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Abstract 
 

Teachers’ perceptions of high cultural responsiveness in the classroom may be related to 

positive behavioral outcomes (e.g., higher academic engagement, lower social risk), but little 

research has explored this possibility. The following brief report addresses this research gap by 

building upon findings from a preliminary paper in which these relationships were evidenced. 

Specifically, we present two interrelated follow-up studies. Study 1 examines the relationship 

between teachers’ (n = 20) ratings on a measure of cultural responsiveness, the Double Check 

Self-Refection Tool, and students’ observed classroom behavior. Results from multilevel 

modeling indicated that higher Double Check scores significantly predicted higher academic 

engagement and lower disruptive behavior for 454 students observed. Study 2 investigated the 

relationship between teachers’ (n = 30) ratings on the Double Check and ratings of 622 students’ 

risk on the Social, Academic, and Emotional Behavior Risk Screener (SAEBRS). Results 

indicated higher Double Check scores were associated with lower ratings of students’ social and 

emotional risk. Findings also indicated identification as a Black student and a student with a 

disability predicted teachers’ perceptions of higher risk, consistent with previous research. As 

results remain preliminary, implications include recommendations for additional research and 

high-quality professional development to promote teachers’ cultural responsiveness.  
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Do Teachers’ Perceptions of High Cultural Responsiveness  

Predict Better Behavioral Outcomes for Students?  

There has been extensive research surrounding disproportionate rates of racially and 

ethnically minoritized (REM) students, specifically Black youth, being identified for special 

education services under the emotional disturbance category of the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act of 2004 (e.g., Bal et al, 2019). Researchers have reported Black students are often 

placed in overly restrictive educational settings with low expectations for learning (Connor, 

2017; Ford, 2012; Skiba et al., 2006) which students report as being harmful and stigmatizing 

(e.g., Banks, 2017). Placement in overly restrictive special education settings is also problematic 

as determination decisions for emotional disturbance are typically subjective, lack reliability, and 

do not take into consideration how students’ behavior is shaped by educator practices and the 

school environment (see Sullivan, 2017).   

Data traditionally used to support referral to special education for behavioral concerns 

may reflect interpersonal and systemic racism (e.g., office discipline referrals (ODRs); Anyon et 

al., 2018). For instance, Smolkowski and colleagues (2016) found as a result of their analysis of 

nearly half a million ODRs from over 1,600 schools nationwide that, in comparison to their 

White peers, Black students were more likely to be referred for discipline (a) for subjectively 

defined behavior, (b) by their classroom teachers (versus by staff in other parts of the building), 

and (c) within the first 90 min of the school day. As a result, researchers have encouraged less 

biased, more proactive data collection efforts (such as universal screening) to be incorporated in 

a multi-tiered system of support (MTSS) framework (Raines et al., 2012). However, results from 

recent studies indicate teachers may continue to overidentify Black students for being at risk 

behaviorally on universal screeners, as well (Izumi, 2020).  
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To address this, there is a need to examine teachers’ perceptions of their own anti-bias 

and anti-racist beliefs as well as their culturally responsive actions (Arneback & Jämte, 2021; 

Chen et al., 2009). In these studies, we examine the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of 

their cultural responsiveness, their perception of students’ risk, and students’ observed classroom 

behavior. We considered the exploration of these relationships integral to strengthening the 

rationale for targeted teacher professional development aimed at providing culturally responsive 

practice (Gay, 2018) to ultimately promote better outcomes for youth.  

Various teacher assessments of culturally responsiveness exist, including the Assessment 

of Culturally and Contextually Relevant Supports (ACCReS; Fallon, Cathcart, et al., 2021). The 

ACCReS is a 35-item scale in which teachers rate their (a) use of equitable classroom practices 

(ECP subscale; ω = .87), (b) consideration of culture and context in the classroom (CCC 

subscale; ω = .77), and (c) access to information and support (e.g., data to drive decision-making, 

relevant professional development) (AIS subscale; ω = .86). Items on the CCC subscale 

primarily target teachers’ thinking and beliefs about culturally responsive practice. Items on the 

AIS subscale are meant to reflect the systems-level supports necessary to promote implementing 

items on the practices described in items on the ECP subscale more successfully. Scores across 

the three subscales are aggregated to produce a total score, with a higher score indicating greater 

agreement with items indicating culturally responsive practice.  

