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Social and emotional learning refers to myriad skills and 
competencies that support success in school, work, and life. 
These include cognitive skills that help us to focus and pay 
attention, set goals, and problem solve; social and interper-
sonal skills that enable us to communicate, collaborate, and 
resolve conflict; and emotional skills that help us recognize, 
understand, and manage emotions, demonstrate empathy, 
and cope with hardship (National Commission on Social, 
Emotional, and Academic Development, 2019). Practices to 
support such development for children and youth can occur 
through multiple mediums, such as the implementation of 
packaged skill-building programs, pedagogical approaches 
integrated into academic instruction, and relationship- and 
school climate–enhancing efforts (National Commission on 
Social, Emotional, and Academic Development, 2019). 
Over the past two decades, research and implementation of 

SEL programs and policies in K–12 settings and other sec-
tors has increased exponentially (Mahoney et  al., 2021). 
Indeed, a recent study of a nationally representative sample 
of school leaders and teachers tells us that the overwhelming 
majority of principals at all kinds of schools view SEL as 
one of their top priorities (Hamilton et al., 2019). In recent 
years, however, this increased attention has been accompa-
nied by questions about how issues of equity intersect with 
the study and practice of SEL (e.g., Aspen Institute Education 
and Society Program, 2018; The Education Trust, 2020). 
This is a particularly salient issue in SEL facilitation with 
youth as they move into and through adolescence, as this 
developmental period is known to be one in which youth 
engage in deeper meaning-making about identity and racial 
and immigration injustices (e.g., Rivas-Drake & Umaña-
Taylor, 2019; Tatum, 2017). In communities that face daily 
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injustices, it is disingenuous and potentially harmful to 
engage in SEL without attending to historical and contempo-
rary systems that underlie inequities in education, well-
being, and health. SEL practitioners who engage in 
decontextualized skills training or do not engage with such 
inequities as they seek to serve youth may be rightfully cri-
tiqued for placing the burden of addressing social inequities 
on youth themselves (Ginwright, 2016; Love, 2019). Indeed, 
it is possible to engage in SEL in ways that leverage youths’ 
cultural assets, such as their racial identities or emerging 
critical consciousness, both of which are shown to promote 
positive adjustment (e.g., Heberle et al., 2020; Rivas-Drake 
et al., 2014).

In contrast to color-evasive and power-evasive 
approaches—that is, when SEL skills are taught without 
regard to how racism and other forms of oppression play a 
role in youths’ lives—transformative SEL refers to the inte-
gration of an explicit equity and social justice lens into the 
conceptualization and implementation of social and emo-
tional learning. Jagers et al. (2019) conceptualized it as an 
approach to SEL that aims to disrupt the reproduction of 
inequitable educational environments by attending to iden-
tity, power, discrimination, and social justice. In practice, 
transformative SEL work “is a process whereby young peo-
ple and adults build strong, respectful, and lasting relation-
ships that facilitate co-learning to critically examine root 
causes of inequity, and to develop collaborative solutions 
that lead to personal, community, and societal well-being” 
(CASEL, n.d.).

Although having a conceptual framework for transforma-
tive SEL represents a substantive advance in the field, 
empirical studies lag due to a lack of methods to accurately 
assess how inequity and injustice are addressed in the realm 
of SEL instruction. In this article, we delineate the develop-
ment of a tool that can be used to assess educators’ under-
standing of their racial equity-oriented SEL practice, in 
particular. Researchers, evaluators, program developers, and 
school leaders would benefit from a measure to demonstrate 
engagement with racial equity-oriented SEL practices. That 
is, calls to address racial equity have been primarily philo-
sophical or conceptual (e.g., Aspen Institute Education and 
Society Program, 2018; Jagers et al., 2019), and we do not 
have abundant empirical understanding of the potential 
prevalence of such practices. One reason is that existing 
measures focus on teachers’ beliefs about their own SEL 
competencies (Brackett et al., 2012) or provide self-reflec-
tion of general SEL instructional practices (Yoder, 2014). 
There is currently no way to systematically assess the extent 
to which teachers perceive they engage in SEL practices that 
are aligned with racial equity goals. To advance understand-
ing of how SEL practitioners might view SEL as a context in 
which to promote rather than hinder racial equity, there is a 
need to better understand ways they might try to “meet youth 
where they are” in terms of their social identities and in 

addressing issues that are important to students and salient to 
their communities.

How Can Racial Equity Issues Be Addressed in SEL?

Scholars have conceptualized varying forms of asset-
based pedagogies (e.g., culturally relevant, sustaining; 
Matthews & López, 2019; Paris & Alim, 2014) that provide 
inspiration for considering promising practices for racial 
equity–oriented SEL. These theories underscore the impor-
tance of leveraging youths’ assets, including their cultural 
background, experiential knowledge, and prior experiences, 
to make learning relevant to students and to do so with an 
eye toward justice (Gay, 2018; Ladson-Billings, 2014; Paris 
& Alim, 2014). By making connections between youths’ 
school and home experiences, teachers using asset-based 
pedagogies promote youths’ academic success, cultural 
competence, and sociopolitical consciousness (Epstein & 
Gist, 2015; Ladson-Billings, 2014). In particular, scholars 
have highlighted the importance of creating opportunities 
for students to engage with their ethnic and racial identities 
(Byrd, 2017; Matthews & López, 2019; Milner, 2017); 
reflect critically on and confront racial injustice and xeno-
phobia (e.g., Byrd, 2017; Duncan, 2022; Epstein & Gist, 
2015; Kaler-Jones, 2021; Milner, 2016, 2017); navigate 
interacting with diverse peers (e.g., Dickson et al., 2016); 
and examine classroom discipline (e.g., Pollock, 2008).

Recent scholarship has examined how school-based SEL 
instruction can be a context that promotes racial equity. One 
study indicated that SEL instruction that provided opportu-
nities for students to gain autonomy, reinforced prosocial 
behavioral routines, and encouraged collaboration was posi-
tively associated with adolescent students’ exploration and 
resolution of their ethnic-racial identities (Rivas-Drake 
et al., 2020). Rosario-Ramos et al. (2021) identified exam-
ples of the ways teachers modify SEL curricular materials 
and instructional practices to help students identify, under-
stand, and address social injustices, including racial and 
immigration injustice. Examples included integrating prac-
tices that promote school safety and equity by focusing on 
repairing harm (i.e., restorative justice framework; Morrison 
& Vaandering, 2012), honoring youths’ perspectives within 
decision-making processes (i.e., youth voice; Checkoway, 
2011; Sprague Martinez et al., 2018), adding readings that 
reflected students’ lives and experiences, and addressing 
issues directly related to students’ communities through 
civic engagement activities. These studies demonstrate the 
potential for SEL instruction as a context for conversations 
and experiences that support students’ identity development 
and their learning about racial and immigration injustice.

In our ongoing work, we have examined the potential of 
SEL instruction to leverage youths’ emerging understand-
ings of community issues and broader social injustices to 
promote competencies such as healthy personal and social 
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identities, collective agency, critical analysis of social issues, 
and community well-being. We recently completed a mixed-
method case study drawing on youth surveys; youth, parent, 
and teacher interviews; and SEL classroom observations in a 
predominantly Latinx school in a large urban district to illus-
trate examples of transformative SEL practices (McGovern 
et al., 2023). We found that although this school employed a 
traditional SEL curriculum (i.e., did not routinely attend to 
social justice issues), some teachers adapted their SEL 
instruction to support students’ development of ethnic/racial 
identities and their collective agency to examine and inter-
rupt inequities. Our findings illustrated how teachers at this 
school “stretched” from traditionally social justice-evasive 
notions of SEL to engage social justice issues more proac-
tively in their SEL implementation in four key ways: con-
necting through language, connecting to students’ social 
identities, addressing social issues, and encouraging civic 
engagement and activism. These findings indicate that it is 
possible to engage in transformative SEL practices in SEL 
classrooms.

Current Study

The current study describes the development of a mea-
sure of educators’ views of SEL as a context in which they 
can promote racial equity (i.e., racial equity-oriented social-
emotional learning, or REQSEL). Through a series of stud-
ies involving focus groups, expert reviews, interviews, and 
surveys, we delineate the initial development of items, mul-
tiple iterative steps taken to revise and reduce items, explo-
ration and extraction of factors, and confirmation of 
hypothesized factor structure. We then describe the associa-
tions of the final set of factors with sources of validity. 
Specifically, we assessed SEL facilitators’ critical awareness 
(Matthews & López, 2019), egalitarian views of students 
(Hachfeld et al., 2011), exploration and resolution of their 
own ethnic-racial identities (Douglass & Umaña-Taylor, 
2015); engagement in social justice behaviors (Flood, 2019); 
beliefs about the importance of talking about racial issues in 
the classroom (Milner et al., 2016, 2017); and beliefs about 
culturally responsive teaching approaches (Siwatu, 2007). 
We expected that the REQSEL domains would show evi-
dence for validity by being positively associated with educa-
tors’ critical awareness, egalitarianism, exploration and 
resolution of their ethnic-racial identities, social justice 
behaviors, general beliefs regarding talking about racial top-
ics in the classroom, and endorsement of and sense of effi-
cacy in implementing culturally responsive teaching 
approaches. To be clear, the goal of this work was not to 
understand the relation of REQSEL items to the broader 
concept of SEL but rather how racial equity considerations 
might manifest within teachers’ approaches to SEL, writ 
large. The concepts reflected in our validation measures 
(i.e., non-SEL-specific beliefs about racial equity practices, 

beliefs about racial diversity and inequality, understanding 
of one’s own ethnic-racial identity, and non-SEL-specific 
racial equity-oriented behaviors) thus reflect an important 
set of teacher cognitions about diversity, identity, and 
inequality.

