present with the project through three years of implementa-

tion. The Bequette (2014) researchers spent one year designing the approach of the intervention 

and then three years in the implementation phase. The Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) paper noted 

that while the intervention lasted for seven weeks, the principal investigator had worked in the 

district for 18 years.  

Thick description. Researchers help readers assess the credibility of research through the 

use of vivid description of the research site and participants (Creswell & Miller, 2000). Only the 

Bequette (2014) paper provided a thick description of their research process. Details included in 

the Bequette paper include interactions between the facilitators and researchers, impressions of 

the participants’ experience during the sessions, and values and goals of the Ojibwe traditions the 

intervention was attempting to impart in participants.   

Particularizability. In addition to the nine strategies of validity described by Creswell 

and Miller, we followed Bottiani et al.’s (2018) procedures and assessed the studies for whether 

they provided enough information for readers to determine the potential generalizability of their 

findings. Bottiani generated five dimensions that would provide sufficient information about the 

sample: population density/geographic region, sample size, school grade level, school sector 

(i.e., private or public), and teacher and/or principal demographics. Four studies reported infor-

mation in at least four of the five categories, suggesting enough information for 
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particularizability. Four studies (Ezzani, 2014; McKoy et al., 2017; Parker et al., 2017; Powell et 

al., 2016) specified that their sample taught in suburban or rural schools. Allen and Fitzgerald’s 

(2017) study was conducted in an urban school, and the majority of participants in the Sigman et 

al. (2014) study taught in rural schools. The remaining three studies did not specify the urbanic-

ity of their geographic region.  Three studies (Brown & Crippen, 2016; Ezzani, 2014; McKoy et 

al., 2017) were conducted in the South/Southeast region of the United States, one in the North-

east (Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017), two in the Midwest (Bequette, 2014; Powell et al., 2016), two in 

the west (Cavanagh et al., 2014; Parker et al., 2017), and one in Alaska (Sigman et al., 2014). 

Grade levels varied; three studies (Ezzani et al., 2014; McKoy et al., 2014; Sigman et al., 2014) 

intervened with teachers of all grade levels. Two studies focused on elementary schools (Allen & 

Fitzgerald, 2017; Powell et al., 2016), and two focused specifically on high schools (Brown & 

Crippen, 2016; Cavanagh et al., 2014). Two studies did not specify the grade level taught by par-

ticipants (Bequette, 2014; Parker et al., 2017). All studies that specified the school sector were in 

public school settings, but six studies did not specify whether teachers were in public or private 

school settings.  Sample sizes varied and ranged from 5-58 participants. In the studies that re-

ported demographics, participants were mostly White and female. However, five studies (Be-

quette, 2014; Brown & Crippen, 2016; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Ezzani, 2014; Sigman et al., 2014) 

did not specify the demographics of their teacher/administrator participants. This variability in 

reporting information about study samples is somewhat concerning, as the context of the inter-

vention likely impacts its effects and their interpretation. In general, reporting more information 

about samples will help better inform other researchers and practitioners about the potential ef-

fectiveness of an intervention.  
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Overall, the validity of the qualitative articles varied significantly. These results are sum-

marized in Table 1.4. Allen and Fitzgerald (2017) and Bequette (2014) papers used the most va-

lidity strategies (both included 7 out of 10 strategies) and Parker et al. (2017) used the fewest (in-

cluding no strategies mentioned by Creswell & Miller (2000)). Triangulation and peer debriefing 

were used most commonly. It is concerning that no studies utilized disconfirming evidence, as 

this kind of information is useful both for the evaluation of the validity of the research and also 

for theorizing the mechanism of the intervention.  It is difficult to evaluate the impacts of qualita-

tive research without the use of standardized validity checks to assess the integrity of the re-

search process (Levitt et al., 2018). While some of the articles included in this review utilized 

multiple methods to ensure qualitative research validity, others did not. This suggests that there 

is still more room to grow in establishing rigorous qualitative methods in the field of professional 

development for CRT.  

Impact of Articles 

In the following section, we briefly review how each article defined CRT and how the 

findings were described in order to connect what each article concludes about each intervention 

with the extent to which it conceptualized its potential influence.  

Definitions of CRT. The definitions of CRT varied in focus, but articles can be grouped 

into similar themes. One group of articles specifically mentioned incorporating students’ back-

grounds into the classroom and/or curriculum, which would imply that teachers must take time to 

know their students well enough in order to make these adjustments to their practice (Brown & 

Crippen, 2016; Ezzani, 2014; Fallon et al., 2018; McKenney et al., 2017; McKoy et al., 2017; 

Powell et al., 2016; Sigman et al., 2014). However, few of those articles explicitly outlined the 

importance of teacher relational efforts. One article described CRT as an integrated practice – 
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meaning that no specific features of CRT can be reliably indicative of a culturally responsive 

teacher, but it is instead a disposition on part of the teacher that flows into all aspects of practice 

(Parker et al., 2017). A third group of articles conceptualized CRT through the student outcomes 

it would inspire, such as a reduction in disproportionality and students feeling welcomed because 

their “funds of knowledge” are acknowledged in the classroom (Bequette, 2014; Fallon et al., 

2018; Gregory et al., 2014, 2016; Portes et al., 2018; Powell et al., 2016). Finally, a few articles 

conceptualized CRT as caring for students in explicit and specific ways that were foundationally 

relational (Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017; Bradshaw et al., 2018; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Dorado et al., 

2016).  

Findings. All articles reported some sort of positive change in teacher beliefs, teacher 

behaviors and/or student outcomes as a result of their intervention. Two articles (Bradshaw et al., 

2018; Powell et al., 2016) reported a positive change in all three of those outcomes. Another five 

articles (Dorado et al., 2016; Fallon et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2016; McKenney et al., 2017) 

reported positive change in teacher behaviors and student outcomes as a result of their interven-

tion. The rest of the articles reported a positive change in either student outcomes (Gregory et al., 

2014; Portes et al., 2018), teacher beliefs (Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017; Brown & Crippen, 2016; 

Cavanagh et al., 2014; Ezzani, 2014; McKoy et al., 2017; Parker et al., 2017; Sigman et al., 

2014), or teacher behaviors (Bequette, 2014). Examples of positive change in teacher behaviors 

included an increase in culturally-responsive instructional strategies (e.g., Powell et al., 2016), 

higher rates of positive reinforcement (e.g., Bradshaw et al., 2018), and lowered use of exclu-

sionary discipline practices (e.g., Gregory et al., 2016). Examples of positive change in teacher 

beliefs included a greater awareness of their own cultural identities and how culture can impact 

learning (e.g., Brown & Crippen, 2016), as well as a better understanding of CRT and its 
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importance (e.g., McKoy et al., 2017). Examples of positive change in student outcomes in-

cluded higher academic achievement (e.g., Portes et al., 2018), lower rates of disruptive behavior 

(e.g., McKenney et al., 2017), and better emotional adjustment (e.g., Dorado et al., 2016).  The 

Bequette (2014), Cavanagh et al. (2014), and Ezzani (2014) papers reported their positive find-

ings with some hesitancy, suggesting that the interventions were less influential than they were 

originally designed to be. Nearly all articles reported limitations in regard to their sample, geo-

graphic location, method of data analysis, or some combination of those. 

Cultural Humility  

The 16 interventions studies included in this review as well as the 10 intervention studies 

included in the Bottiani et al. (2018) paper were reviewed for the proposed components of cul-

tural humility specified above. These components were operationally defined as follows for this 

review: 1) Transformational goal: if the article made a statement about changing teacher attitudes 

and behaviors that would also influence student outcomes, and the study had measures for each 

of those outcomes, the goal of the intervention was considered sufficiently transformative; 2) Ex-

plicit equity education: the intervention had to specify that there was teaching of privilege and 

inequity and its effects on school performance/experience in some part of the training for teach-

ers or school staff; 3) Structured time for reflection: if the intervention specified some amount of 

reflection with their participants (whether collectively or individually), this component was satis-

fied; 4) Encouragement of family/community partnerships and advocacy: the intervention had to 

mention family/community collaboration as either a goal or a byproduct of the intervention. Ta-

ble 1.5 summarizes the cultural humility findings for each article.  

Transformational goal. Of the total 26 articles, many articulated a goal for the interven-

tion that sounded transformational. For example, Ezzani (2014) cited a framework from Terrel 
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and Lindsay (2009) that suggested, “an inside out approach to obtain knowledge of self, of oth-

ers, and to recognize their crucial role in student success” (p. 2). However, only four studies (Be-

quette, 2014; Bradshaw et al., 2018; McKenney et al., 2017; Powell et al., 2016) both articulated 

a transformational goal for the intervention and measured outcomes to suggest they expected the 

intervention to affect teacher beliefs/attitudes/knowledge, teacher behaviors, and student aca-

demics or behaviors. Five studies (Dorado et al., 2016; Fallon et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2016; 

Jones, Caravaca, Cizek, Horner, & Vincent, 2006; Vincent, Swain-Bradway, Tobin, & May, 

2011) collected data on the student and teacher level, but did not include measures of both 

teacher self-reported change and teacher observed behavioral change (1 study reported only self-

reported change and 4 studies reported only observable behavioral change).  For example, while 

Fallon et al. (2018) measured changes in teacher and student behavior, they did not assess for 

changes in teacher attitudes and beliefs as a result of the intervention. Five studies collected and 

analyzed teacher artifacts from the professional development sessions (such as lesson plans or 

class projects), but it was unclear how these artifacts might influence their actual behaviors in the 

classroom. Most commonly, studies utilized only teacher self-reported outcomes of either behav-

ior, attitudes/beliefs, knowledge, or some combination of those to assess the intervention effec-

tiveness. These self-reports were collected through surveys (7 studies) or interviews (8 studies). 

Two studies only assessed student outcomes (e.g., Gregory et al., 2014; Portes et al., 2018). 

Overall, the articulated goals of each intervention sounded more transformational than the re-

searchers’ selection of outcome variables suggested. Study designs with a range of outcomes 

were able to better examine the impact of the interventions compared with designs that only cap-

tured one level of outcomes.  
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Explicit teaching about equity and privilege in education. Three out of twenty-six 

studies (Bequette, 2014; Bradshaw et al., 2018; Hammerness & Matsko, 2013) explicitly men-

tioned that teachers were instructed about equity, privilege and their effects in the education sys-

tem. Five studies (Dorado et al., 2016; Eberly, Joshi, Konzal, and Galen, 2010; Fickel, 2005; 

McKenney et al., 2017; Powell et al., 2016) described a training experience that might have in-

cluded a discussion about privilege and equity, but it was not specifically mentioned. For exam-

ple, Eberly et al. (2010) had a panel of parents from different minority cultures speak to the 

teachers about their experience with the US education system; it is likely that there were themes 

of equity and privilege in this discussion, but the study does not describe it in enough detail to be 

certain of that.  The remaining 18 studies did not specifically mention this as part of their training 

subjects/materials or did not describe any part of the training in enough detail to gauge whether 

these topics were covered with participating teachers/school staff. The absence of the mention of 

this kind of training is very concerning, considering that teachers were being prepared for prac-

ticing in a space that educational equity was likely a concern.  

Structured time for reflection. Nine studies (Bradshaw et al., 2018; Brown & Crippen, 

2016; Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; Gregory et al., 2016; McAllister & Irvine, 2002; McCor-

mick, Eick, Womack, 2013; Parker et al., 2017; Portes et al., 2018) specifically mentioned 

providing participating trainees with time for individual or collective reflection. Methods of re-

flection included individual reflective writing prompts (3 studies), group discussions during 

meetings (3 studies), reflection on teaching performance with a coach (2 studies), and/or partici-

pation in reflective online discussions (1 study). Seven studies (Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017; Be-

quette, 2014; Fallon et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2014; Hammerness & Matsko, 2013; McKenney 

et al., 2017; Powell et al., 2016) described activities that would likely include a reflective 
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component, but reflection was not specifically mentioned as part of the intervention process. For 

example, in interventions that had a coaching element (Fallon et al., 2018; Gregory et al., 2014; 

Hammerness & Matsko, 2013; McKenney et al., 2017), it seems that teachers would certainly 

reflect on their own practices in response to feedback. Another example is from the Allen and 

Fitzgerald (2017) and Bequette (2014) studies, because during each intervention there were 

group discussions, which likely provided time for collective reflection.  However, this mecha-

nism was not specifically described. The remaining ten studies did not mention reflection as part 

of their intervention processes or did not sufficiently describe their intervention procedures 

enough to infer what was done during the professional development time. The use of reflection 

in the training process in these studies is encouraging, as critical reflection is possibly the most 

important regular practice for a culturally humble professional.  

Encouragement of family and community partnerships/advocacy. Nine studies (Be-

quette, 2014; Cavanagh et al., 2014; Dorado et al., 2016; Eberly et al., 2010; Fickel, 2005; Pow-

ell et al., 2016; Shriberg et al., 2012; Sigman et al., 2014; Thompson & Byrnes, 2011) specifi-

cally mentioned that encouraging family and community partnerships and/or advocacy was part 

of the goals of the intervention or addressed in some part of the professional development. For 

example, the Sigman et al. (2014) paper focused on connecting rural Alaskan science teachers 

with local expert scientists to help inform lesson planning and build future relationships, and the 

Shriberg et al. (2012) study was focused on helping teachers build better relationships with par-

ents and families. Two studies (McCormick et al., 2013; McKenney et al., 2017) noted outcomes 

that involved family partnerships, though it was not mentioned as a goal for the intervention. 

These studies encouraged the interaction between teachers and families/outside agencies to facil-

itate relationships between teachers and their students’ communities, which were designed to 
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enable teachers to understand the strengths in diverse cultures and be aware of the resources 

from their students’ communities.  The remaining 15 studies did not mention family/community 

partnerships or advocacy or did not describe their intervention methods well enough to assess if 

it was present in the intervention procedures. Though less than half of the interventions focused 

on family and/or community partnerships, this was the second most commonly used strategy to 

promote cultural humility in the reviewed studies. While it is encouraging to find that promoting 

family and community partnerships is present in some training programs, more exploration of 

this strategy and it’s impacts would be helpful in future research.  

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to review the recent literature for empirical studies of pro-

fessional development programs that target CRT, and to examine how and if teacher cultural hu-

mility is being encouraged through these training programs. Overall, it does seem that research 

examining CRT training programs is progressing. However, the field can benefit from growth, 

specifically in quantitative methods, replication studies, and more instances of rigorous qualita-

tive and quantitative research designs. Regarding cultural humility, the findings from this review 

suggest that elements to encourage cultural humility could be increased throughout professional 

development efforts. The significance of these findings and their implications for research and 

practice are discussed below in more detail.  

Systematic Review  

Compared with Bottiani et al. (2018), the findings from our review suggested that re-

search evaluating CRT professional development programs has been published much more fre-

quently in the past four years compared with the previous sixteen years. This could suggest that 

the importance of this research has become more widespread in recent years, resulting in the 
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publication of more studies. It is interesting that this body of literature has taken so long to de-

velop, as the theoretical importance of CRT was established between 20 and 25 years ago (e.g., 

Gay, 2000; Ladson-Billings, 1994). Notably, the Parkhouse et al (2019) review found 29 studies 

conducted in the United States that empirically evaluated CRT training programs between 2000 

and 2017 (8 of these were published between 2014 and 2017, 2 of which were included in the 

current review). This could suggest that Bottiani et al.’s review is not truly representative of the 

literature, as the Parkhouse et al. paper found 21 articles that were not included in the Bottiani et 

al. review, though they covered similar topics and the same time period. However, the Parkhouse 

et al. review did not include any of the same articles as the Bottiani et al. paper nor the majority 

of articles included in the current review, which suggests limitations in their search procedures as 

well.  In the future, researchers should use a wide range of search terms to ensure that all articles 

with findings relevant to the research question are examined in the review process. It is also im-

portant that researchers continue to examine the full range of effects that professional develop-

ment for CRT can have on teachers, students, and schools, as culturally-responsive strategies will 

only become increasingly more important as the US student population becomes more racially 

and ethnically diverse. 

Another promising finding from this review is that four publications met our application 

of the WWC standards for evidence-based practice. Four studies (three RCTs and one SCD) uti-

lized rigorous quantitative methods that supported their internal validity, construct validity, and 

statistical validity. Additionally, these studies demonstrated positive findings, including a re-

duced ODR rate for Black students, a higher rate of positive behavior for students in the class-

room, more consistent positive reinforcement, and increased relational practices by teachers. 

Gregory et al. (2016) demonstrated a maintenance of these effects after one year without 
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coaching. The training programs in each of these studies utilized ongoing coaching of teachers as 

their primary method of professional development, suggesting that it is an effective training 

method. However, as there were no other equally rigorous studies that utilized a different method 

of training, it is not possible to compare coaching with other types of professional development, 

such as workshops, professional learning communities, and graduate coursework. More research 

that is rigorous in these ways would greatly benefit the field so that schools and LEAs can dis-

cern effective CRT training programs. Regarding external validity, the four studies that met 

WWC standards for evidence-based practice were all authored by the intervention designer; it is 

important that these studies be replicated by researchers who are not incentivized to report posi-

tive outcomes and with populations that are different from those in the original studies.  

With the exception of the four articles discussed above, this review found that the recent 

literature evaluating CRT teacher training has similar strengths and weaknesses to those identi-

fied by Bottiani et al. (2018). One notable difference is that a greater proportion of articles were 

quantitative, with seven out of 16 articles in the current review being quantitative, compared with 

two out of 10 in the Bottiani et al. paper. Also, 10 out of 16 articles in the current review focused 

on improving teachers knowledge and skills instead of just one or the other, whereas in the Botti-

ani et al. review only four out of 10 studies focused on improving both teacher knowledge and 

skills related to CRT.  The qualitative and mixed method studies included in the current review 

also shared similar strengths to those identified in the Bottiani et al. paper. Specifically, the re-

searchers incorporated various strategies to ensure the validity of the research, some researchers 

using quite a few different methods. This review also confirmed what Bottiani et al. (2018) and 

Parkhouse et al. (2019) concluded, that there is still room for progress in the qualitative and 

quantitative research methodology for studies of PD for CRT. For the majority of the reported 
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articles, the problems identified by Bottiani et al. (such as inconsistent definitions of CRT, incon-

sistent use of proximal and distal outcome measures, lack of/poor construct validity, and un-

derreporting of training procedures) are still present in recent research.   