In Fallon, Cathcart, et al. (2021), data from the ACCReS was used in two related studies. 

In the first study, teachers (n = 20) completed the ACCReS and consented to their students’ 

classroom behavior being observed three times by university researchers. In the second study, 

teachers (n = 30) completed both the ACCReS and a universal screener, the Social, Academic, 

and Emotional Behavior Risk Screener (SAEBRS; Kilgus & von der Embse, 2014). Results from 

multilevel analyses revealed higher ACCReS scores (a) predicted lower levels of observed 
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classwide disruptive behavior (but not academically engaged behavior) in Study 1, and (b) lower 

risk on the Social Behavior subscale of the SAEBRS (p = 0.016; but not Academic or Emotional 

Behavior subscales or Total Behavior) in Study 2. Conclusions called for additional research to 

explore the possibility that teachers who perceive themselves to engage in more culturally 

responsive practice might perceive students to be at less social risk and see less disruptive 

behavior in the classroom. 

In this paper, we replicate the analyses conducted in Fallon, Veiga, et al. (2021) with the 

Double Check Self-Refection Tool (Hershfeldt et al., 2009; Cronbach’s alpha [α] = .65, hereafter 

referred to as Double Check) in place of the ACCReS. We sought to determine if the same 

relationships were observed and perhaps strengthened by a measure that asked teachers about 

their classroom practice more extensively. The Double Check is a 26-item tool that targets 

culturally responsive teaching as it pertains to (1) reflective thinking about student’s group 

membership (e.g., “I make tangible efforts (reading, home visits, interviews, student inventories) 

to “reach out” and understand differences”), (2) development of authentic relationships with 

students (e.g., “I take genuine interest in the activities and personal lives of others”), (3) effective 

communication (e.g., “I consistently communicate high expectations”), (4) connecting 

curriculum content to student culture (“I highlight cultural differences positively during 

instruction”), and (5) sensitivity to student’s cultural and situational messages (e.g., “I am aware 

of how situations influence behavior (e.g., health, poverty, dress, neighborhood expectations)”). 

The Double Check is intended to offer teachers the opportunity to reflect critically on their own 

instructional practice, interactions with students, and personal reactions to students’ behaviors 

(Hershfeldt et al., 2009). 

As in Fallon, Veiga, et al. (2021), this brief report presents two related studies with the 

following research questions:  
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1. What is the relationship between teachers’ self-assessment ratings of cultural 

responsiveness (using the Double Check) and classwide observations of student academic 

engagement and disruptive behavior? 

2. What is the relationship between self-assessment ratings of cultural responsiveness (using 

the Double Check) and teachers’ perceptions of students’ academic, emotional, social, 

and overall risk on a universal screening (specifically the SAEBRS)? 

General Method 

Overview 

Below we present two related studies to answer our two research questions.  

Measures 

Double-Check Self-Assessment  

In both studies, teachers completed the Double Check by responding to each item using a 

0-4 Likert Scale: Regularly in my class and school (4), Most of the time in my class or school 

(3), Rarely in my class or school (2), Never in my class and school (1), and This does not apply 

to my class and school (0). Higher aggregate self-ratings on the Double Check indicate higher 

reported engagement in culturally responsive practices. Internal consistency of the Double Check 

calculated with responses from the participant sample was relatively high in both Study 1 (α = 

0.82) in Study 2 (α = 0.87). 

Demographic Questionnaire 

Teachers completed demographic forms to gather information including teachers’ gender, 

race, years of professional experience, grade level taught. They also reported students’ race, 

English Learner (EL) status, and disability status. 