Method

Team Description

The author/research team comprises four diverse women 
scholars committed to educational justice and equity for 
children of color; our shared beliefs are reflected here. Our 
critical scholarship examines the complexities of race and 
ethnicity—and racism and xenophobia—through the study 
of identity, socialization, discrimination, and sociopolitical 
development among marginalized communities. Our team 
benefited from the varied expertise brought by each indi-
vidual, and these perspectives shaped the interpretation of 
results. DRD is an established Latina scholar with expertise 
in socioemotional development; ethnic-racial identity devel-
opment; and ethnic-racial socialization across home, peer, 
and school settings. JC is a Black scholar whose research 
centers on the impacts of parents’ and teachers’ critical con-
sciousness development on the learning experiences of 
youth of color. GM is a White emerging scholar and former 
middle school teacher who has expertise in qualitative anal-
ysis and whose scholarship focuses on effective teaching 
practices for fostering social and emotional development in 
adolescents. BJP is an emerging Latina scholar who has 
experience in qualitative and quantitative analysis and 
whose research focuses on how educators can best support 
the ethnic-racial identity and critical consciousness develop-
ment among youth of color. Throughout each step of the 
scale creation, we strove for consensus, discussing our 
thoughts and taking detailed notes of our conversations. 
When disagreements occurred, we consulted the extant 
research literature and reflected on our lived experiences to 
make a collective decision.

REQSEL Item Development

An iterative mixed-method approach was used to develop 
this measure following Boateng et al.’s (2018) best practices 
for scale development and validation. We conducted litera-
ture reviews, evaluation by content experts, and focus groups 
with the target population to inform the development of 
items and domains. Next, we evaluated validity with reviews 
by experts in the field and the target population.

Item Creation and Refinement.  A substantive literature 
review was conducted before constructing the REQSEL. 
Members of the research team collected inspiration for items 
from literature, prior research, field reports, and existing 
measures from other contexts related to the development of 
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social and emotional learning, racial/ethnic identity devel-
opment, and civic engagement. We largely employed a 
snowball approach; as we located relevant studies and exist-
ing measures, we looked for areas of overlap in the research 
and extended our search using the references provided in 
these manuscripts. Initial brainstorming resulted in a list of 
248 rough phrases, items, and notes. Content analysis of this 
initial brainstorm and extant literature suggested several 
themes at this point: engagement with students’ ethnic and 
racial identities; conversations on structure, power, inequal-
ity, injustice, and racism; discipline; awareness of differ-
ence; power and community; co-constructing practices; and 
challenging representations in media and curriculum.

Using a consensus process (see Hill et al., 1997, 2005), 
we reviewed the brainstormed list to eliminate redundant 
ideas and to draft items that reflected teaching practice. This 
process resulted in 150 items in six domains, shown in 
Appendix A: Engagement with Racial Identity (26 items); 
Navigating Intergroup Relations (19); Racial Injustice (43); 
Racially Equitable Discipline (17); Xenophobia (10); and 
Student Agency, Voice, and Power (35). We consolidated the 
Co-Constructing Practices and Challenging Representation 
domains with others when thematically appropriate. For 
example, we moved items from Co-Constructing Practices 
to Student Agency, Voice, and Power because many of the 
practices involved in co-constructing the classroom environ-
ment also reflected ways in which teachers might support 
student agency by elevating students’ voices, thus sharing 
their power as a teacher. A second iteration of the consensus 
process focused on refining the item wording to specifically 
reflect social and emotional learning instruction (e.g., 
ensuring the item stem reminded respondents to reflect on 
their experience teaching SEL, writ large) and continuing 
to eliminate redundancy. This process resulted in fewer 
items (139) across the same six domains: Engagement with 
Racial Identity (22 items); Navigating Intergroup Relations 
(16); Racial Injustice (42); Racially Equitable Discipline 
(15); Xenophobia (10); and Student Agency, Voice, and 
Power (34).

We then held two focus groups, each with five middle 
school teachers who were familiar with SEL. Participants 
were recruited through a Qualtrics teacher panel. We con-
tracted with Qualtrics to reach a large panel of teachers from 
across the United States. Qualtrics generates panels with 
partners who actively manage double opt-in corporate and 
academic market research panels. Using the client’s survey 
requirements, Qualtrics selects respondents from these pan-
els using screener questions to guarantee that the population 
surveyed meets the inclusion criteria. Participation in these 
panels is voluntary and participants receive monetary com-
pensation from Qualtrics. For this component, as well as the 
studies described later, Qualtrics limited participants to fifth- 
to eighth-grade teachers who were familiar with SEL (based 
on responses to a screener question). Individuals who did not 

meet these criteria or who taught for fewer than 1 or more 
than 50 years were eliminated. This panel of eligible partici-
pants was used for each of the Qualtrics samples across all 
the studies reported in this article. Qualtrics further excluded 
panel members by participation frequency so that our sam-
ples were distinct from one another.

In the focus groups, 30% were familiar with SEL and 
70% had taught SEL in the past 3 years. Half of the partici-
pants taught in a suburban school, 10% at a town school, 
30% at a city school, and 30% at a rural school. All the par-
ticipants were White. Half of the participants reported their 
pronouns as she/her, and the other half reported as he/him. 
The focus groups were facilitated by an external collaborator 
who was not a member of the research team and lasted 
approximately 53 and 60 minutes in duration, respectively. 
The focus group protocol asked participants to consider each 
of the six proposed domains (listed previously) and probed 
for potential actions that teachers might engage in for each 
(i.e., “What are the kinds of things that you have done, or 
you have seen your colleagues do well to address this topic 
during SEL instruction? What are the practices that work 
really well when addressing this topic during SEL? What 
would you look for if you were observing a teacher who was 
addressing this topic during SEL?”). Transcripts for each 
focus group were shared with and read in their entirety by 
the research team. In a debriefing meeting, we discussed the 
focus group respondents’ utterances with the goal of identi-
fying potential new item content. Feedback from the focus 
groups did not generate any new items but did confirm the 
relevance of the preliminary domains.

Sources of Validity.  To gather evidence for validity, the 139 
REQSEL items were presented to a panel of six content 
experts that was diverse in terms of racial composition and 
expertise. Reviewers were selected based on their expertise 
in the content area of the domain or extensive experience 
working with school practitioners implementing SEL. Each 
reviewer was asked to review the domain(s) that aligned 
with their expertise. We asked them to offer their comments, 
questions, or wording suggestions on each item assigned 
with regard to each item’s validity, whether the item would 
be applicable to all/most classrooms, and whether there were 
big ideas missing from the domain. The research team then 
weighed this feedback to further refine and eliminate items. 
We dropped items that were flagged by reviewers as confus-
ing or vague (e.g., “I select activities that help students fig-
ure out who they are becoming” and “I follow students’ 
leads when discussing issues of injustice”), were focused on 
student outcomes rather than teacher practices (e.g., “Stu-
dents form meaningful connections to their own racial/eth-
nic identities”), or were likely to lack variance due to social 
desirability (e.g., “I publicly thank students for their contri-
butions to class”). Reviewers also helped us to decide 
between similarly worded items (e.g., between “I use 
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instructional materials (e.g., books) to help students learn 
about the lived experiences of different ethnic/racial groups” 
and “I use textbooks that portray images of people of differ-
ent ethnic/racial groups”). Other feedback affirmed the 
inclusion of items that reflected important concepts (e.g., “I 
validate the emotions students feel in response to issues we 
discuss”). This resulted in a reduction to 80 items across the 
same six domains: Engagement with Ethnic/Racial Identity 
(12 items); Navigating Intergroup Relations (9); Racial 
Injustice (25); Racially Equitable Discipline (5); Xenopho-
bia (11); and Student Agency, Voice, & Power (18). The 
Engagement with Racial Identity domain was renamed to 
also include ethnic identity at this point.