Bottiani et al. (2018) identified a few directions for future research that these articles did 

and did not address. First, Bottiani recommended that multidimensional measures be created and 

validated to accurately measure teachers’ cultural responsiveness; studies used a wide variety of 

measures of cultural responsiveness, but very few were instruments that had been previously ex-

amined for structural integrity, reliability, and/or construct validity. Those measures that did 

meet these requirements were all self-report. Only one study (Bradshaw et al., 2018) used self-

report measures that controlled for social desirability bias. There is clearly still room to develop 

valid and reliable multidimensional measures of CRT that come from multiple reporters. Bottiani 

et al. also recommended that distal outcomes be clarified, so that the effects of CRT training 

could be accurately assessed and compared across studies. The studies that examined student 

outcomes used either academics, observations of student behavior, or office discipline referrals. 

However, those that utilized observational measures of student behavior defined problematic be-

havior differently, and there were not enough studies examining academics to make comparisons 

across age, grade, subject matter, or demographic groups.  

Regarding specific intervention techniques, nearly half the interventions reviewed in our 

study utilized ongoing coaching and/or consultation in order to help teachers bridge the gap be-

tween CRT workshop training and implementation in the classroom. This is a higher percentage 

than the 2 out of 10 studies that used ongoing coaching in the Bottiani et al. (2018) review. This 

could suggest that researchers are more interested in effecting long-term teacher changes in addi-

tion to the growth in knowledge that is a likely outcome of workshops that do not provide this 



44 

 

 

 

additional support. A higher percentage of studies in this review reported the demographics of 

their participants. Bottiani et al. suggested that teacher demographics should be considered in the 

intervention because it is possible that some teachers need differing training techniques depend-

ing on their background and life experiences. No studies explicitly addressed the differing partic-

ipant backgrounds in their study designs, although McKenney et al. (2017) did assess their par-

ticipants’ initial knowledge and skills and then adjust the practices of consultation to address 

weaknesses. As teachers are trained to consider their students backgrounds more thoroughly in 

the classroom, trainers should similarly consider the backgrounds of teachers in training pro-

grams. There is still room for expansion in the literature in this area as well.  

Cultural Humility 

Examining the studies included in this review and the studies included in Bottiani et al.’s 

(2018) review for practices that could increase cultural humility has made an important contribu-

tion to the literature, given that, to our knowledge, no other systematic review has done so. In 

general, there is a lack of research about the training procedures utilized to improve any kind of 

educators’ CRT – possibly due to the problems with inconsistency in intervention designs that 

prevent comparisons of the effectiveness of such strategies as was identified by Bottiani et al. 

and the current study.  

The four proposed elements of training to increase cultural humility are theoretical, as no 

studies of interventions to improve cultural humility with inservice teachers have been con-

ducted. However, this portion of the paper is intended to provide direction to future researchers 

who may want to analyze the effect of training on teachers’ cultural humility. One concerning 

finding is that very few studies have measured multidimensional transformation in teacher prac-

tice. Though some studies’ definitions of CRT sound transformational, there was a lack of 
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measurement of either teacher self-reported change, observable teacher change, or student out-

comes. This could suggest that researchers did not expect their training programs to influence all 

three outcomes, or that researchers misunderstood the potential effects of CRT training. To as-

sess teacher growth, measuring both self-reported and observational changes is necessary to ade-

quately evaluate the effectiveness of inservice interventions for CRT. Leaving out the measure-

ment of self-report mindset/attitudinal changes risks misrepresenting the mechanism of interven-

tion or underestimating the importance of teacher mindset to influence teacher behavior. Ignor-

ing teachers’ potential attitude changes in response to an intervention decreases the importance 

of helping teachers develop an ongoing commitment to practicing with cultural humility (Lund 

& Lee, 2015), and risks reducing conceptualizations of CRT to superficial, behavioral changes 

(Aronson & Laughter, 2016; Ladson-Billings, 2014). At the same time, excluding an observa-

tional measure of teachers’ behavioral changes risks overestimating the effectiveness of an inter-

vention for actual classroom change. The most common evaluation of intervention effectiveness 

was teacher self-report. This is problematic, as self-reports are prone to social acceptability bias 

(e.g., Stanhope, Solomon, Pernell-Arnold, Sands, & Bourjolly, 2005), and previous research on 

professional development has suggested that training may change self-reported mindsets but 

have little to no influence on actual behavior (Joyce & Showers, 2002).  

In examining the second proposed component of cultural humility, we found that few 

studies are addressing equity concerns that are specific to education, nor are they encouraging 

teachers to consider their role in these equity concerns. There have been several assertions from 

researchers that teachers (especially those with more privileged identities) must examine their 

own role in oppression in order to effectively serve students with more equity (e.g., Matais, 

2013). Dismantling unjust power structures is a critical part of practicing with cultural humility 
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and thus explicit training to help teachers do that in their classrooms is necessary in training for 

CRT. It is unclear why this element is left out of so many trainings that are supposed to encour-

age equity among students. It is possible, as Ladson-Billings (2014) points out, even as educators 

are trying to implement culturally relevant strategies, many “seem stuck in very limited and su-

perficial notions of culture” (p. 77). So, it is perhaps a limited understanding of these ideas pre-

vents them from being incorporated into a training curriculum. Ladson-Billings (2014) also 

writes, “Even when people have demonstrated a more expansive knowledge of culture, few have 

taken up the sociopolitical dimensions of the work, instead dulling its critical edge or omitting it 

altogether” (p. 77). Thus, perhaps the topic is avoided because it is either too complicated or con-

troversial. However difficult as it may be, expanding educators’ knowledge of privilege, equity 

and its impacts on the education system is necessary to inspire change in communities that are 

most disadvantaged by the current political systems of power. One example for how to do this is 

described in Hammerness and Matsko (2013), who designed their intervention to train teachers 

who were informed of the local context of their schools. They hired coaches who could ade-

quately articulate the socio-political context of the schools and districts they were teaching in. It 

then followed that trainees gained perspective about the local context of their schools, which 

helped them be more effective in CRT efforts. In this example, the researchers started with an 

awareness of the need for sociopolitical consciousness on behalf of the interveners in order to 

achieve that outcome with their participants. Future researchers should consider this example and 

others as they plan to implement training around equity and privilege with education profession-

als.  

Of the proposed methods to encourage cultural humility, reflection was most commonly 

utilized among included studies, with 16 studies either specifically mentioning reflection or 
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describing a scenario that very likely had reflective components. The forms of reflection varied, 

with some studies giving time for individual reflection and some giving time for collective re-

flection in groups. Though it has been recommended that training programs provide reflective 

opportunities individually and collectively (e.g., Fisher-Borne et al., 2015), only three studies 

(Brown & Crippen, 2016; Eberly et al., 2010; McCormick, Eick & Womack, 2013) mentioned 

using both mechanisms. Of these three studies, only Brown and Crippen suggested that reflection 

was a key mechanism to help increase teachers’ implementation of culturally responsive prac-

tices in the classroom. A few studies have reported preliminary findings that suggest highly-re-

flective activities improve preservice teachers’ cultural humility (Brown et al., 2016; Ross et al., 

2010; Tinkler & Tinkler, 2016).  It is likely that any amount of time for reflection encourages 

self-awareness skills for teachers about their classroom practices, but it would be better for future 

studies to examine the impact of each method on teacher’s levels of cultural humility. More rig-

orous research designs that explicitly evaluate the impact of reflective activities during CRT 

training will be beneficial contributions to the literature.   

The final proposed component of training for increasing teacher cultural humility is the 

encouragement of school-family-community partnerships and advocacy. Though it was men-

tioned as an intended outcome or element of the training process, very few studies actually eval-

uated partnerships or advocacy efforts as a sign of intervention effectiveness. So, though nine 

studies mentioned this as part of their training efforts, imparting attitudes and actions consistent 

with this component was clearly not viewed as an essential part of teachers’ CRT. It is clear from 

the literature that practitioners with cultural humility should engage in activities that build up and 

draw strength from the community in which they work (Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998; Water 

& Asbill, 2013). Thus, future studies of practices to encourage cultural humility, as well as 
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studies that investigate the best ways to encourage CRT in general, should also examine how 

school-family-community partnerships and advocacy impact teachers’ cultural responsiveness.  

Limitations  

An important limitation to note is that the search terms utilized by Bottiani et al. (2018) 

resulted in different results from other very similar reviews of the same time frame of research 

(e.g., Parkhouse et al., 2019). This suggests that future reviews of the literature should include a 

broader scope of search terms that would be more inclusive of a larger range of articles. Three 

articles included in Parkhouse et al.’s (2019) review were published during the time frame of this 

review but yet did not populate as a result of Bottiani et al.’s search terms. Though the purposes 

of the Bottiani et al. review and the Parkhouse et al. review are slightly different, it is troubling 

that two similar articles could yield such different results. Thus, the limitation of specific search 

terms and/or inclusion criteria of this review must be acknowledged. Due to human subjectivity 

in the review process, it is also possible that some part of our application of Bottiani’ et al.’s 

search methodology is incorrect in some way, though we did our best to follow the procedure 

outlined in their article.  

Another limitation is that research on training for cultural humility is in a nascent stage, 

as there are no studies that suggest explicit training for cultural humility makes any difference in 

teacher performance. We believe that there is strong theoretical evidence to suggest that the pro-

posed components of cultural humility are important for consideration in teacher professional de-

velopment. However, future studies will need to explore empirically whether a focus on enhanc-

ing teachers’ cultural humility has an influence on the effectiveness of professional development 

programs. Additionally, future studies will need to determine how translating cultural humility to 

education from other helping disciplines impacts the characteristics and measurement of the 
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construct. Finally, any study evaluating the implementation of some kind of cultural humility-

targeted intervention will need to identify what school readiness factors need to be in place in or-

der to make such an intervention successful. A number of factors, including staff readiness, train-

ing, capacity for coaching and consultation, and administrative support should be carefully con-

sidered when bringing any innovation into an existing school culture (Fixsen, Blase, Naoom, & 

Wallace, 2009).  

Conclusion  

While the integration of cultural humility into the theoretical education literature is prom-

ising, the current state of research investigating the impact of various methods of professional 

development for teacher cultural responsiveness is progressing at a slow rate – though it is im-

proving. Similar to the findings from Bottiani et al. (2018), this review indicates there is still a 

great need for rigorous, controlled research designs that do more than generalize teachers’ im-

pressions immediately after the training program has concluded. This review identified several 

randomly controlled, quasi-experimental, and single-case design studies that examined outcomes 

on multiple levels and from multiple sources. However, because culturally responsive teaching 

has been a term in the literature for over twenty years, and because the necessity of CRT has be-

come especially clear in the US, the literature is in desperate need of more research-based train-

ing for teachers to improve their CRT in the classroom. It is possible that encouraging cultural 

humility may be an effective way to impact teachers’ classroom practice, and we recommend 

that researchers explore this variable more in future work. 
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Table 1.1 

Attributes of Cultural Humility Integrated with Culturally Responsive Teaching 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attributes of Cultural Hu-

mility (Foronda et al., 

2016) 

Culturally Responsive 

Practice (Gay, 2002, 2010) 

Culturally Responsive Ped-

agogy (Ladson-Billings, 

1994, 1995a, 1995b, 2014) 

· Self-Awareness 

· Commitment to ongoing 

critical reflection 

· Teacher understands why 

culture and difference are 

essential to consider 

· Teacher builds ongoing 

socio-political conscious-

ness  

 

· Egoless 

· Openness 

· Teacher replaces deficit 

perspectives of student 

cultures 

· Teacher engages in cul-

tural knowledge building  

 

· Commits to life-long 

learning about culture 

and what works best for 

students  

· Supportive interaction · Teacher sets high expec-

tations for students 

· Teachers commit to edu-

cate whole child 

 

· Teachers help students 

succeed within oppres-

sive school systems 

· Mutual empowerment 

· Dismantle power struc-

tures in the relationship 

· Teacher incorporates stu-

dent strengths 

· Teachers and students 

critically question author-

ity of scholarly truth 

· Teachers help students 

understand their own cul-

ture 

· Teacher helps students 

develop socio-political 

consciousness 
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Table 1.2 

Sixteen Studies of the Effects of Inservice Interventions to Promote Culturally Responsive Practices. 

Intervention Overview Study De-

sign 

Sample and Set-

ting 

CRT Definition Staff/school 

CRT out-

come meas-

ure 

Student Out-

come Measure 

Findings 

Allen & Fitzgerald, 

2017: 7, once-weekly 

professional learning 

community meetings 

with 5 educators from 

one school to help par-

ticipants understand the 

perspectives of effective 

teachers, build capacity 

involving equitable 

practices, form positive 

relationships, develop 

greater cultural compe-

tence, and encourage re-

flective practices 

around equity and so-

cial justice. 

 

Qualita-

tive  par-

ticipatory 

action re-

search 

5 educator partici-

pants (teachers 

and mental health 

professionals) 

from one Western 

Pennsylvania 

Spanish magnet 

school – 1 man, 4 

women, 3 white, 2 

African Ameri-

can. 

The combination of 

Invitational Education 

(IE) practices (defined 

as purposefully en-

couraging people to 

realize their unlimited 

potential in all aspects 

of life) and culture of 

care practice (display-

ing one’s interest in 

another person’s well-

being while simulta-

neously recognizing 

culture as a significant 

part of that person’s 

identity. 

Pre and Post 

interviews 

with partici-

pants, partici-

pant observa-

tions, artifact 

examination 

Participants were 

asked about stu-

dent achieve-

ment in their in-

terviews 

Participant post interviews 

indicated a more positive, 

peaceful outlook on the cli-

mate of the school and their 

job as teachers. Teachers 

reportedly engaged in more 

positive interactions with 

students. had a better un-

derstanding of their own 

race and culture and how it 

might influence their teach-

ing practice. These prac-

tices reportedly better sup-

ported student learning and 

achievement. 

 

Bequette, 2014: Week-

long workshops plus 3-

4 inservice trainings 

throughout the school 

year to help art educa-

tors be more competent 

towards indigenous 

Ojibwe students. 

 

Qualita-

tive 

50 teachers in 

three cohorts 

Art education that is 

framed by a critical 

pedagogy creates op-

portunities for stu-

dents to engage in 

thinking and artmak-

ing that consider vital. 

questions about na-

ture, place, culture, 

and ecology. 

 

Survey data, 

observations 

of teaching 

sessions and 

teachers in the 

training pro-

gram. Analy-

sis of teacher 

lesson plans. 

Collected 

achievement and 

attendance data 

but did not use 

it. 

About 25% of participants 

excelled at designing and 

teaching culturally respon-

sive lesson plans and 25% 

performed “perfunctory” at 

best. 
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Bradshaw et al., 2018: 

voluntary participation 

in 5 60-minute work-

shops and follow-up 

coaching using the 

Classroom Check Up 

model. Training was fo-

cused on lowering 

overrepresentation of 

students of color in spe-

cial education and of-

fice discipline referrals 

through improving 

teachers’ classroom 

management practices. 

 

Quantita-

tive RCT 

158 predomi-

nantly White, fe-

male teachers 

(100 experi-

mental, 58 con-

trol) from 12 

schools (6 middle 

and 6 elementary) 

in Maryland. Over 

half the students 

were Black or 

Hispanic, and 

57% received free 

and reduced price 

meals. 

5 core domains of cul-

turally responsive 

practice, a.k.a. 

CARES domains: 

Connection to the cur-

riculum, Effective 

communication, Au-

thentic relationships, 

Reflective thinking, 

and Sensitivity to cul-

ture. 

Observations 

in classrooms  

using the AS-

SIST global 

ratings instru-

ment. Self-re-

port scales: 

Multicultural 

Efficacy 

Scale;    Cul-

turally Re-

sponsive 

Teaching 

Self-Efficacy 

Scale;  Class-

room Behav-

ior Manage-

ment Self-Ef-

ficacy; Work-

Related Stress 

Scale; Social 

desirability 

bias scale 

 

Numbers of of-

fice discipline 

referrals as well 

as behavioral ob-

servations in 

classrooms using 

ASSIST global 

ratings 

Authors concluded Double 

Check and CCU coaching 

provided “significant added 

value” to teachers’ devel-

opment of CRP, as coached 

teachers had the greatest 

decrease in ODRs for 

Black students and lowered 

student disruptive behavior 

(assessed by ASSIST obs), 

participated in more proac-

tive practices and had im-

proved self-report ratings. 

The results of the student 

outcome and obs differ-

ences were statistically sig-

nificant but might not be 

meaningfully significant. 

 

Brown & Crippen, 

2016: 6, once-per-

month Saturday work-

shops for high school 

science teachers (called 

STARTS) to collaborate 

in lesson planning, 

growing cultural aware-

ness, and professional 

growth tasks. 

 

Qualita-

tive: ma-

trix and 

inductive 

analysis 

5 life science 

teachers (all fe-

male, experience 

ranging from 2-24 

years) from one 

culturally diverse 

Southeastern 

school district. 

Specific to science in-

struction: “learner-

centered environments 

that ‘pay careful atten-

tion to the knowledge, 

skills, attitudes, and 

beliefs that learners 

bring to the educa-

tional setting’” (p. 

472). 

Program arti-

facts, group 

interviews, 

video record-

ings during 

Saturday ses-

sions, cultur-

ally respon-

sive science 

units, and re-

flective writ-

ing prompts 

from every 

activity. 

None. The STARTS program 

changed science teachers’ 

knowledge and practice. 

The most helpful training 

activities included critically 

reflecting on their practice 

and thinking about ways to 

improve as they learned 

more about their own cul-

tural identities. However, 

researchers found limited 

implementation of CR 

practice. 

 

Cavanagh et al., 2014: 

Intervention to imple-

ment changes to be 

more inclusive of La-

tino students and fami-

lies according to their 

Qualita-

tive: typo-

logical 

analysis 

Does not specify 

the number of 

teachers or stu-

dents or parents 

interviewed. Does 

report that the 

Caring for students 

well-being as a key 

role for teachers, cul-

turally responsive 

pedagogy of relations 

(placing relationships 

Group inter-

views with 

teachers 

Group inter-

views with stu-

dents & parents 

Developing a culture of 

care was challenging for 

the school. Some steps 

were taken, and some im-

provements were made but 

they were inconsistent. 
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feedback. Teachers en-

gaged in restorative jus-

tice training. 

 

 

schools equity 

team participated 

in data collection 

and interviews. 

at the center of teach-

ing and learning), and 

restorative practice. 

Dorado et al., 2016: 

School district-wide ef-

fort to implement 

trauma informed care in 

schools with high rates 

of trauma-exposed stu-

dents. Training con-

sisted of school-wide 

workshops and follow 

up coaching/consulta-

tion. 

 

Mixed 

methods –

program 

evaluation 

3 elementary 

schools and one 

k-8 school. De-

mographics of 

students across 

schools: 47% fe-

male, 38% Afri-

can-American, 

34% Latino, 76% 

Free and reduced 

price lunch. 