Study 1 

Participants 
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Teachers (n = 20) collectively instructing 454 students were recruited from eight Title I 

schools in two urban public school districts in the Northeast in Study 1. Teacher and student 

demographic variables are reported in Table 1. The majority of teachers were female (90%) and 

White (85%), with 11 years or more teaching experience (65%), most often working in 

elementary schools (60%). The majority of students were identified by their teachers as REM 

youth (73%), specifically Latinx (29%), Black (22%), or multiple races/other (23%). The 

remaining students were identified as White (27%). Twenty nine percent of students were 

identified as EL, and 17% were identified with disabilities. All students within both districts 

received free breakfast and lunch due to their status as high-need under the Healthy, Hunger-Free 

Kids Act of 2010 (Public Law 111–296). Classroom observations occurred in teachers’ general 

education (n = 9) or inclusion (n = 11) classrooms. The average classroom size was 22 students. 

After obtaining approval from the <university’s> Institutional Review Board, district and 

school-based administrators agreed to share study information to teachers via email. All 

classroom teachers were eligible to participate in the study. Recruitment occurred until 20 

teachers consented to participate in the study. During recruitment, potential participants were 

told that participation would entail an initial meeting to discuss consent process, three classroom 

observations, and the completion of study forms (e.g., demographic questionnaire). Participants 

were offered a $50 gift card for taking part in the study. Data collection took place in the Winter 

and Spring of 2019. 

Measures 

As described above, teacher participants completed the Double Check as well as a teacher 

and student demographic form. Two doctoral-level school psychology students also conducted 

three 30-min classroom observations with each teacher using systematic direct observation. 

Systematic Direct Observation (SDO)  
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Two graduate research assistants were trained to conduct observations by the first author 

using direct training (direct instruction, modeling, and practice with corrective feedback) with 

videos of students in a classroom. Raters were trained to assess students’ classwide academic 

engagement and disruptive behavior in the videos until 90% overall agreement with the first 

author was calculated in training sessions. During the study, one graduate research assistant 

served as the primary observer for each participant’s class, and a second graduate research 

assistant was also present for one of the three observations so that interobserver agreement (IOA) 

could be calculated.  Across participants, IOA was high for academic engagement (97.4%) and 

disruptive behavior (92.1%) across all observation sessions. 

Academic engagement was measured using a 15-sec momentary time sampling procedure 

(Briesch et al., 2015). Observers used an individual-fixed observation scheme, whereby students 

were observed in the order in which they were seated (Student 1 at Table 1, Student 2 at Table 1, 

etc.)  Academic engagement was defined as any instances in which a student was actively or 

passively attending to academic instruction or activities (Fallon et al., 2019). This included 

writing, raising hand, answering a question, talking about a lesson, listening to the teacher, 

asking relevant questions, taking notes appropriately, looking at instructional materials, and 

participating in assigned tasks. 

Disruptive behavior was measured using a partial-interval observation scheme whereby 

observers recorded if a student being observed engaged in disruptive behavior at any point 

during a 15-sec interval. Disruptive behavior was defined as any instance in which a student 

engaged in behavior that disrupted the classroom functioning or made it difficult for others to 

learn (e.g., calling out, leaving seat without permission during whole group instruction, talking to 

peer(s); Fallon et al., 2019). 

Procedures   



PERCEPTIONS AND STUDENT OUTCOMES  9 

The first author solicited teachers’ participation by obtaining approval from district 

superintendents and then school principals from two racially and ethnically diverse, large 

suburban school districts in the northeastern United States. Upon principal approval, classroom 

teachers were notified about the study. The first author scheduled individual meetings with 

interested teachers to discuss the study, obtain informed consent, and schedule classroom 

observations. Once informed consent was secured for teacher participants, parents in 

participating classrooms were notified about the study and given the option to opt their child out 

of study participation, however no parents selected this option. 

Data collection involved three classroom observations by a primary observer (graduate 

research assistant). At the end of the first observation, teachers were provided with a study 

packet that included teacher and student demographic forms. On the last day of observations, 

teachers were provided with the Double Check to complete and return to researchers. Then, in 

addition to being sent a $50 gift card, participants received a one-page report summarizing the 

results of observations in their classroom. The first author offered the opportunity for teachers to 

debrief and discuss study findings with participants. 