Next, the 80 preliminary items were evaluated by mem-
bers of the target population (i.e., educators) recruited again 
through Qualtrics teacher panels. The 80 items were divided 
across five surveys, each with 16 items. The following 
domains were kept intact in the survey (due to these domains 
containing fewer than 16 items): Engagement with Ethnic/
Racial Identity, Navigating Intergroup Relations, Racially 
Equitable Discipline, and Xenophobia. The other two 
domains—Racial Injustice and Student Agency, Voice, & 
Power—were divided across two surveys: four items from 
Racial Injustice were included with all twelve items of 
Engagement with Ethnic/Racial Identity. Seven items from 
Racial Injustice were included with all nine items of 
Navigating Intergroup Relations. Two items from Student 
Agency, Voice, & Power were presented, with the remaining 
14 items from Racial Injustice. A total of 62 teachers (87% 
had taught SEL in the past three years) provided feedback. 
Teachers were randomly assigned to one of the five surveys. 
The evaluators were diverse, including White (52%), Black/
African American (28%), Asian American (11%), and 
American Indian/Native American (11%) educators. They 
also taught in a range of settings: 45% taught in a city school, 
33% at a suburban school, 32% at a town school, and 19% at 
a rural school. Fifty-eight percent of the participants reported 
their pronouns as she/her, 27% reported as he/him, 8% 
reported as they/them, 2% as ze/zir, and 1% preferred not to 
answer. Thirty-nine percent had a master’s degree, 34% a 
bachelor’s degree, 18% a professional degree, 6% some col-
lege, and 3% graduated from a two-year college. Participants 
responded to each item, provided feedback on the clarity and 
relevance of the items, and selected the five items that were 
most important and least important for addressing issues of 
racial equity during SEL instruction. Review of this feed-
back prompted further refinement and elimination of items 
as well as the separation of Language as a separate domain 
from Engagement with Racial/Ethnic Identity. This process 
resulted in a reduction to 73 items across seven domains: 
Engagement with Ethnic/Racial Identity (7 items); Language 
(3); Navigating Intergroup Relations (8); Racial Injustice 
(24); Racially Equitable Discipline (6); Xenophobia (11); 
and Student Agency, Voice, and Power (14).

With these revisions, the initial REQSEL item set that 
was used in the subsequent phases (as follows) included 73 
items. Each item was preceded by the phrase, “Reflecting on 
your experience teaching Social and Emotional Learning 
(SEL), how often does this happen in your classroom?” 
Respondents were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to 5 
the frequency of the practice, with 1 = never and 5 = always. 
This text anchor is in line with scales that ask educators to 
reflect on the frequency of addressing youths’ culture into 
the classroom (Matthews & López, 2019) as well as scales 
that ask about students’ perceptions of culturally responsive 
teaching (Dickson et al., 2016).

REQSEL Scale Development

Four independent samples were gathered for four sepa-
rate studies that helped to determine the optimal number of 
factors or domains that fit the REQSEL items. Study 1 was 
an exploratory factor analysis using the 73-item set, as noted 
previously. Using the results of this analysis, we further 
reduced the scale to 57 items. Combined with feedback from 
cognitive interviews (described later), we then further 
reduced the scale to 51 items. Study 2 was an exploratory 
factor analysis that began with the reduced 51-item set and 
ended with further item reduction based on the results. The 
final 41-item set was used in a confirmatory factor analysis 
in Study 3. Study 4 used the final 41-item REQSEL in a test-
retest study design. This research was determined to be 
exempt from institutional review board oversight at the 
University of Michigan.

Participants.  The samples for Study 1 (EFA), Study 2 
(EFA), and Study 3 (CFA) comprised fifth- through eighth-
grade teachers familiar with SEL recruited at three separate 
times using Qualtrics teacher panels. The sample for Study 
4, recruited through the Rand American Teacher Panel, com-
prised fifth- through eighth-grade teachers responsible for 
delivering SEL instruction. Demographics for Study 1–3 
samples are provided in Table 1 and for Study 4 in Table 2. 
Of note, the demographics of participants reflect nationwide 
trends of the racial makeup of teachers; about one-quarter of 
all teachers are not White (Gumber & Beckhusen, 2022).

Procedure.  In studies 1–3, data were collected through an 
online survey administered via Qualtrics teacher panels (see 
above for further information about the panels). Response 
rates for each administration were Study 1, 84%; Study 2, 
73%; and Study 3, 78.5%. Qualtrics provided clean, de-iden-
tified data sets to the researchers after each administration 
was completed. In Study 3, in addition to the REQSEL items, 
seven measures were used to test theoretically relevant asso-
ciations with critical awareness, egalitarianism, ethnic-racial 
identity exploration and resolution, social justice behaviors, 
teacher race talk, teachers’ culturally responsive teaching 
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Table 1
Participant Demographics (Studies 1–3)

Study 1 (EFA) N = 240 Study 2 (EFA) N = 257 Study 3 (CFA) N = 260

Familiarity with SEL
  Familiar with SEL but not offered at the school 

where they teach
30.4% 23.3% 13.8%

  SEL is part of the curriculum at the school but has 
not taught it within the past 3 years

14.2% 20.2% 9.2%

  Have taught SEL within the past 3 years 55.4% 56.4% 76.9%
Grade
  5 29.6% 38.1% 26.5%
  6 55.8% 54.9% 40.8%
  7 66.3% 58.8% 66.2%
  8 57.1% 61.1% 66.9%
Years of Experience (Mean) 10 11.2 9.5
Subjects
  1 ELA 40% 51.4% 51.9%
  2 Social studies/history 27.5% 33.1% 24.2%
  3 Science 26.3% 30.4% 24.2%
  4 Math 36.7% 44.4% 34.6%
  5 Foreign language 12.9% 12.8% 28.5%
  6 Elective 19.2% 19.5% 14.6%
  7 SEL 45.8% 42.8% 69.6%
School Type
  1 Elementary school 20.4% 31.9% 26.5%
  2 Middle school 76.3% 70.4% 61.5%
  3 Junior high school 21.7% 20.6% 43.8%
  4 K/PK through 8th grade 27.5% 30.4% 50%
  5 Other 2.1% 1.9% 1.2%
Urbanicity
  1 City school 56.3% 46.7% 70.4%
  2 Suburban school 44.2% 41.6% 34.6%
  3 Town school 15% 19.5% 37.3%
  4 Rural school 7.5% 12.1% 5%
Funding source
  1 Public school 89.6% 88.7% 91.2%
  2 Private school 22.5% 17.1% 18.5%
  3 Charter school 6.7% 16.3% 37.7%
  4 Other 1.3% 0.8% 0%
Race/Ethnicity Percentage of School (Mean)
  1 Black/African American 15.8 19.4 19.2
  2 Latino or Hispanic 16.4 19.3 20
  3 Asian 5.9 6.7 7
  4 American Indian/ Native American 4.5 4 5.8
  5 White 52.9 44.9 42.4
  6 Middle Eastern/ North African 3.6 4.7 5.4
  7 Other 0.8 1 0.2
Teacher Race/Ethnicity ALLa

  1 Black/African American 4.6% 14% 13.5%
  2 Latino or Hispanic 7.5% 21% 31.9%
  3 Asian 3.8% 4.3% 3.8%
  4 American Indian/Native American 2.1% 1.2% 0.4%

 (continued)
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outcome expectancy beliefs, and teachers’ culturally respon-
sive teaching self-efficacy. All items were randomly pre-
sented within subscales, and the subscales were presented in 
a random order. An error in survey programming resulted in 
a randomized omission of one validation measure and data 
that are consequently missing at random. Therefore, although 
the total sample size for the REQSEL in Study 3 was 260, the 
sample size for each of the validity measures ranges from 206 
to 234.

In Study 4, the 41 REQSEL items resulting from previous 
steps (Studies 1–3) were used to assess test-retest reliability 
among teachers in the RAND American Teacher Panel who 
were currently teaching in elementary and middle schools 
and were responsible for delivering SEL instruction (RAND 
American Educator Panels, 2022); these were conducted 
online, and respondents received a $10 Amazon gift card 
upon completion. All items were presented in a random 
order within scales, and the scales were presented in a ran-
dom order as well. These brief survey administrations 
(approximately 10 minutes in length each) were conducted 

at two time points approximately 3–4 weeks apart. RAND 
provided clean, de-identified data sets to the researchers 
upon completion of data collection.

Measures
Racial equity-oriented social and emotional learning 

practices (REQSEL).  As described previously, the REQ-
SEL was designed to measure the extent to which practi-
tioners view SEL as a context in which they can advance 
racial equity, including their self-reported engagement in 
practices that would promote awareness of diverse ethnic/
racial identities and experiences; acknowledge and address 
racial injustice; acknowledge and address xenophobia; and 
support students’ agency, voice, and power. Items were rated 
on a 5-point scale from never (1) to always (5), and the 
items were averaged to create scale scores for each domain. 
In Study 1, the REQSEL contained 73 items; in Study 2, it 
contained 51 items; and the final version of the REQSEL 
used in Studies 3 and 4 contains 41 items. All items are listed 
in Table 4.