Understand trauma 

and stress; establish 

safety and predictabil-

ity; foster compas-

sionate and dependa-

ble relationships; pro-

mote resilience and 

social emotional 

learning; practical cul-

tural humility and re-

sponsiveness; facili-

tate empowerment 

and collaboration 

Pre/post as-

sessments for 

staff about 

trauma 

knowledge 

and perceived 

student en-

gagement 

Longest imple-

menting school’s 

disciplinary data 

Child and Ado-

lescent Needs 

and Strengths 

Scale for stu-

dents receiving 

therapy 

Significant changes in staff 

knowledge about trauma-

informed care, significant 

changes for teacher percep-

tions of student engage-

ment. Large decrease in ex-

clusionary discipline after 5 

years of implementation. 

Significant improvements 

for five CANS items. 

Ezzani, 2014: District-

wide attempt to increase 

conversations about di-

versity among school 

staff members through 

one-hour, once-per-se-

mester workshops over 

3 years. 

 

Qualita-

tive Case 

Study 

7 schools (3 ele-

mentary, 2 mid-

dle, 1 high)  from 

a school district in 

Texas that had in-

flux of diverse 

students in the 

1980s. 

Interviewees were 

school and teacher 

leaders in focus 

groups. 

5 standards for cultur-

ally proficient organi-

zations: 1) understand 

how culture of self/or-

ganization affects oth-

ers; 2) acknowledge 

differences as diver-

sity and not responses 

that are inappropriate; 

3) learn strategies to 

resolve conflict that 

arises due to cultural 

difference; 4) change 

how things are done 

to recognize differ-

ences; and 5) integrate 

these adaptations 

through professional 

development 

 

Focus group 

interviews 

with school 

staff, district 

artifacts, ob-

servations of 

PD sessions, 

and classroom 

walk-

throughs. 

None Due to the schools’ power 

to implement the interven-

tion differently, it is un-

clear if there was a signifi-

cant change in participant 

attitudes. However, be-

cause the main goal was to 

increase vocabulary and 

space to discuss difference, 

the author thinks that these 

efforts will be maintained 

and could lead to future, 

deeper change in the 

schools and district leader-

ship. 
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Fallon et al., 2018: 3 

teachers were trained in 

self-monitoring and 

then randomly exposed 

to performance feed-

back based on their self-

reported intervention 

implementation fidelity. 

 

Quantita-

tive single 

case with 

random-

ized A-B-

C-D mul-

tiple base-

line de-

sign 

3 teachers (one 

White male, one 

Black female, and 

one Latina fe-

male) in one mid-

dle school in an 

urban school dis-

trict in the North-

east 

Increasing positive, 

equitable interactions 

with students, setting 

high expectations, 

teaching social skills, 

and using students 

culture and language 

in instruction. 

Observations 

of teachers’ 

treatment fi-

delity 

Observations of 

class-wide stu-

dent behavior 

Teachers implemented with 

more fidelity during the 

self-monitoring phase and 

even more in the self-moni-

toring with performance 

feedback phase. 

Students were more en-

gaged during performance 

feedback phase for 2/3 

teachers. Students were less 

disruptive during perfor-

mance feedback phase for 

one teacher. 

 

Gregory et al., 2014: 1-

day workshop and one 

year of coaching (My 

Teaching Partner – Sec-

ondary) to decrease dis-

proportionality in disci-

pline referrals for Afri-

can American students. 

 

Quantita-

tive RCT 

82 Teachers (39 

intervention & 43 

control) and 979 

students of the 

participating 

teachers (59% 

black, 30% 

white), all from 

one midsized city 

in a Southeastern 

state 

 

Teaching in line with 

the domains of the 

CLASS observation 

system /Reduction in 

exclusionary disci-

pline practices for Af-

rican American chil-

dren 

Teacher de-

mographic 

variables 

(gender, race, 

years of expe-

rience, course 

subject area) 

Student demo-

graphic variables 

(race, gender, 

SES) and school 

records (ODRs, 

prior EOY ex-

ams) 

 

African American Students 

in intervention teachers’ 

classrooms were two times 

less like to be given exclu-

sionary discipline than Af-

rican American students in 

control classrooms. 

Gregory et al., 2016: 1-

day workshop followed 

by 2 years of biweekly 

coaching using the My 

Teaching Partner-Sec-

ondary program and the 

CLASS observation 

system to help reduce 

disproportionality in 

ODRs. 

 

Quantita-

tive RCT 

86 teachers (56 

female; 56% 

White, 33% 

Black) from 5 

schools 

Teaching in line with 

the domains of the 

CLASS observation 

system /Reduction in 

exclusionary disci-

pline practices for Af-

rican American chil-

dren 

Teacher de-

mographics 

(gender, race, 

years of expe-

rience, course 

subject area) 

and CLASS 

observation 

domains 

Student de-

mographics 

(race, gender, 

SES), and school 

records (ODRs, 

prior EOY ex-

ams) 

Teachers who participated 

in 2 years of MTP-S coach-

ing had no significance dif-

ference of discipline refer-

rals between black students 

and their peers (control 

teachers did have a differ-

ence). This was maintained 

into year 3 while the teach-

ers were not being coached. 

Results also indicated that 

teachers who used high-

level problem solving in 

their classrooms tended to 

issue less referrals in gen-

eral. 
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McKenney et al., 2017: 

2 phases of voluntary 

consultation (total dura-

tion lasting between 25-

40 weeks) focused on 

improving teachers’ 

classroom management 

and culturally respon-

sive practice. 

 

Quantita-

tive Case 

study: 

multiple 

baseline 

3 elementary 

school teachers 

with 7-15 years of 

experience (all 3 

female, 2 white 

and 1 black) who 

taught in diverse 

classrooms (de-

fined broadly) in 

St. Louis metro-

politan area 

around the time of 

Michael Brown 

killing and subse-

quent protests in 

Ferguson 

The natural and inte-

grated application of 

multicultural compe-

tencies/sought-out 

knowledge of students 

into the curriculum 

Frequency of 

occasions 

teachers used 

labeled 

praises and 

provided op-

portunities to 

respond as 

well as 

pre/post self-

report Cul-

tural Respon-

siveness 

Question-

naire. 

Assessed for 

social accept-

ability with 

Treatment 

Evaluation In-

ventory-SF 

 

Frequency of 

student disrup-

tions (defined by 

each teacher) as 

measured by ob-

servation 

throughout the 

study 

Disruptions steadily de-

creased and maintained at 

around 5 disruptions per 25 

minutes after classroom 

management phase of con-

sultation. Also maintained 

throughout cultural respon-

siveness phase so results of 

that could not be fully esti-

mated (though teachers’ 

used of culturally respon-

sive strategies increased 

during CR phase.) 

 

McKoy et al., 2017: 

Weeklong workshop to 

help music teachers be 

more culturally compe-

tent in their teaching 

practice and advising of 

student teachers. 

Mixed 

methods 

18 music educa-

tors (15 female, 3 

male, 13 White, 5 

African Ameri-

can) who were 

partners with 

UNC Greensboro. 

Culturally responsive 

teaching incorporates 

cross-cultural compe-

tence, increased 

global perspective, 

and multicultural mu-

sic through using the 

cultural characteris-

tics, experiences, and 

perspectives of ethni-

cally diverse students 

as conduits to teach 

them more effectively. 

Pre-post sur-

veys. Post 

surveys had 

open-ended 

questions. 

None. Participants were more fa-

miliar with culturally re-

sponsive teaching after the 

workshop but were still un-

sure of how to implement 

it. Participants came to a 

greater understanding of 

culture and the potential 

harm in making assump-

tions about students. Some 

teachers were willing to 

reexamine their own prac-

tices. Teachers came to un-

derstand that students’ 

skills, knowledge and dis-

positions toward music are 

cultural. 
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Parker et al., 2017: A 

masters-level university 

course for practicing 

teachers called culture 

in the math classroom. 

Outcomes are from end 

of the semester projects 

intended to broaden 

teachers’ understanding 

of culturally diverse 

students and to maxim-

ize these students’ suc-

cess 

 

Qualita-

tive --  

narrative 

inquiry 

58 practicing sec-

ondary mathemat-

ics teachers (60% 

women, 40% 

men) in the Rocky 

Mountain region 

who taught in 

schools with aver-

age of 27-35% 

minority students, 

7-10% of ELLs 

and 26-43% stu-

dents FRL status. 

Projects from only 

30 teachers were 

included in analy-

sis 

“Dispositions 

grounded in cultural 

awareness to work to 

know, understand, and 

support the engage-

ment and learning of 

all students”  (p. 399). 

Class Cultural 

Inquiry Pro-

cess  (CIP) 

project. Pro-

jects were in-

cluded in 

analysis if 

teachers de-

scribed a posi-

tive perspec-

tive change 

with regard to 

student cul-

ture. 

None Teachers indicated an in-

creased willingness and 

confidence in reaching out 

to, understanding, and sup-

porting students they ini-

tially found puzzling. How-

ever, the authors were una-

ble to make statements 

about what mechanisms 

were behind this change 

(though they hypothesized 

it was due to the project in 

addition to the teachers’ 

preexisting levels of empa-

thy for their students). 

 

Portes et al., 2018: 100 

hours of training in In-

structional Conversa-

tions and then year of a 

follow up coaching dur-

ing the implementation. 

Tracked the achieve-

ment of ELL students in 

control and treatment 

classrooms. 

 

Quantita-

tive quasi-

experi-

mental de-

sign (at-

tempted  

RCT but 

baseline 

equivalen-

cies were 

not 

achieved 

through 

randomi-

zation) 

 

74 teachers (40 

treatment, 34 con-

trol) and 1521 3rd 

and 5th grade stu-

dents across 14 

Southeastern 

school districts. 

 

 

CREDE pedagogical 

standards (IC is the 

last one). “Instruc-

tional practices cen-

tered on students’ 

backgrounds and ex-

periences [that] pro-

mote meaningful 

learning, student en-

gagement and motiva-

tion, and access to 

high quality curricu-

lum” (p. 491). 

None noted. Standardized test 

scores in read-

ing, ELA, sci-

ence, social stud-

ies, and math 

(focused on ELL 

students but col-

lected data from 

all students) 

The intervention positively 

influences ELA test scores 

after controlling for pretest 

scores. This was true for 

both ELL and non-ELL 

students. 

Powell et al., 2016: 3 

workshop sessions of 

professional develop-

ment and one year of 

coaching to help ele-

mentary teachers in-

crease their use of cul-

turally responsive in-

struction in the class-

room. 

 

Mixed 

Methods 

(concur-

rent trian-

gulation 

design) 

27 teachers (all 

but 1 were white) 

from 4 elementary 

schools that were 

diverse (2 rural, 1 

town, 1 city; free 

and reduced price 

lunch rates ranged 

from 60%-90%). 

Instructional practices 

that connect learning 

to the cultural 

knowledge and expe-

riences of students 

and that draws on stu-

dents’ cultural and lin-

guistic strengths and 

frames of reference in 

instruction, thereby 

resulting in high 

Observations 

using the Cul-

turally Re-

sponsive In-

struction Ob-

servation Pro-

tocol 

(CRIOP) 

Teacher inter-

views (using 

Reading and 

Math EOY 

achievement 

tests from 2 of 

the 4 schools 

Teachers did increase their 

use of CRI from fall to 

spring. 

 Teacher interviews re-

vealed that building posi-

tive relationships were 

most helpful in their imple-

mentation of CRI. 

Students in classes with 

high CRI implementing 
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levels of student 

achievement. 

the CRIOP in-

terview tool) 

teachers had significantly 

better math scores. 

 

Sigman et al., 2014: 3 

5-day workshops to 

help science teachers in 

rural Alaska plan les-

sons that are appropri-

ate for the indigenous 

culture and unique local 

marine life; workshops 

included local scien-

tists. 

Qualita-

tive 

43 science teach-

ers and 35 scien-

tists from rural 

Alaskan commu-

nities (21 teachers 

were from states 

other than 

Alaska). 

The inclusion of di-

verse cultural contexts 

as a means to address 

diversity and equity in 

science education. 

Students’ inherent 

cultural fund of 

knowledge can be lev-

eraged and trans-

formed into science 

knowledge over time. 

Formative in-

terviews 

throughout 

the workshop, 

pre/post sur-

veys, lesson 

plans that 

teachers cre-

ated (35 LPs 

were re-

viewed) 

None. Shift occurred for teachers 

from knowing science con-

tent to thinking of “science 

literacy.”  The interactive 

and collaborative atmos-

phere helped teachers feel 

empowered.  Lesson plans 

ranged in the inclusion of 

culturally responsive prac-

tices. 
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Table 1.3 

Evidence of Credibility Indicators in Seven Quantitative Studies of Inservice Interventions to 

Promote CRT 

 

In-Text Citation Design Control 

group 

Internal 

Validity 

Statisti-

cal Va-

lidity 

Con-

struct 

Validity 

Exter-

nal Va-

lidity 

Bradshaw et al., 

2018 
RCT Y X X X  

Dorado et al., 2016 
Program 

Evaluation 
N     

Fallon et al., 2018 SCD N X X X  

Gregory et al., 2014 RCT Y X X X  

Gregory et al., 2016 RCT Y X X X  

McKenney et al., 

2017 
SCD N X  X  

Portes et al., 2018 
Quasi-Ex-

perimental 
Y     
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Table 1.4 

Evidence of Credibility Indicators in Nine Qualitative Studies of Inservice Interventions to Pro mote CRT 

 
In-Text Ci-

tation 

Triangula-

tion 

Discon-

firming 

Evidence 

Reflexivity Member 

checks 

Collabora-

tive Work 

Audit 

Trail 

External 

audi-

tors/peer 

debriefing 

Prolonged 

field engage-

ment 

Thick De-

scription 

Particulariza-

bility: 

 

Allen & 

Fitzgerald, 

2017 

X    X  X  X  X  X   X 

Bequette, 

2014 

X   X  X  X   X  X X  

 

Brown & 

Crippen, 

2016 

X          X 

 

Cavanagh, 

Vigil, & 

Garcia, 

2014 

X    X  X       

Ezzani, 

2014 

   X    X    

McKoy, 

MacLeod, 

Walter, & 

Nolker, 

2017 

      X     

X 

 

Parker, Bar-

tell, & No-

vak, 2017 

          

Powell, 

Cantrell, 

Malo-Ju-

vera & Cor-

rell, 2016 

X      X  X    X 

Sigman et 

al., 2014 

 

X 

    

X 

  

X 
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Table 1.5 

 

Evidence of Encouraging Cultural Humility in all 26 Studies 
 In-Text Citation Transfor-

mational 

Goal 

Equity 

Content 

Reflec-

tion 

Family/ Com-

munity Part-

ners 

Total 

Current 

Study 

Allen & Fitzgerald, 2017     0 

Bequette, 2014 X   X 2 

Bradshaw et al., 2018 X X X  3 

Brown & Crippen, 2016   X  1 

Cavanagh et al., 2014    X 1 

Dorado et al., 2016  X  X 2 

Ezzani, 2014     0 

Fallon et al., 2018     0 

Gregory et al., 2016   X  1 

Gregory et al., 2014     0 

McKenney et al., 2017 X    1 

McKoy et al., 2017     0 

Parker et al., 2017   X  1 

Portes et al., 2018   X  1 

Powell et al., 2016 X   X 2 

Sigman et al., 2014    X 1 

From Botti-

ani et al. 

(2018) 

Eberly et al., 2010   X X 2 

Fickel, 2005   X X 2 

Hammerness & Matsko, 

2013 
 X   

1 

Jones et al., 2006     0 

McAllister & Irvine, 2002   X  1 

McCormick et al., 2013   X  1 

Ryan et al., 2007     0 

Shriberg et al., 2012    X 1 

Thompson & Byrnes, 2011    X 1 

Vincent et al., 2011     0 
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2  CULTURAL HUMILITY IN THE CONTEXT OF TEACHER-STUDENT RELATION-

SHIPS 

The social practices between teachers and students in schools have been shown to be in-

fluenced by cultural differences between these two groups; for example, researchers have 

demonstrated that classroom discipline (e.g., Gregory et al., 2015; Skiba, Michael, Nardo & Pe-

terson, 2002) and the relationship quality between teachers and students (e.g., Split & Hughes, 

2015) can be different for students based on their cultural group (e.g., race, religious background, 

etc.). These differences often have resulted in systemic inequity for students from certain groups: 

for example, black students were more likely to receive harsher consequences in schools than 

white students (Skiba et al., 2002). This is a concerning factor for schools in the United States, as 

the student population is becoming increasingly diverse, but the teaching force continues to be 

overwhelmingly white and female (USDOE, 2016).  

One response to this potential cultural gap in the classroom has been to help teachers and 

other public educators develop multicultural competence (MCC). However, criticism of this con-

struct has grown, as MCC implies that it is possible for someone to be “competent” in all the cul-

tures of those receiving their services (Hook & Watkins, 2015). An alternative construct to ex-

amine is Multicultural Orientation (MCO), which describes one’s general “way of being” with 

others from diverse backgrounds (Hook, Davis, Owen, Worthington, & Utsey, 2013; Owen, Tao, 

Leach, & Rodolfa, 2011). MCO has been discussed as a more useful construct compared to 

MCC, especially in populations of helping professionals such as physicians, nurses, and child 

welfare workers, as it describes a philosophical position that lends itself to a more generalizable 

set of interpersonal and intrapersonal communication skills (Marian, 2016). 
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Cultural humility, which is an aspect of one’s MCO, has been identified as particularly 

important for service providers in caring professions (Hook et al., 2013; Hook & Watkins, 2015; 

Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998). Cultural humility refers to a continual process of self-reflec-

tion and critique leading to an attitude of openness to others’ experiences and an awareness of 

one’s personal limitations in understanding the cultural backgrounds of others (Hook et al., 2013; 

Hook & Watkins, 2015; Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998). It is a quality that can be considered 

from an intrapersonal and interpersonal perspective and has been theorized to influence the qual-

ity of relationships between people (Davis et al., 2013). Researchers have attempted to encourage 

and assess levels of cultural humility in many helping fields, including medical professions (e.g., 

Chang, Simon, & Dong, 2012; Tervalon & Murray-Garcia, 1998), social work (Fisher-Borne, 

Montana Cain, & Martin, 2015; Ortega & Coulborn, 2011) and counseling (e.g., Hook et al., 

2013). There is evidence that helpers with high levels of cultural humility were able to develop a 

better working alliance with clients, which then led to more effective treatment (e.g., Davis et al., 

2018; Hook et al., 2013). Thus, cultural humility appears to be an important concept in helping 

professions, especially when service providers are working with clients with a variety of cultural 

experiences. However, cultural humility has been explored minimally within the fields of re-

search related primary and secondary educational settings. Because humility has been conceptu-

alized as a relational process (Davis et al., 2013), one important area to investigate is how cul-

tural humility could affect the quality of relationships between teachers and students.  