Statistical Analysis 

To account for the hierarchical nature of the data, a multilevel model analysis was 

conducted to examine the predictive relationship between teacher’s self-rating on the Double 

Check and student engagement and disruptive behavior in the classroom (Twisk, 2006). The 

two-level models nested observations (Level-1) within classrooms (Level-2); all models were fit 

using the lme4 package in R version 3.5.1 (Bates et al., 2015). Due to the small sample size, all 

models were fit using random intercept only. Although the primary predictor of interested was 

teacher’s Double Check score, the models controlled for other variables that may have 

influenced student behavior: observation number, teacher’s years of experience, school level 
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(elementary, secondary), percentage of EL students, percentage of students identified with 

disabilities, and percentage of REM students in the class. 

To assess the appropriateness of adding Double Check score to the model, we first ran 

models predicting classwide engagement and disruptive behavior without including the Double 

Check score. Then the Double Check score was added to both models. Both the Akaike 

Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) were calculated to 

compare the null models to the models with the Double Check score. Finally, to evaluate the 

percentage of variance attributable to clusters at each level, we computed intraclass correlation 

coefficients (ICCs). 

Results 

The average score on the Double Check was 90.65 (SD = 6.28, range 77 -102). Results 

from the analysis of variance revealed that the fit of the model predicting student engagement 

including the Double Check score (AIC = -114.31, BIC = -91.842) was significantly better than 

the model predicting student engagement without Double Check score (AIC = -109.21, BIC = -

88.778, p = 0.007). Similar results were found for the model predicting classwide disruptive 

behavior: the model with Double Check score (AIC = -157.86, BIC = -135.39) was a 

significantly better fit than the null model (AIC = -145.79, BIC = -125.36, p = 0.0001). 

 Teachers’ Double Check score was found to be a significant predictor of both classwide 

academic engagement and disruptive behavior. Higher Double Check self-ratings predicted 

significantly higher classwide academic engagement (p = 0.003). Teachers’ years of experience 

was also a significant predictor of classwide academic engagement (p = 0.038), such that more 

experience predicted higher classwide engagement. Higher Double Check scores also predicted 

lower classwide disruptive behavior (p < 0.001). Percentage of REM students (p = 0.008), 

teacher experience (p = 0.020), and school level (p = 0.010) were also significant predictors of 
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lower classwide disruptive behavior. Both the values for ICC for student academic engagement 

(ICC = 0.33) and student disruptive behavior (ICC = 0.07) were above .05, which was 

determined to be substantial and indicate that the shared variance at Level-2 was significant.  

Detailed results of the regression analyses are presented in Table 2. 

Study 2 

Participants 

A total of 30 teachers and 622 students from a total of 9 schools participated in the 

second study. To be included in Study 2, teachers were required to have completed the SAEBRS 

for each student in the class observed. Twelve teachers from Study 1 participated and an 

additional 18 teachers were recruited for Study 2 (see Procedures). Most participants were 

female (86.7%), White (86.7%), and had 11 or more years of experience (56.7%). The majority 

of students were identified as REM youth (74%), including Black (28%) and Latinx (22%). The 

remainder were identified as White. About one-quarter of students were identified as EL (26%) 

and/or with a disability (26%). As in Study 1, all students within both districts received free 

breakfast and lunch due to their status as high-need under the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 

2010 (Public Law 111–296). Complete demographic characteristics of teachers and students can 

be found in Table 1.  

Measures 

Teachers completed the SAEBRS (Kilgus & von der Embse, 2014), a brief universal 

screener designed to be used in grades K-12 to assess student’s functioning in three subscales: 

Social Behavior (6 items), Academic Behavior (6 items), and Emotional Behavior (7 items). 

There is also a Total Behavior score on the SAEBRS (reflecting all 19 items), which is an 

estimate of overall functioning. The items reflect behaviors found to be highly correlated with 

social and academic success (Eklund et al., 2017). The tool is efficient, requiring approximately 
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1-3 minutes to screen each student. Teachers completed the scale using a categorical 4-point 

scale from 0 (never) to 3 (almost always) on the degree to which an item was true for the child 

being screened. Previous research supports the internal consistency of the SAEBRS (α = .79-.94; 

Kilgus & von der Embse, 2014). 