Study 1 (EFA) N = 240 Study 2 (EFA) N = 257 Study 3 (CFA) N = 260

  5 White 90.8% 77% 76.5%
  6 Middle Eastern/ North African 0.8% 0.4% 0%
  7 Other 0.4% 0.4% 0%
Teacher Race/Ethnicity ONEb

  1 Black/African American 3.3% 8.6% 6.9%
  2 Latino or Hispanic 5% 17.1% 22.7%
  3 Asian 2.1% 3.5% 3.5%
  4 American Indian/Native American 0.4% 0.4% 0%
  5 White 89.2% 70% 66.5%
  6 Middle Eastern/North African 0% 0 0.4%
  7 Other 0% 0.4% 0%
Pronouns
  1 She/her 50.4% 73.5% 53.8%
  2 He/him 44.6% 28.8% 46.9%
  3 They/them 4.2% 2.7% 4.2%
  4 Ze/zir 0% 0% 0.8%
  5 Prefer not to answer 0.8% 1.2% 1.2%
  6 Other 0% 0.8% 0.4%
Education Level
  1 Some college, vocational, or technical 2.5% 2.7% 6.2%
  2 Graduated from 2 yr college 4.6% 7.4% 8.5%
  3 BS/BA 41.7% 46.3% 58.8%
  4 MS/MA 45.8% 40.1% 23.1%
  5 Professional degree (PhD or EdD) 5.4% 3.5% 3.5%

Note. EFA = Exploratory factor analysis; CFA = Confirmatory factor analysis; SEL = Social-emotional learning; ELA = English/language arts; BS/BA = Bachelor 
of science/bachelor of arts; MS/MA = Master of science/master of arts.
aRace/ethnicity ALL = Respondents were asked to indicate all that apply, and thus percentages can add up to more than 100%.
bRace/ethnicity ONE = Respondents were asked to indicate the group they most feel a part of.

Table 1  (continued)
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Critical awareness.  Teachers’ beliefs reflecting critical 
awareness were assessed using a five-item scale adapted 
from a measure of professional beliefs about diversity (Mat-
thews & López, 2019). The measure showed an internal con-
sistency of α = .75 among a study of teachers in an urban, 
southern Arizona school district that was approximately 
65% Latino (Matthews & López, 2019). The measure also 
demonstrated acceptable fit in a confirmatory factor analy-
sis, χ2 = 20.80, df = 4, p < .001, RMSEA = .08 [90% CI 0.05, 
CFI = .98, TLI = .95, SRMR = .02, .11], and the factor load-
ings ranged from .52 to .88 in that study. Items (e.g., “His-
torically, education has been mono-cultural, reflecting only 
one reality and has been biased toward the dominant [White] 
group”) were rated on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly 
disagree (1) to strongly disagree (5), and the items are aver-
aged to create a scale score. In the present study, internal 
consistency was acceptable (α = .79).

Egalitarianism.  In Study 3, the egalitarianism subscale 
of the Teacher Cultural Beliefs Scale measured how strongly 
participants focused on cultural similarities and endorsed the 
belief that all students should be treated equally, regardless 
of their cultural background (Hachfeld et al., 2011). Inter-
nal consistency of α = .81 was demonstrated in a sample of 
German teacher candidates and educational science students 
(21% of participants were from an immigrant background; 
Hachfeld et  al., 2011). In that study, the measure demon-
strated adequate fit in a two-factor confirmatory factor anal-
ysis with multiculturalism as the second factor, χ2 = 70.34, 
df = 33, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .97, TLI = .95, SRMR = .04, and 
the factor loadings for egalitarianism ranged from .41 to .86. 
The four items (e.g., “Schools should aim to foster and sup-
port the similarities between students from different cultural 
backgrounds”) were rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging 
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6). The items 
were averaged to create a scale score. In the present study, 
internal consistency was acceptable (α = .74).

Ethnic-racial identity exploration and resolution.  Two 
subscales of the Ethnic Identity Scale–Brief (EIS-B; Doug-
lass & Umaña-Taylor, 2015) were used in Study 3 to assess 
the degree to which teachers have sought information about 
their ethnic-racial group (3 items; exploration) and the sense 
of clarity they have regarding their ethnic-racial identity (3 
items; resolution). Items (e.g., “I am clear about what my 
ethnicity means to me”) were rated on a 4-point Likert scale 
from does not describe me at all (1) to describes me very 
well (4). Items from each subscale were averaged to create 
two scale scores. Regarding psychometric properties, in pre-
vious studies, internal consistency has been demonstrated 
among White, Latinx, East Asian, South Asian, Black, and 
Middle Eastern university students (exploration α ranged 
from .79 to .89 across four waves; resolution α ranged from 
.81 to .87 across four waves; Douglass & Umaña-Taylor, 

Table 2
Participant Demographics (Study 4, N = 482)

Grade
  5 29.9%
  6 45.2%
  7 45.0%
  8 48.3%
Years of Experience (Mean) 17.0
Subjects
  1 Elementary education 13.3%
  2 Special education 12.4%
  3 Arts and music 6.4%
  4 ELA 19.3%
  5 ESL 3.3%
  6 Foreign languages 1.5%
  7 Health education 1.5%
  8 Mathematics and computer science 16.0%
  9 Natural sciences 10.0%

  10 Social sciences 8.3%
  11 Career or technical education 2.5%
  12 Other 5.6%
School Type
  1 Elementary school 34.6%
  2 Middle school 60.2%
  3 High school 3.5%
Urbanicity
  1 Urban school 49.8%
  2 Suburban school 36.1%
  3 Town/Rural school 12.9%
Teacher Race/Ethnicity ALLa

  1 Black/African American 19.9%
  2 Latino or Hispanic 16.2%
  3 Asian 2.7%
  4 American Indian/Native American 1.9%
  5 White 66.0%
  6 Middle Eastern/North African 0.6%
  7 Other 2.7%
Teacher Race/Ethnicity ONEb

  1 Black/African American 18.3%
  2 Latino or Hispanic 13.1%
  3 Asian 1.9%
  4 American Indian/Native American 0.8%
  5 White 63.5%
  6 Middle Eastern/North African 0.2%
  7 Other 2.3%
Gender
  1 Man 24.9%
  2 Woman 74.9%
  3 Nonbinary 0%
  4 Prefer to self-describe 0%
  5 Prefer not to say 0.2%
Education Level
  1 Bachelor’s or less 26.8%
  2 Master’s or more 73.2%

Note. ELA = English/language arts; ESL = English as a second language.
aRace/ethnicity ALL = Respondents were asked to indicate all that apply, 
and thus percentages can add up to more than 100%.
bRace/ethnicity ONE = Respondents were asked to indicate the group they 
most feel a part of.
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2015). The measure demonstrated acceptable fit in a three-
factor confirmatory factor analysis conducted as a part of 
Douglass and Umaña-Taylor’s (2015) study, χ2 = 385.12, 
df = 24, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .99. In the present study, inter-
nal consistency was acceptable for exploration (α = .84) and 
resolution (α = .77).

Social justice behaviors.  The Social Justice Behavior 
Scale was used in Study 3 to assess teachers’ social jus-
tice–oriented behaviors (Flood, 2019). This measure was 
originally designed to assess the social justice behaviors 
of school leaders. Each of the three subscales encompass-
ing the measure demonstrated adequate internal consis-
tency (School-Specific α = .91; Community-Minded α = .92; 
and Self-Focused α = .87) in a sample of school principals, 
which was more ethnically diverse and female than other 
nationally representative datasets (e.g., 73% White, 58% 
female; Flood, 2019). The factor loadings for the principal 
components analysis performed in Flood’s (2019) study 
ranged from .50 to .82 for School-Specific, −.64 to −.91 
for Community-Minded, and .62 to .77 for Self-Focused. 
We modified the measure for use by teachers by eliminat-
ing items that could not directly apply to classroom teaching 
(i.e., applicable only to leadership practices). The number of 
items representing each of the three subscales was reduced: 
School-Specific (originally nine items, reduced to 7 for this 
study), Community-Minded (7 items), and Self-Focused 
(originally seven items, reduced to six for this study). 
Example items include, “I dismantle barriers that hinder the 
practice of social justice in my school” (school-specific), 
“I engage in community organizing work” (community-
minded), and “I continuously reflect to avoid making unjust 
decisions” (self-focused). Item responses were based on 
frequency and ranged from never (0) to every time (6). The 
items from each subscale were averaged to create three 
scale scores. In the present study, internal consistency was 
acceptable for school-specific behaviors (α = .92), commu-
nity-minded behaviors (α = .95), and self-focused behaviors 
(α = .85).

Teacher Race Talk.  In Study 3, the Teacher Race Talk 
measure was used to assess teachers’ beliefs about the 
importance of and their preparedness for talking about race 
in their classrooms (Milner et al., 2016, 2017). In Milner and 
colleagues’ research, an exploratory sample of 386 preser-
vice (49%) and in-service (51%) teachers responded to the 
survey (87% of respondents were White or European Ameri-
can, 6% were Black or African American, 3% were Brown 
or Latinx, 2% were Asian American, and 2% self-identified 
as multiracial). Twelve items (e.g., “I believe that teachers 
should discuss racism and racial discrimination with their 
students; I feel prepared to have conversations about race in 
my classroom”) were rated yes (1), no (0), or not sure (2). 
Participants’ responses were recoded such that no and not 

sure responses were both given a value of 0. Responses were 
then summed to generate a total score.

Teachers’ culturally responsive teaching outcome expec-
tancy beliefs.  This scale was used in Study 3 to assess teach-
ers’ beliefs about how their implementation of culturally 
responsive teaching practices will lead to positive outcomes 
for students (Siwatu, 2007). In a sample of preservice teach-
ers from the Midwest (93% indicated they were White, and 
7% were either Mexican American, Asian American, or Afri-
can American), the measure showed an internal consistency 
of α = .95 (Siwatu, 2007). The factor loadings resulting from 
the one-factor principal components analysis performed in 
Siwatu’s (2007) study ranged from .55 to .75. The 26 Likert-
type items (e.g., “Using culturally familiar examples will 
make learning new concepts easier”) are rated using a prob-
ability of success from entirely uncertain (0) to entirely cer-
tain (100). Participants’ responses are summed to generate 
a total score. In the present study, internal consistency was 
acceptable (α = .97).