The current study aims to explore if and how cultural humility is related to teacher-stu-

dent relationship quality (TSRQ) in secondary school classrooms. High-quality teacher-student 

relationships have been shown to predict beneficial outcomes for students (e.g., Roorda, Jak, 

Zee, Oort, & Koomen, 2017), and previous research has demonstrated a cultural gap in 
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relationship quality between teachers and students of differing cultural backgrounds (e.g., Saft & 

Pianta, 2001; Split & Hughes, 2015). We hypothesize that cultural humility may moderate the 

relationship between students placed at risk for high-conflict teacher-student relationships and 

their perceived TSRQ.  

Cultural Humility 

Recent reviews of the literature (e.g., Davis et al., 2018; Foronda, Baptiste, Reinholdt, & 

Ousman, 2016; Mosher, Hook, Captari, Davis, DeBlaere, & Owens, 2017) regarding cultural hu-

mility identified this trait as a “process of openness, self-awareness, being egoless, and incorpo-

rating self-reflection and critique after willingly engaging with diverse individuals” (Foronda et 

al., 2016 p. 213). Cultural humility is likely necessary when there is a power imbalance present, 

and results in mutual empowerment, respect, partnerships, optimal care, and lifelong learning for 

the culturally humble individual (Foronda et al., 2016). In a conceptual analysis of cultural hu-

mility, Foronda et al. (2016) found that research and theoretical publications about cultural hu-

mility have primarily existed within the fields of medicine, nursing, social work, and ‘others’ (p. 

215), including counseling and community psychology (e.g., Hook et al., 2013; Ross, 2010). 

Mosher et al. (2017) reviewed the exploration of cultural humility within the field of counseling 

psychology, finding that empirical studies of cultural humility suggested that it has been most 

influential in developing a healthy therapeutic relationship between two parties of different cul-

tural backgrounds, in navigating cultural ruptures, and in facilitating continual multicultural de-

velopment through processes of self-reflection and critique. Davis et al. (2018) reviewed the pre-

liminary evidence to support the importance of components of MCO (including cultural humil-

ity) in psychotherapy settings and concluded that it supports two possible theories of cultural hu-

mility’s influence on relationships (Davis et al., 2018): the social bond and the social oil 
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hypothesis. The social bond hypothesis states that perceived humility in relationships helps pro-

tect against the damages done by microaggressions and other negative interactions; this hypothe-

sis suggests that forgiveness is granted more easily to those with higher perceived cultural humil-

ity (Davis et al., 2013). The social oil hypothesis has been explored less often in the literature, 

but there is some support for the theory, which states that humility is a sort of lubricant in tense 

relational situations that can be calming to both parties and helps resolve cultural conflict more 

rapidly and more often (Davis et al., 2018).  

These reviews identified literature on cultural humility as an emerging field of research 

that requires further empirical exploration to understand how it influences best practices in multi-

ple caring professions and contexts (Davis et al., 2018; Foronda et al., 2016; Mosher et al., 

2017). One challenge in expanding this research is measuring real levels of cultural humility 

within practitioners; measures of cultural competence and related constructs have often relied on 

self-reports, which can bias responses as a result of social acceptability or low self-awareness 

(Stanhope, Solomon, Pernell-Arnold, Sands, & Bourjolly, 2005). Measuring all types of humility 

has been especially complicated due to the presumed paradox of self-reported humility measures 

(Davis, Worthington, & Hook, 2010), which posits that truly humble individuals will likely un-

derreport their levels of humility, and less-humble individuals will overestimate their own humil-

ity. An alternative reporting method has been used in the field of counseling psychology, where 

cultural humility has most often been measured using the Cultural Humility Scale (CHS; Hook et 

al., 2013) that asks clients to rate perceived levels of cultural humility in their counselors. How-

ever, to our knowledge, this scale has not been adapted outside of the field of counseling psy-

chology. Other studies have used qualitative evaluations of cultural humility, such that personal 

reflections of practitioners have been analyzed for characteristics in line with how cultural 
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humility has been conceptualized in the research literature (e.g., Tinkler & Tinkler, 2016; 

Tormala, Patel, Soukup, & Clarke, 2018). More research to help understand empirical measure-

ments of cultural humility, especially in multiple professional fields, will aid in understanding 

the impact of cultural humility in helping professions.  

Teacher-Student Relationships 

Positive teacher-student relationships have been described as those relationships that are 

high in emotional support, trust, and respect between the teacher and student (e.g., Pianta, 

Hamre, & Stuhlman, 2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000). Negative relationships have been considered to 

be high in conflict, low in trust, and low in respect (e.g., Pianta et al., 2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Strong teacher-student relationships have been correlated with students’ academic success and 

positive social-emotional development (Roorda, Jak, Zee, Oort, & Koomen, 2017), whereas 

weak/negative teacher-student relationships have been correlated with poorer academic and so-

cial outcomes for students (e.g., Roorda et al., 2017). Improvements due to positive teacher-stu-

dent relationships have been shown to be larger for students who are placed at risk for poorer ac-

ademic and behavioral outcomes, such as students from low-income and/or minority back-

grounds (McGrath & Van Bergen, 2015). Additionally, improving teacher-student relationship 

quality has eliminated racial gaps in discipline practices for students from diverse racial and soci-

oeconomic backgrounds (Gregory et al., 2016). Thus, improving teacher-student relationships 

could be extremely beneficial for students from racially diverse backgrounds, as students with 

strong teacher-student relationships have tended to achieve more and to remain more connected 

to school than their peers who have poor teacher-student relationships. 

The role of teacher-student relationships in student development has been conceptualized 

most commonly using extended attachment theory (Pianta et al., 2003) and social motivation 



74 

 

 

 

theory (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Extended attachment theory posits that students can form attach-

ments to teachers that are similar to the attachments of children to parents (Pianta et al., 2003). 

Forming these attachments is thought to be due to previous attachments the adult and child have 

formed in their lives, as well as each party’s mental model of the relationship (Davis, 2006; Pi-

anta, 2003). For example, when a teacher views a child’s behavior as primarily positive, that 

child will likely elicit more positive attention from the teacher.  Similarly, when a child expects a 

teacher to respond in a positive, nurturing manner, that child then feels safe and will be more 

likely to trust the teacher and be more compliant. Social motivation theory suggests that students 

have three major, integrated needs in order to remain motivated in school: autonomy, compe-

tence and relatedness (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Positive teacher-student relationships have been 

thought to meet students’ need for relatedness, which enhances their autonomy and competence 

to increase their engagement in school. 

Interestingly, neither extended attachment nor social motivation theory have addressed 

the way cultural differences may function in teacher-student relationships. One theory, Rela-

tional-Cultural Theory (RCT; Miller 1976), posits that growth-fostering relationships (such as 

teacher-student relationships) must consist of mutual empowerment, mutual empathy, and au-

thenticity. This is true especially in relationships where there is a power imbalance and/or cul-

tural differences between each person (Jordan, 2008). RCT theorists have suggested that estab-

lishing growth-fostering relationships in these scenarios is difficult and thus specific strategies 

should be developed to overcome these potential differences (Jordan, 2008). Enhancing cultur-

ally-responsive teaching strategies has shown some evidence of increasing growth-fostering rela-

tionships between teachers and students (e.g., Chowela, Goodman, West-Olatunji, & Amatea, 
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2014). Understanding more about the connection between cultural humility and TSRQ could 

help further knowledge in this area.  

Risk Factors Associated with Low Teacher-Student Relationship Quality (TSRQ) 

Considering the clearly established importance of teacher-student relationships in 

schools, it is equally important to investigate what factors in a classroom may predict positive or 

negative relationships between teachers and students. Researchers have demonstrated that stu-

dent factors such as race/ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic background, prior achievement, disa-

bility status, and behavioral history have predicted relationship quality with teachers (see 

McGrath & Van Bergen, 2015 for a review). In general, minority students from low-income 

backgrounds with a tumultuous behavioral history and low achievement have been shown to be 

at greater risk for developing low quality relationships with teachers (McGrath & Van Bergen, 

2015). Some longitudinal studies (e.g., Jerome, Hamre, & Pianta 2009; Split, Hughes, Wu, and 

Kwok, 2012) have demonstrated that, while relationship trajectories can change over time, stu-

dents matching this demographic description were generally overrepresented in groups of stu-

dents that teachers rated as having higher levels of conflictual relationships, starting as early as 

pre-Kindergarten. Other studies have suggested that forming poor relationships with teachers in 

early elementary school negatively influenced TSRQ even through adolescence (Hamre & Pi-

anta, 2001). Thus, the potential impact of one year of negative TSRQ could be quite detrimental 

to long-term student outcomes.  

Students’ emotional adjustment can affect the quality of relationships with their teachers. 

Students with high levels of externalizing behavior were more likely to have relationships with 

teachers that are high in conflict (Lei, Chu, & Chiu, 2016). In their 2016 meta-analysis, Lei et al. 

reviewed 57 studies that investigated the relationship between TSRQ and evidence of student 
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externalizing behavior problems. Findings suggested that positive TSRQ was significantly corre-

lated with lower rates externalizing behavior problems, and that negative TSRQ was signifi-

cantly correlated with higher rates of externalizing behavior problems. Other studies (e.g., 

Roorda, Verschueren, Vancraeyveldt, Van Craeyevelt, & Colpin, 2014; Zhang & Sun, 2011) of 

children’s emotional adjustment and TSRQ have found that children’s internalizing behaviors 

and prosocial behaviors could also influence TSRQ, though they were generally less predictive 

of relationship quality when compared to externalizing behavior problems (Zhang & Sun, 2011). 

One finding of Lei et al. (2016) was that culture significantly moderated the relationship between 

TSRQ and externalizing behavior problems – the correlation between TSRQ and emotional is-

sues varied between Eastern and Western cultures. This could indicate that cultural expectations 

for behavior may influence the relationship between behavior problems and TSRQ. This is im-

portant, as certain populations of students (i.e., African American, male) have been shown to be 

more likely to be perceived by teachers as having behavior problems (Jerome et al., 2009; Mat-

thews, Kizzy, Rowley, & Contina, 2010). It is possible that, similar to its influence on percep-

tions of externalizing behavior problems, cultural background could also influence teachers’ per-

ceptions of students with varying levels of internalizing behaviors and prosocial skills. Under-

standing the role of cultural expectations could increase helpful interventions for the most vul-

nerable groups of students.  

 Less research has been conducted to assess which teacher factors may contribute to rela-

tionship quality with students. Some teacher characteristics, such as experience, gender, and age 

have shown little to no effect on relationship quality (Hamre & Pianta, 2006). Teacher racial/eth-

nic background, especially when compared to student racial/ethnic background, has shown some 

prediction of relationship quality with students (e.g., Split & Hughes, 2015), suggesting that 
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racial/ethnic match is predictive of better relationships between teachers and students (e.g., Thijs, 

Westhof, & Koomen, 2011). Cherng & Halpin (2016) found that minority students had signifi-

cantly different perceptions of teachers based on teacher racial/ethnic background, which sug-

gested a relational effect from a student’s perspective based on teacher characteristics. More re-

search in this area may clarify the relationships between teacher race/ethnicity and TSRQ, espe-

cially when it is compared with student race/ethnicity.  

The Current Study 

Hook et al. (2013) found that the working alliance between a counselor and client signifi-

cantly mediated the relationship between counselors’ cultural humility and the effectiveness of 

their practice. Since this study, multiple investigations have demonstrated that cultural humility 

plays a significant role in the development of therapeutic working alliance (Davis et al., 2018).  

Using a theoretical model that is congruent with the findings of Hook et al. (2013), it is possible 

that cultural humility is significantly related to a teacher’s ability to build positive relationships 

with his/her students. This relationship could help clarify and extend the conflicting/limited evi-

dence about teacher/student racial/ethnic match, student emotional adjustment, and teacher-stu-

dent relationship quality. It is possible that cultural humility is particularly important for teacher-

student relationships when teachers are working in classrooms that serve students from diverse 

backgrounds (or with students who have different cultural backgrounds from the teacher).  

We hypothesize that teachers with high levels of cultural humility may be able to build 

relationships with their students that are more effective. Both Hook et al. (2013) and Lei et al. 

(2016) provided useful models for exploring the role of cultural humility in TSRQ. Hook et al. 

found that cultural humility plays a significant role in working relationships, which then in turn 

affect practice. Lei et al. demonstrated that student externalizing behaviors predicted TSRQ, and 
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that cultural variables moderated this relationship.  For the current study, it is predicted that 

teachers’ cultural humility may moderate the relationship between students’ self-reported emo-

tional adjustment and their perceived relationship quality with teachers (see figure 1). Finally, to 

expand our exploration into the role of culture in TSRQ, the current study will examine the role 

of demographic variables (race/ethnicity, gender, etc.) in students’ perceptions of their teachers’ 

cultural humility and their perceptions of TSRQ.  

 The research questions we will answer in order to test this hypothesis are as follows: 

1. Is cultural humility related to TSRQ? 

We hypothesize that student-perceived teacher cultural humility will be related to their 

perceptions of TSRQ. Previous studies that examined cultural humility in the context of 

counseling have demonstrated that it is significantly related to the counselor-client work-

ing alliance (e.g., Hook et al., 2013), which is a relational construct. Thus, we postulate 

that TSRQ will function similarly to working alliance, and that it will be significantly re-

lated to student perceptions of their teachers’ cultural humility.  

2. Does cultural humility moderate the relationship between student emotional adjustment 

and TRSQ? 

Lei et al. (2016) found that cultural factors significantly moderated the relationship be-

tween externalizing behavior problems and TSRQ; thus, we believe that teachers’ cultural 

humility will significantly moderate the relationship between student emotional adjust-

ment and their reports of TSRQ. Similar to the mechanisms described in the social oil and 

social bond hypotheses (Davis et al., 2018), we think cultural humility will act as a buffer 

in teacher-student relationships. Specifically, we hypothesize that high ratings of cultural 
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humility will be correlated with more positive relationships than they are predicted to be 

based on students’ emotional adjustment. (see figure 1).  

3. How does the relationship between cultural humility and TSRQ differ by demographic 

subgroups (e.g., race, gender, teacher-student racial/ethnic match)? 

Past research on cultural humility has suggested that it is most important in relationships 

between individuals who come from different cultural backgrounds. Thus, while our ex-

amination of demographic factors on the role of moderation is exploratory, we expect that 

cultural humility will have a stronger effect when students and teachers are demograph-

ically different from each other (i.e., when a student-teacher cultural mismatch is pre-

sent).  

Method 

Participants  

Participants were high school students from one school district in the Southeastern United 

States that was participating with a university in a larger grant-funded research project regarding 

student mental health; data were collected from every high school student in the district (N = 

2002). The sample population was majority-minority (45% black, 37% White, 7% Latino, 10% 

other) and roughly half male (46%) and female (52%). Full student demographics are reported in 

Table 1. In the district overall, 77% of students are eligible for free- and reduced-price lunch.  

Measures 

All variables were student-reported. Evidence from prior studies has suggested that high 

school students’ responses to measures of teacher-related constructs were both reliable and valid 

(Follman, 1992; Peterson, Wahlquist, & Bone, 2000), and were not more susceptible to bias 

when compared to ratings by college students and other adult groups (Worrell & Kuterbach, 
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2001). Additionally, though student reports of TSRQ have previously been found to have low 

correspondence with teacher reports (e.g., Hughes, 2011), student reports have been shown to be 

more predictive of important student constructs including school belonging and feelings of aca-

demic competence (Hughes, 2011; Murray, Kotsky, & Hauser-McLean, 2016). 

Teacher-student relationship quality. TSRQ was assessed with the 17-item Inventory 

of Teacher-Student Relationships (IT-SR; Murray & Zvoch, 2011).  Items (e.g. “My teacher un-

derstands me”) are rated on a 4-point scale, ranging from 1= almost never or never true to 4 = 

almost always or always true and load onto three latent factors: Communication, Trust, and Al-

ienation. It was adapted from the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachments (IPPA; Armsden & 

Greenberg, 1987), which is based in attachment theory and has been shown to be a reliable and 

valid measure of adolescents’ attachments to individuals other than parents (Muris, Meesters, 

Marion, & Zwambag, 2001). Items on the Communication and Trust subscales assess student 

perspectives of teachers’ understanding, responsiveness, and sensitivity; Items on the Alienation 

subscale assess the degree to which students feel disconnected from teachers. The IT-SR has 

shown evidence of moderate to strong internal consistency among diverse adolescents, with 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients estimated at .72 for the Alienation subscale, .84 for the Trust sub-

scale, and .89 for the Communication subscale (Murray & Zvoch, 2011).  Concurrent validity 

was also demonstrated in a diverse sample of adolescents (Murray & Zvoch, 2011).  

Student Emotional Adjustment. Students reported their own levels of risk for external-

izing and internalizing mental health and behavioral issues using the Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire (SDQ; Goodman, 1997). The SDQ is a 25-item measure of social, emotional, and 

behavioral strengths and difficulties in children and adolescents. There are parent, teacher, and 

self-report versions. The self-report version has 5 latent factors each with 5 indicators. The scales 
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are entitled Hyperactivity (items refer to levels of activity and impulsivity), Emotional Symp-

toms (items refer to internalizing symptoms of anxiety and depression), Conduct Problems 

(items refer to behavioral difficulties like fighting and tantrums), Peer Problems (items refer to 

problematic peer interactions), and Prosocial (items refer to positive interactions with others). 

Four of the five factors load onto two subscales: Externalizing (made up of Hyperactivity and 

Conduct Problems), and Internalizing (made up of Emotional Symptoms and Peer Problems).  A 

total difficulties score is calculated from the internalizing and externalizing subscales. The SDQ 

is very widely used not only in the United States but also around the world. It has been translated 

into over 80 languages and has been used in over 4000 research articles (Uses of the SDQ, 

2018). The SDQ has been shown to provide acceptable levels of validity and acceptable to good 

internal consistency in measuring self-reported emotional and behavioral strengths and difficul-

ties and in adolescent samples from multiple countries, with Cronbach’s alphas of .76 - .80 (e.g., 

Dickey & Blumberg, 2004; Van Roy, Veenstra, & Clench-Aas, 2008). However, recent literature 

has shown that the 5-factor model of the SDQ was a poor fit with racial/ethnic minority adoles-

cent samples from the United States (e.g., Twyford, Buckley, Moffa, & Dowdy, 2018). Thus, in 

our exploration of the SDQ, multiple factor structures were considered to ensure that student 

emotionality was being measured with sufficient reliability and validity.  