Procedures 

The additional sample of teachers (n = 18) was recruited using the same procedures 

outlined in Study 1. Teachers who indicated interest in participation first consulted with the first 

author. Once informed consent was secured, participants were asked to complete the Double 

Check, SAEBRS, and teacher and student demographic forms. 

Data Analysis 

Multilevel modeling was used to assess the relationship between teachers’ Double Check 

score and perceptions of student risk on the SAEBRS. Teachers’ scores for individual students 

(Level-1) were nested within classrooms (Level-2); all analyses were again conducted in R 

version 3.5.1 using the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2005). Covariates included in the models were 

similar to those in Study 1: teacher’s years of experience, school level, and student demographic 

information (i.e., race, EL status, disability status).  Similarly, null models without Double Check 

score were run first to assess the appropriateness of including Double Check score in models 

predicting teacher’s ratings of student risk on each of the four subscales of the SAEBRS. We 

also calculated AIC, BIC and ICCs.  

Results 

The average score on the Double Check scale was 91.19 (SD = 7.02, range = 75-102). 

Although Double Check score did not improve the fit of the model predicting teacher’s 

perceptions of academic risk (p = 0.06), disability status was found to be a significant predictor 
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of academic risk (p < 0.001). Also, Double Check score did not significantly predict perceptions 

of risk on the Academic Behavior subscale. 

Double Check score significantly improved the fit of models predicting emotional (p = 

0.007), social risk (p < 0.001), and overall (p = 0.019) risk. Higher self-ratings on the Double 

Check predicted lower perceptions of student risk on the Social Behavior (p < 0.001) and 

Emotional Behavior (p = 0.002) SAEBRS subscales. Double Check score also significantly 

predicted lower SAEBRS Total Behavior (p = 0.014) score. Students in secondary school were 

more likely to be identified as at risk on the Emotional Behavior subscale (p < 0.044). Being 

identified as a Black student was also a significant predictor of teachers’ perceptions of higher 

risk in the Social Behavior (p = 0.004) subscale. Finally, students identified as having a disability 

were significantly more likely to be considered more at risk across SAEBRS (p < 0.001) 

subscales. Detailed results of the analyses are summarized in Table 3.  The ICC values for 

Academic Behavior (ICC = 0.06), Emotional Behavior (ICC= 0.19), Social Behavior (ICC 

=0.06), and Total Behavior (ICC = 0.10) indicated substantial shared variance at Level-2. 

General Discussion 

 Overall, results indicated teachers who perceived themselves to engage in more culturally 

responsive practice also had better classwide behavioral outcomes and perceived students to be 

at less social-emotional risk. 

In Study 1, higher Double Check scores (indicating higher teacher perceptions of their 

culturally responsive classroom practice), predicted both higher academic engagement and lower 

classwide disruptive behavior. This extended the findings from Fallon, Veiga, et al. (2021), 

which noted a relationship between teachers’ perception of culturally responsive practice as 

measured by the ACCReS and lower disruptive behavior. It may be that there is more academic 

engagement and less disruption in classrooms in which teachers who are reflective in their 
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thinking about student’s group membership, seek to develop authentic relationships with 

students, work to communicate effectively, connect the curriculum content to student culture, 

and are sensitive to cultural and situational messages (e.g., “I am aware of how situations 

influence behavior).  

In Study 2, higher Double Check ratings were associated with lower perceptions of 

student risk as indicated by the Social Behavior, Emotional Behavior, and Total Behavior scale, 

but not associated with lower risk on the Academic Behavior subscale of the SAEBRS. In other 

words, teachers who perceived themselves as more culturally responsive perceived students to 

have fewer challenges with social behavior (e.g., disruptive behavior, arguing, outbursts) and 

emotional behavior (e.g., withdrawal, sadness, fearfulness) among their students, but not 

necessarily less academic risk (e.g., distractedness). Considering the findings from Study 1, it 

may be that teachers with higher Double Check scores may have reported lower levels of risk on 

the SAEBRS as their students were typically more engaged and less disruptive, yet additional 

research is needed to explore this possibility. Additional research might also target why Black 

students were rated by teachers as being at increased Social Behavioral risk. This finding is 

aligned with previous research (e.g., Izumi, 2020), but warrants empirical exploration as it seems 

possible that bias may continue to play a role in teachers’ perceptions of students’ social risk, 

even for teachers who consider themselves to implement high levels of culturally responsive 

practice in the classroom. 