Teachers’ culturally responsive teaching self-effi-
cacy.  This scale was used in Study 3 to assess teachers’ 
confidence in their ability to engage in culturally responsive 
teaching practices (Siwatu, 2007). In a sample of preservice 
teachers from the Midwest (93% indicated they were White, 
and 7% were either Mexican American, Asian American, 
or African American), the measure showed an internal con-
sistency of α = .96 among a sample of preservice teachers 
(Siwatu, 2007). The factor loadings resulting from the one-
factor principal components analysis performed in Siwatu’s 
(2007) study ranged from .39 to .79. The 40 Likert-type 
items (e.g., “I am able to identify the diverse needs of my 
students”) were rated on a confidence scale ranging from 
no confidence at all (0) to completely confident (100). Par-
ticipants’ responses to each of the 40 items were summed to 
generate a total score. In the present study, internal consis-
tency was acceptable (α = .97).

Cognitive interviews.  Following the item reduction and 
factor extraction in Study 1, we conducted five cognitive 
interviews with the target population to evaluate whether the 
items were being understood and generating the information 
intended. The REQSEL was originally designed to assess 
self-perceptions of engagement practices that are aligned 
with transformative SEL, in part based on research con-
ducted in urban schools serving students of color. Therefore, 
our goal was to recruit teachers with experience teaching 
SEL to students of color in urban school settings. Partici-
pants were recruited by sending an email and flier adver-
tising the study to research team members’ contacts. Seven 
people responded to the request. One was eliminated because 
they indicated the student population they worked with was 
more than 50% White, and another was eliminated because 
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they did not teach in an urban setting. All five participants 
were middle school teachers who had taught SEL in the past 
3 years at an urban school and taught primarily students of 
color (at least 50% of their students are students of color). 
Five participants were interviewed (3 men and 2 women, 3 
White and 2 Asian, 2 Master’s and 3 Bachelor’s degrees, 4 
traditional public and 1 charter school). In each interview, 
participants were read each of the 57 REQSEL items aloud. 
They answered the item using the provided response scale. 
Then the interviewer asked two follow-up questions: (1) 
What do you think this question is asking (i.e., to gauge their 
comprehension of what the question was meant to ask) and 
(2) how did you arrive at your answer (i.e., to assess what 
experiences they were drawing on in response to the ques-
tion)? After all the individual questions had been discussed, 
participants were asked to share any general feedback on the 
measure. Using proactive, standardized probes in this man-
ner reflects a combination of the think-aloud and the prob-
ing techniques common to cognitive interviews (Beatty & 
Willis, 2007).

One research team member conducted all the cognitive 
interviews and recorded them. All research team members 
listened to each interview and made notes for each item 
about whether they felt the participant (a) understood the 
question and (b) responded based on an example of their 
practice. In a research team meeting, we went through each 
item to discuss whether to revise or drop it. Among dropped 
items were: “I provide opportunities for students to incorpo-
rate their own ethnic/racial experiences into their school 
assignments” because the reference to school assignments 
might be too specific to a content area; “to the extent possi-
ble, I translate conversations for students who are English 
learners,” because it was too specific to the makeup of the 
classroom; and “I encourage students to initiate projects to 
inspire their classmates to work on issues related to racial 
justice,” because the item was too confusing. Minor wording 
changes helped to improve the focus of items (e.g., changing 
“I help students identify strategies to reduce stress from 
dealing with racism in their lives” to “I help students identify 
strategies for dealing with racism in their lives” to remove 
the influence on stress and keep the focus on racism).

Results

Study 1: Exploratory Factor Analysis With Qualtrics 
Sample 1

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted in 
Mplus (Muthén et al., 2017). Factors were extracted using 
maximum likelihood methods with an oblique rotational 
method (geomin) because factors were hypothesized to be 
related and thus were allowed to correlate with each other. 
There was no missing data. We examined the fit for models 
with up to 7 factors using the eigenvalues, percentage of the 

variation explained, chi-square (χ2), root mean square error 
of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), 
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), and the standardized root mean 
square residual (SRMR) as fit indices. For a good fitting 
model, χ2 should be nonsignificant; however, it may be sig-
nificant due to a large sample size. Additionally, the RMSEA 
should be .06 or lower, the CFI and TLI should be .90 or 
higher, and the SRMR should be .08 or lower (Hu & Bentler, 
1999; Kline, 2010; Martens, 2005). We further examined the 
7-factor model (ML, oblique rotation, geomin) after deter-
mining that it fit the data best. The number of factors for this 
model was also consistent with our theoretical domains.

We nominated items for elimination using recommended 
thresholds for inter-item correlations (<.30) and item-total 
statistics (i.e., <.30). Using the IICs, we selected 25 items as 
candidates for deletion. Then, we used the factor loadings 
from the 7-factor model to identify items from this list that 
had factor loadings of <.32 or cross-loadings with less than a 
.15 difference from the item’s highest factor loading 
(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). We identified and removed 
15 items based on these cumulative criteria. This resulted in 
the elimination of two domains, Language and Racially 
Equitable Discipline, because they held too few items to con-
stitute a stable factor (Costello & Osborne, 2005).

We entered the resulting 58 items into an exploratory fac-
tor analysis and compared the fit results for models with fac-
tors ranging from 1 to 5. Using the same model fit indices 
employed in our initial EFA, we determined that a 5-factor 
solution was optimal (see final eigenvalues in Table 3). This 
also aligned with our theoretical domains, having eliminated 
two during the item reduction phase. In reviewing these 
findings, we identified four factors. Engagement with 
Ethnic/Racial Identity and Navigating Intergroup Relations 
loaded together and were thus collapsed into the first factor, 
tentatively named Ethnic/Racial Competence for Self and 
Others. The three remaining factors were tentatively named: 
Racial Injustice; Xenophobia (awareness); and Student 
Agency, Voice, and Power. We also dropped one additional 
item (“To the extent possible, I translate conversations for 
students who are English learners”) because it loaded by 
itself on a fifth factor with a few other items that had weak 
loadings. With this item removed, we examined a 4-factor 
model. This model yielded four strong factors aligned to our 
theoretical domains, with a few weaker loadings among four 
items (“We consider how racial trauma and stress can affect 
our emotional states,” “I invite my students’ caregivers to 
share their insights as to the best way to support their child,” 
“I use my students’ interests as an entry point for learning,” 
and “I ask students to reflect on how racial jokes or com-
ments may be harmful”). However, we opted to keep these 
items for the confirmatory factor analysis due to the unique 
substantive contribution each made to the overall set of 
items.



11

We employed several indices to establish model fit: chi-
square (χ2), root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index 
(TLI), and the standardized root mean square residual 
(SRMR). As noted, for a good fitting model, χ2 should be 
nonsignificant; however, it may be significant due to a large 
sample size. Also as before, the RMSEA should be .06 or 
lower, the CFI and TLI should be .90 or higher, and the 
SRMR should be .08 or lower (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 
2010; Martens, 2005). Model fit indices were as follows: 
χ2 = 2342.79 (df = 1374), p < .001, RMSEA = .05, (90% 
CI = .05 - .06), CFI = .91, TLI = .90, and SRMR = .03), sug-
gesting that the 4-factor solution adequately fit the data.

This resulted in 57 items in four conceptually meaningful 
factors. The loadings for the final 4-factor solution are 
shown in Table 4. The first factor, tentatively titled Ethnic/
Racial Competence for Self and Others, consisted of 12 
items that measure self-reported teaching practices that 
engage students in opportunities to explore their own racial-
ethnic identities and the racial-ethnic experiences of others. 
The second factor, Racial Injustice, consisted of 21 items 
that measure self-reported teaching practices that engage 
students in acknowledging and addressing racial injustice in 
their school, community, and society. The third factor, 
Xenophobia, consisted of 12 items that measure self-reported 
teaching practices that engage students in acknowledging 
and addressing xenophobia and injustices against immi-
grants in their school, community, and society. The fourth 
factor, Student Agency, Voice, & Power, consisted of 12 
items that measure teachers’ reports that they encourage stu-
dents to contribute to decision-making in their classroom 
and school and civic engagement in their community. Study 
1 suggests that the REQSEL consists of four distinct factors, 
each with strong internal consistency. The intercorrelations 
among the final four retained factors ranged from .44 to .82.

Feedback collected in cognitive interviews with five 
teachers was analyzed at this stage. The research team first 
independently and then collectively reviewed the interviews. 
Discussion of the feedback resulted in 11 items being revised 
(these items are starred in Table 4) and the REQSEL being 
further reduced to 51 items in four domains, all tentatively 
named as follows: Ethnic/Racial Competence for Self and 
Others (8); Racial Injustice (19); Xenophobia (12); and 
Student Agency, Voice, and Power (12). It may be important 
here to note the tradeoffs between modifying the wording of 
the items based on feedback from a relatively small number 
of teachers and retaining the wording used in the statistical 
analyses. Specifically, modifying the wording of items based 
on participant feedback may add to the clarity of the items 
and improve measurement by using the qualitative informa-
tion that could not be provided by statistical analyses alone. 
However, the modifications are not guaranteed to lead to 
measurement improvements.