Demographic variables. Demographic information was collected about both teachers 

and students, though all information was student-reported as the anonymity of the teachers and 

students was protected throughout the data collection process. Students provided basic infor-

mation about their teacher’s demographic background (race/ethnicity, gender, age bracket). Stu-

dent-reported teacher demographics suggested that the teacher population is roughly half White 

(53%) and female (52%).  Students also reported the difficulty of the class taught by the teacher 
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they were rating and suggested that the majority of students (74%) found their classes easy.  Full 

student-reported teacher demographics can be found in Table 2.2.  

Cultural humility. Cultural humility was assessed using an adaptation of the 12-item 

Cultural Humility Scale (Hook et al., 2013), the Cultural Humility Scale for Students (CHS-S). 

The original CHS was developed to obtain ratings of counselors’ cultural humility. Items (e.g., 

“Regarding core aspects of my cultural background, my counselor assumes he/she already knows 

a lot”) are rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree.  This version of the scale has demonstrated evidence of convergent validity when com-

pared with measures of counselor multicultural competence (though cultural humility was more 

predictive of working alliance than multicultural competence). Additionally, the CHS has 

demonstrated excellent reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of .93 (Hook et al., 2013). Hook et al. 

(2013) found that the CHS had two factors, one that suggested more positive ratings of cultural 

humility, and one that suggested more negative ratings of cultural humility. In addition to these 

subscales, the measure provides an overall rating of counselors’ cultural humility from the per-

spective of their clients.  

Srisarajivakul et al. (2019) adapted the CHS for adolescents in classroom settings to rate 

their teachers’ cultural humility, renaming the scale the Cultural Humility Scale for Students 

(CHS-S). Compared to the CHS, the CHS-S was revised in vocabulary and structure to be appro-

priate for the setting and age of the respondents. Students were asked to complete the scale for 

their third period teacher in order to control for students’ selection bias. Additionally, the begin-

ning portion of the scale that asked participants to write the most central aspect of their cultural 

background and rate its importance was converted to a drop-down menu format. The areas of 

possible cultural background were presented in this menu using adolescent-friendly language 
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(e.g., “neighborhood” instead of “socioeconomic status”). The largest portion of students chose 

Race/Ethnicity as the most central aspect of their cultural background (32%), followed by Na-

tionality (20%), Gender (15%), Neighborhood (12%), and Language Spoken at Home (9%). See 

Table 2.3 for the full report of students’ most salient cultural identities. Appendix A contains a 

completely revised form of the CHS-S.  

In a sample of racially and socioeconomically diverse middle school students, Srisa-

rajivakul et al. (2019) found that an 11-item bifactor factor structure of the CHS-S was the best 

fit to the data, with one factor representing positive ratings of cultural humility, one factor repre-

senting negative ratings of cultural humility, and one general factor representing an individuals’ 

total cultural humility. Adequate reliability of each factor was reported (McDonald’s omega (𝜔) 

= .85 for the overall factor, .85 for the positive factor, and .79 for the negative factor). In addition 

to the research questions specified above, this study attempted to confirm the fit of the factor 

structure of the CHS-S with a diverse sample of high school students. 

Procedures 

Data Collection. Data collection efforts were coordinated by the grant director in the dis-

trict. The SDQ was administered to all the high school students in the district as part of a univer-

sal screening process that was required as part of the grant. The CHS-S and IT-SR were added to 

that universal screening process. The survey was created using an online survey software that 

was sent via a link to the grant director. The grant director distributed the link to both high 

schools in the district. The schools ensured that all students took the survey in a supervised com-

puter lab. The responses were sent to a private account only accessible by the grant director. 

Once the survey data were collected, the grant director compiled the responses, removed student 

identifying information, and deposited the data into a private and password-protected online data 
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management account that is accessible only by the principal investigators and an IRB-approved 

research team. This data collection process took place in September 2018.  

Informed Consent. Student assent was obtained before students completed the IT-SR 

and CHS-S. Passive parental consent was obtained for students who were willing to participate 

in the study. The data collection was anonymous and these procedures, including the use of pas-

sive parental consent, received IRB approval. Details of the project were distributed to parents 

who had the right to remove their children from participation at any time.  The data collection 

was administered through online software that required no direct interaction with university re-

searchers and participating students; administration of the survey was coordinated by the grant 

director in the district. The survey was completely anonymous. Though some demographic infor-

mation was collected from students, no identifying information was collected. The anonymity of 

the survey minimized the risk to students, as the university researchers were not able to gain ac-

cess to any specific identifying information per student. Finally, though participants could expe-

rience feelings of discomfort related to answering survey items about their feelings, attitudes, 

and experiences, they were given the option to skip items without penalty and could stop partici-

pating at any time.  

Ethical Considerations. The primary ethical risks involve issues of confidentiality. All 

anonymous response data were stored in a password-protected Box account, so risk of identifica-

tion was extremely low. Electronic copies of the survey were kept on firewall- and password-

protected computers without any data that identified any individual student. Participants could 

have experienced feelings of discomfort related to answering survey items about their feelings, 

attitudes, and experiences. Participants were told that they could skip items without penalty, and 

they could stop participating at any time. In addition, parents were given contact information for 
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the research team if they had questions, concerns, or complaints about this study. They were also 

given contact information for a contact in the Georgia State University Office of Research Integ-

rity if they wanted to talk to someone who was not part of the study team. 

Analysis  

The analysis procedure consisted of several steps. First, the data were examined for trust-

worthiness and any problematic data points (e.g., statistical outliers and inconsistent or insuffi-

cient effort responders) were removed from subsequent analyses. To answer the first, second, 

and third research questions, it was necessary to compare latent factors that indicate cultural hu-

mility, student emotional adjustment, and TSRQ. This required estimation of measurement mod-

els for each scale that appropriately accounted for the variability in students’ raw responses. 

Thus, the initial measurement models for each scale were then estimated and adjusted for opti-

mal fit and each scale was evaluated for measurement invariance. The latent factors could then 

be compared through structural modeling to answer research questions 1 and 2. The hypothe-

sized structural model was estimated from the factor scores of each measurement model. To an-

swer research question 3, the influence of teacher and student demographic factors on the final 

structural model was assessed by testing if there was a significant difference in moderation ef-

fects between demographic subgroups. All measurement and structural analyses were performed 

in Mplus Version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017). 

Data trustworthiness. Data were initially evaluated for trustworthiness using several 

post hoc methods of detecting inconsistent responders (Meade & Craig, 2012). Responders were 

removed from analysis if they met one or both of the following criteria: response pattern indices 

including LongString (Johnson, 2005) and response variance that were substantially different 

from average, and outlier indices including Mahalonobis distances that were significantly 
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different from normal (Osborne, 2010). After the removal of inconsistent responders, missing 

data were inconsequential (missing data patterns on each measure ranged from 26 to 45) and 

were thus deleted listwise during analysis.  

Measurement modeling. Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs) were performed on each 

measure in order to account for the maximum amount of measurement error in the structural 

model (Kline, 2011). For each scale, initial CFAs were run using the predetermined factor struc-

ture based on previous literature. Then, if necessary, theoretically based adjustments were made 

to the models in order to improve model fit. Criteria for good model fit included CFI > .90, root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) values less than .08, and standardized root mean 

square residual (SRMR) values less than .08 (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; Meade, Johnson, & 

Braddy, 2008). The chi-square significance test was not considered a part of model fit indices be-

cause chi-square has been shown to be overly sensitive to sample size (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980). 

Because each scale provided Likert-style response options, the three CFAs were modelled as or-

dered categorical indicators using a WLSMV estimator and theta parameterization. McDonald’s 

omega (𝜔) was used to assess internal reliability for each factor, as it accounts for measurement 

error more realistically than Cronbach’s alpha in psychological survey measures, especially with 

complex models (Dunn, Baguley, & Brunsden, 2014). 

Measurement Invariance. Measurement invariance was also assessed for each scale to 

ensure that reliable comparisons could be made in the structural model between individuals from 

different demographic subgroups. It was tested through a series of model comparisons that in-

creased restrictions on certain parameter estimates. When evaluating measurement invariance 

with a categorical model, the only empirically supported index of model comparison is the chi-

square difference tests computed in MPlus using the DIFFTEST command (Muthén, 2004). This 
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was problematic for fit comparisons because chi-square is sensitive to large sample sizes, com-

plex models, and minor misspecifications (Sass, Schmitt, & Marsh, 2014), and there is evidence 

that this sensitivity produces statistically significant results that are not meaningfully significant 

(e.g., Meade et al., 2008; Sass et al., 2014). Thus, we followed the example of others (e.g., Caci, 

Morin & Train, 2015; Rutkowski & Svetina, 2017) and evaluated each model comparison for 

meaningful measurement differences (e.g., less than .010 ∆CFI, less than .015 ∆RMSEA).  Con-

figural invariance was tested first to determine if the overall model fit is the same between two 

groups. Next, metric invariance was tested to determine if the factor loadings were the same be-

tween two groups. Finally, scalar invariance was tested by restraining item thresholds to be equal 

between groups.   Because the structural model was estimated using the factor scores from each 

CFA for each scale, the presence of metric invariance provided enough support to make further 

inferences from the relationships between constructs measured by each scale. If the model fit 

was found to be worse after imposing restraints on the factor loadings, attempts were made to lo-

cate the sources of non-invariance and free problematic items, while constraining all others to be 

equal. Thus, partial metric invariance models were considered acceptable if freeing less than 

20% of the factor loadings produced minimal differences between metric and configural models 

(Dimitrov, 2010).  

Due to population imbalance between certain demographic groups, invariance was as-

sessed on only the largest groups in the population (Yoon & Lai, 2018).  Thus, the presence of 

invariance was assessed for each scale between the following subgroups: race (Black vs. White 

students), gender (male vs. female students), the presence of teacher-student racial match (match 

vs. non-match), and student self-selected salient cultural identity differences that were indicated 

on the CHS-S (race/ethnicity, vs. nationality).  
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Structural modeling. Once the factor structure was determined and verified for each 

measure, the factor scores from the final measurement model of each scale were saved and uti-

lized to estimate the hypothesized structural model using path analysis. Factor scores were uti-

lized instead of latent variables or scale scores from the preliminary measurement models be-

cause the process of estimation with multiple complicated models became impossible for the 

software to operate. Using factor scores instead of latent variables still controls measurement er-

ror, especially when factor scores from the most invariant models are used in analysis (Morin et 

al., 2016). The results of the structural model were used to answer the first and second research 

questions, as they enabled the exploration of relationships between externalizing behavior, 

teacher-student relationship quality, and cultural humility. 

Multigroup SEM. After the full structural model was estimated using factor scores, a 

model test was conducted between demographic subgroups to assess the three-way interactions 

between the effect of cultural humility and student and teacher demographic variables. The 

MODEL TEST option in MPlus tests the constraints to one or more parameters in the model us-

ing the Wald chi square difference test. Thus, two subgroups were specified, and the moderation 

effect was constrained to be the same between groups. If the Wald test suggested a significant 

difference, it would indicate that the moderation effect varied between subgroups. We were most 

interested in whether the effect of cultural humility varied in magnitude for Black students com-

pared with White students, or when there was a teacher-student racial/ethnic mismatch. The ef-

fect of other demographic characteristics including student gender and student self-selected cul-

tural identities were tested as well.  

Results 

Preliminary Analysis  
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Missing Data. Data were examined for inconsistent/insufficient effort responders and 

eliminated based on recommendations by Craig and Meade (2012), and Huang et al. (2012). Of 

the 2002 respondents, 1,612 (80.5%) were retained in analysis. One fifth of respondents is a 

large proportion to remove from analysis based on the assumption of insufficient effort, but it is 

not outside the realm of possibility for certain samples (Meade & Craig, 2012). Risk factors for a 

high proportion of unreliable responders include online and anonymous survey modalities and 

younger samples (Meade & Craig, 2012).  Thus, it is reasonable that 20% of responses could be 

the result of insufficient or inconsistent effort.  

Raw Data Screening. Examination of variance inflation factors for each scale did not 

suggest the presence of excessive multicollinearity, and the scores for most items were symmet-

rically distributed. For each scale, the Kaiser-Meyers-Olkin test of sampling adequacy was ac-

ceptable (CHS-S = .916; SDQ = .868; IT-SR = .934) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statisti-

cally significant (all ps < .001).  

Raw score responses were summed for each measure to preliminarily evaluate the corre-

lations and trends of raw response data. The SDQ was scored using a preexisting macro utilized 

by the school district to plan services for at-risk students (Center for Leadership and Disability, 

2016). This macro yields a score for each subscale as well as a score for internalizing problems, 

externalizing problems, and a students’ total difficulties. Correlations between the SDQ sub-

scales were as expected, with small to moderate, significant, and positive correlations between 

the four difficulties subscales, and small to moderate, significant, and negative correlations be-

tween prosocial and the other subscales.  

The CHS-S raw scores were summed for each factor based on previous analysis – the 

Positive Cultural Humility (CH) total included seven items and the Negative CH total included 
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four items, based on the model described in the Srisarajivakul et al (2019) study. Means for these 

composites were 28.8 for Positive CH and 11.0 for Negative CH. Consistent with previous re-

search using the CHS (e.g., Choe, Srisarajivakul, Davis, DeBlaere, Van Tongeren, & Hook, 

2018; Srisarajvakul et al., 2019), the correlation between Negative CH and Positive CH was es-

sentially zero (r = .06). 

The IT-SR raw scores were summed into three subscales in accordance with the previous 

factor structure reported by Murray and Zvoch (2011), with 8 items on the Communication fac-

tor, 5 items on the Trust factor, and 4 items on the Alienation factor. The mean for Communica-

tion was 20.8, Trust was 16.2, and Alienation was 11.1. Correlations between these factors were 

unexpectedly different from previous reports, with significant and slightly positive correlations 

between Alienation and the other two factors (r = .13 for Alienation and Trust, r = .30 for Alien-

ation and Communication). This suggests that some portion of the students in the sample found it 

possible to feel alienated from their teachers but also to communicate with them, as well as feel 

alienated from their teachers but also consider them trustworthy. This finding is inconsistent with 

past studies using the IT-SR (e.g., Murray et al., 2016), and thus seems specific to the sample in 

this study. Though the IT-SR has demonstrated strong psychometric properties with adolescent 

samples from racial minority groups (Murray et al., 2016; Murray & Zvoch, 2011), these studies 

were conducted with students who were slightly younger and from more urban school districts 

than those in the current sample. It is possible that these overall  demographic differences influ-

enced the performance of the measure. The correlation between Trust and Communication was 

strong and statistically significant (r = .72).  

Thus, there were some limitations in the raw data, including the relatively high propor-

tion of inconsistent responders and the correlations between Alienation and the other IT-SR 
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subscales. However, basic assumptions were met for structural equation modelling. To answer 

the three primary research questions with minimal measurement error, CFAs and invariance 

analysis were run to determine the best fit and reliability of each scale.   

Measurement modeling   

CHS-S. The 11-item bifactor structure proposed by Srisarajivakul et al. (2019) was used 

to conduct the CFA on the CHS-S. Srisarajivakul and colleagues used a continuous model for the 

CHS-S. Prior literature has demonstrated that polytomous data with 5 or more response choices 

can be modelled as continuous, but that a categorical estimator generally performs better when 

assessing model fit (Koziol & Bovaird, 2018; Rhemtulla, Brosseau-Liard, & Savalei, 2012; 

Tarka, 2017). Thus, we modelled the CHS-S categorically using the weighted least squares mean 

and variance adjusted (WLSMV) estimator and the theta parameterization in MPlus. The fit was 

found to be quite good (see Table 2.4 for factor loadings and Table 2.7 for fit statistics), and that 

model was selected for use in the structural analysis. Loadings on the Positive and Negative fac-

tors were strong and statistically significant, with standardized loadings ranging from λ = .540-

.793 for the Positive factor and λ = .704-.859 for the Negative factor. The total factor loadings 

were more variable, with one negative and one weak loading from items that also loaded onto the 

Negative factor (item 12 λ = -.263, item 11 λ = .212). Because these items loaded very well onto 

the negative factor and because the overall fit was quite high, the model suggested by Srisa-

rajivakul et al. was not altered. The reliability of all three factors ranged from good to excellent 

(𝜔s = .86 for the general factor, .92 for the positive factor, and .82 for the negative factor).  

SDQ. A variety of models were fit to the SDQ based on prior research. The first model 

was Goodman’s (1997) originally proposed 5-factor structure of the self-report measure, which 

has shown mixed results with a variety of populations (see Caci, Morin & Train (2015) for a 
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review). The 5-factor model resulted in a poor fit when used with the current sample’s data (see 

Table 2.7 for full details). Caci et al.’s (2015) study found with a large sample of European ado-

lescents that the best fitting model was a bifactor model with the five originally proposed spe-

cific factors and two general factors that account for the externalizing and internalizing items 

(the prosocial scale was left as its own specific factor). This model was also tested, with a poor 

overall fit, though modification indices suggested that allowing some of the specific factors to 

correlate would greatly improve the model fit. These very high intercorrelations between specific 

factors and general factors suggested that a second-order model might fit the data better. This 

model, with the Externalizing Behavior and Internalizing Behavior factors loading onto a Total 

Difficulties factor, was also found to have acceptable fit by Caci et al (2015) and others (e.g., Ni-

clasen, Skovgaard, Andersen, Sømhovd, & Obel, 2013). However, the second-order model was a 

poor fit to the current sample’s data. 

Alternative structures that were better fits for racial minority adolescent populations in 

the United States have been previously suggested (Ruchkin, Jones, Vermeien, & Schwab-Stone, 

2008; Twyford et al., 2018). Ruchkin, Jones, Vermeien, & Schwab-Stone (2008) found that a 

three-factor model with two difficulties factors (Emotional Distress/Withdrawal and Behavior 

Reactivity/Conduct Problems) and one strengths factor (Prosocial Behavior/Peer Competence) 

was a good fit to a sample of adolescents from urban, racial minority backgrounds. This model 

fit slightly better than the previous models but did not meet the criteria for adequate fit with the 

current sample. Twyford, Buckley, Moffa, & Dowdy (2018) tested 3 previously suggested struc-

tures with a large sample of Latinx adolescent populations and found that none of them had ade-

quate fit. Twyford et al. then conducted an exploratory factor analysis and suggested a two-factor 

model (one ‘difficulties’ and one ‘strengths’ factor) had the most meaningful and useful structure 
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in their sample. This 2-factor structure was also tested with the current sample but yielded a poor 

fit to the data. One additional model was tested that was originally suggested by Goodman, 

Lamping, & Ploubidis (2010), which is a simplified version of the bifactor model with one 10-

item externalizing factor, one 10-item internalizing factor, and one 5-item prosocial factor. The 

item loadings in this model were the strongest and most consistent, but the overall fit was still 

quite poor. Exploratory structural equation modelling was then conducted to find a factor struc-

ture that worked adequately with the current sample. Results suggested a 4-, 5-, or 6-factor 

model would adequately fit the data. However, within all of these models, indicators loaded sig-

nificantly onto more than one factor and made it impossible to determine a coherent structure 

that would provide useful predictor variables.  