Limitations 

Although these studies provides preliminary evidence of a relationship between teachers’ 

perceptions of their cultural responsiveness and student outcomes, several limitations should be 

considered when interpreting results. In Study 1, systematic direct observations of students’ 

classwide behavior occurred over the course of three 30-min observations. Data collected during 
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these observations may not have been representative of typical classroom behavior due to the 

students’ and/or teachers’ reactivity to the presence of the observers as well as the limited 

number of observations. Future research might include more observations conducted randomly 

throughout the day to ensure that data collected are representative of the students’ typical 

behavior. Secondly, research related to the psychometric properties of the Double Check is 

limited. However, we administered the Double Check as it has been used in subsequent studies 

exploring the association between observed and self-reported culturally proficient teaching 

practices (e.g., Debnam et al., 2015). We calculated the internal consistency and found it to be 

relatively high for the two samples in this report. Yet there remains a need for additional research 

exploring the technical adequacy of the Double Check for broader use in research and practice. 

Furthermore, although teachers were encouraged to respond honestly to the Double Check items, 

social desirability bias may have impacted teachers’ responses. Due to the non-evaluative nature 

of the study and the range of responses on items on the measure, concern about social 

desirability bias is limited. Future studies might include a social desirability scale to assess 

respondents concerns with social approval. Relatedly, it is also very possible that because these 

studies relied on teachers’ opinion of their practices and students’ social, academic, and 

emotional risk, they may misperceive their own actions or their students’ behavior. Simply, there 

is a risk that teachers will not see limitations to their own practice and instead associate risk or 

“misbehavior” with students (i.e., a fundamental attribution error). Future studies might 

incorporate observations of teachers’ practices to evaluate if observers’ ratings on the Double 

Check items are accurate as well as ratings of students’ behavior and teachers’ perceptions of 

student risk (i.e., specific to each student within the context of their SAEBRS scores). In 

addition, a future study might include responses from students pertaining to how they might rate 

their teacher on measures of cultural responsiveness (e.g., ACCReS, Double Check), or 
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interview students about their perceptions of teacher practices and how they have experienced 

their teachers to be in interpersonal interactions. Including data on student perception has not, to 

our knowledge, been done frequently in quantitative analyses of teachers’ culturally responsive 

practice but is warranted. Finally, researchers conducting future studies should collect additional 

demographic data (e.g., students’ socioeconomic status, specific disability classification or 

disorders such as behavior disorders) to include as variables in analyses, as well as include a 

larger sample size representing schools outside of the northeast United States to generalize 

findings. 

Implications 

 Implications for the current findings include both opportunity for additional research and 

application for practice. Researchers should continue to address the influence of bias on data 

collected and interpreted in schools. This may be particularly relevant in the context of decision 

making about eligibility for special education services for emotional disturbance given extensive 

evidence in the literature regarding disproportionality by student race (Bal et al., 2019).  

Researchers might also continue to explore if teachers might consider their efforts to be anti-

biased and culturally responsive (Chen et al., 2009) as a critical step in promoting positive 

behavioral outcomes for students. In schools, data from teacher self-assessments such as the 

Double Check might be used to inform targeted professional development to support teachers to 

strengthen their practice. For instance, if teachers rate items related to developing authentic 

relationships with students lower, coaching teachers to engage in positive interactions with 

students that promote trust may ultimately support student behavior and impact how teachers 

perceive students’ behavioral risk. Additional research is needed to further explore the 

preliminary findings presented in this brief report. This scholarship is urgently needed to 

promote equitable, supportive environments for all youth, specifically REM students. 
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Conclusion 

In this paper, we present preliminary evidence of a relationship between teachers’ 

perceptions of their own culturally responsiveness, perception of students’ risk, and students’ 

observed classroom behavior. Teachers who perceive themselves to be more culturally 

responsive might design educational environments in which youth are seen as being at less risk 

and in which students are more actively engaged in classroom instruction. Results justify the 

need for teacher professional development aimed at providing culturally responsive practice. 
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