Study 2: Exploratory Factor Analysis With Qualtrics 
Sample 2

An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted in 
Mplus (Muthén et al., 2017) using a new dataset sampled 
from Qualtrics teacher panels responding to the 51-item 
REQSEL. Factors were extracted using maximum likeli-
hood methods with an oblique rotational method (geo-
min) because factors were hypothesized to be related and 
thus were allowed to correlate with each other. There was 
no missing data. Based on Study 1, we anticipated a 4-fac-
tor solution would be the best fit, so we followed recom-
mendations to begin with a model with one more factor 
than expected (i.e., five factors in this case; ML, oblique 
rotation, geomin). The final eigenvalues for this EFA are 
in Table 3.

The 5-factor model appeared to contain four strong factors 
aligned to our theoretical domains, but it also contained a fifth 
factor that contained mostly cross-loadings or loadings below 
0.05. Following the same guidelines as in Study 1 (inter-item 
correlations <.30 and item-total statistics <.30), we flagged 
seven items for potential removal. Then, as in Study 1, we 
used the factor loadings from the 5-factor model to identify 
items from this list that had factor loadings of <.32 or cross-
loadings with less than .15 difference from the item’s highest 
factor loading (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). This resulted 
in the removal of seven items (see Table 4).

After deleting these items from the data set, we reana-
lyzed the data and observed again that the 4-factor solution 
aligned to our theoretical model cleanly except for a few 
items. Using the same criteria as previously, we identified 
three items to drop. We deleted these items from the data set 
and again generated models with up to five factors. The 
4-factor solution aligned to our theoretical model cleanly 
except for two items, which we flagged but did not remove 
and instead moved to the confirmatory factor analysis (“I 
highlight the contributions people from students’ ethnic/
racial groups have made for racial justice” and “We have 
discussions about how police violence against people of 
color may impact local communities”).

The fit indices employed in Study 1 were again emplo
yed for Study 2 (i.e., χ2, RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and SRMR) 

Table 3
Eigenvalues (Studies 1 & 2)

Factor Study 1 Eigenvalues Study 2 Eigenvalues

1 28.06 21.02
2 2.95 3.00
3 1.84 1.45
4 1.58 1.07
5 1.34 0.92
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Table 4
REQSEL: Standardized Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) Loadings

Factor Study 1 (EFA) Study 2 (EFA) Study 3 (CFA)

Awareness of Diverse Ethnic/Racial Identities and Experiences
I design activities to help students learn about the lived experiences of 

different ethnic/racial groups.
0.33 0.62 0.70

*I provide opportunities for students to reflect on their ethnic/racial 
identities.

0.61 0.56 0.68

*I provide opportunities for students to explore their families’ ethnic/racial 
history.

0.58 0.44 0.66

We practice taking the perspective of others who are ethnically/racially 
different than us.

0.42 0.73 0.65

I display positive visual representations of students’ ethnic/racial groups. 0.66 0.64 0.61
We practice expressing empathy toward diverse ethnic/racial groups facing 

issues we ourselves have not experienced.
0.40 0.68 0.61

I present information that highlights the positive contributions of people 
from my students’ ethnic/racial group.

0.65 0.77 0.53

I provide opportunities for students to talk about the traditions they 
practice and celebrate in their families.

0.69 0.62 0.42

I provide opportunities for students to incorporate their own ethnic/racial 
experiences into their school assignments.

0.71 — —

Students reflect on experiences that affect their sense of ethnic/racial identity. 0.61 — —
I design activities where students interact with ethnically/racially diverse peers. 0.41 — —
We consider how racial trauma and stress can affect our emotional states. 0.26 — —
Acknowledging and Addressing Racial Injustice
We discuss how laws and policies are used to uphold racial inequities. 0.75 0.62 0.79
I incorporate activities for students to reflect on how White supremacy 

affects their everyday lives.
0.62 0.56 0.78

*When students feel strong emotions about racial injustice, I guide them on 
ways they can take action.

0.53 0.74 0.77

I incorporate materials that address racial justice topics. 0.66 0.49 0.76
*We have discussions about how police violence against people of color 

may impact local communities.
0.54 0.57 0.75

I ask students to reflect on the privileges they have based on their various 
identities.

0.97 0.47 0.74

I invite students to share their reflections on racial/ethnic barriers in 
society.

0.53 0.42 0.74

I teach students to critically examine how instructional materials can 
perpetuate stereotypes.

0.54 0.65 0.74

We discuss how current events that highlight ethnic/racial inequality may 
affect students’ emotional well-being.

0.63 0.51 0.73

*I help students identify strategies for dealing with racism in their lives. 0.74 0.53 0.71
I teach students how to recognize racially discriminatory language and 

behaviors.
0.43 0.59 0.71

I help students identify strategies to address racial slurs and jokes said by 
peers.

0.51 0.52 0.69

I use popular culture (e.g., music, movies, art) to help students analyze 
racial inequity in society.

0.69 0.48 0.66

I highlight the contributions people from students’ ethnic/racial groups 
have made to racial justice.

0.63 0.48 0.59

We discuss community groups who work on racial justice issues. 0.95 — —
I provide opportunities for students to take action (e.g., contact elected officials) 

to address a racial justice issue.
0.79 — —

 (continued)
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Factor Study 1 (EFA) Study 2 (EFA) Study 3 (CFA)

I encourage students to initiate projects to inspire their classmates to work on 
issues related to racial justice.

0.77 — —

We discuss how youth use social media to promote racial justice. 0.77 — —
We discuss the different methods people use to promote racial justice (e.g., 

protests, boycotts).
0.73 — —

I invite guest speakers to class to discuss issues of racial justice. 0.67 — —
I have students investigate social issues that affect their ethnic/racial group. 0.61 — —
Acknowledging and Addressing Xenophobia
We discuss how U.S. policies can harm immigrant families. 0.76 0.76 0.83
I incorporate media stories to discuss issues related to immigration and 

xenophobia.
0.80 0.68 0.81

I provide opportunities for students to learn about organizations that work 
on immigrant rights issues.

0.60 0.73 0.81

I have students investigate social issues that affect immigrants and/or 
refugees.

0.65 0.85 0.80

*We have discussions about how deportation and immigration raids 
impact local communities.

0.73 0.72 0.80

We discuss how laws and policies encourage acceptance of some immigrant 
groups and not others.

0.69 0.63 0.79

I provide opportunities for students to take action (e.g., contact elected 
officials) to address an immigration justice issue.

0.78 0.86 0.78

We discuss how negative media portrayals of immigrants promote fear and 
resentment.

0.79 0.70 0.75

We discuss how pressures to assimilate may impact immigrants and their 
families.

0.84 0.79 0.75

*We discuss the different methods people use to promote immigration 
justice (e.g., protests, boycotts, social media).

0.85 0.66 0.73

We discuss violations of human rights in the U.S. 0.59 0.58 0.69
We discuss how discrimination has affected students’ trust in authority figures. 0.34 — —
Supporting Student Agency, Voice, and Power
*I provide opportunities for students to connect SEL concepts to issues in 

their local community.
0.37 0.51 0.74

*I incorporate activities in which students practice advocating for an issue 
that is important to them.

0.39 0.57 0.73

I provide avenues for students to share their ideas for improving the local 
community.

0.40 0.58 0.68

I encourage students to use their voice to make changes in their local 
communities.

0.66 0.60 0.65

I encourage students to use their voice to make changes at school. 0.79 0.54 0.64
I work with students to implement their ideas and suggestions. 0.49 0.80 0.62
I invite my students’ caregivers to share their insights as to the best way to 

support their child.
0.26 0.44 0.59

I encourage students to advocate for others. 0.72 0.47 0.43
I provide examples of students who have used their voices to make change. 0.58 — —
I encourage students to advocate for themselves. 0.57 — —
I use my students’ interests as an entry point for learning. 0.37 — —

Note. p < 0.001 for all loadings. Items within each factor are sorted by the final loadings. Bold type signifies items that were retained in the final version of 
the REQSEL scale. Asterisks (*) denote items that were revised between Study 1 and Study 2.

Table 4  (continued)
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(Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2010; Martens, 2005). Model fit 
indices were as follows: χ2 = 855.74 (df = 662), p < .001, 
RMSEA = .03 (90% CI = .03–.04), CFI = .98, TLI = .97, and 
SRMR = .03, suggesting that the 4-factor solution adequately 
fit the data. This resulted in 41 items in four conceptually 
meaningful factors, now named: Awareness of Diverse 
Ethnic/Racial Identities and Experiences (8 items); 
Acknowledging and Addressing Racial Injustice (14); 
Acknowledging and Addressing Xenophobia (11); and 
Supporting Student Agency, Voice, & Power (8). Study 2 
suggests that the REQSEL consists of four distinct factors, 
each with strong internal consistency. The loadings for the 
final 4-factor solution are shown in Table 4.