In an attempt to identify a set of items that would accurately measure a recognizable con-

struct, each of the 5 subscales of items from Goodman’s models were run in separate CFAs. It 

was found that three of the five subscales had very good fit (Conduct Problems CFI = .99, 

RMSEA = .05; Emotional Problems CFI = .99, RMSEA = .05; Prosocial CFI = .99, RMSEA = 

.04), and two had poor fit (Hyperactivity CFI = .88, RMSEA = .20; Peer Problems CFI = .82 

RMSEA = .12). The indicators from the Conduct Problems, Emotional Problems, and Prosocial 

scales were then run in a combined, three-factor CFA that also had poor fit. Modification indices 

suggested this was due to multiple cross loadings between problematic items. The content of the 

items was examined, and the research team decided to use only the subscale Conduct Problems 

in further analysis. This decision was made because previous research suggests that externalizing 

behavior is a stronger predictor of TSRQ than internalizing behaviors or prosocial skills (Lei et 

al., 2016; Zhang & Sun, 2011), and because the indicators on the Conduct Problems subscale 



94 

 

 

 

describes behaviors that are overt (e.g., stealing, fighting, cheating) and thus less likely to be 

misinterpreted.   

All standardized loadings and residual values for the Conduct Problems CFA can be 

found in Table 2.5. Item loadings were strong (λ = .62 - .77), with the exception of one moderate 

loading for item 7 (“I usually do as I am told”; λ = .49). McDonald’s omega for Conduct Prob-

lems was .83, indicating good overall reliability. The factor scores from this subscale were gen-

erated in MPlus, saved, and used in further analysis.  

IT-SR. The previous three-factor model determined by Murray & Zvoch (2011) was fit 

to the data, and this model resulted in an acceptable but weak fit on several indices, however, the 

RMSEA value was elevated (RMSEA = .09; see Table 2.7 for full model fit indices). Modifica-

tion indices suggested item 9 “I tell my teacher about my problems and troubles,” was a good in-

dicator of all three factors (Communication, Trust and Alienation), though the Murray & Zvoch 

model included item 9 as part of the Communication factor. An alternative model identical to the 

previous model but without item 9 was tested, resulting in an increased CFI and reduced 

RMSEA. Thus, item 9 was excluded from the final IT-SR model used in structural analysis. Item 

loadings and residual values for the final IT-SR model can be found in Table 2.6. Standardized 

item loadings on each factor were very strong, ranging from λ = .81 to .90 for Communication, λ 

= .82 to .93 for Trust, and λ = .70 to .88 for Alienation. The reliability of each factor was also 

quite high (𝜔 = .95 for Trust, 𝜔 = .95 for Communication, and 𝜔 = .88 for Alienation). The cor-

relation between Trust and Communication was very high (r = .87), so, to determine if there was 

discriminant validity between the two factors, another model was tested with the items from 

Trust and Communication combined onto one positive TSRQ factor. The RMSEA for this model 

was very elevated, so an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was run on just these items to 
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determine if a more parsimonious structure was possible. However, the EFA supported the origi-

nal two-factor structure of the Trust and Communication items. Thus, the three-factor ITSR 

model without item 9 was selected for further analysis. Consistent with the findings during the 

raw data screening, the correlations between Alienation and the other two factors were signifi-

cant and positive (r = .31 for Alienation and Communication, and r = .15 for Alienation and 

Trust).  

Invariance. The final measurement model for each scale was assessed for measurement 

invariance between demographic groups. We were specifically interested in whether each meas-

ure met metric invariance (whether the factor loadings were similar enough between groups that 

they could be constrained without significantly worsening model fit) because the factor scores 

used in the structural model were calculated using the factor means of each responder.  The pres-

ence of invariance would support the interpretation of any differences between demographic sub-

groups in later modeling (including the analysis done to answer research question 3), as it pro-

vides evidence that the differences are most likely true differences in the population and not due 

to measurement error.  

For the CHS-S, configural, metric, and scalar invariance were supported for student gen-

der, race (Black vs. White), and for the two most commonly selected cultural identities (race/eth-

nicity vs. nationality). This suggests that teacher cultural humility was understood similarly be-

tween students from different gender and racial backgrounds and between students who placed 

importance on different aspects of their cultural backgrounds. Configural, partial metric, and sca-

lar invariance was supported between students who had similar and different racial backgrounds 

as their teacher. The statistics used for model comparisons for each scale are found in Table 2.8. 

It is notable that the MPlus chi-square difference test only supported invariance between a few of 
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the subgroups on the CHS-S. Otherwise, conclusions of invariance were drawn based on a lack 

of meaningful model change following the example of Caci et al (2015). Any results of the later 

structural model comparing demographic groups should be interpreted with caution, as differ-

ences may reflect differences in measurement instead of true differences in the latent variables.  

For Conduct Problems, configural, metric, and scalar invariance was supported for the 

self-selected cultural identity subgroups and the racial match/nonmatch subgroups. For race sub-

groups, configural and metric invariance was supported. For gender subgroups, configural invari-

ance was supported. Partial metric invariance was supported for gender after the mean of item 7 

(“I usually do as I am told”) was allowed to vary freely between boys and girls. Neither scalar 

nor partial scalar invariance were supported between race or gender subgroups on the conduct 

problems subscale. This means that these subgroups did not rate each item with the same inten-

sity. For example, boys may have endorsed lower or higher selections on certain items more fre-

quently than girls. Ultimately, it suggests that there is a difference between boys and girls and 

between Black and White students in how they interpret and respond to questions on the Conduct 

Problems subscale. However, as metric and partial metric invariance were supported between 

these subgroups, and because factor scores are calculated from item means and not thresholds, 

this amount of noninvariance was thought to have little impact on the interpretation of later find-

ings from the structural model.  

For the IT-SR, configural invariance was supported for all groups, and metric invariance 

was supported for student gender and self-selected cultural identity groupings. Partial metric in-

variance was supported between race groupings when two item means were allowed to vary 

freely on the Trust factor (item 1 “my teacher respects my feelings,” and item 2 “my teacher ac-

cepts me as I am”). This indicates that Black and White students answered these two questions 
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differently and could suggest that the interpretation of these questions is inconsistent across ra-

cial subgroups. Partial metric invariance was also supported between the matched and non-

matched teacher-student race groups when two items were freed on the communication factor 

(item 10 “my teacher encourages me to talk about my difficulties,” and item 11 “my teacher un-

derstands me”). This finding indicates that students answered these two questions differently de-

pending on whether their reported race matched their teachers’ reported race. This could suggest 

that the underlying constructs represented in these two questions are inconsistent between demo-

graphic subgroupings. However, this presence of noninvariance was relatively small (Dimitrov, 

2010), and thus it was not thought to impact the conclusions drawn from later structural models. 

Scalar invariance was supported for all demographic subgroups on the IT-SR.  

Structural modeling 

Factor scores were calculated in MPlus, saved, and then combined into a new dataset so 

that each individual respondent had a factor score for each latent variable determined by the 

measurement models. To answer research question one, the correlations between the factor 

scores were examined. The correlation between the Communication and Trust subscales of the 

IT-SR were moderately, positively and statistically significantly correlated with the Total Cul-

tural Humility (CH) and Positive CH scores (rs = .38, .50 and .62, .66, respectively). Consistent 

with the findings in the measurement model, the scores for IT-SR subscales Communication and 

Trust were so highly correlated that these constructs were essentially the same (r = .92). Total 

CH was significantly and negatively correlated with Conduct Problems (r = -.15), suggesting that 

more CH is related to lower problematic behavioral symptoms. Alienation was problematically 

and positively correlated with Trust and Communication. The full correlation matrix can be 

found in Table 2.9.  
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To answer research question 2 and to determine whether cultural humility moderated the 

relationship between student emotional adjustment and TSRQ, each subscale of the IT-SR was 

regressed on the Total CH scores, Conduct Problem scores, and the interaction term between CH 

and Conduct Problems. See Table 2.10 for a full report of moderation effects. Figure 2 depicts 

the simple slopes between the minimum and maximum point values of each interaction for each 

subscale of TSRQ.   

The results suggested a statistically significant relationship between cultural humility and 

Conduct Problems on TSRQ. Total CH was a statistically significant, positive predictor of Trust 

and Communication, but not of Alienation. Conduct Problems predicted significantly lower 

Trust and significantly higher Alienation but was not a significant predictor of Communication. 

Additionally, Total CH positively and significantly moderated the relationship between Trust and 

Conduct Problems, suggesting that teacher cultural humility increases trust between teachers and 

students with conduct problems (p < .05, R2 = .26). Total CH was not a significant moderator be-

tween Conduct Problems and Communication (p > .05). Unexpectedly, Total CH also positively 

and significantly moderated the relationship between Conduct Problems and Alienation, suggest-

ing that students with more conduct problems feel more Alienation from teachers with higher 

Cultural Humility (p < .001; R2 = .10). This finding could be due to the strange performance of 

the Alienation subscale in the current sample, but suggests more investigation is necessary about 

the role of teacher cultural humility and student feelings of alienation.  

Multigroup SEM. To answer research question 3, model tests on each structural model 

were run to determine if the moderation effects of cultural humility were different between de-

mographic subgroups. Overall, the Wald chi-square tests between models suggested few mean-

ingful differences for each moderating effect between most demographic subgroupings (see 
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Table 2.11 for a full report of differences). There were no significant differences in the modera-

tion effect comparisons between black and white students, students with differing salient cultural 

identities, or between students who did and did not have a racial match with teacher. However, a 

significant difference in the moderation effect was found between gender subgroups in both the 

Trust and Communication models (see Figures 2 and 3 for the simple slopes between the mini-

mum and maximum values for each group). This suggests that student gender influences the 

moderation effect of Total CH between Conduct Problems and Trust as well as between Conduct 

Problems and Communication. Specifically, results indicated that the moderating effect of cul-

tural humility was not significant for girls in either model, but it was significant for boys in both 

models. In the Trust model, boys with high conduct problems rated teacher cultural humility as 

extremely influential on their trust with teachers (moderator β = .144, p < .001). This relationship 

was so strong that results suggest that boys with high conduct problems have better trust with 

culturally humble teachers than boys with low conduct problems. Similarly, in the Communica-

tion model, boys with high conduct problems rated teacher cultural humility as a significantly 

positive influence on their level of communication with teachers (moderator β = .134, p < .01). 

Again, this relationship was so strong that boys with high conduct problems reported better com-

munication with culturally humble teachers than boys with low conduct problems. Thus, gender 

was found to play an important role in the moderating effect of cultural humility on TSRQ.  

Discussion 

This is the first quantitative study of cultural humility in the K-12 educational context, 

and it is the first application of the CHS-S with high school students. The purpose of this study 

was to explore the role of cultural humility in teacher-student relationship quality. More specifi-

cally, this study intended to determine if cultural humility is related to teacher-student 
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relationship quality, if cultural humility moderates the relationships between student emotional 

adjustment and TSRQ, and if demographic factors influence the magnitude of the moderating ef-

fects. Because cultural humility has been shown to be important in other helping fields (e.g. Da-

vis et al., 2018; Foronda et al., 2016), this study contributes unique and important findings about 

the role of teachers’ cultural orientation in classrooms and has implications for the application of 

a new framework of relationship-focused culturally responsive teacher practice. 

The bifactor model of the cultural humility scale proposed by Srisarajivakul et al. (2019) 

was supported in our sample. As the CHS-S is the first adaptation of the Cultural Humility Scale 

for adolescents in an educational context, it is significant that the structure of the measure was 

well supported in our sample. Notably, invariance testing suggested that the construct of cultural 

humility was measured with consistency between subgroups. This preliminarily suggests that the 

CHS-S is a valid and reliable scale for use by adolescents rating their teachers’ levels of cultural 

humility. It is important for future research to continue to explore the significance of student-per-

ceived cultural humility in classroom and school dynamics, and to determine its convergent va-

lidity with other approaches to measurement of cultural humility, such as observational and/or 

self-report measures.  

Regarding research question one, our results suggested that cultural humility is signifi-

cantly related to TSRQ.  This is a significant finding, because TSRQ is predictive of long-term 

student academic and behavioral outcomes (Roorda et al., 2017). Researchers have demonstrated 

that minority students from lower socioeconomic backgrounds benefit most from high quality, 

supportive teacher-student relationships (McGrath & Van Bergen, 2015). Any contribution to 

understanding the mechanisms of building successful TSRQ can also help to support students 

from these vulnerable groups, as it provides information to facilitate teachers who work with 
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these students on a regular basis. Additionally, previous literature has lacked an in-depth explo-

ration of teacher factors that influence TSRQ (Saft & Pianta, 2001). Though this study contrib-

uted to the empirical evidence that student conduct does predict TSRQ, it also provides further 

evidence that relationship quality is not determined by student characteristics alone. Instead, 

teachers share in the responsibility for building positive relationships with students. Future work 

should continue to explore the role that other teacher characteristics, especially those related to 

multicultural orientation, play in TSRQ.  

Further, our results for research question two demonstrated that cultural humility is a sta-

tistically significant moderator between students’ externalizing behavior and TSRQ. Previous re-

search has shown that students’ levels of externalizing behavior problems is predictive of TSRQ 

(e.g., Lei et al., 2016). This study confirms those findings and adds to the growing field of re-

search about the role of multicultural orientation in these relationship dynamics.  Specifically, 

our results demonstrate that students’ perceptions of teachers’ cultural behavior influence their 

perception of relationship quality with that teacher. Of particular importance are the findings 

from this study that indicate students with high conduct problems, whom research predicts 

should have poor relationships with teachers (e.g., McGrath & Van Bergen, 2015), report signifi-

cantly higher levels of trust with culturally humble teachers. This shows that teachers who are 

open and sensitive to student cultural differences can build significantly better relationships with 

students who have conduct problems.   

To our knowledge, this is the first study to quantitatively evaluate students’ perspectives 

of any element of their teachers’ multicultural orientation in the context of their relationship with 

that teacher. While studies have found teachers’ perspectives of TSRQ are different along cul-

tural lines (e.g., Split & Hughes, 2015; Thijs et al., 2012) and that students perceive their 
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teachers differently based on race (Cherng & Halpin, 2016), our study is the first to provide 

quantitative evidence that a teacher’s cultural behavior influences TSRQ. This supports our hy-

pothesis that cultural humility in classrooms functions in a similar way to cultural humility in 

therapeutic relationships, and this study adds to a growing body of literature about the role of hu-

mility in effective relationships in general (e.g., Davis et al., 2018).  

Though some of our results for research question two were as we predicted, some of the 

findings regarding student feelings of alienation were unexpected. Specifically, the results sug-

gested student feelings of alienation were higher with teachers who had high levels of cultural 

humility. It is possible that students with high conduct problems are prone to feeling alienated 

regardless of teacher characteristics, or that the construct of cultural humility was interpreted dif-

ferently due to the experience of students who also had high ratings on the conduct problems 

scale. It is also possible that this unexpected finding is related to the Alienation variable in gen-

eral, which was oddly correlated with Trust and Communication in this sample. Replication of 

this study with a new sample might help explore these topics in more depth and provide better 

explanations for these unexpected results.  

Interestingly, and in conflict with our hypothesis for research question 3, the magnitude 

of the moderating effect of cultural humility only varied between gender subgroups, not between 

racial subgroups, self-selected cultural identity subgroups, or racial match/nonmatch subgroups.  

This is unexpected because other studies (e.g., Cherng & Halpin, 2016) have shown that demo-

graphic subgroups of students do differ in their perceptions of teachers. Additionally, and in con-

flict with our findings about racial match/nonmatch subgroupings, studies of cultural humility in 

psychotherapy with adults have suggested that the racial background of practitioners does impact 

the relationship between cultural humility and working alliance (Davis et al., 2018). More 
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research should assess the role of student demographic subgroups in concert with teacher cultural 

humility to discern which student groups might benefit most from teachers with high cultural hu-

mility.  

The magnitude of the cultural humility moderation effect differed significantly between 

the levels of Trust and Communication reported by girls and boys. For both Trust and Communi-

cation, the moderating effect of Total CH was only significant for boys. This effect was very 

strong, suggesting that for boys with conduct problems, teacher cultural humility is incredibly 

important for developing strong positive relationships. This is meaningful, as boys with conduct 

problems are predicted to have very poor relationships with teachers (Jerome et al., 2009; Mat-

thews et al., 2010). These students are much more likely to be recipients of exclusionary disci-

pline, to be found eligible for special education, and to drop out of school (Jerome et al., 2009). 

This study shows that teacher cultural humility can potentially prevent these negative conse-

quences. Research has shown that one strong, positive relationship with an adult can change the 

trajectory of such students’ school experiences (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Split, et al., 2012), and it 

is thus imperative that teacher cultural humility continue to be explored as a way to improve edu-

cational inequities for students who are marginalized by the education system.  

A problematic finding was in the measurement model of the SDQ. A substantial amount 

of research has been conducted on the factor structure of the SDQ self-report with adolescents 

(see Caci et al., 2015 for a review), and with Western samples other than US students the 5-fac-

tor model has been found to be a good fit. Similar to other recent work exploring the SDQ with 

minority American samples (e.g., Twyford et al., 2018), no previously suggested models were an 

acceptable fit to the data. In particular, the subscales for peer problems and hyperactivity were 

both very poor fits with the current sample. Additionally, a large amount of cross loading items 
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suggests that even the factors that work well are still not as discriminating as Goodman’s (1997) 

original model suggests. Future researchers should examine the wording of such items and clar-

ify it in a way that is relevant and norm-supported in minority US adolescent samples. Those 

who are currently using the SDQ in research or practice in the US should be made aware of these 

findings and other more valid measures should be used, particularly in work with minority popu-

lations.  

Finally, this study confirmed previous findings that the IT-SR is a reliable measure of 

TSRQ with diverse student groups (Murray & Zvoch, 2011), as we utilized the same factor struc-

ture as previous studies with the exception of excluding item 9. The wording of item 9, “I talk to 

my teacher about my problems and troubles,” could be the reason for its loading on factors in ad-

dition to communication, as students who feel alienated from teachers or students who do not 

trust their teachers would likely not share their struggles with them. However, the trends of this 

item loading could also be sample-specific, especially because other characteristics of the struc-

ture such as the positive correlation between Alienation and the other two factors and the very 

high correlation between Trust and Communication are different from the findings of previous 

researchers as well (e.g., Murray et al., 2016). The study also revealed some small amounts of 

noninvariance that could be contributing to these unexpected findings. More research using the 

IT-SR would help clarify if these findings are sample-specific and/or illuminate the reason for 

the variability in its performance. Overall, the performance of the IT-SR in this study confirms it 

is a reliable and consistent measure of TSRQ in diverse adolescent samples. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study has several limitations that provide opportunities for the expansion of this crit-

ical work. The first is that the data were cross-sectional, preventing any conclusions about the 
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potential mediating effects of cultural humility that have been suggested by other studies (e.g., 

Hook et al., 2013). Additionally, the research design of keeping the students and teachers anony-

mous makes it difficult to conduct a follow-up assessment of these measures at a later date, as it 

would be nearly impossible to guarantee that the students would report data about the same 

teacher. Thus, future research should explore the possibility of collecting longitudinal data by ad-

justing the research design to make conclusions about the mediating role of cultural humility in 

TSRQ. Future research should also consider the use of multi-level modelling to assess how/if 

teacher cultural humility has impacts at the classroom level. Previous research has shown that 

aggregate therapist cultural humility has a stronger effect on therapy outcomes than cultural hu-

mility assessed at the individual level (Owen, Tao, Drinane, Hook, Davis, & Kune, 2016). It is 

important to assess if this finding holds true for teachers as well.  

Additionally, though the sample in this study was relatively large and racially/socioeco-

nomically diverse, it was limited to one school district in the Southeastern United States. The ra-

cial groups in this region were primarily black and white, with a large number of families living 

in lower socioeconomic neighborhoods. It is likely that the diversity of our sample facilitates ex-

ploration of the topics and constructs in this study, however the racial and socioeconomic group-

ings are somewhat limited. As a result, it is possible that performing the same analyses with 

other samples may produce different and equally important results. Further, due to the limitations 

in the factor structure of the SDQ, we only studied one predictor of TSRQ (students’ conduct 

problems); there are other predictors, including internalizing behavior dimensions or prosocial 

skills, that might yield more information about the moderating role of cultural humility in TSRQ. 

In addition to these other dimensions of student emotional adjustment, there are other potential 

predictors of TSRQ that were not utilized in this study (e.g., student engagement, academic 
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achievement, teacher experience). Future studies with different samples and varying predictors 

of TSRQ should be conducted in order to help develop a robust understanding of the role of 

teacher cultural humility in TSRQ and other classroom dynamics.  

Though the current study further demonstrates that the CHS-S is statistically reliable, the 

convergent validity of student-reported teacher cultural humility is unknown. Thus, examining 

teacher cultural humility from perspectives of other raters, such as observations or self-report, 

will help develop a better understanding of how cultural humility functions in schools. Future 

studies should compare student ratings of cultural humility with other measures of cultural hu-

mility. In addition to more studies of the role of cultural humility in other classroom and school 

dynamics, future research related to TSRQ should consider the importance of teachers’ multicul-

tural orientation in their interactions with students. It is possible that specific attention to teach-

ers’ cultural attitudes and actions could be helpful in training/coaching teachers to have more ef-

fective and nurturing relationships with students. Research evaluating these questions could po-

tentially inform the use of cultural humility in professional development for teachers in class-

rooms and schools with diverse student bodies.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



107 

 

 

 

References 

Armsden, G. C., & Greenberg, M. T. (1987). The Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment: Indi-

vidual differences and their relationship to psychological well-being in adolescence. 

Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 16, 427-454. 

Asparouhov, T., & Muthen, B. (2006). Robust chi square difference testing with mean and vari-

ance adjusted test statistics. Retrieved from:  

http:// www.statmodel.com/download/webnotes/webnote10.pdf 

Bentler, P. M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodness of fit in the analysis of 

covariance structures. Psychological Bulletin, 88(3), 588–606. doi:10.1037/0033-

2909.88.3.588 

Caci, H., Morin, A. J., & Tran, A. (2015). Investigation of a bifactor model of the Strength and 

Difficulties Questionnaire. European Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 24(10), 1291-

1301. doi: 10.1007/s00787-015-0679-3. 

Center for Leadership in Disability (2016). Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire Auto-scor-

ing Macro. Georgia State University. URL: https://disability.publichealth.gsu.edu/con-

tact/ 

Chang, E., Simon, M., & Dong, X. (2012). Integrating cultural humility into health care profes-

sional education and training. Advances in Health Sciences Education: Theory and Prac-

tice, 17(2), 269–278. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-010-9264-1 

Cherng, H. S., Halpin, P. F. (2016). The importance of minority teachers: Student perceptions of 

minority versus white teachers. Educational Researcher, 45(7), 407-420. 

Cholewa, B., Goodman, R. D., West-Olatunji, C., & Amatea, E. (2014). A qualitative examina-

tion of the impact of culturally responsive educational practices on the psychological 



108 

 

 

 

well-being of students of color. Urban Review, 46, 574-596. doi: 10.1007/s11256-014-

0272-y.  

Choe, E., Srisarajivakul, E., Davis, D. E., DeBlaere, C., Van Tongeren, D., Hook, J. N. (2018). 

Predicting attitudes towards lesbians and gay men: The effects of social conservatism, re-

ligious orientation, and cultural humility. Submitted to Journal of Psychology and Theol-

ogy, in press. 

Davis, D. E., DeBlaere, C., Owen, J., Hook, J. N., Rivera, D. P., Choe, E., Van Tongeren, D. R., 

Worthington, E. L., & Placeres, V. (2018). The multicultural orientation framework: A 

narrative review. Psychotherapy, 55(1), 89-100. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pst0000160. 

Davis, D. E., Worthington, E. L., & Hook, J. N. (2010). Humility: Review of measurement strat-

egies and conceptualization as personality judgment. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 

5(4), 243-252. doi: 10.1080/17439761003791672. 

Davis, D. E., Worthington, E. L., Hook, J. N., Emmons, R. A., Hill, P. C., Bollinger, R. A., & 

Van Tongeren, D. R. (2013). Humility and the development and repair of social bonds: 

Two longitudinal studies. Self & Identity, 12(1), 58–77. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2011.636509 

Davis, H. A. (2006). Exploring the contexts of relationship quality between middle school stu-

dents and teachers. The Elementary School Journal, 106(3), 193-223. doi: 

10.1086/501483 

Dickey, W. C., & Blumberg, S. J. (2004). Revisiting the Factor Structure of the Strengths and 

Difficulties Questionnaire: United States, 2001. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 43(9). 



109 

 

 

 

Dimitrov, D. M. (2010). Testing factorial invariance in the context of construct validation. Meas-

urement and Evaluation in Counseling Development, 43(2), 121-149. doi: 

10.1177/0748175610373459 

Dunn, T. J., Baguley, T., & Brunsden, V. (2014). From alpha to omega: A practical solution to 

the pervasive problem of internal consistency estimation. British Journal of Psychology, 

105, 399-412. doi:10.1111/bjop.12046 

Fisher-Borne, M., Montana Cain, J., & Martin, S. L. (2015). From mastery to accountability: cul-

tural humility as an alternative to cultural competence. Social Work Education, 34(2), 

165–181. https://doi.org/10.1080/02615479.2014.977244 

Follman, J. (1992). Secondary school students’ ratings of teacher effectiveness. The High School 

Journal, 75(3), 168–178. 

Foronda, C., Baptiste, D., Reinholdt, M. M., & Ousman, K. (2016). Cultural humility: A concept 

analysis. Journal of Transcultural Nursing, 27(3), 210-217. doi: 

10.1177/1043659615592677 

Goodman, A., Lamping, D. L., & Ploubidis, G. B. (2010). When to use broader internalizing and 

externalizing subscales instead of the hypothesized five subscales on the strengths and 

difficulties questionnaire (SDQ): Data from British parents, teachers, and children. Jour-

nal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 38, 1179-1191. doi: 10.1007/s10802-010-9434-x 

Goodman, R. (1997). The Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire: a research note. Journal of 

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 38, 581–586. 

Gregory, A., Allen, J., Mikami, A., Hafen, C., & Pianta, R. (2015). The promise of a teacher pro-

fessional development program in reducing racial disparity in classroom exclusionary 



110 

 

 

 

discipline. In D. J. Losen (Ed.), Closing the discipline gap: Equitable remedies for exces-

sive exclusion (pp. 166–179). New York, NY: Teachers College Press. 

Gregory, A., Hafen, C. A., Ruzek, E., Mikami, A. Y., Allen, J. P., & Pianta, R. C. (2016). Clos-

ing the racial discipline gap in classrooms by changing teacher practice. School Psychol-

ogy Review, 45(2), 171–191. 

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher-child relationships and the trajectory of chil-

dren’s school outcomes through eighth grade. Child Development, 72(2), 625-638. 

doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00301 

Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C., (2006). Student-Teacher Relationships. In G. G. Bear & K. M. 

Minke (Eds.), Children's needs III: Development, prevention, and intervention (pp. 59-

71). Washington, DC, US: National Association of School Psychologists. 

Hook, J. N., Davis, D. E., Owen, J., Worthington, E. L. J., & Utsey, S. O. (2013). Cultural humil-

ity: Measuring openness to culturally diverse clients. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 

60(3), 353–366. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032595 

Hook, J. N., & Watkins, C. E. J. (2015). Cultural humility: The cornerstone of positive contact 

with culturally different individuals and groups? American Psychologist, 70(7), 661–662. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038965. 

Hughes, J. N. (2011). Longitudinal effects of teacher and student perceptions of teacher-student 

relationship qualities on academic adjustment. The Elementary School Journal, 112(1), 

38-60.  

IBM Corp. Released 2017. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0. Armonk, NY: IBM 

Corp. 



111 

 

 

 

Jerome, E. M., Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2009). Teacher-child relationships from kinder-

garten to sixth grade: Early childhood predictors of teacher-perceived conflict and close-

ness. Social Development, 18(4), 915-945. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00508.x. 

Johnson, J. A. (2005). Ascertaining the validity of individual protocols from web-based personal-

ity inventories. Journal of Research in Personality, 39, 103–129. 

doi:10.1016/j.jrp.2004.09.009 

Jordan, J. V. (2008). Recent developments in Relational-Cultural Theory. Women & Therapy, 

31(2-4), 1-4. doi: 10.1080/02703140802145540. 

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3rd Ed.) London: 

The Guilford Press.  

Koziol, N. A., & Bovaird, J. A. (2018). The impact of model parameterization and estimation 

methods on tests of measurement invariance with ordered polytomous data. Educational 

and Psychological Measurement, 78(2), 272-296. doi: 10.1177/0013164416683754 

Lei, H., Cui, Y., & Chiu, M. M. (2016). Affect teacher-student relationships and students’ exter-

nalizing behavior problems: A meta-analysis. Frontiers in Psychology, 7(1311), 1-12. 

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01311 

Marian, A., (2016). Cultural humility in multicultural educational context. Scientific Annals of 

the “Alexandru Ioan Cuza” University of Iasi: Educational Sciences Series, 20, 71–80. 

Marsh, H. W., Hau, K. T., & Wen, Z. (2004). In search of golden rules: Comment on hypothesis 

testing approaches to setting cutoff values for fit indices and dangers in overgeneralizing 

Hu and Bentler’s (1999) findings. Structural Equation Modeling, 11, 320-341. 

doi:10.1207/s15328007sem1103_2 



112 

 

 

 

Matthews, J. S., Kizzie, K. T., Rowley, S. J., & Cortina, K. (2010). African Americans and boys: 

Understanding the literacy gap, tracing academic trajectories, and evaluating the role of 

learning-related skills. Journal of Educational Psychology, 102, 757–771. 

McGrath, K. F., & Van Bergen, P. (2015). Who, when, why and to what end? Students at risk of 

negative student-teacher relationships and their outcomes. Educational Research Review, 

14, 1-17. doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2014.12.001 

Meade, A. W. & Craig, S. B. (2012). Identifying careless responses in survey data. Psychologi-

cal Methods, 17(3), 437-455. doi: 10.1037/a0028085 

Meade, A. W., Johnson, E. C., & Braddy, P. W. (2008). Power and sensitivity of alternative fit 

indices in tests of measurement invariance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(3), 568-

592. 

Miller, J. B. (1976). Toward a new psychology of women. Boston: Beacon Press.  

Mosher, D. K., Hook, J. N., Captari, L. E., Davis, D. E., DeBlaere, C., & Owen, J. (2017). Cul-

tural humility: A therapeutic framework for engaging diverse clients. Practice Innova-

tions, 2(4), 221-233. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pri0000055.  

Morin, A. J. S., Meyer, J. P., Creusier, & Biétry, F. (2016). Multiple-group analysis of similarity 

in latent profile solutions. Organizational Research Methods, 19(2), 231-254. doi: 

10.1177/1094428115621148 

Muris, P., Meesters, C., Marion, M., & Zwambag, L. (2001). Self-reported attachment quality, 

and symptoms of anxiety and depression in young adolescents. Personality and Individ-

ual Differences, 30, 809-818. 



113 

 

 

 

Murray, C., Kosty, D., & Hauser-McLean, K. (2016). Social support and attachment to teachers: 

Relative importance and specificity among low-income children and youth of color. Jour-

nal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 34(2), 119-135. doi: 10.1177/0734282915592537 

Murray, C. & Zvoch, K. (2011). The inventory of teacher-student relationships: Factor structure, 

reliability, and validity among African American youth in low-income schools. Journal 

of Early Adolescence, 31(4), 493-525. doi: 10.1177/0272431610366250 

Muthén, B. O. (2004) Mplus Technical Appendices. Los Angeles, Muthén and Muthén; 

http://www.statmodel.com/techappen.shtml 

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2017). Mplus User's Guide (Eighth Edition). Los Ange-

les, CA: Muthén & Muthén. 

Niclasen, J., Skovgaard, A., Andersen, A.-M., Sømhovd, M., & Obel, C. (2013). A Confirmatory 

Approach to Examining the Factor Structure of the Strengths and Difficulties Question-

naire (SDQ): A Large Scale Cohort Study. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 41(3), 

355–365. doi: 10.1007/s10802-012-9683-y 

Ortega, R. M., & Coulborn, K. (2011). Training child welfare workers from an intersectional cul-

tural humility perspective: A paradigm shift. Child Welfare, 90(5), 27–49. 

Osborne, J. W. (2010). Data Cleaning Basics: Best Practices in Dealing with Extreme 

Scores. Newborn and Infant Nursing Reviews, 10, 37–43. https://doi-

org.ezproxy.gsu.edu/10.1053/j.nainr.2009.12.009. 

Owen, J., Tao, K. W., Drinane, J. M., Hook, J. N., Davis, D. E., & Kune, N. F. (2016). Client 

perceptions of therapists’ multicultural orientation: Cultural (missed) opportunities and 

cultural humility. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 47, 30–37. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pro0000046 



114 

 

 

 

Owen, J. J., Tao, K., Leach, M. M., & Rodolfa, E. (2011). Clients’ perceptions of their psycho-

therapists’ multicultural orientation. Psychotherapy, 48(3), 274–282. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022065 

Peterson, K., Wahlquist, C., and Bone, K. Student Surveys for School Teacher Evaluation. Jour-

nal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 14(2), June 2000, 135-153. 

Pianta, R.C., Hamre, B.K., & Stuhlman, M. (2003). Relationships between teachers and children. 

In W. Reynolds & G. Miller (Eds.), Handbook of psychology (Vol. 7) Educational psy-

chology (pp. 199–234). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons. 

Rhemtulla, M., Brosseau-Liard, P. E., & Savalei, V. (2012). When can categorical variables be 

treated as continuous? A comparison of robust continuous and categorical SEM estima-

tion methods under suboptimal conditions. Psychological Methods, 17(3), 354-373. doi: 

10.1037/a0029315 

Roorda, D. L., Jak, S., Zee, M., Oort, F. J., & Koomen, H. M. Y. (2017). Affective teacher-stu-

dent relationships and students’ engagement and achievement: A meta-analytic update 

and test of the mediating role of engagement. School Psychology Review, 46(3), 239–261. 

https://doi.org/10.17105/SPR-2017-0035.V46-3. 

Roorda, D. L., Verschueren, K., Vancraeyveldt, C., Van Craeyevelt, S., & Colpin, H. (2014). 

Teacher-child relationships and behavioral adjustment: Transactional links for preschool 

boys at risk. Journal of School Psychology, 52, 495-510. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2014.06.004 

Ross, L. (2010). Notes from the field: Learning cultural humility through critical incidents and 

central challenges in community-based participatory research. Journal of Community 

Practice, 18, 315-335. doi:10.1080/10705422.2010.490161 



115 

 

 

 

Rutkowski, L. & Svetina, D. (2017). Measurement invariance in international surveys: Categori-

cal indicators and fit measure performance. Applied Measurement in Education, 30(1), 

39-51. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08957347.2016.1243540  

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and the facilitation of intrinsic mo-

tivation, social development, and well-being. American Psychologist,  

55, 68–78. doi:10.1037/0003-066x.55.1.68. 

Ruchkin, V., Jones, S., Vermeiren, R., & Schwab-Stone, M. (2008). The Strengths and Difficul-

ties Questionnaire: The self-report version in American urban and suburban youth. Psy-

chological Assessment, 20(2), 175-182. doi: 10.1037/1040-3590.20.2.175. 

Saft, E. W., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Teachers’ perceptions of their relationships with students: 

Effects of child age, gender, and ethnicity of teachers and children. School Psychology 

Quarterly, 16(2), 125-141. doi.org/10.1521/scpq.16.2.125.18698.  

Skiba, R. J., Michael, R. S., Nardo, A. C., & Peterson, R. L. (2002). The color of discipline: 

Sources of racial and gender disproportionality in school punishment. The Urban Review, 

34(4), 317-342. 

Split, J. L., & Hughes, J. N. (2015). African American children at risk of increasingly conflicted 

teacher-student relationships in elementary school. School Psychology Review, 44(3), 

306-314. doi.org/10.17105/spr-14-0033.1 

Split, J. L., Hughes, J. N., Wu, J., & Kwok, O. (2012). Dynamics of teacher-student relation-

ships: Stability and change across elementary school and the influence on children’s aca-

demic success. Child Development, 83(4), 1180-1195. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-

8624.2012.01761.x. 



116 

 

 

 

Srisarajivakul, E. N., Choe, E., McPhee, K., Rice, K., Davis, D. E., Meyers, J., & Varjas, K. 

(2019). Structural analysis and validation of the Cultural Humility Scale for Students 

among middle school students. Manuscript in preparation.  

Stanhope, V., Solomon, P., Pernell-Arnold, A., Sands, R. G., & Bourjolly, J. N. (2005). Evaluat-

ing cultural competence among behavioral health professionals. Psychiatric Rehabilita-

tion Journal, 28, 225–233. http://dx.doi.org/10.2975/28.2005.225.233. 