Study 3: Validation Analyses With Qualtrics Sample

For Study 3, we collected data from a separate sample of 
Qualtrics teacher panels (CFA-Validation Qualtrics Sample), 
and using the 41-item REQSEL from Study 2 and related 
measures, we investigated evidence for validity.

Evidence for Validity.  Using the 41 items remaining after 
the EFA Qualtrics Sample 2 analysis, we examined the 

number and nature of factors, specified a priori, as well as 
recommended thresholds for chi-square, RMSEA, TLI, 
CFI, and SRMR from a confirmatory factor analysis to 
determine whether the previously hypothesized structure 
fits these data well. The model fit indices suggested that the 
4-factor solution fit the data well: χ2 = 1128.27 (df = 773), 
p < .001, RMSEA = .04 (90% CI = .04–.05), CFI = .94, 
TLI = .94, and SRMR = .05. The Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cients for each of the four REQSEL domains were also sat-
isfactory (Awareness of Diverse Ethnic/Racial Identities 
and Experiences α = .83; Acknowledging and Addressing 
Racial Injustice α = .94; Acknowledging and Addressing 
Xenophobia α = .94; Supporting Student Agency, Voice, 
and Power α = .84), suggesting each factor had strong 
internal consistency.

Means and standard deviations for each REQSEL domain 
are provided in Table 5. From this descriptive information, 
we gleaned that teachers reported they engaged in practices 
across all four domains between “sometimes” and “often,” 
though there was a significant amount of variation. Further, 
they tended to report engaging in practices to promote 
awareness of diverse ethnic/racial identities and experiences 
and to support student agency, voice, and power in the 

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for REQSEL and Validity Constructs (Study 3)

n M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1 Awareness of Diverse Ethnic/
Racial Identities and 
Experiences

260 3.74 0.59 —  

2 Acknowledging and 
Addressing Racial Injustice

260 3.50 0.79 .69** —  

3 Acknowledging and 
Addressing Xenophobia

260 3.37 0.89 .58** .79** —  

4 Supporting Student Agency, 
Voice, and Power

260 3.75 0.63 .72** .69** .55** —  

5 Critical Awareness 225 3.92 0.71 .50** .51** .47** .37** —  
6 Teachers’ Cultural Beliefs: 

Egalitarianism
223 4.87 0.66 .31** .09 –.04 .26** .15* —  

7 E-R Identity Exploration 219 2.80 0.85 .35** .57** .58** .40** .37** –.08 —  
8 E-R Identity Resolution 219 3.12 0.66 .34** .37** .28** .30** .13 .31** .46** —  
9 Social Justice Behaviors: 

School-Specific
220 3.88 1.19 .63** .76** .61** .65** .44** .21** .50** .39** —  

10 Social Justice Behaviors: 
Community-Minded

220 3.60 1.47 .47** .74** .68** .55** .39** -.09 .68** .35** .76** —  

11 Social Justice Behaviors: Self-
Focused

220 4.28 0.93 .52** .35** .17* .46** .32** .48** .13 .25** .56** .37** —  

12 Teachers’ Race Talk 234 8.22 2.99 .40** .58** .52** .34** .45** .08 .43** .30** .45** .48** .15* —  
13 Teachers’ Culturally 

Responsive Teaching 
Outcome Expectancy 
Beliefs

230 1930.91 388.18 .46** .26** .07 .39** .39** .38** .01 .15* .30** .13 .46** .21** —  

14 Teachers’ Culturally 
Responsive Teaching Self-
Efficacy

206 2988.06 528.78 .37** .24** .13 .33** .16* .43** .03 .26** .29** .13 .45** .26** .78** —

Note. E-R = Ethnic-racial. *p < .05. **p < .01.
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classroom somewhat more so than those aimed at acknowl-
edging and addressing racial injustice and xenophobia.

To gather additional evidence for validity, we calculated 
bivariate correlations (Pearson’s r) between each of the 
derived factors and 10 measures of theoretically related con-
structs: critical awareness; egalitarianism; ethnic-racial 
identity exploration and resolution; school-specific, commu-
nity-minded, and self-focused social justice behaviors; gen-
eral beliefs regarding talking about racial topics in the 
classroom; and endorsement of and sense of efficacy in 
implementing culturally responsive teaching approaches. 
This resulted in a total of 40 correlations, which are pre-
sented in Table 5. We hypothesized that the REQSEL 
domains would show evidence for validity by being posi-
tively associated with each of the constructs. Of the 40 pos-
sible correlations, 36 of them were positive and significant. 
In support of validity for the Awareness of Diverse Ethnic/
Racial Identities and Experiences and the Supporting 
Student Agency, Voice, and Power domains, all possible 
correlations with the theoretically related constructs were 
positive and significant. In support of validity for the 
Acknowledging and Addressing Racial Injustice domain,  
9 out of 10 correlations were positive and significant. Validity 
for the Acknowledging and Addressing Xenophobia domain 
was supported, with 7 out of 10 correlations being positive 
and significant.

Study 4: Test-Retest Reliability in the RAND American 
Teacher Panel

We evaluated the test-retest reliability of the REQSEL 
domains with the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) in 
two-way mixed absolute agreement models. The test-retest 
reliability was moderate or good for all domains (Koo & Li, 
2016). Specifically, the ICCs were as follows: Awareness of 
Diverse Ethnic/Racial Identities and Experiences = 0.82 
(95% CI: 0.79–0.85); Acknowledging and Addressing Racial 
Injustice = 0.86 (95% CI: 0.84–0.89); Acknowledging and 
Addressing Xenophobia = 0.84 (95% CI: 0.80–0.86); and 
Supporting Student Agency, Voice, and Power = 0.79 (95% 
CI: 0.75–0.82).

Discussion

As the implementation of SEL practices becomes more 
commonplace in schools, questions and conversations sur-
rounding the integration of equity issues in SEL practice 
have also begun to surface. Some states and school districts 
have restricted references to race, SEL, and other related 
topics in the classroom. In fact, during the teacher focus 
groups that we conducted during the measure development 
process, we received feedback that some teachers frequently 
avoid discussing issues of race for fear that their school lead-
ership or their students’ families would seek retribution. This 
study did not set out to detect the prevalence of these 

practices; rather, we aimed to develop a measure that could 
be used to assess the frequency with which SEL educators 
report they are centering racial equity in their practice. We 
view this measure as a potential resource for districts and 
teachers with the political will to engage in social and emo-
tional learning that attends to issues of racial equity.

Stakeholders who value racial equity are becoming more 
aware of the need to shift from traditional forms of SEL 
practice, which oftentimes place the burden of navigating 
racialized experiences on youth of color, to transformative 
SEL practices, which use SEL as a mechanism for youth as 
they navigate these issues. The present research provides a 
step toward assessing teachers’ self-reported racial equity-
oriented SEL practice in middle school classrooms (fifth 
through eighth grades). Results of this study indicate (1) 
there is evidence for strong internal consistency for four 
REQSEL domains; (2) REQSEL scores were correlated with 
a number of relevant measures of teachers’ beliefs and 
behaviors regarding race, ethnicity, culture, and social jus-
tice; and (3) REQSEL scores were correlated with teachers’ 
own ethnic-racial identity exploration and resolution.

Grounded in theory, previous empirical literature, and 
several iterative phases of development that included pre-
liminary focus groups, content expert reviews, and cognitive 
interviews with teachers, we developed a measure that cap-
tures teachers’ beliefs about their efforts to implement SEL 
practices, writ large, in ways that advance racial equity 
goals. Our analyses suggest that the REQSEL has four reli-
able domains. Specifically, Cronbach’s alphas for each of 
the factors demonstrated strong and adequate internal con-
sistency that was well above the acceptable range. In addi-
tion, all four REQSEL domains demonstrated moderate or 
good test-retest reliability based on a 3- to 4-week retest 
interval. Finally, domains of the REQSEL showed concor-
dance with existing measures of teachers’ critical awareness, 
social justice behaviors, general beliefs regarding talking 
about racial topics in the classroom, endorsement of and 
sense of efficacy in implementing culturally responsive 
teaching approaches, and egalitarianism.

It is important to consider that the racial/ethnic makeup of 
the teachers in our samples was predominantly White, 
reflecting national trends in the teacher workforce. The prac-
tices referred to in the REQSEL are intended to create posi-
tive experiences for students of color, and we believe that 
White teachers can successfully implement them. At the 
same time, research has shown that teachers are more able to 
discuss concepts related to injustices they have faced them-
selves (Baily & Katradis, 2016; McDonald, 2008). We antic-
ipated that teachers who had engaged in activities to learn 
more about their own ethnicity and/or race (exploration) and 
had a clear sense of their own ethnic-racial identity (resolu-
tion) might be more ready to engage students in conversa-
tions around race and equity (Lawrence & Tatum, 2004; Utt 
& Tochluk, 2020). This was supported by the significant and 
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positive correlations of ERI exploration and resolution with 
each of the REQSEL constructs, respectively.