Tarka, P. (2017). The comparison of estimation methods on the parameter estimates and fit indi-

ces in SEM model under 7-point Likert scale. Archives of Data Science, 2(1), 1-16. doi: 

10.5445/KSP/1000058749/10 

Tervalon, M. & Murray-Garcia, J. (1998). Cultural humility versus cultural competence: A criti-

cal distinction in definition physician training outcomes in multicultural education. Jour-

nal of Health Care for the Poor and Underserved, 9(2), 117-125. doi: 

10.1353/hpu.2010.0233 

Thijs, J., Westhof, S., & Koomen, H. (2012). Ethnic incongruence and the student-teacher rela-

tionship: The perspective of ethnic majority teachers. Journal of School Psychology, 50, 

257-273. doi.org/10.1016/j.jsp.2011.09.004 

Tinkler, A. S., & Tinkler, B. (2016). Enhancing cultural humility through service learning in 

teacher preparation. Multicultural Perspectives, 18(4), 192-201. doi: 

10.1080/15210960.2016.1222282. 

Tormala, T. T., Patel, S. G., Soukup, E. E., & Clarke, A. V. (2018). Developing measurable cul-

tural competence and cultural humility: An application of the Cultural Formulation. 

Training and Education in Professional Psychology, 12(1), 54-61. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/tep0000183.  



117 

 

 

 

Twyford, J. M., Buckley, L., Moffa, K., & Dowdy, E. (2018). The Strengths and Difficulties 

Questionnaire (SDQ): Factor structure of the self-report form in Latinx youth. Interna-

tional Journal of School & Educational Psychology, 1-14. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/21683603.2017.1414005.  

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). The state of racial diversity in the educator workforce. 

Retrieved from: https://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/highered/racial-diversity/state-racial-

diversity-workforce.pdf 

Uses of the SDQ. (2018) Youth in Mind USA. Retrieved from: https://youthinmin-

dusa.com/knowledge_base/uses-of-the-sdq/  

Van Roy, B., Veenstra, M., & Clench-Aas, J. (2008). Construct validity of the five-factor 

Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) in pre-, early, and late adolescence. Jour-

nal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 49, 1304–1312. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-

7610.2008.01942. 

Worrell, F. C., & Kuterbach, L. D. (2001). The use of student ratings of teacher behaviors with 

academically talented high school students. Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 

14(4), 236–247. 

Yoon, M. & Lai, M. H. C. (2018). Testing factorial invariance with unbalanced samples. Struc-

tural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 25, 201-213. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2017.1387859 

Zhang, X., & Sun, J. (2011). The reciprocal relations between teachers’ perceptions of children’s 

behavior problems and teacher-child relationships in the first preschool year. The Journal 

of Genetic Psychology, 172(2), 176-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2010.52807 

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2010.52807


118 

 

 

 

Table 2.1 

Demographics of Participants (N = 1612) 

Characteristic N % 

Gender   

  Male 732 45.4 

  Female 842 52.2 

  Other/Prefer not to say 38 2.4 

Grade   

  9 543 33.7 

  10 400 24.8 

  11 381 23.6 

  12 288 17.9 

School   

  High School 1 827 51.3 

  High School 2 785 48.7 

Race   

  American Indian 22 1.4 

  Asian/Pacific Islander 20 1.2 

  Black, Non-Hispanic 738 45.8 

  Latino/a 115 7.1 

  Multi-Racial 113 7.0 

  White, Non-Hispanic 604 37.5 

Note. Due to the elimination of data from inconsistent re-

sponders, the total N was reduced from 2002 to 1612.  
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Table 2.2 

Teacher Demographics (As Reported by Students) 

Characteristic N % 

Gender   

  Male 748 46.4 

  Female 830 51.5 

  Other 13 0.8 

  Missing 21 1.3 

Age   

  18-24 35 2.2 

  25-34 446 27.7 

  35-44 430 26.7 

  45-54 184 11.4 

  55-64 77 4.8 

  65+ 40 2.5 

  I don’t know 365 22.6 

  Missing 35 2.2 

Race   

  American Indian 14 0.9 

  Asian/Pacific Islander 8 0.5 

  Black, Non-Hispanic 458 28.4 

  Hispanic 78 4.8 

  Multi-Racial 5 0.3 

  White, Non-Hispanic 860 53.3 

  I don’t know 160 9.9 

  Other 9 0.6 

  Missing 20 1.2 

Class Difficulty   

  Easy 1209 75.0 

  Difficult 395 24.5 

  Missing 8 0.5 
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Table 2.3 

Participants’ Most Salient Cultural Identities 

Identity N % 

Race/Ethnicity 515 31.9 

Nationality 321 19.9 

Gender 240 14.9 

Neighborhood 200 12.4 

Language spoken at home 133 8.3 

Other 136 8.4 

Missing 67 4.2 
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Table 2.4 

 

Item Means and Factor Loadings of CHS-S Final Model  

Factor Item M SD β Residual 

(1-R2) 

Positive 1. Shows respect 4.43 1.00 .592 .135 

 2. Is open 4.29 1.08 .627 .248 

 5. Is considerate 4.04 1.14 .609 .611 

 6. Shows an interest in learning 

more 

4.12 1.10 .810 .087 

 7. Tries to see my perspective 4.05 1.15 .788 .265 

 9. Stays open-minded 4.12 1.09 .752 .236 

 12. Asks questions when unsure 3.80 1.22 .703 .445 

      

Negative 4. Is arrogant 3.67 1.39 .701 .282 

 8. Makes assumptions 2.99 1.37 .785 .226 

 10. Acts like a know-it-all 3.67 1.41 .839 .130 

 11. Thinks he/she knows more than 

he/she does 

3.64 1.39 .803 .310 

      

Total 1. Shows respect 4.43 1.00 .717 .135 

 2. Is open 4.29 1.08 .599 .248 

 5. Is considerate 4.04 1.14 .133 .611 

 6. Shows an interest in learning 

more 

4.12 1.10 .507 .087 

 7. Tries to see my perspective 4.05 1.15 .338 .265 

 9. Stays open-minded 4.12 1.09 .446 .236 

 12. Asks questions when unsure 3.80 1.22 -.246 .445 

 4. Is arrogant   .476 .282 

 8. Makes assumptions 3.67 1.39 .397 .226 

 10. Acts like a know-it-all 2.99 1.37 .408 .130 

 11. Thinks he/she knows more than 

he/she does 

3.67 1.41 .212 .310 

Note. β = Standardized factor loadings. All loadings significant, p < .05.  
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Table 2.5 

Item Means and Factor Loadings of Conduct Problems Model  

Factor Item M SD β Residual 

(1-R2) 

Conduct 

Problems 

5. I get very angry and often lose my 

temper 

0.64 

 

0.73 .621 .467 

 7. I usually do as I am told 0.48 0.56 .485 .765 

 12. I fight a lot. I can make other peo-

ple do what I want 

0.22 0.49 .766 .413 

 18. I am often accused of lying or 

cheating 

0.28 0.57 .740 .452 

 22. I take things that are not mine 

from home, school or elsewhere 

0.12 0.39 .757 .427 

Note. β = Standardized factor loadings. All loadings significant, p < .001. 
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Table 2.6 

Item Means and Factor Loadings of IT-SR Final Model 

Factor Item M SD β Residual 

(1-R2) 

Communication 4. My teacher can tell when some-

thing is upsetting me 

2.87 1.10 .805 .352 

 8. My teacher helps me understand 

myself better 

2.78 1.12 .841 .293 

 10. My teacher encourages me to talk 

about my difficulties  

2.57 1.17 .817 .332 

 11. My teacher understands me 2.78 1.09 .900 .190 

 12. When angry, my teacher tries to 

be understanding 

2.70 1.11 .836 .301 

 15. I can count on my teacher when I 

need to get something off my chest 

2.54 1.15 .858 .264 

 17. If my teacher knows something is 

bothering me, they ask me about it 

2.69 1.13 .833 .306 

      

Trust 1. My teacher respects my feelings 3.35 0.90 .929 .137 

 2. My teacher accepts me as I am 3.48 0.84 .925 .144 

 3. I feel my teacher is successful as a 

teacher 

3.43 0.88 .909 .174 

 7. My teacher trusts my judgement 2.95 0.96 .820 .328 

 13. I trust my teacher 3.08 1.03 .895 .199 

      

Alienation 5. I get easily upset at school 2.13 1.14 .878 .229 

 6. I get upset a lot more than my 

teacher knows about 

2.23 1.19 .865 .252 

 14. My teacher doesn’t understand 

what I’m going through 

2.24 1.13 .704 .504 

 16. I feel that no one understands me 2.14 1.17 .775 .399 

Note. β = Standardized factor loadings. All loadings significant, p < .05. 
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Table 2.7 

 

Fit Statistics for Measurement Models 

 𝜒2 df p CFI RMSEA 90% CI SRMR 

CHS-S         

   Bifactor Model  501.31 117 <.001 .991 .068 .061-.076 .029 

ITSR        

   3-Factor Model full 1574.03 116 <.001 .969 .088 .084-.092 .057 

   3-Factor Model no item 9  1239.08 101 <.001 .977 .084 .079-.088 .046 

   2-Factor Model  1992.04 103 <.001 .962 .107 .103-.111 .069 

SDQ        

   5-Factor Model 3761.05 265 <.001 .762 .090 .088-.093 .108 

   Bifactor Model 3864.70 252 <.001 .754 .094 .092-.097 .109 

   Second Order Model 4003.32 268 <.001 .746 .093 .090-.096 .113 

   Ruchkin et al. Model 2973.63 272 <.001 .819 .078 .076-.081 .094 

   Goodman 3-Factor Model 4563.72 272 <.001 .712 .099 .096-.101 .119 

   Twyford et al. 2-Factor Model 3053.76 208 <.001 .791 .092 .089-.095 .100 

   Conduct Problems Only     21.43 5 <.001 .989 .045 .027-.066 .028 

Note. CFI = Comparative fit index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation. 90% CI = confidence interval  

for RMSEA. SRMR = Standardized root mean square residual.    
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Table 2.8 

 

Measurement Invariance Model Fit Indices  

  

 χ2 df MDΔχ2 Δdf p CFI ΔCFI RMSEA 90% CI ΔRMSEA SRMR 

CHS-S           

Boys (n = 732)/Girls (n = 842)           

   Configural 379.116 66    .989  .078 .070-.085  .031 

   Metric 524.585 87 217.936 21 <.001 .985 -.004 .080 .074-.087 .002 .068 

   Scalar 764.878 132 284.460 44 <.001 .978 -.007 .078 .073-.084 -.002 .070 

Black (n = 738)/White (n = 604)           

   Configural 323.785 66    .989  .077 .068-.085  .030 

   Metric 368.415 88 136.874 22 <.001 .988 -.001 .069 .062-.077 -.008 .063 

   Scalar 465.743 132 135.219 44 <.001 .986 -.002 .062 .056-.068 -.007 .064 

Race/Ethnicity (n = 515)/Nationality (n = 321)  

   Configural 262.580 66    .987  .084 .074-.095  .032 

   Metric 154.659 88 33.982 22 .049 .995 .007 .043 .031-.053 -.041 .042 

   Scalar 199.902 132 54.470 44 .134 .995 .000 .035 .025-.045 -.008 .043 

Race Match (n = 692)/ Non-Match (n = 920)        

   Configural 441.442 66    .987  .084 .077-.092  .032 

   Metric 223.652 88 47.851 22 .001 .995 .008 .044 .037-.051 -.040 .041 

   Partial Metric 236.679 84 28.255 18 .058 .995 .008 .047 .040-.055 -.037 .035 

   Scalar 262.816 132 85.049 48 .001 .996 .001 .035 .029-.041 -.012 .042 

            

SDQ            

Boys/Girls           

   Configural   27.025 10    .988  .047 .026-.068  .034 

   Metric   76.795 14    38.118 4 <.001 .954 -.034 .075 .059-.092 .028 .060 

   Partial Metric   26.929 13     3.576 3   .311 .990 .002 .037 .016-.057    -.010 .036 

   Scalar 170.219 23  130.229 10 <.001 .892 -.098 .090 .078-.103      .053 .052 

   Partial Scalar 112.403 21   77.528 8 <.001 .933 -.067 .074 .061-.088 .037 .046 

Black/White           

   Configural 22.934 10    .988  .044 .020-.068  .032 

   Metric 30.902 14 9.344 4   .053 .985 -.004 .042 .022-.063 -.002 .039 
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   Scalar 108.952 24 74.837 10 <.001 .922 -.063 .073 .059-.087 .031 .047 

   Partial Scalar   77.316 22 45.913 8 <.001 .949 -.036 .061 .047-.076 .012 .045 

Race or Ethnicity/Nationality         

    Configural 17.588 10    .989  .043 .000-.075  .037 

    Metric 28.633 14 10.353 4   .035 .978 -.012 .050 .023-.076 .007 .051 

    Scalar 42.083 23 22.444 10   .013 .971 -.007 .045  .022-.066 .005 .046 

Race Match/Non-Match         

    Configural 27.120 10    .989  .046 .026-.067  .031 

    Metric 23.131 14   2.495 4  .645 .994 .005 .028 .000-.048 .018 .033 

    Scalar 36.166 24 13.821 10  .181 .992 -.003 .025 .000-.041 .003 .036 

 

IT-SR 

           

Boys/Girls           

   Configural 1317.449 202    .978  .084 .079-.088  .050 

   Metric 1078.078 218   64.490 16 <.001 .983 .005 .071 .067-.075 -.013 .053 

   Scalar 1040.152 266 116.297 48 <.001 .984 .001 .061 .057-.065 -.010 .055 

Black/White           

   Configural 1147.176 202    .978  .084 .079-.088  .050 

   Metric 875.415 218   28.379 16   .029 .985 .007 .067 .062-.072 -.017 .051 

   Partial Metric 862.418 216   12.719 14   .549 .985 .000 .067 .062-.071  .000 .050 

   Scalar 908.391 264 139.692 48 <.001 .985 .000 .060 .065-.065 -.007 .052 

Race or Ethnicity/Nationality         

   Configural 738.616 202    .978  .080 .074-.086  .053 

   Metric 603.892 218 25.896 16   .056 .984 .006 .065 .059-.071 -.015 .055 

   Scalar 583.081 266 79.758 64   .088 .987 .003 .053 .047-.059 -.012 .055 

Race Match/Non-Match         

   Configural 1323.638 202    .978  .083 .079-.087  .049 

   Metric   984.948 218 31.801 16   .011 .985 .007 .066 .062-.070 -.017 .050 

   Partial Metric 1041.030 216 20.592 14   .113 .984 -.001 .069 .065-.073   .003 .049 

   Scalar   880.819 264 45.068 28   .594 .988 .004 .054 .050-.058 -.015 .049 

Note. CFI = Comparative fit index; RMSEA = Root mean square error of approximation. 90% CI = confidence interval for RMSEA. 

SRMR = Standardized root mean square residual. MDΔχ2  = chi-square difference test in MPlus.   
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Table 2.9 

Correlations of Latent Variables 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Total CH 1.00 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

2. Pos CH .33 1.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

3. Neg CH -.11 .13 1.00 -- -- -- -- 

4. Comm .38 .62 .10 1.00 -- -- -- 

5. Trust .50 .66 -.03n .92 1.00 -- -- 

6. Alien -.02n .16 .34 .39 .23 1.00 -- 

7. Cond Prob -.15 -.11 .13 -.09 -.17 .14 1.00 

Note. Comm = CH = Cultural Humility; Communication; Alien = Alienation; 

Cond Prob = Conduct Problems. 
nindicates non-significance. All other correlations statistically significant p < .05 
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Table 2.10 

Interactions and Main Effects on Teacher-Student Relationship Quality 

 Model: Trust Model: Communication Model: Alienation 

 β SE β SE β SE 

Total CH .46*** .02      .37*** .02                 .04 .02 

Conduct Problems -.11*** .02          -.01 .03     .33*** .03 

Total CH*Cond Prob           .06* .02                   .05 .04    .12*** .03 

*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p <.001 
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Table 2.11 

Wald Chi-Square Values for Subgroup Model Tests 

 Δχ2 Δdf p 

Outcome: Trust    

   Conduct Problems*Gender  5.60 1 .018 

   Conduct Problems*Race 0.61 1 .436 

   Conduct Problems*Race Match 0.90 1 .343 

   Conduct Problems*Cultural Background   0.07 1 .788 

 

Outcome: Communication 

   

   Conduct Problems*Gender  6.09 1 .014 

   Conduct Problems*Race   0.25 1 .616 

   Conduct Problems*Race Match 0.97 1 .326 

   Conduct Problems*Cultural Background 0.21 1 .651 

 

Outcome: Alienation 

   

   Conduct Problems*Gender  1.16 1 .281 

   Conduct Problems*Race 0.16 1 .686 

   Conduct Problems*Race Match 0.17 1 .683 

   Conduct Problems*Cultural Background 0.02 1 .896 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



130 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Theoretical Moderation Model of Cultural Humility’s Role in Teacher-Student Rela-

tionship Quality. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Student’s Emotional 

Adjustment 

Cultural Humility 

Perceived Teacher-

Student Relation-

ship Quality 



131 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Interaction of Cultural Humility and Conduct Problems on TSRQ 
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Figure 2.3 Three-way Interaction Between Gender, Conduct Problems, and Cultural Humility on 

Trust. 
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Figure 2.4. Three-way Interaction Between Gender, Conduct Problems, and Cultural Humility on 

Communication.  
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APPENDIX  

Cultural Humility Scale for Students (CHS-S) 

Some parts of your culture could be your race or your gender. Other parts of your culture could 

be your nationality or the neighborhood you are from.  

Please pick the part of your culture that is most important to you: [drop down menu including 

race, gender, nationality, neighborhood, language spoken at home, and other, which prompts a 

write-in option] 

 

Think about you third period teacher. Answer the questions below: 

Towards this part of my culture, my 

teacher… 

Really 

Disagree 

(1) 

Kind of 

Disagree 

(2) 

Neutral 

(3) 

Kind of 

Agree 

(4) 

Really 

Agree 

(5) 

1. Shows respect 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Is open 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Assumes he/she already knows 

a lot 

1 2 3 4 5 

4. Is arrogant 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Is considerate 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Shows an interest in learning 

more 

1 2 3 4 5 

7. Tries to see my perspective 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Makes assumptions 1 2 3 4 5 

9. Stays open-minded 1 2 3 4 5 

10. Acts like a know-it-all 1 2 3 4 5 

11. Thinks he/she knows more than 

he/she does 

1 2 3 4 5 
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12. Asks questions when unsure 1 2 3 4 5 

13. Acts like he/she is better than me 1 2 3 4 5 

14. It willing to talk about it with me 1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

 

This teacher’s race is 

 

This teacher’s age is 

This teacher’s gender is  

Positive subscale items: 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 12 

Negative subscale items: 3, 6, 8, 10, 11 
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