Notwithstanding the evidence for the validity and reli-
ability of the measure, as well as its associations with teach-
ers’ ethnic-racial identity exploration and resolution, there 
were some unexpected findings. First, in arriving at the final 
item set, we found that the items encompassing Engagement 
with Ethnic/Racial Identity and Navigating Intergroup 
Relations loaded together and were combined into a single 
domain. We originally hypothesized these would be separate 
domains given that they each consist of a set of theoretically 
distinct actions. Banks (1993) provides insight as to why 
these two domains may be more related than not. Specifically, 
the actions encompassing the two domains all fall under the 
umbrella term of what Banks (1993) considers to be multi-
cultural education, especially in regard to content integra-
tion, knowledge construction, and prejudice reduction. 
Simply put, the practices involved in learning about one’s 
own culture and learning about the culture of others are 
interrelated and overlapping. Therefore, in the context of 
SEL instruction, it is likely that the specific practices 
involved in promoting multiculturalism (i.e., engaging with 
ethnic/racial identity and navigating intergroup relations) 
commonly occur together and thus may become indistin-
guishable from one another.

Related to this, Language and Racially Equitable 
Discipline domains were dropped during the first EFA as a 
result of both domains having an insufficient number of 
items loading together as a single factor. Although these 
domains did not surface in the present version of the mea-
sure, they are conceptually pertinent and important for prac-
ticing SEL through a racial equity lens. Additional item 
development work in these two areas is needed to develop a 
more robust set of items that capture the roles of language 
use and discipline as part of educators’ understandings of 
their SEL practices.

In addition, the acknowledging and addressing racial 
injustice and xenophobia domains were uncorrelated with 
egalitarianism, whereas the awareness of diverse ethnic/
racial identities and experiences and supporting student 
voice, agency, and power were related to egalitarianism. The 
racial justice and xenophobia-related items in the REQSEL 
involve identifying the unique experiences of immigrants, 
refugees, and racially minoritized people in the United States 
and how people can work for justice on issues these groups 
face. The measure of egalitarianism used in our study 
included items related to beliefs about finding similarities 
and common ground among people; however, an under-
standing of equity involves recognizing that not all people 
share the same background or have the same access to fair 
treatment. Acknowledging this may be entirely independent 
of seeking common ground. Thus, the lack of a correlation 
with egalitarianism could be explained by differences in 
understanding of and beliefs about equity as compared to 

equality. Indeed, treating everyone as if they have the same 
experiences and opportunities may, in fact, result in or per-
petuate inequality. Perhaps related to this issue, we observed 
that the level of endorsement of practices related to address-
ing explicit forms of injustice—xenophobia and racism—
was somewhat lower than those that were focused on 
encouraging identity exploration as well as youth voice and 
power-sharing. Behaviors and activities that encourage iden-
tity exploration and youth voice may be more aligned to 
those that encourage youth to seek common ground with dif-
ferent others.

A final surprising finding was that the domain pertaining 
to acknowledging and addressing xenophobia was unrelated 
to culturally responsive teaching outcome expectancy and 
self-efficacy beliefs, though the racial (in)justice domain 
was related to these beliefs. One possible explanation for 
this is that teachers are less attuned to xenophobia than they 
are to racial injustice more generally. Greater national atten-
tion has been paid to issues of racial injustice in the United 
States (at least in terms of lip service) since the murder of 
George Floyd in 2020 and the response it garnered. These 
recent movements for racial justice may be more salient than 
the public expressions of xenophobia that surged just four 
years prior, fueled by the rhetoric of Donald Trump’s first 
presidential election campaign. It may be the case that teach-
ers receive fewer professional learning opportunities that 
promote a sense of confidence about and expected outcomes 
of their ability to engage in culturally responsive teaching 
practices in response to xenophobia, specifically, vis-à-vis 
racism more generally. Although they might be aware of and 
willing to discuss racism and discrimination writ large with 
their students, including how these affect immigrants and 
refugees, they may be less aware of specific issues faced by 
individuals due to their immigrant or refugee status and how 
to address them in their classrooms in culturally responsive 
ways. It might also be the case that teachers view immigra-
tion as more of a historical rather than a contemporary civics 
issue (Hilburn et al., 2016).

Limitations and Future Directions

Our study comes at a pivotal moment, providing prelimi-
nary evidence for a measure that allows us to assess how 
topics of inequity and injustice may be addressed within 
SEL instruction. However, these results must be considered 
alongside the limitations of this study. In particular, the 
analyses we present in this article are useful for initial 
development and validation of the REQSEL but do not 
demonstrate the relationship of teachers’ reports with their 
actual practices. That is, we do not yet have evidence to 
support prediction of behaviors (i.e., actual practice), and as 
such, the scores should not be interpreted to indicate teach-
ers’ actual current or future practices, only their subjective 
perceptions of past behaviors. As validation is an ongoing 
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process that does not necessarily have an endpoint 
(American Educational Research Association, et al. [AERA, 
APA, and NCME], 2014), the present study provides a pre-
liminary foundation upon which to build. A critically impor-
tant next step is to assess the extent to which teachers’ 
self-reports correlate with their externally observed prac-
tices. In addition, our item content development phase 
included two focus groups with teachers (who are the focal 
population), but these groups did not include teachers of 
color. It may be the case that a more diverse focus group 
sample would yield new insights into practices that support 
racial equity in SEL.

In addition, the final set of 41 items presented in this 
article are not an exhaustive list of practices that could sup-
port racial equity. Studies suggest building youths’ civic 
and political capacities requires operating from a frame of 
empowerment (Delgado, 2015). Jennings et al. (2006) high-
light that critical youth empowerment requires creating a 
welcoming and safe environment, engaging youth in mean-
ingful activities, equitable power-sharing between youth 
and adults, engaging in critical reflection, and developing 
youths’ sociopolitical processes. While the present measure 
includes items that may touch upon some of these aspects, 
like most quantitative measures, it may not capture the 
nuances or all the ways to support racial equity within a 
classroom or a school. It further does not capture the self-
work of the educator that is needed for these practices to be 
effective (e.g., reflecting on their own ethnic-racial iden-
tity). Relatedly, we prompted teachers to reflect on their 
experience teaching SEL, and we did not examine how 
respondents interpreted this prompt. Future work could 
explore whether teachers respond differently depending on 
the type of SEL experience(s) they are considering when 
completing the measure.

Moreover, to fully disrupt inequity in the classroom 
requires an intersectional approach (Grant & Zwier, 2011). 
Although this measure provides insight into what practices 
may be oriented toward racial justice, future work should 
consider scaling up this work using multiple methods (e.g., 
mixed methods, qualitative, ethnographic) to explore how 
teachers might address racial injustice at the intersections of 
other forms of oppression (e.g., ableism, sexism, etc.). 
Additionally, our aim was to identify self-reported transfor-
mative SEL practices primarily for students of color in urban 
school settings, and the ways SEL may be a space to address 
issues of inequity can be different in primarily White class-
rooms in suburban or rural settings. For example, providing 
positive representations of White individuals and highlight-
ing their contributions may not be necessary due to the over-
saturation of narratives that uplift and center White voices. 
Future work should explore whether the dimensions we 
identified apply to these populations or if there are addi-
tional topics explored in these classrooms. In particular, for 

White youths’ anti-racist development, it will be necessary 
to discuss the ways racism works to the advantage of White 
individuals and how to intentionally participate in anti-racist 
efforts. Given the range of potential activities we identified, 
future work should examine how practices may be imple-
mented to identify where further support may be needed to 
help educators fully engage in SEL to promote racial equity. 
Finally, although our dimension of discipline fell out, future 
work should continue to examine the extent to and ways in 
which teachers view restorative practices as a form of equity-
oriented SEL practice.

Methodologically, reliance on Qualtrics samples pres-
ents additional potential limitations. Although Qualtrics 
employs multiple measures to prevent duplicate participa-
tion within a sample, it is not known whether some of the 
same participants were included across the samples gath-
ered. Moreover, we do not know whether some of the 
respondents in the Rand American Teacher Panel also may 
have participated in Qualtrics-coordinated samples. Future 
work could develop and rely on a single national sample of 
teachers whose potential participation across samples can 
be limited and tracked more closely. In addition, the sam-
ples across both Qualtrics and Rand American Teacher 
Panels were predominantly White. Although this reflects 
the broader teacher workforce, continued work on the 
development of this measure should explore potential dif-
ferences in reports of practices between teachers of color 
and their White counterparts.

Conclusion

Within the last few years, the integration of topics that 
further racial justice within the classroom has become a 
point of political contention (e.g., López et al., 2021). Yet, a 
great deal of research shows the benefits youth experience 
when they are exposed to pedagogy that centers the experi-
ences of racially marginalized communities and builds 
youths’ political capacities to challenge social inequity (e.g., 
Pinedo et al., 2021). For youth of color, in particular, inte-
grating these topics into SEL can serve to validate their lived 
experiences and provide possibilities for them to imagine 
and create a radically different and more equitable world. 
These findings emphasize the urgency in learning more 
about how educators can leverage SEL spaces to engage 
youth in ways that build their abilities to critically reflect on 
and challenge the racial imbalances they see in the world. 
Researchers have already begun to explore the specialized 
pedagogical and content knowledge required to teach social 
justice (Dyches & Boyd, 2017). By providing tools to better 
understand the practices teachers report they use to integrate 
social justice topics into their engagement with SEL in class-
rooms, we open the possibilities to identify best practices as 
well as areas of growth.
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